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Chapter 1

 

Ballistic Missile Defense Policy

 

1.0 Introduction

 

Two years have passed since President Bush directed that the SDI program be refocused on pro-
viding a missile defense system to protect the United States, its forces deployed abroad, and its
friends and allies against accidental, unauthorized, and/or limited ballistic missile strikes. During
this time, international events such as the Gulf War Scud attacks, the break up of the Soviet
Union, and continuing proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction have
validated the President’s decision. The Missile Defense Act exhibits the growing bipartisan con-
sensus on our fundamental missile defense goals and on an acquisition strategy for achieving our
missile defense goals. Discussions with Russia and our Allies on moving toward a cooperative
Global Protection System are showing both progress and promise.

 

1.1 Background

 

In January 1991, the President redirected the SDI program away from its previous focus--deter-
rence of a massive Soviet ballistic missile attack--to providing protection to the United States, its
forward deployed forces, and its allies and friends, against limited ballistic missile strikes, what-
ever their source. On the basis of that change, the United States began concentrating its ballistic
missile defense activities in several broad areas. 

During 1991 the role of ballistic missile defenses was identified within the new U.S. military
strategy which focused on meeting regional threats and challenges; discussions were renewed
with allies and friends on their participation in our ballistic missile defense program; the then-
Soviet Government was approached to join us to permit the limited deployment of defenses and; a
program strategy and acquisition approach was developed to support our revised policy objectives
and to permit the deployment of ballistic missile defenses by the end of the decade.

Since January 1992 the United States has been developing a concept for a Global Protection Sys-
tem in response to Russian President Boris Yeltsin’s announcement that Russia was ready to par-
ticipate in a global system of defense against ballistic missiles. We also began intensive
discussions with allies and friends, both individually and in multilateral fora, seeking their views
on our proposed response to President Yeltsin and inviting their participation in a Global Protec-
tion System. At the June Washington Summit, the sides agreed to work together with allies and
other interested states to develop a concept for a Global Protection System against limited ballis-
tic missile attack and to develop the legal basis necessary for such a system. Presidents Bush and
Yeltsin also agreed to appoint representatives to lead a High-Level Group to develop the concept
for a Global Protection System. The High-Level Group conducted detailed and constructive meet-
ings in July and again in September, which reflected the new strategic relationship. Subsequently,
working groups were convened in October to begin working on the means and methods for imple-
menting a Global Protection System. The United States is continuing discussions with the Rus-
sians and our allies and friends to consolidate progress toward the implementation of a concept
for a Global Protection System.
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And finally, we have worked to implement Congressional direction detailed in relevant legisla-
tion. A consensus has been established between the Congress and the Executive Branch on the
role of missile defense in protecting the U.S., its friends and allies, and our forces abroad against
limited ballistic missile attacks. As set forth in the 1991 Missile Defense Act and its amendment
in the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act, the Department is planning with Congressional
approval to deploy the initial (UOES)
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 elements of advanced theater missile defenses by the mid-
1990s and to provide an option to deploy an Anti-ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty compliant
defense (UOES) located at a single site around the turn of the decade as the initial step toward a
highly effective defense of the United States.

 

1.2 Missile Defenses In U.S. Military Strategy

 

As described in the May 1991 and July 1992 Report To Congress on the Strategic Defense Initia-
tive and other Departmental reports, the President’s decision to refocus the SDI program was
based on almost two years of intensive review of the changing international security environment.
This new defense concept stressed continuous protection of the U.S., its forces abroad and allies
against limited ballistic missile strikes, whatever their source. The rationale for the refocused pro-
gram was twofold:

• First, while changes in the East-West relationship reduced the risk of conventional and
nuclear war with the Soviet Union, political instability in the then-Soviet Union
caused concern over the potential for accidental or unauthorized use of ballistic mis-
siles.

• Second, concern about the increasing proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of
mass destruction throughout the Third World and the growing threat that these weap-
ons would be used in regional conflicts.

The program elements in SDIO that related to this concept were grouped together under the title
GPALS, for Global Protection Against Limited Strikes. The purpose of a GPALS system is to pro-
tect, on a continuous basis, the American people and U.S. worldwide interests against both strate-
gic and theater range threats. We are designing the defense to meet a threshold requirement to
protect against ballistic missile threats of up to a few tens of warheads, with an objective of high
confidence of very low or no leakage against up to 200 attacking ballistic missile warheads in a
variety of scenarios.

Ballistic missile defense contributes to U.S. military strategy in a number of critical areas, includ-
ing strategic deterrence and defense; forward presence; crisis response; and reconstitution. 
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The User Operational Evaluation System (UOES) can best be thought of as exploiting operational assess-
ment prototypes, providing, in case of an urgent operational need, a “system” capability during the demon-
stration and validation stage of development.  While the UOES undergoes field testing and early
operational assessment, the underlying or core acquisition program continues through the engineering and
manufacturing development phase.
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1.2.1 Strategic Deterrence and Defense

 

The United States will continue to rely on its strategic nuclear deterrent capability, including a
survivable command, control, and communications system and a modified version of the tradi-
tional nuclear Triad. Ballistic missile defenses--including space- and ground-based interceptors
and sensors--will provide protection for the United States against actions that are by definition
undeterrable--accidental and unauthorized launches. They also can provide protection against
limited, deliberate ballistic missile strikes which may threaten regional stability or the interests of
U.S. allies and friends. Ballistic missile defenses could extend protection to our forward deployed
forces and allies. Defenses will become an increasingly important indicator of American strategic
capability and military strength--a tangible sign that we remain committed to providing security
assistance to our friends and allies.

 

1.2.2 Forward Presence

 

The forward presence of U.S. forces can take many forms. Stationing forces in selected forward
bases or aboard naval vessels is perhaps the most visible demonstration of U.S. commitment in
key areas. Theater ballistic missile defense systems operating in concert with U.S. early warning
systems will provide point and wide area defense and early warning to U.S. forward-based and
expeditionary forces; space-based interceptors could provide continuous, global coverage against
tactical missiles that exit the atmosphere for those forces against longer-range theater ballistic
missiles. U.S. defenses, in combination with those its allies and coalition partners might deploy,
would provide protection, on short notice, of U.S. forces, host nation forces, and ports and air-
fields for arriving forces. These defenses would also be capable of protecting population centers
and would permit those at risk additional warning to undertake civil defense measures. Such a
capability will become increasingly vital to the U.S. leadership role in the world as ballistic mis-
siles proliferate and aggressors attempt to deter the formation of defensive coalitions through the
threat of missile attacks.

 

1.2.3 Crisis Response

 

The need to respond to regional contingencies and crises, and do so on very short notice, is one of
the key elements of the new regional strategy. Defenses, in addition to protecting targets, could
also serve to defuse regional crises by deterring the employment of ballistic missiles. This combi-
nation of defense and deterrent capabilities increases the likelihood that, in regional crises, poten-
tial adversaries could not use ballistic missile attacks to gain an advantage or to deter the United
States and its allies or coalition partners from pursuing political, diplomatic, or military initiatives
designed to resolve a crisis. By thus reducing the military utility of ballistic missiles, such
defenses would contribute directly to the accomplishment of U.S. non-proliferation objectives.

Active defenses
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 can also reduce pressures on U.S. military and political leaders involved in a
regional conflict to alter their campaign or war plans because of the threat (or actual use) of ballis-
tic missiles. In the absence of effective defenses, carefully laid plans could be disrupted or
delayed. With an effective defense in place, our military leaders are better able to execute their
well-constructed plans, thereby retaining the initiative in battle. 
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In additon to active defense, the Theater Missile Defense mission is comprised of counterforce or attack
operations; passive defense; and battle management / command, control, communications and intelligence.
Further details of the Department’s TMD plans are addressed in the TMDI Report To Congress.
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1.2.4 Force Reconstitution

 

The reconstitution concept is not simply to recreate or expand existing forces, but to consider
what new forces are most needed to meet a new or reemerging threat consistent with U.S. strat-
egy. The capability to protect against limited strikes represents an appropriate level of defense
within our strategic forces structure, based on our current planning assumptions. Forces under
consideration for deployment in the GPALS concept should provide the base level of capability to
carry us into the foreseeable future in support of our forward presence and crisis response mis-
sions. If more ambitious missile defense capabilities are required in the future as a result of
changes in the international environment, the SDI program will have developed the systems and
technologies required to respond, should a decision be made to do so in the future.

 

1.3 The Ballistic Missile Threat

 

1.3.1 Accidental and Unauthorized Strikes

 

With the collapse of the Soviet Union the danger of a large scale war in Europe leading to nuclear
conflict has vastly diminished. Nonetheless, the end of the Cold War confronts us with new chal-
lenges. The states of the former Soviet Union face internal crises and the possibility of civil disor-
der, while they continue to possess thousands of strategic and tactical nuclear warheads. While the
strong central government of the former Soviet Union had a robust nuclear command and control
system that provided us with high assurance that an accidental or unauthorized launch was highly
unlikely, this command and control system was not designed in anticipation of the dissolution of
the Soviet Union and the potential fragmentation of political and military authority. While the
U.S. intelligence community believes an accidental or unauthorized launch remains unlikely, the
dramatic political changes in this region could betray weaknesses in Russia’s command and con-
trol system that neither we nor the Russians could have anticipated and has resulted in heightened
concern over this risk. 

Political turmoil in the former Soviet Union, however, is not the only reason for concern about
accidental and unauthorized strikes. The ability of ballistic missile proliferators to maintain com-
mand and control of the modern weapons they are acquiring is questionable. Command and con-
trol of these systems is technically demanding and it is unclear that appropriate communications
networks, safeguards, and clearly delineated decision-making authority will exist to prevent acci-
dental or unauthorized use of the weapons by these third countries.

 

1.3.2 Ballistic Missile Proliferation

 

Ballistic missile defenses will support our broader efforts to discourage the spread of ballistic
missile technologies and weapons of mass destruction by providing a means to deter the use of
such weapons. Should deterrence fail and ballistic missiles be used against the U.S., its forces, or
our friends and allies, missile defenses would be able to destroy the attacking missiles. In this
way, missile defenses would help undermine the military and political utility of such systems, and
discourage countries from acquiring them. 

Ballistic missiles continue to be deployed in areas beset with regional conflicts, particularly in the
Middle East and Southwest Asia -- regions where ballistic missiles have been used in four of the
last six major wars. A major implication for future regional contingencies that clearly emerged
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from the Gulf War is the political and military importance of possessing a capability to counter
defensively the threatened or actual use of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction. The
United States cannot accept a situation in which these capabilities are allowed to constrain a U.S.
President’s flexibility in employing military power when necessary to support U.S. national secu-
rity objectives and commitments abroad.

Today, over 20 non-NATO nations have ballistic missile capabilities (See Figure 1-1). Many of
the countries that are developing and/or acquiring ballistic missiles are also acquiring weapons of
mass destruction. These weapon systems pose a threat today that is largely regional in character.
However, the trend is clearly in the direction of systems of increasing range, lethality, and sophis-
tication. Several nations with space launch capabilities could modify those launchers to acquire a
long-range ballistic missile capability. In the past, space launch capabilities emerged simulta-
neously with ballistic missile achievements. Historically, when a country decided to build an SLV,
it generally derived the initial version from a ballistic missile. 

After the turn of the decade, some nations hostile to the U.S. could acquire ballistic missiles that
could threaten the United States. Over the next ten years we are likely to see several Third World
nations establish the infrastructure and develop the technical knowledge required to undertake
ICBM and space launch vehicle development, although testing and production of these missile
systems would take some time. 

Through purchase of entire weapons and long-range delivery systems, nations that are potentially
hostile to the U.S. could quickly acquire the means of attacking the continental United States.
Also, the sale of production technology and technical expertise can significantly shorten develop-
ment time. Attempts to control this spread are challenged by the already widespread availability
of ballistic missile technology. Significant technical data is available from open source literature
and many of the necessary technologies and techniques have been around for several decades.
Some of the trade in ballistic missiles and their technology remains essentially outside the bounds
of existing control mechanisms. 

 

1.4 Building A Consensus On Ballistic Missile Defenses

 

The United States has been working intensively in several areas to develop the foundation--both
nationally and internationally--that would permit moving forward on our goals for ballistic mis-
sile defenses. First, we have been pursuing discussions on a Global Protection System concept in
detail with the Russian Government. Second, we have been involved in frequent consultations
with our allies and other states on the concept for a Global Protection System and we have kept
them fully informed of our discussions with the Russians. And finally, we have worked to imple-
ment the Missile Defense Act. 

 

1.4.1 Challenge from President Yeltsin on Missile Defenses

 

Following the President’s decision in 1991 to refocus the SDI program, the United States began a
review of U.S.-Soviet arms control objectives. This resulted in President Bush’s September 27,
1991 call “on the Soviet leadership to join us in taking immediate, concrete steps to permit the
limited deployment of non-nuclear defenses to protect against limited ballistic missile strikes--
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whatever their source.” Several days later, on October 3, the U.S. presented a new proposal in the
Defense and Space Talks (DST), which was consistent with our GPALS concept. On October 5,
1991, then-president Gorbachev signaled a clear change of previous Soviet thinking on this issue
when he replied to the President’s invitation by stating that “we are ready to discuss the U.S. pro-
posal on non nuclear ABM systems.” In meetings in October and November, U.S. representatives
met with senior representatives of the Soviet Union, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan
and explained in detail our concept for limited ballistic missile defense. We also discussed the
possibility of defense cooperation in response to former President Gorbachev’s July proposal to
the leaders of the G-7 for “development of joint ABM early warning systems to prevent unautho-
rized or terrorist operated launches of ballistic missiles.”

President Bush’s initiative for cooperation in the deployment of defenses was followed by Presi-
dent Yeltsin’s January 29, 1992 announcement that “We are ready jointly to work out and subse-
quently to create and jointly operate a global system of defense in place of SDI.” Two days later,
in a speech to the United Nations Security Council, President Yeltsin reiterated his proposal for
the “creation of a global system for protection of the world community” which “could make use
of high technologies developed in Russia’s defense complex.” President Yeltsin’s remarks repre-
sented a major breakthrough. For the first time, a Russian leader publicly acknowledged a shared
interest in developing defenses against ballistic missiles while at the same time calling for further
reductions in offensive nuclear weapons - breaking with former arguments that defenses are not
compatible with offensive reductions.

During their meeting at Camp David on February 1, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin had a construc-
tive discussion about the proposal on global defenses. They agreed to continue this dialogue.
When Secretary of State Baker met in Moscow in February with President Yeltsin and Foreign
Minister Kozyrev, he stated that the U.S. shared Yeltsin’s bold vision on the need for a global bal-
listic missile defense system, and that we were prepared to work together toward this goal. Secre-
tary Baker proposed that we begin this cooperation by concrete steps in three areas:

• The sharing of early warning information on ballistic missile launches through a Joint
Ballistic Missile Early Warning Center that would integrate and display early warning
information from all participants;

• The discussion of areas for possible technology exchange, especially the acquisition of
former Soviet technology and hardware; and,

• The development of a concept for a global ballistic missile defense system.

At the June 16-17 Summit in Washington, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin issued a Joint Statement on
a Global Protection System:

“The Presidents continued their discussion of the potential benefits of a Global Protection System
(GPS) against ballistic missiles, agreeing that it is important to explore the role for defenses in
protecting against limited ballistic missile attacks. The two Presidents agreed that their two
nations should work together with allies and other interested states in developing a concept for
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such a system as part of an overall strategy regarding the proliferation of ballistic missiles and
weapons of mass destruction. Such cooperation would be a tangible expression of the new rela-
tionship that exists between Russia and the United States and would involve them in an important
undertaking with other nations of the world community. The two Presidents agreed it was neces-
sary to start work without delay to develop the concept of the GPS. For this purpose they agreed
to establish a high-level group to explore on a priority basis the following practical steps:

• The potential for sharing early warning information through the establishment of an
early warning center.

• The potential for cooperation with participating states in developing ballistic missile
defense capabilities and technologies.

• The development of a legal basis for cooperation, including new treaties and agree-
ments and possible changes to existing treaties and agreements necessary to imple-
ment a Global Protection System.”

The High Level Group first met in July and again in September. During the 13-14 July meeting in
Moscow, both sides outlined their broad positions on a concept for a Global Protection System.
They also agreed to establish three working groups to further develop the concept: a Concept
Working Group; a Technology Cooperation Working Group; and a Non-Proliferation Working
Group. The High Level Group retained responsibility for discussing the legal issues associated
with moving toward a Global Protection System.

During the September meeting of the High Level group in Washington, the two sides addressed
four topics: 1) technology cooperation, 2) non-proliferation activities, 3) further elaboration of the
Global Protection System concept and 4) further discussion about the issues associated with the
legal basis for a global protection system. At the conclusion of the meetings, the sides agreed that
the Working Groups would begin work to “develop the means and methods for implementing” a
Global Protection System.

The Non-proliferation Working Group began its first meeting in Moscow on October 5th. They
began a candid and comprehensive dialogue on non-proliferation issues, including the problem of
ballistic missile proliferation and the role of defenses in addressing this problem.

The Concept Working Group on a GPS met for the first time in Moscow October 27-30 while the
Technology Cooperation Working Group met October 29-30. The U.S. and Russia exchanged
detailed presentations and conducted extensive discussions on a wide range of issues related to
establishing a GPS. The agenda included discussion of the overall GPS concept, the strategic
dimension of the ballistic missile threat, command and control issues associated with a GPS, par-
ticipation in a GPS, early warning information and a Global Protection Center, sensor contribu-
tion to a GPS and joint Anti-tactical Ballistic Missile (ATBM) activities. The work of the High-
Level Group and its Working Groups suggest that Russian views on a number of important ele-
ments of a GPS have moved closer to those of the United States.
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1.4.2 The ABM Treaty

 

The ABM Treaty was negotiated at the height of the Cold War. At that time, there was intense hos-
tility between the United States and Soviet Union and high levels of defense expenditures, both
offensive and defensive. Recent events have drastically changed the world security environment
and have transformed the relationship between the U.S. and the countries of the Former Soviet
Union (FSU) from one of competition to one of cooperation. The growing partnership between
the U.S. and the FSU States including the potential for joint efforts to meet common security con-
cerns offers the opportunity to take a thoroughly new approach to stability and to the contribution
ballistic missile defenses can make. In fact, without the changed security environment, a Global
Protection System would not be possible. 

In light of the changed security environment and in the context of developing a concept for a Glo-
bal Protection System, the U.S. has stated to the Russians that the ABM Treaty needs to be
updated to reflect current realities and to implement a Global Protection System. The proposed
updates would provide a clear legal basis for an effective Global Protection System. The United
States has proposed updating the ABM Treaty in five ways. These are:

-- First, to provide early warning and cueing information necessary for defense against
ballistic missile strikes, neither sensors nor the use of the information they provide
should be limited.

-- Second, to allow the potential for advances in the technology to be applied in the
future to increase the effectiveness and to reduce the cost of missile defenses, develop-
ment and testing of ABM systems must be allowed without regard to basing mode or
physical principle. 

-- Third, to realize the goal of a Global Protection System--to defend entire populations
from limited strikes--limits on the number of deployment areas and deployed intercep-
tors must be relaxed; the U.S. has proposed up to six ABM sites with no more than 150
ABM interceptors per site.

-- Fourth, to allow deployment of fully effective ATBM systems (and their support by
space-based sensors) that are necessary to defend against the existing and growing
threat posed by intermediate-range ballistic missiles with weapons of mass destruc-
tion, ABM Treaty ambiguities that result in legal impediments to the development,
deployment, sale, or export of ATBM systems must be clarified.

-- Fifth, to provide for the exchange of technical data and hardware that would be charac-
teristic of activities among participants in a Global Protection System, the ABM Treaty
restriction on these transfers would have to be lifted.

Modification of the ABM Treaty would be in keeping with the new relationship between the U.S.
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and Russia because it would clarify ambiguities and eliminate areas of contention that could lead
to misunderstanding and tension between the two countries. For example, due to the improve-
ments in technology, it will become increasingly difficult to distinguish between sensors deployed
on the ground or in space for an ABM purpose and those employed for other purposes. Likewise,
deployment by the U.S. or Russia of advanced ATBM systems and their support by high quality
space-based sensors, which are consistent with both countries’ security needs, could raise Treaty
concerns and tensions because of the above-mentioned ABM Treaty ambiguities.

The updates to the ABM Treaty proposed by the U.S. would substantially resolve issues relating
to succession as well as existing compliance concerns and eliminate other Treaty ambiguities
which could lead to future compliance issues. For example: with the demise of the Soviet Union,
certain key ABM-related facilities are now located in non-Russian states, including early warning
radars, the Sary Shagan ABM test range, and ABM-associated development and production facil-
ities. The proposed updates would resolve concerns about Large Phased Array Radar (LPAR) sup-
port of the Moscow ABM system and the ABM potential of advanced Soviet SAMs and ATBMs.

Thus, it is clear that if the ABM Treaty continues in its present form, it will not only present an
obstacle to achieving the Global Protection System, but it is likely to be a source of serious con-
tention, completely inconsistent with the cooperative relationship now developing between the
U.S. and Russia.

On the future of the dialogue on GPS, the United States and Russia have seen no insurmountable
problems, including the ABM Treaty, to implementation of a GPS. The Russian government has
made clear its desire to continue the dialogue on the GPS concept which it views as part of a
broad range of new and important contacts which will fundamentally alter the strategic relation-
ship between Russia and the U.S. and its allies. We hope to continue these discussions even as we
continue to pursue the development of a core baseline program that is ABM Treaty compliant. 

 

1.4.3 United States And Its Allies

 

The U.S. has been discussing the GPALS concept with its NATO allies and other allies and
friends for over two years, both bilaterally and in NATO fora. These discussions have included the
objectives of a limited deployment of ballistic missile defenses--including, in our view, that such
defenses would not undermine the credibility of existing deterrent capabilities--and the willing-
ness of the U.S. to extend protection to allies. We have also discussed the possibility of providing
allies information from sensors for both early warning of an attack and to improve the effective-
ness of theater-based (U.S. or allied) ballistic missile defenses. Additionally, our discussions
included an invitation to participate in the development and operation of those defenses. (See
Chapter 6 for a discussion of allied participation in SDIO research projects.) 

When President Yeltsin raised the idea of a Global Protection System in January 1992, the United
States immediately began to develop a concept for a GPS and initiated discussions with our allies
on our thinking on the subject. In these discussions, the United States emphasized that in its view
this Global Protection System would not replace or supersede existing security arrangements or
agreements; that the U.S. would do nothing with the Russians that undermine our defense com-
mitments to our traditional allies; that not all cooperative projects undertaken with our allies will
be open to Russia; and that we are prepared to include interested allies in any activity we under-
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take with the Russians.

At the June 1992 Summit, Presidents Bush and Yeltsin specifically agreed to work with allies and
other interested states in developing the concept for a Global Protection System. Since then, we
have discussed GPS in greater detail with our friends, our allies in NATO, in the Pacific, and in
Israel, and high-level representatives of Russia and other former Soviet republics. While still in
the early stages of basic concept development for a GPS, the United States has discussed with our
allies the three basic components of GPS: (1) sharing of early warning information; (2) planning
for use of nationally controlled ballistic missile defense forces; and (3) technology cooperation.
We will continue our bilateral and multilateral efforts with our allies to develop a mutually agree-
able GPS.

 

1.4.4 The Global Protection System Concept

 

The United States views the GPS concept as a voluntary association of sovereign states commit-
ted to assisting one another in meeting the challenge to their national security and international
stability that is posed by the proliferation of ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction.
Participation in this system would be open to all interested states that are members in good stand-
ing of the community of nations and that have embraced the objectives of stemming the prolifera-
tion of advanced military technology. 

Under this approach, the U.S. contribution to the GPS concept would be its GPALS program as
described in this report. The United States would be willing to make available the benefits of its
GPALS deployment to participants in the global protection system. For example, we would be
prepared to make available processed early warning information from our existing and planned
early warning systems for use with ballistic missile interceptors of all types. We would be pre-
pared to cooperate with other participants for coordinated missile defense operations as our capa-
bilities for ballistic missile defense mature. A fundamental element of the GPS concept is that
while national forces could be used in support of the GPS, those forces would remain under sov-
ereign national control. The use of such forces in support of a GPS would be governed by agreed
“rules of engagement”. And finally, we would be prepared to assist through technical cooperation
and other activities the development by other participants of the means to defend their own home-
land and forces.

The participants in a Global Protection System would establish and operate a Global Protection
Center, within which the participants would cooperate on developing and operating a GPS,
including efforts to:

• share information on the sources of proliferation and the use being made of prolifer-
ated technology,

• share certain specified information on all launches of missiles detected by national
sensors, including such information as time of launch, the location of launch, and the
direction of flight,
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• assist one another to develop their own capabilities for warning and defense against
limited ballistic missile attacks, and

• undertake planning activities, engage in exercises and develop models to support
cooperative defensive operations against ballistic missile attacks. 

The Global Protection Center could be a forum in which individual states could develop military
plans to execute cooperative agreements by which the assets of one nation might be used to
defend the territory of another against limited ballistic missile attacks. At the same time the partic-
ipants would retain control of the national assets they had committed to the support of a Global
Protection System.

 

1.4.5 The Missile Defense Act

 

In the two years since the U.S. shifted the focus of its ballistic missile defense goals to provide
protection against limited strikes, the Administration and Congress have moved toward a consen-
sus on fundamental missile defense goals. The Missile Defense Act of 1991, which was part of the
FY 1992 Defense Authorization Act, established two basic missile defense goals that were reaf-
firmed in the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act: 

(1) deploy an anti-ballistic missile system that is capable of providing a highly effective
defense of the United States against limited attacks of ballistic missiles; and

(2) provide highly effective theater missile defenses to forward-deployed and expedi-
tionary elements of the Armed Forces of the United States and to friends and allies of
the United States.

The MDA stated that the limited deployment of defenses should be “designed to protect the
United States against limited ballistic missile threats, including accidental or unauthorized
launches or Third World attacks.” Congress and the Administration continue to agree on the need
for a defensive capability to protect against these threats.

The MDA directed the Administration to take several measures to implement the Act’s goal of a
highly effective defense against limited ballistic missile strikes. The Department is moving for-
ward on each of these. The Department laid out its acquisition strategy towards this goal in its
Plan For Deployment of Theater and National Ballistic Missile Defenses forwarded to Congress
in June 1992. In the Conference Report accompanying the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act,
the Conferees stated they “believe[d] that the baseline programs for TMD and the limited defense
system (LDS) as set forth in this report constitute a low-to-moderate technical risk and low-to-
moderate concurrency program as directed...”

The Administration and Congress share the determination to provide, as soon as feasible, protec-
tion against limited ballistic missile attack. It remains for the Administration and Congress to
agree on the appropriate combination of forces, and for the Congress to provide the funding
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needed to achieve this common objective. The Congress has endorsed developing space-based
sensors for deployment, but it has mandated that space-based interceptors such as Brilliant Peb-
bles not be included in the initial plan for the limited defense system architecture described in the
MDA. However, it explicitly endorsed robust funding for research and development of promising
follow-on technologies, including Brilliant Pebbles. The Department will vigorously pursue the
development of space-based sensors for deployment and, as funding permits, continue to develop
technologies such as Brilliant Pebbles as a follow-on option to the deployment specified in the
MDA as revised in the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act.

The Conference Report on the FY 1993 National Defense Authorization Act also urged the Presi-
dent to continue to pursue the changes to, and clarification’s of, the ABM Treaty that were recom-
mended in the Missile Defense Act of 1991. As discussed above, the United States is continuing
its dialogue with Russia on obtaining relief from the current ABM Treaty regime in order to pur-
sue the missile defense goals stated in the MDA and a Global Protection System. 

 

1.5 Theater Missile Defense Initiative

 

The FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act directed the Secretary of Defense to establish a Theater
Missile Defense Initiative (TMDI) office within the Department of Defense (DoD) to carry out all
activities in the Department which involve active defense against theater and tactical ballistic mis-
siles. The Secretary of Defense has assigned the TMDI to SDIO to ensure the benefits of comple-
mentary technology development and to preclude duplication of effort. For example, strategic and
theater interceptor functions such as guidance, propulsion and target kill can be researched using
joint technology base efforts. Over 90 percent of the SDIO TMDI system builds on previous SDI
initiatives. The efficiencies of closely coordinated theater and strategic defense technology devel-
opment programs is gained through SDIO management. Additionally, SDIO management will
serve to involve all the military services and war fighting Commander in Chiefs (CINCS) in the
process of developing missile defenses and assure their efforts are integrated into a coherent, cost-
effective program that produces a truly joint service missile defense system.

In accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement between SDIO and the Services in the spring of
1992, a new SDIO acquisition structure has been established under a GPALS General Manager
(GM). Reporting to the GM is the Assistant Gerneral Manager for Theater Defense, who has been
designated as the DoD office to execute the Theater Missile Defense Initiative (TMDI).

As per the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act, a separate TMD Initiative Report will be for-
warded to Congress. To the extent that SDIO programs and activities contribute to the TMDI mis-
sion, they will be discussed in this report. Discussion of our TMDI master plan, which includes
TMD doctrine and acquisition strategy, is reserved for our TMDI Report To Congress. 

 

1.6 Deployment Planning

 

The Department has planned, programmed, and budgeted its resources to support the goals of the
MDA and established military requirements. With regard to military requirements, the Joint
Requirements Oversight Council (JROC) recently validated key performance parameters for bal-
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listic missile defense systems which are necessary to protect the United States against limited bal-
listic missile attacks. At this time, the JROC also reaffirmed the requirement for wide-area theater
missile defense against the most capable theater ballistic missile threats.

In response to Congressional direction, DoD is developing for deployment a defensive system
located at an initial site. In our negotiations with the Russians, we are seeking relief from the
restrictions on the location and number of U.S. ABM sites, including the number of interceptors
in the United States, as well as the prohibition on the deployment of space-based ABM sensors. In
this eventuality, the site at Grand Forks would be redundant. However, without appropriate
updates to the ABM Treaty, the single site it permits would remain at Grand Forks. Because the
capability provided by this single site is constrained by the ABM Treaty, it cannot defend the
United States against the full range of threats to the required level of effectiveness. In addition,
several Treaty issues have not yet been resolved. The capability of this Treaty-limited deployment
would be restricted to intercepting a few tens of reentry vehicles (RVs) launched by Intercontint-
ental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs) or long-range Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBMs)
aimed at the center of the nation and would be much less effective against RVs aimed at the
periphery of the U.S. and not effective at all against those heading for Alaska or Hawaii. Addi-
tional sites, prohibited by the ABM Treaty, are needed to provide the required level of defense for
the entire U.S. against the full range of threats. 

After ABM Treaty compliance issues are resolved, we can undertake, if appropriate, and after
consultation with our allies who would be affected, improvements to existing early warning sen-
sors to bridge the gap until the space-based Brilliant Eyes sensors become operational.

 

1.7 Summary And Conclusions

 

Two years ago, in response to the dramatic changes in the international security environment, the
objective of the Strategic Defense Initiative was refocused to provide protection against limited
ballistic missile strikes -- whatever their source. The plan proposed in this Report to Congress rep-
resents the Department’s effort for achieving U.S. national ballistic missile defense goals, given
the budgetary constraints imposed by the Congress. 

As stated in last year’s Report to Congress, the passage of the Missile Defense Act represented a
major step toward a consensus between the Administration and Congress on U.S. ballistic missile
defense goals. The national goal identified in the MDA is to deploy a ballistic missile defense sys-
tem, consistent with stability, that is capable of providing a highly effective defense of the United
States against limited ballistic missile attack, and provide highly effective theater ballistic missile
defenses for U.S. forward-deployed and expeditionary forces, allies and friends. This goal, and
our acquisition strategy, was reaffirmed in the FY 1993 Defense Authorization Act. While there is
a consensus on our broad missile defense goals, the challenge we face is achieving the funding
levels from the Congress required to achieve those goals.

Finally, last year we saw a significant break from past Soviet policy on ballistic missile defenses
that opened a historic opportunity for cooperation in this area. We continue to work with our
allies, Russia, and other countries toward the goal of creating a Global Protection System. The
elements being developed under the TMDI and SDI programs will comprise the U.S. contribution
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to this system. Such a cooperative undertaking holds the promise of enhancing U.S. security, as
well as that of our Allies, Russia and other states.


