
International Security and Nuclear Issues, FY02

Course Objectives (Course 6472)



This elective is designed as a policy-level course to address a broad spectrum of interrelated security issues.  It’s also about how and why the US adopts some of the national policies that we do, and the impact of these choices on other nations.  We have been in the Post Cold War era for over ten years, and the nature of international security affairs has changed.  Decision-makers must consider a number of interdependent policy and strategy decisions.  

In order to gain more from the discussions, a foundation of logic and history is first established in three phases, each building on the previous section: historical background, proliferation technologies and programs to prevent proliferation, and current policy choices.  Experts from, DOD, State and the National Labs will lead selected seminar discussions.  The ultimate focus of the course is on today’s issues and current challenges facing decision-makers in terms of strategies, policies and the impact on our allies.

Prerequisites

None (no technical background required at all).  Individuals that anticipate working on a joint staff, unified command staff, or DOS will benefit from the insight/understanding how policy is reached.

Pedagogical Approach


This course is built around lectures and discussions.  The course goal is to present a serious examination of nuclear history, technology, strategy, and policy.  Most guest lecturers will be current practitioners on the subject of that lesson.  The expectation is that at least half of each 2-hour class will be devoted to guide discussion.

Course Requirements and Grading



The course will have assigned readings each week.  Additional suggested readings will also be recommended.  The course is designed to provide a general history to non-experts; therefore, most readings are taken from books & publications meant to introduce people to the foundation and complexity of the issues.  Some study material is available as accountable books through the AWC Book Room and on Internet web sites.  However, most readings are contained within the course reader and books provided courtesy of the Counter Proliferation Center.  

Evaluation is based on:

Class Participation
30%

Critical Book Analysis  30%

Final Exam 
40%

Administrative Information



Col Tom Skillman, (334) 953-6841 will conduct the course (Col Rick Cosby (3-7757) and Col Guy Wills (3-4559) will assist).  Col Skillman’s office is located on the first floor, in room 1022, Ext. 3-6841 or reached by email T.Skillman@maxwell.af.mil.  

International Security and Nuclear Issues

Course 6472

Section One—Historical Foundation 

*Indicates readings provided separately in books issued; all other readings in the course reader.

(IP1)—The Overview 

(Tuesday:  22 October)

This course is designed as a policy level course.   We will go beyond the nuts-and-bolts of your nuclear weapon mindset and attempt to drive the discussions into the strategic/national level, dealing with current and future world policy.  We will start with developing a historical foundation, look at some of the technology involved in weaponry, and then look at current nuclear policy, deterrence and nonproliferation issues.  Our guest speakers are practicing experts in these important areas and will share their knowledge and experience with you in the classroom.

Readings:

· *Thomas Patterson, Major Problems in American Foreign Policy, 

George Kennan’s Long Telegram, pp. 284-288

Winston Churchill’s “Iron Curtain” Speech, pp. 288-292

· U.S. Nuclear Policy in the 21st Century, Executive Report, July 1998

Review:

· John Gaddis, Russia, the Soviet Union, and the United States, pp. 213-252

· Lawrence Freedman, “ The First Two Generations of Nuclear Strategists,” Makers of Modern Strategy, pp.735-778

(IP2)—The Cold War Foundation (NSC-68) – In Hindsight 

(Tuesday:  29 October)
NSC – 68 is often viewed as the salient document in the evolution of US post World War II security policy development.  It laid out in a comprehensive manner the rationale of US strategy during much of the cold war.  It is also one of the few examples of a long-range and enduring strategy developed in Washington.  Interpretations, intentions and evaluations differ regarding its effectiveness.  Ernest May collects the thoughts of many of the seminal players regarding the subject. This lesson will challenge some of their thoughts.

Readings:

· *Ernest R. May, ed., American Cold War Strategy:  Interpreting NSC 68 (Boston:  Bedford Books of St. Martin Press, 1993), pp.23-92

· *Commentary as assigned from American Cold War Strategy:  Interpreting NSC 68  

Suggested Readings:

· McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival, “NSC –68 and Expanded Production,” pp. 229-231

(IP3)—The Gaps, Culture, Crisis, Technologies and the Impact on Shifting Strategies

(Friday:  1 November)

From “weapons of terror” to “massive retaliation” to “flexible response” to “sufficient deterrence,” what were the changes that drove the policy shifts?  There have been a number of miscalculations along the way.

Readings:

· *Scott D. Sagan, Moving Targets:  Nuclear Strategy and National Security (Princeton:  Princeton University Press, 1989), Chapter 1  

Suggested Readings

· Scott D. Sagan, Moving Targets:  Nuclear Strategy and National Security, Chapter 2  

· Graham T. Allison, Albert Carnesale, and Joseph S. Nye (eds.), Hawks, Doves and Owls:  An Agenda for Avoiding Nuclear War

· Desmond Ball, Targeting for Nuclear Deterrence (IISS, Adelphia Paper 185,1983)

· Bernard Brodie, Strategy in the Missile Age

· McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival:  Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years 

· Peter Feaver, Guarding the Guardians:  Civilian Control of Nuclear Weapons in the United States

· Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy
· Fred Kaplan, The Wizards of Armageddon
· Janne E. Nolan, Guardians of the Arsenal
· Scott D. Sagan, “ The Origins of Military Doctrine and Command and Control Systems,” in Peter R. Lavoy, Scott D. Sagan, and James J. Wirtz, (eds.), Planning the Unthinkable 

(IP4)—Arms Control Treaties 

(Tuesday:  5 November)

The late sixties through the 1990s produced a gradual evolution in the approach to strategic nuclear arms agreements.  The process has evolved from unverifiable limits to substantial confirmed-reductions and the complete elimination of a class of weapons delivery systems.  Negotiations are frequently based on past negotiations and lessons learned.  The 1990s saw a radical shift both in approach and degree of arms control efforts from START to unilateral presidential nuclear initiatives to the Helsinki Accord.  This lesson examines the transition and relevance of some of these agreements.  What was and was not captured and why?  What’s considered stabilizing?  What are the ramifications of a legally binding treaty?  What is the process?  What are the alternatives? How have the modalities changed over the past decades?

Readings:

· Amy F. Woolf, Arms Control and Nonproliferation Activities:  A Catalog of Recent Events (Congressional Research Service, January 9, 2002), pp 1-21.

· Richard A. Davis, Nuclear Arms Reductions – Past and Present, (Electronic Journal US Dept of State) Vol 7, No. 2, July 2002, pp 1-4, @usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/0702/ijpe/davis.htm
Review:

·  United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Arms control and Disarmament Agreements:  Texts and Histories of the Negotiations, 1996 editions, 110-112 (SALT I), 113-116 (ABM), 121-123 (Interim Agreement), 189-193 (SALT II), 252-253 (INF).  Also Found @ http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/bureau_ac/treaties_ac.html

Suggested Readings:

· Congressional Research Service, Treaties and Other International Agreements:  The Role of the United States Senate, S.PRT 103-53, pp. xiii-xli.

· McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival, pp. 549-556

· Lawrence Freedman, The Evolution of Nuclear Strategy, chapter 22-25

· Kerry Kartchner, Negotiating START: Strategic Arms Reduction Talks and the Quest for Strategic Stability 

· McGeorge Bundy, Danger and Survival, pp. 461-516

· Lewis Dunn, “Four Decades of Nuclear Non-Proliferation:  Some Lessons From the Wins, Losses, and Draws,” Washington Quarterly (Summer 1990), pp. 5-18

· Scott D. Sagan and Kenneth N. Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons:  A Debate 
· Presidential Nuclear Initiatives (PNI)

· Joint Statement on Parameters on Future Reductions in Nuclear Forces (Helsinki Joint Statement), March 21, 1997

(IP5)—Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) and Building a Strategy -- conducted with Dr John Weinstein, Nuclear Command and Control Support Staff.
(Thursday:  7 November)

A Nuclear Posture Review should be expected to serve as the foundation for presidential guidance for US nuclear policy.  Despite the proposed grand undertaking of the last NPR in 1994, few changes to Reagan administration policy resulted.  Congress called for and DoD conducted another review.  This lesson will focus on the strategy building process; how it works; what it’s supposed to yield; and why sometimes it doesn’t.  Discussion may be CLASSIFIED.

Readings:

· Bret Lortie, “A Do-it Yourself SIOP.”  Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Jul/Aug 2001, pp. 22-29
· M. Elaine Bunn and Richard D. Sokolsky, “The U.S. Strategic Posture Review: Issues for the New Administration,” Strategic Forum, (Institute For National Security Studies: National Defense University) No. 177, February 2001

Suggested Readings:

· Harold Feiveson (ed.),  "The Next Nuclear Posture Review?” The Nuclear Turning Point, pp. 243-283
· Janne Noland, “Preparing for the 2001 Nuclear Posture Review,” Arms Control Today, November 2000 

· Ashton Carter, John Steinbruner, and Charles Zraket, Managing Nuclear Operations
· http://www.nautilus.org/nukepolicy/usa/stratref.html 

Section Two—Technologies and Transition
(IP6)—Nuclear Weapons Proliferation:  Material and Construction--conducted by DTRA.  

(Wednesday, 13 November) 

This session may be either SECRET or UNCLASSIFIED, and will present basic information to provide a better understanding of the decisions, actions and alternatives for a developing nation's nuclear weapons program.  This lesson will address:  the basic types of nuclear weapons and the significant differences; the functions of basic components; key nuclear and non-nuclear materials (including plutonium, highly-enriched uranium, tritium and beryllium); the significance of weapons-grade fissile materials versus non-weapons-grade materials; the actions and alternatives to develop a nuclear weapons capability; and, testing requirements. 

Readings:  Background papers provided separately by DTRA. 

Suggested Reading:

· USAF Counterproliferation Center Web Site

http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc-cps.htm 
(IP7)—US Nuclear Weapons Programs--conducted by DTRA. 

(Friday:  15 November)

This session may be conducted at the SECRET level or UNCLASSIFIED, and is intended to provide a better understanding of US nuclear weapons programs and the impact of treaties directly affecting strategic nuclear forces.  This lesson will also touch on the various effects of a nuclear detonation (thermal radiation, nuclear radiation, air blast, ground shock target vulnerability and EMP).  The discussion includes:  the US nuclear weapons program decision process; the previous US nuclear testing program and the ban on nuclear testing; the science-based stewardship program; current planning factors; stockpile categories; the quality assurance program without nuclear testing, the US "Lead & Hedge" policy; the impact of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty; tritium production, DOE programs and budget; life-cycle management; the process for potential new warhead programs; and, current stockpile planning issues. 

Readings:

· Background papers provided separately by DTRA. 

Suggested Read:

· William Scott, “Aging Weapons and Staff Strain Nuclear Complex,” Aviation Week & Space Technology, 20 Aug 2000, pp.58-68

· William Scott, “Nursing Weapons is Tougher Than Expected,” Aviation Week & Space Technology, 20 Aug 2000, pp. 63-65

· William Scott, “Will National Security Reviewers Propose a New ‘Nuke’?”  Aviation Week & Space Technology, 20 Aug 2000, pp. 66-68

(IP8)—Nunn-Lugar and Expanded Threat Reduction Initiatives -- conducted with OSD/Policy:  Mr. Jim Reid, Director Cooperative Threat Reduction.

(Monday:  18 November)

Since 1991, Congress has directed DoD, through the Cooperative Threat Reduction Program (CTR), to help secure FSU weapons of mass destruction (WMD).  CTR serves a critical engagement role with the FSU and supports a number of related foreign policy objectives; yet, the program, at times, is also subject to criticism in the Congress.  

Readings:

· Amy F. Woolf, Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Programs:  Issues for Congress (Congressional Research Service) March 6, 2002)

Suggested Readings

· Amy F. Woolf, Nuclear Weapons in Russia:  Safety, Security, and Control Issues (Congressional Research Service) 7 March 2000

· Senator Lugar’s remarks to the Carnegie Nonproliferation Conference, 18 June 2001 “A Tool for the New US-Russian Strategic Relationship”

· http://www.dtra.mil
(IP9)—Proliferation Control 

(Thursday:  21 November)

Proliferation control has been a driving factor in limiting the spread of nuclear weaponry throughout the world through treaties, export control, and national laws and regulations.  There is more concern that the need for more proliferation control programs is greater today.  However, it’s a costly program, economically and politically.  So how do we convince other countries to join and continue with proliferation controls?    How do we develop that close state-to-state relationship with other countries to maintain control of nuclear technology?  How do we strengthen future state relationships, implement new obligations with new countries, and restrain nuclear programs in Asian countries?
Readings:

· United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, Arms control and Disarmament Agreements:  Texts and Histories of the Negotiations, 1996 editions, pp. 65-75 (NPT)

· Ambassador Norman A. Wulf, “Nuclear Nonproliferation and Efforts to Help Other Countries Combat Nuclear Smuggling,” US Department of State, 30 July 2002.

· Summary of US Implementation of the “13 Practical Steps on Nonproliferation and Disarmament” Agreed to at the 2000 NPT Review Conference,” Arms Control Association, 4 April 2002.

· Carl E. Behrens, “Nuclear Nonproliferation Issues,” (Congressional Research Service), 25 July 2002, pp 1-16.

Review:

· Robert D Shuey, Steven R. Bowman and Zachary S., Davis, Proliferation Control Regimes:  Background and Status, Congressional Research Service, 30 March 2000

Suggested Readings:

· Norman A. Wulf, “Observations From the 2000 NPT Review Conference,” Arms Control Today, November 2000

Section Three—Current Issues
(IP10)—Verification, Treaties and Executive Agreements:  More than an Issue between the President and the Congress  -- requirements for verification-the practical need and the political battle -- conducted by Karin Look, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Strategic and Technology Affairs, Bureau of Verification and Compliance (VC), Department of State)   

(Tuesday:  26 November)  

“Trust but verify” was a frequently espoused mantra during the Reagan administration. No longer a bi-polar world -- clearly, the world is different today; The US is unchallenged as the only remaining super power.  So, is there still the same need for concern?  And what drives some policy-makers to maintain that call for diligent verification?  (Separate readings provide prior to class) 

Readings:

· “The Sixteen Verification Principles,” Canadian Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade, 3 pages.

· Amron H. Katz, “The Fabric of Verification: The Warp and the Woof.”  The Heritage Foundation, 1979.

· Michael Krepon and Mary Umberger, “Chapter 14, US Government Organization for Arms Control Verification and Compliance,” Ballinger Publishing Company, Copyright 1988, pp 282-308.

· Steve Fetter, “Future Directions in Nuclear Arms Control and Verification, http://www.inesap.org/bulletin15/bulletin15.htm 

· Congress of the US, “Verification Technologies:  Measures for Monitoring Compliance with the State Treaty,” Congress of the United States, Office of Technology Assessment, Dec 1990.

Suggested Readings

· Louis Henkin, Foreign Affairs and the US Constitution, (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 1996) pp.175-230 

· Detlev F. Vagts, “The United States and Its Treaties:  Observance and Breach,” American Journal of International Law, April 2001, Vol. 95, No 2, pp.313-334 

· Keith Payne, Rationale and Requirements for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control, Vol. II (Fairfax, VA:  National Institute for Public Policy) January 2001

· Keith Payne, Rationale and Requirements for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control, Vol. I 

· VERTIC (Verification Research, Training, and Information Centre) Web page (http://www.vertic.org/contents.html)

(IP11)—The Asia Card, A New Focus  -- conducted with Dr Peter Almquist, Department of State/ Office of Strategic Transition.

(Tuesday:  3 December)

China—the new frontier.  As China continues to grow and strengthen, what role will they play in the nuclear world?  Unlike the Soviet Union/Russia, the US has little historic strategic negotiations experience with the Chinese.  How will they harness their economic growth and power?  Will their military modernization demand the rest of the world step up and take notice?  Will they grow as the US did in the 1960s, or will they jump right into the 1990s and become an equal member of the nuclear “have” countries?  Is China a threat or a friend in the nuclear proliferation world?  How does Taiwan play in this game?  The growth of China opens up a new set of political considerations for our future leaders.

· Readings:
U.S. Department of Defense (2002) “Annual Report On The Military Power Of The People’s Republic Of China,” at http://www.defenselink.mil/news/Jul2002/d20020712china.pdf
· Thomas J. Christensen (2001), “Posing Problems without Catching Up,” International Security, vol. 25, no. 4, Spring 2001, pp. 5-40.  At: http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals/pdf/isec_25_04_5_0.pdf
Suggested Readings

· Bates Gill and Michael O’Hanlon (1999), “China's Hollow Military,” The National Interest, No. 56, Summer 1999 http://www.brookings.org/dybdocroot/views/articles/ohanlon/1999natint_sum.htm
· James Lilley and Carl Ford (1999), “China’s Military: A Second Opinion,” The National Interest, No. 57, Fall 1999, pp. 71-77, at http://it.stlawu.edu/~govt/376ReservesLilley.html 

· Bates Gill and Michael O’Hanlon (1999), “China’s Military, Take 3,” The National Interest, No. 58, Winter 1999/2000, pp. 117-119

· “China, Nuclear Weapons, and Arms Control, A Preliminary Assessment, “ (New York: council of Foreign Relations, 2000), pp 1-10 (Executive summary); pp 38-59 (Forks in the Road Ahead) (Reprint)

· Thomas J. Christensen (2002), “The Contemporary Security Dilemma: Deterring a Taiwan Conflict,” in The Washington Quarterly, Autumn 2002, pp. 7-21, at http://www.twq.com/02autumn/christensen.pdf 

· Thomas J. Christensen (2001), “China,” in Strategic Asia 2001-2002: Power and Purpose,   http://strategicasia.nbr.org/Report/pdf/ShowReportPDF.aspx?ID=1&f=1
· National Intelligence Council and Library of Congress (1999), “China and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Implications for the United States,” at http://www.cia.gov/nic/pubs/conference_reports/weapons_mass_destruction.html
(IP12)—STRATCOM Perspective:  Concerns, Options and Inputs  -- conducted by STRATCOM Strategy and Policy Division. 

(Thursday:  5 December)
In the Past, STRATCOM (or SAC) determined the numbers needed to fulfill the plan to carry out the guidance that came from on high – but it’s just not that easy.  Increasingly STRATCOM (J51) is being asked to anticipate lower numbers, provide a hedge and protect force structure all prior to a real shift in guidance.  This lesson will explore that challenge. This session may be conducted at the SECRET level.

Readings:  

· *David M. Kunsman and Douglas B. Lawson, A Primer on US Strategic Nuclear Policy, Sandia National Laboratories, 2001 (provided by STRATCOM)

Suggested Readings:

· Michael Wheeler, The Evolution of US Nuclear Policy and Posture:  Background to 2001
· Adm Richard W. Mies, CINCSTRATCOM, Statement to Senate Armed Services Committee, 23 May 2000
(IP13)—Future Nuclear Deterrence

(Tuesday: 10 December)

A number of prominent and creditable experts have proposed different ways of proceeding on the way ahead:  from status quo, to aggressive traditional negotiations, to unilateral action.  This instruction block will examine current issues and discuss the way ahead.  Will new weapon systems (i.e. missile defense) act as deterrence?  Is the international environment similar enough to the Reagan-era to maintain current policies in place?  Does the US currently have a fundamental nuclear deterrent policy?  Will past deterrence strategies (i.e. arms control) work with new emerging world capabilities (China, Iraq, India, etc.)?  How can we encourage new nuclear countries to adopt world policies?  Diplomacy, deterrence, and defense are three approaches to cope with future emerging threats.  Which should the US focus on?  Why?  What is the difference between deterrence and counter proliferation (are the lines becoming blurred?)

Readings:

· Gottemoeller, Rose, Enhancing Nuclear Security in the Counter-Terrorism Struggle, (Carnegie Endowment Working Papers) Number 29, Aug 2002 

· Turner, Stansfield, The Dilemma of Nuclear Weapons in the Twenty-First Century, Naval War College Review), Spring 2001 

· Kartchner, Kerry, Missile Defenses and New Approaches to Deterrence, (U.S. Foreign Policy Agenda) 18 July 2002 

· Amy F. Woolf, Nuclear Arms Control: The Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty, (Report for Congress, Congressional Research Service), 10 June 2002 

Suggested Readings:

· Howard, Sean, Three Pages Paper Over the Cracks at US-Russia Summit, (Disarmament Diplomacy) July-August 02, (6 pages), http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd65/65nr02.htm
· Brent Scowcroft and Arnold Kanter, “Which Nuke Policy?” The Washington Times, 24 March 1997, http://fas.org/nuke/control/start3/news/scowcroft.htm
· Schlosser, John, Multilateral Nonproliferation Treaties and Regimes, (US Department of State), 20 May 2002, http://www.state.gov/t/np/rls/rm/10546pf.htm
· US Department of State Fact Sheet, Missile Defense and Nonproliferation, 1 Sept 2001, http://www.state.gov/t/np/rls/fs/2001/4932pf.htm
(IP14)—Missile Defense & Arms Control Since the Moscow Summit  -- conducted with Dr Kerry Kartchner, Office of Strategic and Theater Defense, Department of State
(Thursday:  12 December)

What is the USG approach to MD/ABM?  What impact will “NMD/MD” have on bilateral strategic offensive arms reductions, the strategy of an overarching US nuclear umbrella, and the subsequent nuclear force structure of states other than the US and Russia?  What is the overall impact on US foreign policy relations?

Readings:

· Kerry Kartchner, “Origins of the ABM,” from James J. Wirtz and Jeffery A. Larsen (eds.), Rockets Red Glare:  Missile Defense and the ABM Treaty, (Westview Press) 2001, pp 21-53. 

Review:

· Keith Payne, Rationale and Requirements for Nuclear Forces and Arms Control, Vol. I (Fairfax, VA:  National Institute for Public Policy) January 2001, pp 1-25..

Suggested Readings:

· Ivo Daalder, et al., “Debating Missile Defence:  A Consensus on Missile Defence?” Survival, Autumn 2001, pp. 61-94

(IP15)—Limited Applicability of a Policy?? 

(Tuesday:  17 December)

What are the practical limits of a nuclear deterrent policy?  In the past, the USG has proposed a wide application for the policy.  In today’s environment is the US policy of “Calculated Ambiguity” believable?  Is such a thing as a Limited Nuclear Options viable?

Readings:

· *Scott D. Sagan, “Why the US Should Not Use Nuclear Threats,” The New Terror:  Facing the Threat of Biological and Chemical Weapons (Stanford University:  Hoover National Security Forum Series, 2000) pp. 415-438   

· Robert Joseph and Barry Blechman, Transforming Nuclear deterrence, Chapter 2--Transforming Nuclear Deterrence, pp 1-5, (http://www.ndu.edu/inss/books/tnd/tndcont.html)

Suggested Readings:

· Michael Gordon, “Maneuvers show Russian Reliance on Nuclear Arms,” NY Times, 10 July 1999

· Dr Nikolai Sokov: Overview; An Assessment of the Draft Russian Military Doctrine, CNS, Monterey, October 1999

· Dr Niklai Sokov, Russia´s New National Security Concept: The Nuclear Angle; CNS, 19 Jan 2000

· “Our Zapat-99 is not against the West,” Rossyskaya Gazeta, 26 June 1999
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