THE CHEMICAL WEAPONS CONVENTION:
THE RUSSIAN DESTRUCTION PROBLEM

Issue (early 1993):

Should the United States, in concert with other Western countries,
adopt a more aggressive policy toward the destruction of former Soviet
chemical weapons to ensure that Russia can implement its obligations
under the CWC?

Options:

(A)  Continue the current policy of providing a modest amount of funds to
help develop plans for the destruction of Soviet chemical weapons but
assume that Russia will design, construct, and fund the destruction
program largely on its own.

(B)  Seek to put the Russian destruction program on a faster track by
securing immediate and substantial Western technical and financial
assistance, coordinated through the G-7 industrialized countries.

Background/Discussion:

Under the CWC, Russia will be required to destroy 40,000 metric tons
of former Soviet chemical agents beginning 2 years and ending 10 years after
the convention enters into force, which is expected in early 1995." The
convention provides for a possible five-year extension of the final destruction
deadline if a party encounters difficulty meeting its obligations. Such an
extension must, however, be approved by a two-thirds majority of the other
parties to the Convention.

Various plans for the destruction of the Soviet chemical weapons have
been developed, but neither the Soviet nor the Russian parliament has been
willing to decide where or how to destroy the stocks or to provide the
necessary funding. Progress on the issue has been blocked by a variety of
political, technical, and economic problems. Six years after the Chernobyl
nuclear accident, public confidence in the ability of the government safely to
destroy large quantities of highly toxic substances remains low. In 1989,
public opposition to the chemical weapons destruction program prevented the
Soviet Union from beginning to operate a destruction facility constructed at

' The June 1990 agreement by the United States and the USSR on
the reduction of chemical weapons contains an equivalent destruction schedule.
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CRUISE MISSILES AND THE UNENVISIONED
CONSEQUENCES OF NEW TECHNOLOGY

Issue (constant):

New technology emerging from the laboratory is usually presented as
beneficial by its promoters. While that claim is often the case,
unenvisioned results may ensue, and apparently benign technology may
turn out to be the cornerstone of new kinds of weaponry. Should the
United States embargo the export of technology in computing,
navigation, and propulsion (for example) to forestall its misuse, even
when the foreseeable utility may be great? If so, what level of
likelihood of misuse should trigger technology controls?

Options:

(A)

(B)

©)

Acces to new technologies such as the Global Positioning System (GPS)
satellite navigation system should not be restricted unless they will
clearly contribute to the proliferation of weapons such as guided
missiles.

The possibilities for misuse of new technology should be studied not
only by the developers and funders of the technology, but also by an
external group or panel, before the new developments are released
without restriction and appropriate steps for control incorporated in the
procedures for export licensing (essentially current policy). When the
potential for misuse is great, even if the potential for beneficial use is
also enormous, steps might be taken to enable the United States to
"disarm" or disable the equipment even after export (an addition to
current policy).

The export of new technologies should be restricted until they are
proven to have no significant consequences for the proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction or their delivery vehicles.

Background/Discussion:

The following subsection uses an analysis of the GPS system’s virtually

unforeseen utility as a cruise missile guidance system to illuminate the policy

issues.

Initially modern cruise missiles did not seem to pose very much of a

proliferation problem. Either their accuracy was not significantly better than
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PROBLEM COUNTRIES: THE FORMER SOVIET UNION

Issue (first six months):

In addition to helping FSU republics devise and implement adequate
export licensing and control procedures, how can the United States best
move to prevent the proliferation of ballistic missile technology from
the FSU to the developing world?

Options:

(A)  Continue the current policy of limited dealings with the FSU aerospace
industries so as to hasten their collapse.

(B)  Encourage the conversion of the FSU aerospace industries.

(C)  Option (B), but also target the missile production industries for special
cooperation in civil space projects.

Background/Discussion:

Four former Soviet republics, including Russia, now have nuclear-
tipped long-range ballistic missiles. While the non-Russian republics have
pledged to liquidate their newly acquired nuclear forces eventually, how these
pledges will be implemented remains unresolved. Meanwhile, the question of
missile production facilities in these republics -- especially Ukraine -- remains
largely unaddressed. Individuals and production facilities formerly engaged in
the development and production of missiles now find themselves without a
clear future. The fate of these hundreds of ballistic missiles and thousands of
missile-industry workers in the FSU is of tremendous concern: the incentive to
export missiles or missile-related technology in exchange for hard currency
may be great. Similarly, engineers and technicians may be tempted to accept
offers of employment in countries attempting to develop indigenous missile
programs.

Enterprises formerly subordinated to the Ministry of General Machine
Building, previously responsible for the production of ballistic missiles,
reportedly have large quantities of spare parts and materials left over from
canceled production. Care must be taken to ensure that production is not
resumed for sales abroad or that the surplus materials themselves are not sold
off. Although Russia has agreed to adhere to the MTCR guidelines, the other
republics have not.
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INTELLIGENCE SUPPORT FOR NON-PROLIFERATION

Issue (February-April 1993):

Should the United States significantly increase its spending on
non-proliferation intelligence despite legitimate pressures to decrease
overall spending on intelligence?

Options:

(A)  Within a declining overall budget for defense, direct the secretary of
defense to fund a 2 percent increase in FY94 intelligence spending
earmarked for non-proliferation priorities, and personally support that
increase before Congress.

(B)  Direct the director of central intelligence (DCI) to produce a combined
budget for FY94 non-proliferation intelligence and brief the NSC on the
budgetary implications for technical intelligence collection. Once this
process is completed, determine the priority to accord the non-
proliferation intelligence function compared with other defense and
intelligence activities. Develop a comprehensive strategy for all
intelligence activities tied to this funding and carefully limit entrants to
the funding pool to avoid possible abuse of this arrangement by
programs with limited or no relevance to non-proliferation.

Background/Discussion:

Intelligence is crucial to overall detection of proliferation and provides
support for foreign policy actions leading to denial of weapons or technology
to suspected proliferant nations. It is an important component of such tasks as
penetrating and/or monitoring arms proliferation activities (including nuclear
testing), discerning weapons characteristics and the likely modes and
procedures for their use by each proliferant country, and discouraging or
preventing such proliferation or weapons use.

U.S. intelligence on arms proliferation has ranged from poor to
excellent. Because good results have been produced when truly precise
coverage occurs, it can been reasoned that increased intelligence efforts are
valuable. Likely cuts in intelligence spending will cap these efforts, however,
unless DOD provides further funding and helps the DCI defend that portion of
the budget before Congress.
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