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lenges for American missile nonproliferation MTCR can hardly be considered an effective nonprolif-
olicy. Despite the relative backwardness of theieration guarantee, since the three governments have

economies, the missile and space industries in these coumixed feelings about the regime, and membership is un-
tries are among the most advanced in the world. Facirikely to bring them substantial financial benefits. More-
economic hardship and lack- over, for economic and/or
ing comprehensive export political reasons, these gov-
control systems, these counl ernments could cheat on
tries may contribute to mis- their MTCR obligations.

_si_Ie grrcl)life_raylion. ﬁuslsia To make its missile non-
Joine tl € M'SS' e Techno ogy proliferation strategy more
Control Regime (MTCR) in effective, the Clinton ad-

R:ssia, Ukraine, and China present special chaprises to sell excess missiles. Also, membership in the
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ministration should balance
incentives and disincen-
tives more carefully, dem-
onstrating both a readiness
to encourage cooperative
behavior and a willingness
to punish those who violate
MTCR guidelines. Thus

Russia, Ukraine, and Chin
may seek contracts with
rogue states.

far, the “carrots” have been

too weak, and so have the “sticks.” A closer look at

recent developments between the United States and the
To manage the missile proliferation threat from theséhree countries proves this point.

three states, the Clinton administration has constructed

an incentive-based strategy of providing them a guaragdQINT SPACE PROJECTS AS

teed share of the space or satellite launch market alNDNPROLIFERATION INCENTIVES

inviting them to participate in international space projects.

The policy aims to make the Russian, Ukrainian, and In an effort to give Russian, Chinese, and Ukrainian

Chinese missile industries more controlled and predicfs-paCe and missile industries an alternative to missile ex-
ports, the United States has concluded bilateral accords

able, while discouraging deals of proliferation concern_ . . o
) . o . : with all three countries, permitting them to launch U.S.-

Among the “carrots,” or positive incentives, provided by, . . . .
. . ) built payloads. Under a six-year U.S.-China pact signed
the United States are bilateral launch pacts with all three : : :
. . . in 1988, China was allowed to launch nine American-
countries, and attempts to involve them in the MTCR,_ .
: . . bault geostationary payloads. A more recent agreement

Since September 1995, Washington has also permitte .

: ) . ... 8lgned on January 27, 1995, permits Beijing to launch 15
American-made satellites to be launched into orbit by, . . Il h h :
surplus foreign ballistic missiles Ame_zrlcan geostationary satellites through 2001 gt prices

' within 15 percent of those offered by Western firms. A
So far, the results of this policy are rather modest1993 U.S.-Russian agreement limits Moscow to launch-
Current joint space projects, as a source of revenue fiitg nine American geostationary satellites through the
these nations, cannot provide a sufficient nonproliferagear 2000 at prices within 7.5 percent of what Western
tion incentive for at least three reasons. First, the Clintosompanies chargeln late January 1996, the United
administration is not in a position to offer a large share a$tates and Russia concluded a deal that allows Russia to
the space market to these countries because of voeabit from 16 to 20 commercial payloads through the end

opposition from the American aerospace sector and strong
international competition. Second, joint space projects akgictor zaborsky is Senior Research Associate and
not a reliable source of income due to the potential fosgjunct Professor at the Center for International

launch mishaps. Third, space cooperation does not altefade and Security at the University of Georgia in
the desire of these countries’ military-industrial enterathens.
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of 2000, depending on launch market conditibgr  stable revenue sources.
agreement signed by Ukrainian President Leonid Kuchma In the case of Russia, the launch agreement has been

and U.S. \ﬁ(_:e President Al Qore on Fek_)ruary 21, 199(?mplemented smoothly, but is currently experiencing un-
allo_vvs Ukr_alne to sell up to five geostationary Iaunche@ pected legal problems. These stem from American in-
ggons szth ?gdd((:jyclonle bocr)]s_';ers tlfgroggh thed end Qistence on the legal protection of intellectual property
h 1 and wou al or|1|e auncl : mrz];\r et Emgn 9rOWhghts when mounting American satellites on Russian
T eagreeme_ntaso_a OI_S 11 aunches f[o_t € >ea L_aur]g nchers. The U.S. participants insist that their Russian
venture, a joint prOJect_lnvoIvmg U_kra|n|ar_1, Ru?S""m'partners should have no access to the satellite at any
American, and Norwegian companies, which wil US&tage of a joint launch, while Russian experts argue that

Ukrainian and Ru_33|an boostgr teCh”O"_’Qy to orbit PaY%he projects cannot succeed without more openness and
loads from a floating platform in the Pacific Ocean. De-

_ " cooperatior.

pending on market conditions, the agreement could allow

Sea Launch to orbit three additional payloatiske the ~ The satellite launch pact was not the only American-

agreements with China and Russia, the U.S.-UkrainiaRussian incentive project. Involving Russia in the con-

accord requires that Ukraine price commercial launche¥ruction of the international space station is an important

for comparable services. is especially targeted at missile nonproliferation. The origi-

hile th deals look i _ _ nal U.S.-Russian agreement provided Russia with $400
While these deals look impressive on paper, in praGg,jion for space hardware and launching services, in-

tice space coope_ration betwegn the three nations ag ding three modules for the station. Two of these are
the United States is not proceeding smoothly. Unexpect%ing built on schedule. However, the third one, a ser-

legal and technical problems are jeopardizing the '®Vjice module vital to the station’s success, is in trouble.

enue that these projects were expected to generate APt cash-strapped Russian government is withholding

nonproliferation incentive. The projected Chinese'Ameri'payments to the Khrunichev company building the mod-

can projects have suffered the most mishaps. Underlﬁe, and its construction has now fallen nearly a year

contract between the International Telecommunicationﬁehind schedule. At a February 1997 meeting with U.S
Satellite Organization_(Intelsat_}_in Was_hington and Gre ice President Gore, Russian Prime Minister Viktor
Wall Industry Corporation of Be”'ng’ Chinese Long Marc_:hChernomyrdin pledged that $100 million would be released
rockets were scheduled to orbit three Intelsat satellltef:arthe project. Chernomyrdin made a similar promise in
In February 1996, July 1997, and March 1998. Butin th'ﬁuly 1996, but less than 10 percent of the necessary funds
first launch of the series, on February 15, 1996, a Long .« released to the Russian companies invéh@oh-
_I\/Iarc:-SB b<|)oster crashefll_secon(tj)s af;ler lift-off, dE35tr()ys'equently, the other partners in the project are thinking
Ing the In(;e sat 708 s_alte Ite on boar .dlorllsurance C(ljl_r};ibout asking Russia to withdraw as a full partner, letting
cerns and commercial pressure to add new satelliiese o only as a subcontractor for specific jplrsthat

capacity quickly led Intelsat's Board of Governors tocase, the Russian government and Russian space firms

cancel all contracts with China in late March 1996. Intelsaf, 4 jose expected revenue and acquire a poor reputa-
then began talks with Lockheed Martin Corporation abOl.ﬁon in the space market

using its Atlas rocket to replace Chinese launch veHicles.

Two other Long March customers—EchoStar Commu- Ukraine hoped to use its Zenith launchers for some
nications and AsiaSat—followed Intelsat’s example andix to 12 of the 70 to 80 launches Western countries carry
canceled contracts with China. U.S.-based Hughes Spa@dt annually, giving Kyiv about one-tenth of the interna-
and Communications Company has likewise been vidional space launch markétln this context, the inter-
timized three times by Long March failures since 1992national venture Sea Launch, formally established in May
Hughes currently has only one satellite scheduled to fi§995, appeared promising. Under the agreement creat-
on a Chinese rocket in 1998f course, failures of Chi- Ing the venture, the Ukrainian Yuzhnoye Design Bureau
nese booster rockets are not the fault of U.S. policyVill supply Zenith-2CL rockets, while the Russian Energia
However, these difficulties demonstrate that selling spad@esign Bureau will provide an upper-stage engine for
services is a rather shaky and uncertain business. Adhg¢ Zenith. A Norwegian firm, Kvaerner Maritime a.s.,
result, Chinese space/missile industries may be encoutill modify a 30,000-ton oil rig to serve as the launch
aged to export their other products in search of morglatform, and it will also build a command ship to tow the
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platform to an equatorial launch site south of Hawaii. AAMMTCR MEMBERSHIP AS A
American firm, Boeing Commercial Space Company, iNONPROLIFERATION INCENTIVE

the lead investment partner and overall system coordina- For the seven original MTCR partners, membership in

tor. Yuzhnoye will get 15 percent of the profits from thethe regime meant a voluntary decision to restrict exports

venture:! and economic benefits in exchange for political and se-

However, under the U.S.-Ukrainian launch pactgcurity benefits# Since these countries have similar po-
through 2001 Ukraine can only launch three to four rocklitical and economic structures, and share common
ets with American payloads annually, far below earlieinterests and objectives, they did not require side-pay-
expectations. Under the agreement, if the market avements to join the MTCR, and their membership was not
ages 24 launches from 1996 to 1999, Ukraine can fly ugme result of intensive bargaining. In many cases, new
to five U.S.-built satellites itself, and Sea Launch camegime members admitted since 1989 have had different
launch up to 11 geostationary satellites. This compositiomotivations for joining the MTCR. Of course, such fre-
of launches is unfavorable for Ukraine, since three-fourthguently mentioned membership benefits as demonstrat-
of them would involve a great number of foreign compoing political good will, gaining access to technologies and
nents that have never been used with the Zenith boostarformation, participating in decisionmaking about the
This increases the risk of failure and makes earning eveagime, and receiving immunity from most U.S. sanc-
60 percent of the expected revenue uncertain. (Insutions have served as positive incentives. However, more
ance underwriters have not been enthusiastic about thed more often new (and potential) MTCR members
project so far, and the first Sea Launch rocket and satedre requesting side-payments that are only loosely linked
lite, scheduled to launch in February 1998, will be selfto missile nonproliferation as a condition for joining the
insured.) In addition, market conditions may not allowregime.

Sea Launch to orbit as many satellites as it has pIanned.U_S. attempts to persuade Russia, China, and Ukraine

Some Russian experts, for example, do not share e 5piqe by the guidelines of the MTCR thus far have
Sea Launch partners’ hope fF’r quu_:k economic gains fro_'ﬂad limited success. Russia was admitted to the regime
thg_venture. : On the teCh”'Ca' side it [Sea Launch] T August 1995 in exchange for revising its plans to ex-
brilliant. But in all my calculations of Sea Launch, theport cryogenic rocket engines to IndiaThe Russian
rate of return drops to zero,” said Alexander Lebede overnment wanted MTCR membership primarily to

Deputy Director General of the Khrunichev State Reiansure that the regime is not targeted against Russia.

search and Production Space Center. “To make thq'-fowever, some of Russia’s activities, namely deals with

bushmess p!ag attr:gcnve,l;[jhey musr': doa Iotlgfhlaunches_ IPan and Iraq, continue to generate proliferation concerns.
a short period. This would mean they would have to Wiy aine and China are still outside the regime, although

half of the available market, but this is impossible giverboth have made commitments to respect the MTCR
the competition,” Lebedev satél. guidelines

Ukraine is also planning to launch American low-earth-

bi li h included in th Ina 1994 U.S.-Ukrainian memorandum of understand-
orbit (LEO) satellites that were not included in the U'S"lng, Ukraine agreed to conduct its missile exports ac-

Ukrainian pact and will be handled separately. Howeve{:om”ng to the criteria and standards of the regime.

t_hese launches are un_likely to change _the situ_ation dr31§ibwever, it opposes American demands that it abandon
ltlcallyh ‘E‘S the geostcz;monary market hst|IISdof_m|na|tes thes ballistic missile program as a precondition for formally
launch business, and competition with U.S. firms launch i g the MTCR. Ukrainian President Kuchma clearly
ing LEO satellites will be very tough. Ukrainian govern- ;... q during his visit to Washington in May 1997 that
ment and industry officials have made it clear that the¥Jkraine would preserve the right to produce and test
are eager to have more extensive space cooperati_on Wi ciles with a range up to 500 kilomet&rsJkrainian
the United Sta_ltes. But they made |t_clear t_hat W'thou(sfficials do not expect substantial technological benefits
such cooperation, they will be marketing their space sef:, - MTCR membership, saying that Ukraine possesses
vices to other countries irrespective of those countries, y .1 ceq space technologies and needs only very spe-
proliferation records? cific technologies in limited areas. They do not expect
any significant financial benefits either, arguing that the
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other MTCR members will not make any concessions iers consider Iran one of their best customers after India
the competitive space market, and that current Ukraand China; reportedly, Russia’s military contracts with
nian deals were concluded without MTCR membershipran reached $1 billion in 1996.

For China, MTCR membership has so far not proven Iran is not the only recent customer for Russian mis-
attractive. In 1984, while Western nations were negotisile technology. Since early 1997, Russian and Western
ating the future regime, China was designing an exporhedia have reported that arms worth about $1 billion
program for its short-range M-9 missile. By 1987, wherwere illegally exported from Russia to Armenia in May-
the MTCR was established, the program was in placéune 1996, including eight Scud launchers and 24 Scud
and functioning. Since then, Chinese officials have claimenhissiles?® These deliveries took place nearly a year af-
that China did not participate in the creation of the MTCRer Russia joined the MTCR. Reportedly, the arms ship-
and “should not be called upon to assume correspondimgents were sanctioned by Prime Minister Viktor
obligations.?” Beijing also argues that the MTCR is a Chernomyrdin, and the cash received in exchange was
discriminatory arrangement that does not cover other dehanneled into the Russian presidential election cam-
livery systems of greater concern to China, such as jeaign?®

fighters purchased by Taiwan. The Bush and Clintor_w The Ukrainian government is interested in exporting

administrations imposed trade sanctions against China i <<ijo technologies to nations with advanced missile

1991 and 1993 for_selling Pal_<ist_an finished Componem(.sapabilities, as well as in exporting finished missiles and
and launchers for its M-11 missile (a shorter-range ver

ion of q ith Chi missile components to countries with less developed mis-
sion of M-9). Under a 1994 agreement with China, Washge j,qystries. Recent reports that Ukraine has agreed

ington lifted sanctions in exchange for Beijing’s promiseto sell SS-21 or Scud B missiles to Libya for $510 million

to stop m?ssil_e desals with Pakis_tan and abide by thﬁave contributed to doubts about Ukraine’s export con-
MTCR guidelines? However, Chinese export control trol credential$’ Also, alleged Ukrainian deals with

credentials have not improved significantly since then. China? Iran? Iraq® Pakistarf: and Indi& lead one

to believe that Kyiv’s declared intention to profit from
exports of its missile technology is serious.

Among the three nations, China has the poorest mis- gq far, neither space cooperation with the United States
sile nonproliferation record an_d is of major concern. I"or MTCR membership has provided the ultimate “car-
1996, at least three alleged Chinese missile transfers Wgfs» that would convince China, Russia, and Ukraine to
criticized in the U.S. Congress and media: 1) the expofyt their missile-related exports. Both Russia and Ukraine
of M-11 missiles and guidance equipment to S¥i&)  paye clearly indicated that they will gradually expand
the sale of C-802 cruise missiles to If&rand 3) the  45mg exports. Russia increased its conventional arms
supply of blueprints and equipment to Pakistan for & Misynorts from $1.7 billion in 1994 to $3.4 billion in 1996.
sile factory in Rawalpindi, near Islamabd. Reportedly, the state-owned arms export company

In December 1995, allegations surfaced in the AmeriRosvooruzheniye has also developed a “strategic plan”
can media that Russia had transferred guidance comgg-overtake the world’s largest arms exporter, the United
nents from Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles States, by 1998. Russia, Ukraine, and China have more
(ICBMs)—accelerometers and gyroscopes—to Iragexperience selling weapons and weapon technology to
These reports were discussed in congressional subcorhird World countries than engaging in highly competi-
mittees in the summer of 1996, and the Clinton adminigive space projects with the West. Many in the military-
tration issued a demarche to the Russian governmeiindustrial complex are seduced by the idea of making a
Senior Russian officials said they did not know about théquick buck” from arms exports. Exports of missiles and
transfer’? During the February 1997 visit of Russianrelated technologies are in line with this drive for cash.
Prime Minister Chernomyrdin to Washington, the U.SChina may produce missiles specifically for export, while
delegation issued a diplomatic warning to Russia becauissia and Ukraine are willing to sell excess missiles,
it had allegedly transferred SS-4 technology to Iran thawt all three may sell sensitive technology, which is of
could threaten U.S. troops in the Persian Gulf. The SSgreater proliferation concern in the long run. Deals with
has a range of 1,250 miles, three times more than th&n and Pakistan are good cases in point. Obviously, the
missiles Iran currently possesg&®ussian arms trad- U.S. “carrots” are too small to stop these developments

PROLIFERATION RECORDS
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since they are not specifically targeted at military-indus-  siles, nuclear material and chemical weap-
trial enterprises. onry®

Not only are the “carrots” failing to offer sufficient It is obvious that because of the economic and politi-
nonproliferation incentives, but the “sticks” of negativecal significance of Russia and China, the Clinton admin-
sanctions are inadequate as well. Henry Sokolski, whigtration has been reluctant to consider the imposition of
served as a senior aide to former U.S. Vice Presidebtoad sanctions against them in retaliation for exporting
Dan Quayle and is currently director of the Nonprolif-technologies related to weapons of mass destruction. In
eration Policy Education Center in Washington, D.C.theory, alleged Ukrainian military cooperation with Libya
argues: could endanger more than $1 billion in U.S. aid to

Russian officials make promises and thenturn ~ Ukraine® but the Ukrainian government views such
around and do whatever it takes to earn the  American sanctions as unlikely, given the Russian and
hard currency. And whether we are talking Chinese experience.

about ballistic missiles or nuclear reactors, these

sales are going to continue unless the Whiter CONCLUSION

House gets serious and threatens sanctfons.

o Obviously, the “carrots” that the United States pro-
As an MTCR member, Russia is exempt from most sanc- . . .

. . . : ._Vvides to contain nuclear proliferation are stronger and
tions that U.S. law requires be applied against foreign . o .
o T . more effective than those used to manage missile prolif-

entities trading in controlled items, but not from all of __ . . ) .
. eration. In order to convince various countries not to de-
them. The U.S. Congress has made much American as- .
: . I , .~ Velop nuclear weapons, Washington has offered
sistance to Russia conditional on Moscow’s compliance . . ) . ;
; - . . o Incentives ranging from augmenting Pakistan’s conven-
with a number of guidelines, including cooperation in pros-. " C 2 )
. ) : - tional arms capabilit$?, to cooperating in North Korea’s
moting nonproliferation. Both the Freedom for Russia_. .. > .
. . . civilian nuclear prograrff, and providing security and
and Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open Ma{.- . . .
) ._financial assistance to Ukraiffeln the case of Kazak-
kets Support Act, and the Cooperative Threat Reductio . )
Program (also known as the Nunn-Lugar Act), re uiré‘:' an the United States went even further, setting a pre-
9 9 » FeAUING e dent that demonstrates that potential proliferants can

annual presidential certifications that Russia is meetine convinced to give up valuable assets of proliferation

these conditions before American governmental assis- .
. . ) concern. In 1993, the United States removed several hun-

tance can be disbursed. Despite questions about Russian | . . : : :
. . L red kilograms of highly enriched uranium from Kazak-
dealings with Iran and Armenia discussed above, the

: - L . . .~ stan in exchange for cash and technical assistance.
Clinton administration issued its most recent certification,. . : . . .
. issile proliferation concerns should be given higher
for Russia in March 1997.

standing in current American policy, and potential
Many observers believe that the Clinton administraproliferants should be treated appropriately. One should
tion also does not adequately use the threat of sanctioavays bear in mind that missiles are potential delivery
against China. The United States has imposed sanctioggstems for weapons of mass destruction, and the list of
on China twice for its missile exports to Pakistan, and i@ountries seeking nuclear capabilities is almost identical

May 1997, it imposed one-year sanctions against twi the list of nations shopping for longer-range missiles.
Chinese companies for exporting chemical warfare com- : . . ,
In order to strengthen its missile nonproliferation strat-
ponents to Iraf® Nevertheless some contend that the . . : )
. egy toward Russia, Ukraine, and China, the Clinton ad-
United States has not responded adequately to many re:

. T nlinistration should adjust the balance of incentives and
ported Chinese exports of sensitive items. As one expeorI . . d ) h h ioi
has argued: Isincentives. Broader cooperation through joint space

. : , . o projects could provide incentives to managers at design
E\;Zf;?ﬁ;;i“ﬁ;znsz ﬁzlpn;?egc\)ll\llghi;r;t?)i ?r:/aetri ¢ centers and production facilities not to export missile com-

. : . ponents and technology to rogue states. Assistance in
can neither deal honestly with the American : i -
: : creating communities of nongovernmental “whistle-blow-
public and Congress nor act effectively about N ; o . ) )
S . : ers” and in establishing effective nonproliferation export
China in support of other American interests.

) ) control systems could provide other incentive elements
Knowing Washington would not endanger trade y P

. ; O . . in U.S. policy. In general, any kind of cooperative alter-
with China, Beijing increased... its sales of mis- - POTICY. T G » any P
native to clandestine exports that would generate rev-
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enue for missile/space firms and governments in these
countries, while increasing their domestic and interna-
tional Standmg’ would serve nonprollferatlon purposes.. This essay is a part of a project supported by the National Council for

viet and East European Research, the U.S. Institute of Peace, and the
On the other hand’ the U.S. government should ma@%iversity of Georgia. The views expressed are solely those of the
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but not for purchasing rockets. They wanted answers to questions about
how we test for strength, aerodynamics, vibration and so on. But we
prefer to sell them hardware.” Cited Bpace NewsNovember 29,
1993, pp. 1, 20. According to Ukrainian officials, license applications
from Yuzhnoye to export sensitive technologies to China have been
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