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Introduction
Ballistic missile defense (BMD) presents one of the most controversial issues facing Northeast Asia security policy makers and scholars today.  It stands at the intersection of a number of different concerns for the United States: missile proliferation, control of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) technologies, the question of rouge states (or states of concern) including the Democratic Peoples Republic of Korea (North Korea), the rise of Chinese power, and the advancement of global arms control regimes.  In this context, the central question that must be addressed is how does the prospect for BMD impact on the international relations of Northeast Asia?  Does BMD lead the region toward increased security and stability, or in the direction of insecurity, competition and potential instability? 

In examining this central question, we must examine the interaction of threat perceptions and policies of the regional actors.  What is driving the missile concerns of the United States and others?  How do regional perceptions concerning BMD differ; i.e., what are the sources of tension in this issue?  Does the strategic culture of the various actors, the way they see the world, impact on how BMD is viewed?  What are the likely consequences for the region if BMD is deployed, and are different deployment options more or less likely to lead to stability or insecurity and competition?

This paper will address these questions through an examination of the threat perceptions, policies and stated objectives of the actors in the region vis-à-vis BMD.  A prevalent theme will be the centrality of the United States-China relationship.  As the US threat analysis is the driving force behind BMD, a review of that threat perception as well as US BMD policy and potential architecture options favored by the United States is a necessary starting point.  The policies of Japan, the Republic of Korea (ROK), and Taiwan will also be examined.  Chinese, Russian, and DPRK arguments against and policies toward the development and deployment of such BMD systems will offer the counterpoint.

For the purposes of this paper, Theater Missile Defense (TMD) and National Missile Defense (NMD) will be addressed as separate but highly related issues within the overall context of BMD.  It is not easy to distinguish these systems in the context of the Asia Pacific region:  what the United States would term TMD can easily be an NMD system for many of the geographically smaller countries of the region.  The term NMD, however, will be reserved for reference to the proposed US system to guard the mainland of the United States against limited missile attack.  TMD will be used to refer to those more limited missile defense systems proposed for potential forward deployment by the United States or deployment by Japan, the ROK and Taiwan. 

Interviews were used extensively in this project.  However, as is often the case in dealing with security specialists in this region, all requested to be quoted on background.  I have honored these requests, but have attempted to back up as much as possible their statements using primary sources in translation. 

It must also be noted that this project began as a simple examination of the potential impact of TMD in the region.  However, it soon became obvious that the missile defense issue is being played out on several interrelated levels, and that any discussion of TMD in isolation would only provide part of the picture.  Ballistic missile defense in general is highly problematic for many of the countries of the region, and particularly so for China.  While the debate in the region two years ago was primarily about potential TMD deployment in Taiwan and Japan, the discourse has become much more complicated, touching upon issues of power balance, hegemony and global arms control.  In the end, the United States must closely examine the effects of BMD as a whole against the existing and rising insecurities of our regional friends, allies, partners and potential competitors in order to ensure that we do not create overall insecurity through our quest for total security.

The United States View on Missile Defense

The technology required to launch missiles capable of delivering [WMD] over long distances, unfortunately, is still spreading across the world. The question is not whether this threat is emerging; it is. The question is, what is the best way to deal with it.

-President William Jefferson Clinton, in an address to the Duma, Moscow, Russia, 5 June 2000

In order to discuss how BMD affects Northeast Asia, we must first establish the context of the US plans.  The United States has been, and will continue to be, the most ardent advocate of missile defense systems.  Predating even the Strategic Defense Initiative of the 1980s, many in the United States have imagined the "perfect defense" of being able to live under an anti-missile shield.  It exemplifies the self-help tenant of realpolitik thinking:  don’t trust anyone else’s actions or promises to provide for your security—do it yourself.

However, it was also realized long ago that within the framework of nuclear deterrence, the ability of one nuclear power to guard itself against missile attack while retaining the capability to strike others offered a dangerous potential for one state to act with impunity.  Nuclear deterrence is predicated on the ability to strike back.
  Removing this ability through missile defense would invoke a classic security dilemma:  by increasing the relative security of the deploying country, missile defenses would lower the relative security of the other state(s), in turn causing them to find ways to increase their own relative security and leading to an overall lessening of absolute security among the states.

For this very reason the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 1972.  The treaty prohibits the deployment of nationwide defenses against strategic missile attack in order to maintain the value of deterrence.  While the treaty, and subsequent protocols, allows for the deployment of a single limited ABM site on each side, the US site at Grand Forks, ND has been inactive since 1976.  The Russian/Soviet site is maintained to protect Moscow.  The question of the applicability and viability of the ABM Treaty is at the center of the BMD debate.

The current discussion of missile defense stems from the early 1990s, as both the Clinton administration and the Congress reacted to the use of Iraqi Scud missiles in the Gulf War.  That experience illustrated two important points:  the threat posed to US troops by theater ballistic missiles and the potential of systems, such as Patriot, to ameliorate that threat.  In December 1993, the Clinton administration announced its goal to seek a clear, negotiated demarcation between strategic and non-strategic ABM systems in order to clarify the applicability of the ABM treaty provisions and clear the way for development and deployment of TMD systems.  As the decade progressed, threat perceptions caused by the actions of some states and the proliferation of missile technologies caused the missile defense discussion to widen from limited TMD systems to more robust, yet still ostensibly limited, NMD systems.  The most dramatic event in this chain was the flight testing by the DPRK of the Taepo Dong-1 missile/space launch vehicle (SLV) in August 1998.  However, missile developments in South Asia, Iran and Iraq as well as China have increased the US feeling of vulnerability to missile attack.

Current Threat Perceptions of the United States

The threat assessment has evolved greatly over the last several years.  NIE 95-19, a classified report, concluded in November of 1995 that the US homeland was not likely to face a direct missile threat in the foreseeable future.
  However, not all agreed, and the Congress ordered the Director of Central Intelligence George Tenet to appoint the Commission to Assess the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, commonly known as the Rumsfield Commission.  Their July 1998 report differed greatly from NIE 95-19, finding that the United States did indeed face a threat from ballistic missiles within 5-10 years, a finding punctuated one month later by the DPRK’s Taepo Dong-1 launch.

In September of 1999, the National Intelligence Council published a report entitled “Foreign Missile Developments and the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States Through 2015.”
  This report made the following key points in summarizing the perceived missile threat to the United States: 

· During the next 15 years, the United States most likely will face ICBM threats from Russia, China, and North Korea, probably from Iran, and possibly from Iraq.

· North Korea, Iran and Iraq would view their ICBMs more as strategic weapons of deterrence and coercive diplomacy than as weapons of war.

· In regards to North Korea, it could convert its flight-tested Taepo Dong-1 SLV into an ICBM capable of delivery of a light payload sufficient for a chemical or biological weapon to the mainland of the United States; however, it is more likely to weaponize the still-in-development Taepo Dong-2.  A two-stage Taepo Dong-2 would be capable of reaching Alaska or Hawaii; a three-stage version could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload (sufficient for a small, crude nuclear device) anywhere in the United States.

· In regards to Iran and Iraq, both could either follow a North Korean pattern of development or receive aid directly from North Korea or some other foreign entity, enabling them to test ICBMs capable of hitting the United States by 2010-2015.

· China will maintain the size of its ICBM force at about 20 missiles capable of reaching the United States, while modernizing to increase the survivability and reliability of the force.  Beijing could possibly deploy a multiple reentry vehicle (MRV) capability in the near term, although the development of multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle (MIRV)-armed mobile missile systems is many years off.  China will continue to improve its short-range ballistic missile (SRBM) capabilities and increase the size of its force deployed opposite Taiwan.

· Russia’s nuclear arsenal will remain the cornerstone of its military power, being used to deter both nuclear and conventional threats.

The United States views this evolving threat warily.  These weapons enable potentially highly lethal attacks, capable of causing casualties on the order of millions.  And they are potentially in the hands of regimes that may view them not as weapons of war but as tools of coercive diplomacy (blackmail), using them to attempt to influence US policy decisions and actions during crises.  Some judge that because of these developments, the threat to the United States from weapons of mass destruction is higher today, and less predictable, than during most of the Cold War.  Additionally, the threat to deployed US military forces is judged to be real, not potential:  US forces are already in range of the DPRK’s SRBMs.

United States Missile Defense Policy

The above evolving threat assessment has led to a series of legislative actions and policy decisions that have propelled the missile defense agenda in the United States.  Even before the Gulf War, Congress had begun discussing the redirection of SDI to more limited theater ballistic missile threats.  In January 1991, in the early stages of Desert Storm, President Bush directed that the SDI program be reoriented on providing protection from limited ballistic missile strikes.  By the time the Clinton administration came into office two years later, TMD had gained substantial momentum.  In December 1993, the administration began work to deconflict TMD and the ABM treaty, and agreement on a demarcation between strategic and non-strategic missile defense systems was reached with Russia at the 55th session of the Standing Committee in August of 1997.  In May 1999, building on a series of increasingly compelling legislative initiatives, Congress passed legislation forcing the issue of NMD and stating:

It is the policy of the United States to deploy as soon as is technologically possible an effective National Missile Defense system capable of defending the territory of the United States against limited ballistic missile attack (whether accidental, unauthorized or deliberate).

While the administration faulted the legislation for “suggesting that the decision to deploy was already made” and for not making it clear “that NMD would be limited and focused on protecting the United States against rogue state ballistic missile threats, as opposed to a calculated large-scale attack by an existing nuclear power,”
 the President did sign the legislation into law (PL 106-38).

In December 1999, the administration restated its commitment to countering the threat from ballistic missiles.  However, it also outlined four factors that would be considered before any decision is made on deployment of an NMD system:

(1) Whether the threat is materializing;

(2) The status of the technology and the proposed system’s operational effectiveness;

(3) Whether the system is affordable; and

(4) The implication that going forward with NMD deployment would hold for the overall strategic environment and our arms control objectives, including efforts to achieve further reductions with START II and START III.
 

The United States recognizes the concerns over NMD vis-à-vis the ABM treaty and is attempting to negotiate changes that will allow the deployment of a limited NMD system.  However, the administration has clearly stated that the United States “will not give any state a veto over any missile defense deployment decision that is vital to [US] national interests.”
 

On September 1, 2000, President Clinton announced the postponement of the expected summer 2000 decision on deployment.
  While noting that the NMD program is sufficiently promising to continue development and testing, he pointed out that there is insufficient information concerning the technical and operational effectiveness of the entire NMD system to move forward with deployment at this time.  The decision on whether to deploy NMD will be left to the next administration.  The President did, however, make it explicitly clear that the impact of NMD on the security in Asia in particular must be taken into account.

Policies concerning TMD have evolved as well.  The 1998 East Asia Strategic Review pointed to the threat to US forward-deployed troops in East Asia from North Korean missiles.  It has been the policy of the United States to work with allies in the region to counter this threat.
  The most concrete development in this regard was the 1999 “US-Japan Agreement on Missile Defense Technology Research,” which calls for the two countries to conduct analysis, preliminary design, and certain risk reduction experiments in support of joint technology research for the Navy Theater Wide (NTW) Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (TBMD) program.  It is the policy of the United States to develop and field TMD systems with deployed US forces at the earliest possible time and as they become available.

NMD Deployment Options

The United States is considering a fixed, ground-based, non-nuclear defense system with a space-based detection system.  The first phase would include 20 interceptors at a single base in Shemya, Alaska, by 2005.  A second possible phase would raise the number of interceptors in Alaska to 100, and a third and more controversial phase would take the total to 200-250 interceptors at two sites (Alaska and Grand Forks, ND).  Concurrent with these more robust architecture options, some have urged the pursuit of other sea, air and/or space-based systems.

The interceptor sites would be supported by a very sophisticated and technologically advanced command and control system including Upgraded Early Warning Radar sites in the United States, England and Greenland, US-based or forward deployed X-Band Radar and Space-Based Infrared Systems.

The deployment of the initial or “Capability 1” architecture would be a “limited capability” in response to a threat which is also currently projected to be limited to around five ICBMs with single warheads and simple penetration aids.
  The limited threat referred to is the DPRK, expected to have a limited ability to strike US targets sometime after 2005.  Decisions for deploying the additional, more robust architecture would be based on the current threat assessments.  The C2 capability (sometimes referred to as Expanded C1) would be capable of defending against a threat of 25 single-warhead ICBMs with simple decoys or a lesser number of warheads with credible decoys (e.g., MRV’d weapons with decoys), the C3 capability would double the C2 capability.  It seems to be a reasonable extrapolation that if the threat from Iran or Iraq materializes soon after 2010, then establishment of the C2 or C3 capability would be likely.

TMD Deployment Options

Unlike NMD, US TMD architectures are mobile, deployable platforms.  These systems are generally divided into several classes, although other permutations are conceivable.

Land-based Lower Tier
Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3)



Sea-based Lower Tier
Navy Area TBMD



Land-based Upper Tier
Theater High Altitude Area Defense System



Sea-based Upper Tier
Navy Theater Wide TBMD



The lower-tier systems are nearing completion of development and are expected to become operational early this decade.  The upper-tier systems are not expected to achieve initial operational capability until after 2007.
 

In the context of Northeast Asia, the United States is discussing with its friends and allies in the region what the best mix of systems and capabilities might be, considering the somewhat unique threats each face.  The United States and Japan have agreed to jointly develop technologies for the NTW upper-tier system.  The policies and architecture considerations of Japan, the Republic of Korea and Taiwan will be addressed in the next section.

Regional Policies Toward Missile Defense

To this point, this paper has discussed missile defense in the vacuum of US intentions, generally without consideration for the concerns, perceptions and policies of the regional actors in Northeast Asia.  Indeed, this mirrors one of the prime complaints in the region concerning missile defense plans:  the United States is not fully considering the impact of its actions on the other regional players and hence is not carrying on a dialogue on the subject with the region.  The following discussion will outline the regional debate concerning TMD and the regional voices being heard concerning the more globally reaching issue of NMD, respectively.  It is evident that the states of the region perceive the missile threat and missile defense, as well as US intentions, through different prisms and that these perceptions can lead to very different policy considerations.

Theater Missile Defense in East Asia

The playing field for TMD can easily be broken into two camps:  those expressing an interest or desire to explore some form of TBMD, and those generally opposed to the development or deployment of such capabilities in the region.  In the former camp is the United States, Japan, the ROK and Taiwan, in the latter, the PRC, DPRK and Russia.  However, things are never quite so black and white, as an examination of the individual states policies toward TMD illustrates.

United States:  The general ballistic missile defense policy of the United States has been discussed above.  To summarize, the United States believes a TBM threat currently exists for both US forward-deployed troops in the region as well as for key US allies and friends:  Korea, Japan and Taiwan.  It is the policy of the US to develop and field systems to protect US deployed troops and to cooperate with allies and friends in the region in the protection of their countries and assets.  To this end, the United States has deployed Patriot PAC-2 to defend US troops in Korea; this will likely be replaced with the PAC-3 lower-tier TMD system when available in 2002-2003.  More robust lower- and upper-tier systems will be deployed to protect US troops at the earliest possible time, consistent with threat assessments.  The United States is cooperating with Japan in the development of technologies for the NTW upper-tier system, and would almost assuredly provide PAC-3 lower-tier systems and technologies if Japan determined the capability was needed.
  The United States also is working with Korea on the potential deployment of the PAC-3 system with Korean forces, and has provided information to support studies of other architectures.  Finally, the United States has transferred Patriot lower-tier technology to Taiwan.  However, it has delayed a decision to release either Patriot PAC-3 or AEGIS (with its TBMD potential) to Taipei.

Japan:  The Japanese internal debate on missile defense goes back to the days of SDI.
  However, over the years Japan had resisted US pressure to become involved in missile defense research and development.  There were two primary causes of the Japanese desire not to participate.  First, the threat was deemed to be low or non-existent.  Indeed, prior to 1999, there was no hint of a potential threat to Japan by ballistic missiles in the annual report Defense of Japan.  Second, there was and is a distinct reluctance on the part of Japan to take any action that could be misinterpreted as “rearming”; a great sensitivity to what missile defense means for Japan’s status still exists.

However, two events affected these beliefs.  First was the 1993 firing of a DPRK No Dong missile into the Sea of Japan.  This led to increased US pressure for Japanese cooperation and the establishment of the US-Japan Joint Working Group on TMD, a move on Japan’s part driven more by alliance politics and a desire to assuage US concerns than by threat perceptions.  The work of the JWG set the stage for later cooperative efforts.  The second event, one with much greater impact on the public threat perceptions, was the August 1998 firing of a DPRK Taepo Dong-1 missile over Japan.  However, while the public outcry for missile defense was swift and loud by Japanese standards, it was also very short-lived.
  Once again, though, alliance politics came into play, as the United States was quick to pressure Japan for increased cooperation in the area of missile defense.
  The short-lived public attention to the issue did, however, allow Japan’s leadership to quickly push through decisions on missile defense cooperation and on the development of reconnaissance satellites.  In August 1999, Japan signed a memorandum of agreement with the United States to jointly develop technologies related to the NTW TBMD system.

Japan’s current threat perceptions concerning ballistic missiles center on the DPRK.  Japan views North Korea’s missile developments, coupled with its WMD potential, as representing “a destabilizing factor not only for the Asia Pacific region, but for the entire international community, and the situation is viewed with great concern.”
  The annual defense white paper also notes that both the No Dong and the Taepo Dong-1 can range the entirety of Japan.
  Also of note, the JDA points out that the launching of the missile over Japan without prior notice combined with the capability to range all of Japan causes this missile launch to become a “grave issue for the security of Japan and the region.”
 

In addition to the Japanese reaction to North Korean missile developments, it should also be noted that the “China threat” argument has had a growing constituency in Japan in the past few years, particularly after the 1996 Chinese missile exercise in the Taiwan straits and the resulting heightened tension with the United States.  While official Japanese assessments, such as the annual white paper, avoid discussing the threat potential of China, government officials and academics point to the uncertainty surrounding China’s future direction and the need for wariness as well as engagement.
  This is echoed in the popular press and public sentiment as well.  Therefore, some have pointed to the potential long-term threat from Chinese missiles as a reason for investing in a robust missile defense system in the near future.
 

However, it is not clear which of these factors, threat perceptions and public pressure or alliance politics, is the driving force in the Japanese decision making process.  There exist some clues, though.  Japan has not chosen to deploy a missile defense system, only to conduct research short of full-scale development.  This has assuaged US desires for the time being, but not directly increased the security level of Japan.  Additionally, Japan has chosen to participate in the research of an upper tier system (NTW) with a long development track ahead of it, vice a potentially more rapidly deliverable system, such as PAC-3 or THAAD.  While it has not completely ruled out the possibility of buying, it is curious that if North Korean ballistic missiles are currently a “grave threat” to Japan’s security, why an option reasonably capable of defeating the North Korean SRBM threat in the relatively near future was not opted for.
  It is also the unofficial position that Japan would like to find other solutions to meet the missile threat that would allow it to back away from pledges to the United States on the matter.
  Japan has made it clear that decisions to proceed with development and/or deployment will have to be made “at the proper time” and “considering all factors” of the security situation.
  Japan has left the exit door open.  From these observations, it appears that alliance politics may indeed be the driving force behind Japan’s somewhat grudging participation in TMD.

ROK:  South Korea, of course, faces one of the most concrete missile threats in the region in the form of North Korean missiles.  The 1998 Defense White Paper describes these weapons as “a means of strategic threat and negotiation,” while the 1999 edition characterizes them as a way to influence the United States and Japan as well as a “bargaining chip at negotiation talks for regime survival.”
  In looking at the DPRK’s recent missile developments, though, it is noted that the No Dong and Taepo Dong missiles are not intended for use on the peninsula, but for obtaining leverage against other countries, namely Japan and the United States.
  Therefore, these developments have not had the impact that many in the United States might believe.  The ROK has lived with the threat of North Korean missiles for many years, long before “Scud” entered the popular vocabulary of the United States, so the longer-range missiles are not deemed to be significantly more threatening.

However, beneath the surface of the current threat assessment runs a more wary current:  what will the threat be after unification, after the threat of North Korean missiles disappears?  The ROK’s public threat assessments often point to the uncertainties of the future of Northeast Asia and the paths of Japan, China and Russia.
  Less public assessments often focus on the potential for Japan to rearm and remilitarize, complete with missiles (possibly nuclear) as well as the possibility of Chinese expansionism backed up by a large missile force.  In regards to Japan and TMD, the ROK must walk a fine line.  While TMD for Japan is viewed as increasing the potential for Japan to become more unilateral in its actions, and therefore poses a threat to the ROK, it cannot deny that Japan faces a missile threat without denying the threat to itself from the DPRK  Therefore, the ROK remains fairly silent on Japanese TMD, with the exception of often urging transparency in the development and deployment of such systems.

The ROK, unlike Japan, has not bowed to US pressure to become involved in TMD research and development.  They have outright stated that the US TMD systems are not proper or effective for the Korean situation, citing the closeness of the missile launch sites to the ROK, the low flight path and short time to target, and the resulting minimal engagement time for any TMD system.
  However, this policy does not rule out missile defense altogether,
 and it is apparent that a number of considerations beyond the present threat go into the long-term thinking of South Korea vis-à-vis TMD.

First and foremost, what is the calculus concerning the surrounding powers?  While TMD systems currently in development are admittedly of limited use against the North Korean threat, they could offer protection against threats from Japan, China or Russia should they materialize.  This potential threat has much more power in the TMD debate in the ROK.  However, Korea is concerned that any overt discussion or procurement of systems clearly aimed at this potential threat could endanger the support of surrounding powers, China in particular, for the unification process.  Second, the ROK is concerned about the future of the US presence, public statements to the contrary not withstanding.  The ROK is concerned about being too dependent on the United States for its future defense, making being a part of a US-centered TMD system worrisome.  However, they are also faced with trying to keep a much-needed ally placated by appearing to be doing something to address US concerns.
  Third, the ROK is faced with a dilemma of missile defense vs. missile deterrence.  Advocates of acquiring a missile-based deterrence capability hold significant sway in the Korean defense establishment, resonating greatly with desires for autonomy and the achievement of middle-power status.  From a fiscal standpoint, an increasing pressure on the ROK decision makers, deterrence is cheaper in the short- to mid-term.  The development of an enhanced domestic missile program or the acquisition of longer-range missile technologies from abroad currently has much more broad backing than investment in a missile defense system. 

These competing considerations and South Korea’s desires for autonomy have led to a pragmatic policy of dismissing TMD in the short-term, while moving ahead with a defacto policy of acquiring the pieces of a viable TMD, or in Korea’s case a national BMD system.  The ROK is currently pursuing a lower-tier missile defense system in the form of PAC-3 or an enhanced version of the Russian S-300 system, and will quite likely sign a contract in 2001 to purchase or produce an initial two battalions to be fielded between 2003 and 2008.
  Additionally, the ROK has made public plans to build “AEGIS-like” naval destroyers beginning around 2009.  While discussions concerning the configuration of the vessel are ongoing, it is known that a TMD capability is a key consideration.  Korea is also pursuing an independent satellite-based C4I system that could potentially link these lower-tier and upper-tier systems together.  All of this is being accomplished in a very low-key manner so as not to offer any cause for alarm to either China or Japan.

Taiwan:  Taiwan, of course, also faces what it perceives as a strong missile threat from the PRC, a perception reinforced greatly by the 1996 missile exercise.  These missiles are judged to hold both a military threat, being a potential part of any mainland military action against the island, and a psychological threat, serving as a weapon of intimidation and coercion.  Accordingly, Taiwan has shown a keen interest in being a partner in a TMD endeavor with the United States.  Taiwan has already fielded the US Patriot PAC-2 system (with 200 missiles) and has discussed acquiring PAC-3 and the AEGIS system. The Taiwanese authorities have also pursued the indigenous development of air and missile defense systems and are currently fielding a system similar to the PAC-2, the Tien Kung-2; the system will complete deployment in 2005.  A TBMD-version of the Tien Kung, the Tien Kung 2A, was test fired in 1997-98.  They are also reportedly developing a phased-array radar for missile defense applications.

As pointed out, this reaction is in part driven by the actions of the PRC.  However, many in Taiwan and abroad point out that the potential TMD systems for Taiwan, beyond PAC-3 (i.e., the upper-tier systems such as THAAD or NTW), are either ineffective compared to the threat or easily overcome. Like Korea, Taiwan is very close to the launching sites for the missiles that currently threaten it most, China’s SRBM force deployed in Southeastern China.  Taiwan’s own military has pointed to the ineffectiveness of the potential upper-tier systems, and even the limited effectiveness of the lower-tier systems, in meeting this threat.
  Additionally, it is pointed out that China is developing a cruise missile capability that will offer a potential asymmetrical response to the missile defenses, negating their usefulness.
 

The more powerful driving force behind Taiwan’s desire to be a part of a US TMD system is the symbolic and tangible effect of increased US-Taiwan cooperation.  Many in Taiwan judge that this, vice the potential military benefit of a missile defense system, is what will increase Taiwan’s security, its international standing and its political maneuver room for increased autonomy and eventual independence.  This second calculus is what has become the most problematic, and caused the United States to take pause in this arena. 

North Korea:  The DPRK has consistently opposed TMD efforts in the region, dismissing as “preposterous” that the United States uses the DPRK’s capabilities as justification for a missile defense system
 and citing TMD as “disturbing to peace and stability of the Asia Pacific region.”
  Similarly, it has challenged Japanese motives and intentions in this area
 as well as repeatedly pointed out PRC and Russian objections.
 

Recently, the North has been seen as open to negotiating in the area of missiles.  In September 1999, the United States and North Korea were able to reach a provisional agreement on temporarily freezing the test firing of missiles; further discussion in this arena continues.  Additionally, while later dismissed as a “joke” by the North, DPRK leader Kim Jong Il reportedly offered to discuss giving up the DPRK missile program in exchange for other aid, including satellite launching assistance.
  To date, the DPRK has not expressed publicly any desire to participate in any TMD program.

Russia:  Russia’s policies on TMD have evolved from a serious objection to such systems in the early to mid-1990s, to a grudging acceptance and mildly cooperative stance today.  Russia’s current policy stems from the 1997 agreement to demarcate a line between strategic and non-strategic ABM systems.  The September 2000 “Strategic Stability Cooperation Agreement” affirmed that Russia is “prepared to resume and then expand cooperation in the area of [TMD].”
  The implementation plan discusses specific areas for cooperation including joint exercises, joint development and joint use of TMD systems. 

However, Moscow is still concerned with the impact of TMD in the region.  During a recent summit meeting in Tokyo, while missile defense was not on the official agenda between President Putin and Prime Minister Mori, it was discussed on the sidelines.  The Russian Deputy Foreign Minister warned that Japan’s plan to participate in the US missile defense system could have “dangerous consequences,”
 pointing to the effects on international arms control efforts, including degradation of the ABM treaty.  This point will be discussed more in depth in relation to NMD.  However, Russia’s grudging acceptance of TMD and its reluctant willingness to cooperate with the United States in this area, indicate that while the deployment of TMD is not preferred and is to be dissuaded if possible, it is not in itself a threat to Russian interests.

As for Russia’s own interest in deploying TMD, any interest is contained by the fiscal realities of today’s Russia—it simply does not have the resources to compete with the United States in deploying its own TMD. However, if it can gain this capability through primarily-US sponsored cooperative efforts, it will take it.  One independent project that is reportedly under way is the modification of the existing S-300 SAM system to a TBMD role, presumably a lower-tier system.
 

China:  China’s security concerns are numerous, but revolve primarily around three themes:  Taiwanese moves toward independence, changes in the regional balance of power due to the strengthening of the US-Japan alliance, and the growth of global US hegemonic power.  Concerns over TMD are also generally framed in this manner.  In broad terms, the Chinese government contends that missile defense in the region would “destabilize the status quo balance of power in the region, a balance that has provided a certain level of confidence in relations.”
  Accordingly, China has consistently opposed deployment of TMD systems in the region, although the argument against their deployment has evolved somewhat over the last few years, becoming overshadowed somewhat by the contentions against NMD.

First and foremost, and really the crux of China’s opposition to TMD, are the political effects vis-à-vis Taiwan.  China views the inclusion of Taiwan in any US missile defense system, with its concomitant command, control, communications, computers and intelligence (C4I) linkages, as a virtual reestablishment of the US-Taiwan defense pact done away with in 1979.  They believe that if TMD were deployed in Taiwan with these political consequences, the next step would be a move by Taipei toward real independence:  with its enhanced political shield, and a new missile shield to ameliorate the threat of China’s only credible military threat, its missiles, China would be helpless against such political moves.  The sensitivity toward Taiwan, in general, and TMD have a synergistic effect in Chinese policy making circles, exacerbating the issue and making TMD deployment with Taiwanese forces a non-negotiable.
 

The Chinese objection to Japanese TMD is somewhat more complicated as well as more flexible, as has been seen in the softening of rhetoric of the last few years.  The argument focuses on three aspects of Japan and TMD:  increasing Japanese power and independence, the US-Japan Alliance, and the potential employment of Japanese TMD to protect Taiwan.  It is argued that the true intentions of Japan are still masked, and that what Japan will do with the power and security TMD provides is not known.  A representative opinion is that this new power will fuel unilateralism and encourage political forces to “follow risky ideas to overturn the status quo.”
  This perception of Japan as unpredictable stems from China’s persistent viewing of Japan through the prism of history, which tends to color its assessment in the darkest of hues.  China is also distrusting of the intent of the US-Japan alliance and the strengthening and changing of the alliance that TMD, in their view, bring.  It is argued that TMD provides the United States and Japan the strongest combined shield and sword, impossible for any state in the region to counter.
  Additionally, the joint research aspect of TMD, combined with the revised guidelines of 1997, changes the nature of the alliance “by moving Japan from a passive to an active role.”
  Finally, the potential deployment of the NTW system around Japan is problematic because of its mobility.  This architecture allows for a potentially very effective and flexible defense, particularly for an island nation.  In this regard, and considering Japan’s new role in “areas surrounding Japan” (from the 1997 Guidelines revision), China fears the employment of Japanese NTW TBMD in support of Taiwan.  It is, many argue, fairly easy to imagine the ships simply redeploying a short distance to the southwest, allowing coverage of Taiwan.
  While some more liberal thinkers on this issue allow that Japan has a legitimate concern about North Korean missiles, they point to this architectural choice as complicating China’s ability to accept Japanese TMD.  However, while Japan is still often used in the general case against TMD, the passion has gone out of the argument.  Many Chinese security scholars believe that there has been a general acceptance of the inevitability of Japanese TMD participation and it is seen as somewhat less threatening than the early arguments suggested.
  While some of this may be due to the diplomatic efforts of both Japan and the US to assure China, it appears that this change of heart is also due in great part to Chinese scientist’s assessments of the overall low effectiveness of the systems being developed.
 

China also argues that TMD will be detrimental to both regional security, by tipping the regional balance and increasing US hegemonic power, and global security by eroding the current arms control process and reinforcing the current unipolarity.
  The worst-case scenario for China is a US-Korea-Japan-Taiwan TMD network, a “virtual alliance,” stretching the entire eastern and southeastern flank of the country and forming a wall between it and the Pacific.  In China’s eyes, there could only be one purpose for this shift in power and the defacto “technology-based alliance”:  the containment of China and the threatening of its interests.
  In simple terms, the Chinese perceive the United States as desiring to link its bilateral alliances together into a mutually supporting and reinforcing anti-Chinese alliance with the United States at the center; hub-and-spokes rejuvenated.  And, while the impact on global security and arms control is usually used to frame the anti-NMD argument, TMD is seen as problematic in regards to its technology impact.  The transfer of TMD-related technologies will, it is argued, lead to greater proliferation of missiles.  On the one hand, transferring these technologies will potentially violate the Missile Technology Control Regime, aiding the development of missile programs in general, as the technical differences between anti-missile missiles and missiles are small,
 as well as eroding overall controls and norms against missile proliferation.  On the other hand, it is argued that the spread of TMD systems will serve to spur the proliferation of missiles, as states attempt to deploy greater numbers of more sophisticated missiles in order to overcome the missile defense system capabilities.
  In most Chinese analysts’ views, missile defense systems will increase, not decrease the threats from proliferation of missiles and WMD.

TMD:  Stabilizing or Destabilizing?

From a comparison of the regional views on TMD, it is clear that the potential is very high that the introduction of such systems may lead to a classic security dilemma:  it may increase the feeling of security of the United States, Japan, the ROK and Taiwan, while increasing the perception of insecurity in China, in particular, as well as North Korea and Russia to lesser extents.  The predicted reaction of these realpolitik states would be an attempt to balance this development, in turn raising feelings of insecurity in the other parties.  Potentially, we could be faced with an escalating arms race in the region.  This scenario is, unfortunately, the predictable outcome of the full deployment of TMD in the region (i.e., in Japan, the ROK and Taiwan).  In such a situation, many analysts in the region believe China would increase spending on missile systems significantly, attempting to field both larger missile forces as well as more sophisticated missile technologies in order to overwhelm or overcome the TMD systems.
  In particular, the investment in cruise missile technology would become a priority, as TMD is ineffective against such systems.  However, there are several alternative scenarios of a more limited deployment that are potentially less destabilizing.

One such alternate scenario is for the United States to bear the burden of missile defense in the region.  While seemingly providing much the same level of defense, this would be seen as much less politically threatening, as it avoids the interlinking of the alliances, the relative strengthening of Japan, or the defacto reestablishment of the US-Taiwan defense pact.
  While China would still see the potential for the employment of a US-operated TMD system in the protection of Taiwan as undesirable, it would be no more threatening than the current US policy toward defense of Taiwan; TMD would simply be another US tool in its own arsenal.
  Alternatively, a more limited deployment with US allies (i.e., sans Taiwan), combined with transparency and other CBM efforts, might serve to ameliorate some of China’s concerns.  However, China would most likely still look to counter this capability, probably through asymmetric means (e.g., fielding a cruise missile capability).

Finally, it has been suggested in a number of fora that TMD could be used as a bargaining chip in an attempt to institute a set of regional arms control regimes and CBMs.  Possible measures or initiatives suggested in return for partial or non-deployment include:

· No First Use (NFU) pledges for nuclear and conventional missiles;

· Non-MRVing/MIRVing agreements;

· SRBM limits (either in deployment areas or numbers);

· Limits on cruise missile ranges/payloads;

· Establishment of a comprehensive multilateral security dialogue in the region;

· Transfer/transparency of missile defense technology.

Implications of US TMD Policy Choices

As the United States is the driving force in TMD, US policy decisions will carry the greatest weight in deciding the outcome of this contentious issue.  Like most potential security problems in East Asia in the foreseeable future, the US-China relationship is at the center of the issue.  The United States must realize the implications of its decisions.

Decision—Full Deployment of TMD with Friends and Allies:  If the United States chooses to push ahead with deployment of US TMD systems in Japan, Korea and Taiwan, the Chinese reaction is predictable:  a drastic increase in spending on SRBM and cruise missiles.  Depending on the state of play of inter-Korean relations and US-DPRK relations, North Korea could follow suit, albeit to a much limited extent.  Such a policy choice on the part of the United States has a high potential and fair probability of leading to an arms race between “us” and “them” in East Asia.  This would, I assert, be against US interests of stability in the region and of engaging China to shape its future state behavior.

Decision—Limited Deployment in Japan and/or Korea:  If the United States chooses not to support TMD for Taiwan, but supports Japanese and/or Korean efforts, China will object loudly, although it is doubtful whether we would see a missile buildup resulting only from this action.  However, unless such a move is accompanied by increased dialogue and CBMs (e.g., US NFU pledges), then China will attempt to externally balance by increasing cooperation with Russia and to a lesser extent the DPRK.  The transfer of TMD technologies to Japan, Korea or others will also make it much more difficult to achieve non-proliferation agreements with the Chinese (e.g., vis-à-vis missile technologies to Pakistan, Iran or Iraq).  Again, such an outcome would run against US interests of tightening controls on proliferation and constructing a stable East Asia.  However, as alluded to, these negative potentialities might be able to be ameliorated via CBMs.  Indeed, simply consulting with China on TMD decisions, vice briefing them on decisions already made, would go a long way with China’s leadership.  While, as President Clinton aptly put it, we can never allow another country a veto over our policies, attempting to consult and address concerns where consistent with US objectives is a reasonable way to build confidence and trust, particularly in the situation we face in East Asia, where uncertainty is the largest “threat.” 

Decision—Deployment of US-Operated Upper-Tier TMD, Non-Transfer to Allies:  If the United States were to take on the upper-tier burden for the region alone, deploying systems (most probably NTW-1 and NTW-2), to protect US troops abroad and, collaterally, key allies and friends, the Chinese reaction would be predicted to be somewhat minimal.
  Such a deployment would not be seen to drastically change the strategic balance in the region, and hence would not go directly against Chinese interests.  It would, though, serve to provide a modicum, if not high level, of protection for forward-deployed US troops as well as for Korea, Japan and potentially Taiwan.  The Chinese leadership’s reaction would be predictably rhetorical in nature—they cannot publicly endorse the idea, but they would privately be relieved.
  If this decision was also accompanied by a CBM package or the reaching of a modus vivendi on Taiwan, then both countries could claim a win.
  Such an outcome would again seem to be consistent with US interests, and would probably be supported by our allies, who would be relieved of a great part of the financial burden of fielding these expensive systems.
  There would also be a benefit of fostering regional stability in that by not fielding these systems to Japan, it will not give cause for increased suspicions of Japan’s “rising power.”  In terms of meeting the potential threat while causing the least amount of instability or insecurity, this option would be the optimal US policy choice. 

National Missile Defense—A Regional Perspective

The US discussion over NMD has been centered on selling the idea to Russia in the general context of preserving existing arms control agreements and specifically in relation to gaining necessary revisions to the ABM Treaty.  Russia’s objections to NMD are well articulated and well reported in the United States.  In Russia’s assessment, even the limited NMD system envisioned at this point “would alter the balance of forces and disturb strategic stability,” putting at risk all past and future progress in strategic arms limitations and controls.
  Russia has outlined its response:  a strengthening of strategic arms through an increase in defense spending and the development of the ability to penetrate and overwhelm such a defense.  As the Russian argument is well known, the remainder of this section will focus on the potential reactions of other regional actors, China in particular. 

ROK:  South Korea’s first priority is the establishment of a security environment conducive to reunification.  It is through this prism that ROK officials have viewed US NMD plans.  However, a strongly competing imperative is the maintenance of strong relations with the United States.  Thus, due to alliance politics, the ROK government has been somewhat reserved in its comments on the issue.  Nonetheless, an official from the ROK Foreign Ministry has expressed concerns about the “indefinite buildup of nuclear arms and missiles” resulting from NMD deployment.
  The ROK government contends that if NMD succeeds, “the US will secure the military upper hand over China and Russia, its potential rivals, and confirm its status as the world’s sole superpower.”
  The Foreign Ministry has expressed concerns about how NMD could sour the security environment in the region, with a spillover effect on North-South reunification efforts.
  The ROK government has consistently urged discussion and consultation between the United States, Russia and China on the issue, and quietly welcomed the recent delay in a deployment decision, noting that this would allow more time for working out the “problems and suspicions surrounding NMD”
 and “would have positive implications for inter Korean relations down the road.”
 

Japan:  The Japanese government has been characteristically quiet on the NMD issue, generally keeping its concerns to itself and taking a long-term assessment, while noting that “it is difficult to say anything at a time when the US itself is still considering what to do.”
  PM Mori did, though, state that the government of Japan “understands that the US perceives the proliferation of ballistic missile systems as a menace to its security system and is considering measures to cope with” this threat.
  However, MOFA officials have privately expressed concerns over the effect of NMD on US-PRC relations and the potential for spillover into regional insecurity.
  Former PM Nakasone, well respected in Japan for his security views, has articulated his belief that NMD “is a threat to North Korea, China and Russia” as it negates Russian and Chinese nuclear power, and that the Russian and Chinese President’s are trying to work with the DPRK leadership to “build a wall against NMD.”
  Some officials also express concerns that the NMD decision will be made without a full consideration of the Chinese position.  In this regard, Japan has publicly urged the United States and Russia to solve the issue of NMD vis-à-vis the ABM Treaty, and privately encouraged the United States to consult with China to a much greater degree.
  The decision to delay a deployment decision on NMD was welcomed by the press in Japan, although the government was not vocal on the matter, indicating that, as with TMD, alliance politics is a significant concern.

DPRK:  North Korea has consistently voiced objection to all missile defense systems, including US NMD.  It has asserted that the United States is using the DPRK’s missiles as pretext for building up its own power
  and that the true US strategic aim is to build an “ambitious missile defense system to contain big powers and establish its military dominion.”
  While it is difficult to sort out true policy considerations from rhetoric, the regime in Pyongyang has asserted on a number of occasions that NMD will “undermine the international strategic balance and cause a global arms race.”
  The DPRK state-controlled press also consistently runs Chinese and Russian government opinions on NMD as analysis.  This may indicate that at least part of the DPRK’s resolve against NMD stems from an attempt to curry favor with these benefactor states.  NMD was a centerpiece of the recent discussions in Pyongyang between Russian Federation President Putin and the DPRK’s Kim Jong Il, where they agreed to cooperate against US NMD efforts. 

China:  China’s security interests, as stated earlier, revolve primarily around maintaining a peaceful environment for development and stopping the erosion of the status-quo vis-à-vis Taiwan.  China’s primary insecurities stem from a perception of a rising US unilateralism in the world, making dealing with the United States less predictable, and Taiwan’s recent moves to increase its own autonomy and independence.  While TMD is seen as complicating the latter issue, NMD is viewed as exacerbating the former.

The Chinese argument against NMD has developed somewhat slowly.  In 1997-98, the Chinese leadership was focused on TMD because it did not understand NMD.
  However, China slowly began to give more consideration to NMD when it perceived the greatest negative impact—the neutralization of its own deterrent capability.  NMD is now so serious an issue from the Chinese perspective that military modernization has officially been given a higher priority.

As stated, China’s greatest concern vis-à-vis NMD is the neutralization of its own deterrent power.  Sha Zhukang, Director General of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs recently stated that NMD “constitutes a direct threat to the effectiveness of China’s existing limited nuclear force.”
  While articulating that the US-envisioned NMD is ostensibly directed at rogue states, they note that the capability of the system allows it to defend against small nuclear states as well, such as China.  The Chinese government also portrays NMD deployment as being disruptive to international stability and peace, disturbing the strategic balance between the United States and Russia.  A common theme in Chinese criticism of NMD is the “shield and sword” analogy illustrated earlier.  From their perspective, NMD is not defensive, as it allows protection of the possessor’s offensive capabilities, making it easier for that country to take offensive action without fear of reprisal.

The nascent Chinese arms control community, only recently gaining in acceptance, sees NMD as undermining efforts at global and regional arms control and standing in the way of nuclear disarmament.
  They assert that if NMD is deployed, it will kill any efforts at a fissile material cutoff regime and endanger China’s adherence to the CTBT and the MTCR standards.  The reason for this concern is two-fold.  First, current or desired arms control regimes may hinder the ability of nations to respond (i.e., to develop or deploy weapons to balance), and hence may be seen as not in their interest to maintain.  Second, and more fundamental in many respects, a reworking of the ABM treaty for the express purpose of allowing US NMD efforts to proceed calls into question the worth of such agreements:  will the United States live up to its commitments, or only do so if it is convenient to its own strategic plans?  Overall, NMD will dampen China’s interest in arms control, non-proliferation and disarmament.

Many in the Chinese security community assert that this change in the balance of power will affect the way the United States behaves.  They see the United States on a trend toward increased unilateralism and NMD as making these unilateral moves easier, indeed, as encouraging them.
  They consistently point out that the US attempt at “total security” only increases the insecurity of others.
  Many fear that NMD and the resulting shift in the strategic balance and weakening of arms control norms will increase suspicion of US motives and foment an arms race, both globally and regionally.

Beyond these points, China often claims to be puzzled by many aspects of US thinking on NMD, perhaps reflecting the lack of dialogue between the two governments on the issue.  First, while many privately acknowledge that the United States has the sovereign right to deploy NMD,
 they question the threat analysis.  Why is the United States threatened at all—“if the US cannot feel secure, who can?”
  Moreover, does the “rogue states” threat justify the large number (100-200) of interceptors envisioned, “or is China the real threat?”
  This leads to suspicions that the United States is simply creating a threat to allow it to maintain superiority.  Some have questioned why the United States would choose to upset the strategic balance maintained by the current arms control agreements, including the ABM, just when China has begun to recognize the value of these agreements.
 

China’s potential, if not probable, reaction to NMD will be multifaceted.  Its own strategic thinking dictates that it would build a missile force capable of overcoming or overwhelming the US NMD system in order to reestablish deterrence.  However, this would draw away much needed resources from China’s first priority, economic development.  China would need to achieve a balance, looking for ways to economize on defense.  In this regard, and given the long lead time for development of NMD, China will step up research into improved systems in the short-term.
  There is a great likelihood that MRV and MIRV technologies will be incorporated into future missile improvements.  Countermeasures and decoys will also get additional attention.
  While Russia and China have jointly condemned NMD, Russia will also be sensitive to these Chinese moves.  Russia could easily conclude that the increasing numbers and MIRVing of Chinese missiles runs counter to its interests and mitigates against proceeding with either agreed upon START II or future START III reductions.

Such a missile buildup or drastic modernization will require pullout from or avoidance of many arms control agreements.  If new nuclear weapons were required, both a fissile material cutoff regime and the CTBT would be in danger of not coming to fruition or being abrogated, respectively.  China may also deem that the transfer of missile technologies is in its financial and political interest and forego its heretofore voluntary observance of the MTCR guidelines.

While China realizes that its ability to influence the NMD debate is small, as NMD has become an issue of US domestic political wrangling, a number of suggestions on solving the NMD dilemma have arisen.  First and foremost have been calls for transparency and dialogue.  Some have called for an opening of the data and joint efforts to achieve a missile/anti-missile balance.
  It has also been suggested to either further limit NMD deployment or build in vulnerabilities that allow for the maintenance of deterrence.
  As with TMD, there also exists an opportunity to achieve other cooperative measures or arms control agreements in exchange for limits in NMD.  A multilateralization of the ABM Treaty may be a great possibility.
  It has also been suggested that it might be possible to achieve a fissile material cutoff regime, advance the START III process, and/or strengthen the MTCR to the point of an international treaty (at which point China could officially join); all are deemed to be in China’s long-term interest and somewhat easy to achieve in the absence of NMD.  

NMD:  A Destabilizing Development?

From the above discussion, it is apparent that all in the region, save the United States, see NMD as potentially destabilizing, at a minimum.  At root, this may have as much to do with the US approach of not consulting with China as it does with the actual impact of the NMD capability.  In the worst case, NMD will lead to a Chinese nuclear force with significantly more weapons of an increasingly sophisticated nature.  The United States would face a much more militarily capable and politically confrontational China, wary of all US actions.  There will be a spillover effect into the rest of the region, as Japan and Korea both feel compelled to increase their own defenses.  South Korea’s expenditures, and North Korea’s wariness, would draw away needed resources and generally sour unification efforts.  Japan’s increases would only serve to fuel further Chinese build-ups.  Russia would feel compelled to reverse many of the trends in arms control and defense spending as a reaction to rising Chinese strategic power.  While not a subject of this paper, China’s actions to strengthen its strategic power could result in increased Indian efforts at nuclear parity with China, and in turn Pakistan may feel it necessary to engage in this tit-for-tat arms race in South Asia.  Russia, and China as well, would come to see global and regional arms control efforts as impediments to their own abilities to balance this rise in US power; the wholesale abrogation of some agreements and the abandonment of other initiatives are not unthinkable.  Indeed, we could be faced with a complete reversal of the last 30 years of arms control gains.  Even if only some of these events were to come about, NMD could well be not worth the price. 

Implications for US NMD Policy

The determination to delay a deployment decision on NMD until sometime in 2001 is a positive development.  The United States must do a more thorough assessment of how well NMD will really serve to address US security interests.  A China pushed by its perceptions of how NMD affects its security, significantly modernizing its nuclear missile forces and at the same time more confrontational, would not seem consistent with US interests.  If the United States is to deploy NMD, it must find ways to assure China that its security will not be overly affected.  Consultation and dialogue, as well as increased transparency, are desperately called for.

Similarly, the potential for undermining the global arms control architecture is highly dangerous to US interests.  In the long term, this could prove to be the most significant issue.  It would seem foolish to risk the last 30-some years of hard-won agreements, agreements that unarguably have supported the long peace of that period, for an unproven system to guard against an unproven threat.  Indeed, not only would arms control efforts be hindered, they could be completely reversed by a new, more dangerous arms race.  United States policy makers must weigh the arms control consequences carefully, lest we find ourselves 20 years from now facing a plethora of nuclear states antagonistic to US interests.

Conversely, policy makers should consider the potential for using the NMD card to advance a new round of global and regional arms control discussions.  The achievement of a fissile material cutoff regime, strengthened MTCR controls, a multilateralized ABM treaty and a START III Treaty, as well as other potential reductions in strategic arms, would assuredly be in the interest of the United States.  They may also very well make any remaining threat an acceptable risk, considering the increases in security gained through this comprehensive arms control agenda.

Conclusion:  A Comprehensive Approach to Arms Control and Missile Defense Policy

From the above discussion, it is clear that missile defense has at least as great a potential for causing instability in East Asia as it does for increasing security for the United States, and quite possibly more.  Given that assessment, US policy makers must consider thoroughly the impact of their decisions on both regional and global security.  The United States should not and must not allow any other state or states to have a veto power over its decisions on missile defense.  However, neither can we allow ourselves to blindly attempt to build our own feeling of security, while creating the perception of insecurity all around us.  We must look for a balance.  While it is beyond the scope of this paper to prescribe a missile defense policy for the United States, we can make an assessment of policies that would fit well with the overall regional security situation and potentially advance the overall arms control and security agenda of the United States:

· Support the efforts of key allies in the region (i.e., Korea and Japan) to develop and deploy land-based lower tier missile defense systems to ameliorate the threat from SRBMs to both allied interests and US troops stationed in the region. 

· Deploy a US upper-tier missile defense capability (NTW-1 or 2) in the region to protect forward deployed troops as well as key allies and friends.

· Continue development of NMD technologies in a transparent, open manner, sharing information with declared nuclear powers. However, do not deploy such a system.

· In return for limited deployment of TMD and non-deployment of NMD, open a new round of both global and regional arms control and CBM negotiations aiming for:

· START III,

· Multilateral ABM Treaty,

· Fissile Material Cutoff Regime,

· Strengthening of the MTCR to treaty status,

· Deployment limitations on SRBMs and strategic cruise missiles,

· Limitations on MRV/MIRV technology transfer or deployment.

Such a comprehensive approach would resonate well with the region, increasing the relative security of the United States while also increasing the relative security of others.  The security dilemma, the root cause of most conflict, could be avoided.
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