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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE AND
NORTHEAST ASIAN SECURITY:
VIEWS FROM WASHINGTON, BEIJING AND TOKYO

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Missile Defenses and Asian Security
* The United States is paying high political costs for pursuing missile defense systems whose
potential military benefits lie far in the future. Uncertainty about the final performance of missile
defense systems still in varying stages of development aggravates this problem, because other
countries adopt worst case assumptions that the systems will be highly effective and respond
accordingly.

* Chinese concerns about missile defense focus mainly on political questions such as the impact
on Japanese militarization; whether theater missile defense (TMD) would encourage Taiwan in-
dependence; and US intentions toward China. US decisions about missile defense deployments
should take this broader political context into account and should not be based solely on narrow
military criteria. The negative impact of missile defense deployments on Sino-US relations could
potentially be reduced by offsetting them with political and economic measures to reassure
China.

* The Japanese government is interested in missile defense as a means of defending Japan against
missile and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) threats and strengthening the US-Japan secu-
rity alliance. However, Japanese policymakers have a number of concerns about cost, effective-
ness and the impact on Sino-Japanese relations and global arms control efforts. Although Japan
is conducting joint-TMD research with the United States, it has not committed to deployment.
Its position is like a poker player who keeps anteing up and waiting to see the next card before
deciding whether to stay in the game or fold.

National Missile Defense

* The United States and China hold drastically different views on the aims, role and potential of a
national missile defense (NMD) system. US policymakers see NMD as an insurance policy to
support US national defense if deterrence fails, which is viewed as a real possibility. In contrast,
China opposes NMD on two levels: military and political. Militarily, Beijing believes that NMD
is structured, sized and focused to negate China’s nuclear forces. Politically, Beijing believes that
NMD deployment amounts to a concrete manifestation of US determination to consolidate its
position as a global hegemon and a clear manifestation of hostility toward China.

* China will react to current US NMD deployment plans by accelerating its strategic moderniza-
tion, developing countermeasures to defeat the system and increasing the overall size of its nu-
clear force. Most US participants believe it would be dangerous to try to negate this larger
Chinese nuclear force with an expanded NMD architecture because such efforts would likely fail
and would cause serious damage to bilateral relations in the process. The United States should
expect a proportional Chinese nuclear buildup in response to NMD deployment.

* Confidence-building measures and strategic dialogue could help diffuse tensions over NMD de-
ployment. The United States could seek to reassure China that NMD is not intended to under-
mine the Chinese nuclear deterrent, while China could be more transparent about the ultimate
size of its strategic forces. Several Chinese participants supported starting a serious official dia-
logue on NMD and strategic stability to clarify the nature of the US-China strategic relationship
and to avoid negative misperceptions.



* China’s anti-NMD diplomacy plays on Russian and European fears that unilateral deployment of

NMD would disrupt strategic stability. US and Japanese participants agreed that an NMD
agreement with Russia could help reduce the effectiveness of China’s anti-NMD diplomatic
campaign. One possibility would be significant bilateral US-Russian reductions in offensive arms
mixed with deployments of limited defensive systems.

* Japanese views on NMD are mixed. Some believe NMD will strengthen the US defense com-

mitment and enhance the credibility of extended deterrence. Others believe that deployment
outside a modified Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty would undermine strategic stability by
provoking China and Russia. Additionally, some Japanese are concerned that NMD deployment
will mark the end of nuclear arms reduction efforts.

Theater Missile Defense

il

* The likely regional consequences of TMD vary with the political footprint and capabilities of

each system. One set of Chinese concerns is linked to where the systems would be based, with
Chinese objections strongest on Taiwan and somewhat less on Japan. A second set of concerns
varies with the potential effectiveness of each system, with less concern about PAC-3 and other
lower-tier systems and more concern about uppet-tier systems.

Beijing opposes all forms of TMD deployment in Taiwan because it believes missile defense
promotes stronger military ties between Taipei and Washington and claims such deployments
encourage pro-independence sentiments within Taiwan. Similarly, Beijing is skeptical about
Tokyo’s effort to achieve a TMD capability because it sees this as a means for Japan to expand
its regional role and influence.

Despite joint research with the United States, Japan is not yet committed to development or
deployment of the Navy Theater Wide (NTW) system. While the Japan Defense Agency and
Foreign Ministry actively support missile defense, others in the government and the Diet have
concerns about cost and effectiveness. Positive developments on the Korean Peninsula or in
cross-Strait relations could decrease political support for NTW.

TMD advocates in the United States and Japan want to use missile defense cooperation as a
means to strengthen US-Japan security ties, but they do not want TMD cooperation to become a
litmus test for the overall health of the alliance.
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BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE AND
NORTHEAST ASIAN SECURITY:
VIEWS FROM WASHINGTON, BEIJING AND TOKYO

INTRODUCTION

The US debate about ballistic missile
defense (BMD) has largely focused on national
missile defense (NMD) and the Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty. Current US diplomatic
efforts have emphasized initiatives to overcome
Russian concerns and objections to NMD. The
almost exclusive focus on the ABM Treaty has
steered the debate toward Russia, since China
and Japan are not parties to the treaty. The
regional security implications of NMD and
theater missile defense (TMD) deserve more
extensive examination by US national security
officials and Congressional experts.

Discussions about alfernative NMD deploy-
ment modes by experts have shown a similar
bias. Many defense policy commentators are
now embracing “boost-phase” NMD systems
as a better political and technical alternative to
the system proposed by the Clinton administra-
tion. A number of independent analysts assert
that boost-phase systems would be more tech-
nically feasible than the Clinton administration’s
proposed system and would also respect the
spitit of the ABM Treaty. These analysts em-
phasize that a boost-phase NMD system would
not undermine the strategic, long range nuclear
arsenals of Russia and China. However, these
various NMD and TMD deployment modes are
being discussed principally in relation to
Russia’s policy viewpoints, while China’s and
Japan’s views have been given only brief treat-
ment. The potential political consequences of
boost-phase NMD deployments in the East
Asian theater remain largely unexamined by US
officials and policy experts.

Furthermore, the regional politico-military
implications of TMD deployments have not
been fully discussed with Japanese and Chinese
experts and officials. Much of the US debate
has emphasized the military requirements and
effectiveness of TMD without fully considering
the likely foreign policy reactions of China and
Japan to such deployments. Broader US inter-

ests in the region, maintenance of US alliances
and nonproliferation goals have not been sys-
tematically connected to the TMD issue. Public
debate has focused on national rather than thea-
ter missile defenses, even though the US Army
and Navy are pursuing TMD systems that will
likely reach full operational status years before
any of the NMD architectures under considera-
tion.

Project Outline

To address these issues, the Stanley Foun-
dation, in conjunction with the National De-
tense University and the Monterey Institute of
International Studies’ Center for Nonprolifera-
tion Studies (CNS), sponsored a series of three
conferences to conduct a thorough examination
of the regional security implications of US
TMD and NMD plans. The conferences were
part of the Stanley Foundation’s Emerging
From Conflict program, which seeks to im-
prove bilateral relations between the United
States and a set of countries considered key to
US national, regional and global interests. (For
more information on the program, see
www.emergingfromconflict.org.)

The conference series “Ballistic Missile
Defense in Northeast Asia: Implications for
Security Relations Among the Regional Pow-
ers” engaged a wide variety of experts from the
United States, China and Japan to gain insights
on the security implications of US missile
defense plans. A US-only meeting was held in
Washington in mid-November 2000, with the
second (US-China) and third (US-Japan) meet-
ings in Monterey in early December 2000. In
the course of the discussions, security specialists
from the United States, China and Japan ex-
plored the potential political and military impli-
cations of specific US BMD deployment
modes. This effort had two objectives: (1) to
promote a dialogue between military-technical
specialists and regional security experts, and
(2) to link discussions of specific deployment
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options to analyses of the East Asian security
environment.

The first meeting (Phase I) was hosted by
the Institute for National Strategic Studies at
the National Defense University, Fort Leslie J.
McNair, Washington, DC. Phase I included US
government officials from the Department of
Defense and State Department along with Con-
gressional staff members and experts from
various nongovernmental research institutes.
The Phase I agenda and participant list are at
www.emetgingfromconflict.org/bmd/phasel/
phasel.html.

In Phases II and 111, a core group of 10 US
participants from the Phase I discussions held
separate bilateral meetings with Chinese and
Japanese counterparts. Chinese and Japanese
participants were drawn from a wide variety of
government ministries, government research
institutes and academic organizations. In each
of the meetings, the US participants sought to
assess likely Chinese and Japanese reactions to
specific TMD and NMD deployments. The
second series of meetings was hosted by CNS
at the Monterey Institute of International Stud-
ies. Information on Phase II can be found at:
www.emetgingfromconflict.org/bmd/phase2/
phase2.html.

The final phase of the project consists of
the joint publication of this report by the
Stanley Foundation and the Monterey Insti-
tute’s CNS. This report details the major find-
ings of the three conferences and is divided into
three parts summarizing each of the conference
discussions. Analysts from the National De-
fense University contributed to the discussions,
but do not endorse all of the report’s conclu-
sions. The principal conclusions and policy rec-
ommendations will also be disseminated and
briefed to the policy and think-tank communi-
ties in Washington, DC. Dissemination of this
report’s findings will be consistent with the
Stanley Foundation’s rule that all publications
and accompanying publicity—printed or elec-
tronic—will not attribute remarks to individual
participants.

PHASE I: US CONSULTATIONS
Washington, DC
16-17 November 2000

The first phase of the conference series
brought together US technical military experts
and specialists on China and Japan to discuss
different missile defense architectures and to
assess the likely impact of deployment on
relations with China and Japan. This mix of
participants raised the level of technical under-
standing about BMD systems among regional
security specialists while sensitizing technical
experts to the regional political and security
implications of BMD deployment. The project
also encouraged discussion and dialogue
between experts inside and outside the US gov-
ernment. The two-day discussions covered sev-
eral topics including: US BMD architectures,
Chinese and Japanese strategic goals and objec-
tives, possible regional consequences of US
BMD programs and policy options for the next
administration.

The goal of the Phase I discussions was to
establish a baseline understanding among the US
participants about the technical and security is-
sues facing the United States, China and Japan
as the United States develops both national
missile defenses and theater missile defenses.
The Phase I discussions helped the group iden-
tify critical gaps in the US understanding of the
regional security implications of missile defense
in Northeast Asia. The Phase I discussions also
helped to isolate key questions to ask Chinese
and Japanese participants during the second
phase of the conference series.

US BMD Architectures

A significant portion of the Phase I discus-
sions was spent discussing NMD and TMD
technologies in an effort to establish a proper
technical baseline for understanding the impli-
cations of BMD deployments. This discussion
was especially valuable for regional experts less
familiar with missile defense systems and tech-
nologies.

Participants identified several key concepts
that provided the foundation for technical dis-
cussions about TMD and NMD. First, lowert-
tier and upper-tier TMD systems have very dif-
ferent characteristics. Lower-tier TMD systems
are endo-atmospheric, defend a small area, in-
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tercept missiles with ranges up to approximately
1,400 kilometers and generally are used for
point defense and force protection purposes.
Upper-tier TMD systems are exo-atmospheric,
defend an area far larger than lower-tier sys-
tems, use a different interceptor able to maneu-
ver outside the atmosphere and can defend
against missiles with ranges up to 4,000-5,000
km (though they are only tested against missiles
with a range up to 3,500 km due to ABM
Treaty restrictions.) (The appendix on page 25
contains a Ballistic Missile Defense Organiza-
tion (BMDO) chart that illustrates the relation-
ship between proposed US TMD systems and
missiles of vatrious ranges). Second, current US
plans envision a “family of systems” that pro-
vides for comprehensive defense by layering the
various lower-tier and upper-tier TMD systems
on top of each other. The image of overlapping
“bubbles” of protection was commonly used
during the discussions. Both types of systems
are necessary because lower-tier systems have
very limited capabilities against longer range
missiles, while some exo-atmospheric upper-tier
systems cannot intercept shorter range missiles
because their trajectories remain largely within
the atmosphere. (See the appendix on page 26
for a BMDO chart that illustrates the “family of
systems” concept). Third, US TMD systems are
designed to operate in a stand-alone mode, but
can also use space-based cueing to enhance
their capabilities. Some TMD systems demand
organizational and training structures which, if
exported, would require greater military coop-
eration between the vendor and the purchaser.

The discussion included a review of key
characteristics of US BMD systems currently
under development.

Lower-Tier TMD Systems

The Patriot Advanced Capability-3
(PAC-3) system has three configurations, all of
which include qualitative upgrades from the
PAC-2 system. PAC-3 Configuration 1 and 2
include more advanced fire control and com-
mand, control, communications and intelligence
(CI) capabilities. PAC-3 Configuration 3 will
include a new hit-to-kill interceptor optimized
for an anti-ballistic missile role. Its expected
10C (Initial Operational Capability) is late 2001.
PAC-2 and PAC-3 systems have dual roles as

both air defense and missile defense systems,
but the United States plans to deploy a mix of
less expensive PAC-2 interceptors (which can
be used for multiple air defense missions) and
more advanced hit-to-kill PAC-3 interceptors in
order to maximize performance and reduce
costs.

The Navy Area Defense (NAD) system
will be deployed on an Aegis-equipped cruiser
or destroyer and essentially functions like a
floating PAC-3 with a slightly bigger area of
coverage. Its expected IOC is 2003. The NAD
system uses the Standard Missile 2 Block IV-A
interceptor, the Aegis fire control and battle
management system and the SPY radar. The
interceptor uses a fragmentary blast warhead
for increased lethality.

Upper-Tier TMD Systems

The Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD) system is a land-based
area defense system under development with an
expected IOC of 2007. It could potentially be
deployed in Japan, but so far the Japanese have
not expressed interest in it. THAAD is primar-
ily an exo-atmospheric system, but also has
some capability against shorter range missiles
operating inside the atmosphere.

The Navy Theater Wide (NTW) system
has two forms: one uses the Standard Missile-3,
Block I missile and defends an area 10 times
greater than the NAD system. Its IOC is ap-
proximately 2007-08. A second version, the
Block II interceptor, will defend a footprint
twice as large as the Block I missile and will be
able to defeat most tactical ballistic missiles
operating in the exo-atmosphere. Its expected
10C is around 2010-12. The position of the
ship relative to the missile launch point is criti-
cal to the effectiveness of the NTW system, but
NTW does not have to be located in the target
area to be effective. Because the NTW intercep-
tor is designed for exo-atmospheric operation,
the system cannot defend against missiles with
ranges less than 600 km.

Sea-Based NMD Systems

Several participants with technical back-
grounds noted that among the several options
currently being explored, using existing cruisers
equipped with the Aegis system as the basis for
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a sea-based NMD system might not be the
most practical technical option. Another pro-
posed system would use interceptor technology
derived from the NTW system and a small,
naval X-band radar to intercept intercontinental
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) in the ascent or mid-
course phases. Despite the publicity these op-
tions have received!, these systems are only in
the conceptual stage right now and many par-
ticipants argued that there is far too much op-
timism surrounding them. The earliest possible
date for such a system would be 2015.

Boost-Phase Systems

The Air-borne Laser (ABL) is being de-
veloped by the US Air Force and is the only US
missile defense program not run by the BMDO.
The system mounts a giant air-borne laser on a
747 aircraft. Initial testing has been encourag-
ing, but the system still faces numerous techni-
cal and operational obstacles. In particular, a
number of fighters would be needed to protect
the 747 laser-platform when it is deployed near
the ballistic missile-launching country.

Participants also discussed the Boost-
Phase Intercept (BPI) concept advocated by
Richard Garwin and other experts.? BMDO is
studying Garwin’s boost-phase options. Tech-
nical experts at the conference noted that the
BPI option faces several technical hurdles that
would be difficult to surmount. BPI requires
faster interceptors and new sensors on the
interceptor that can see through the missile
plume. BPI would also require highly advanced
command, control and early-warning capabili-
ties to respond rapidly to missile launches and
to avoid the risk of shooting down a peaceful

1 See Jack Spencer and Joe Dougherty, “The Quick-
est Way to Global Missile Defense: First From The
Sea,” Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, No. 1384 (July
13, 2000), <http://www.hetitage.org/library/
backgrounder/bg1384.html>

2 Richard L. Garwin, “Boost Phase Intercept: A
Better Alternative,” Arms Control Today, Vol. 30,
Number 7 (September 2000),
<http://www.armscontrol.org/ ACT/sept00/
bpisept00.htmI>; and “Cooperative Ballistic Missile
Defense,” Secretary’s Open Forum on National
Missile Defense Against Biological and Nuclear
Weapons, November 17, 1999, <www.fas.org/tlg/
991117.htm>.

space launch vehicle. In addition, a boost-phase
system would require development of new
battle management software, would need to be
deployed close to and down range from the
target and would clearly violate the ABM
Treaty. Finally, the political and diplomatic im-
plications of a ground-based boost-phase sys-
tem have not yet been thoroughly studied. For
missiles launched from North Korea, intercep-
tors would need to be deployed close to and
down range from the target missile, which
would require basing in eastern Russia (basing
in Northern Japan is theoretically possible, but
would pose additional technical challenges).
This would require negotiating new cooperative
military agreements.

Several technical experts in the group also
criticized proposals for a sea-based boost-
phase system, noting that an NMD system
using existing Aegis-equipped cruisers was not a
practical technical option. Current cruisers are
not designed to support the requirements of
such a system. Substantial modifications would
be required, including the addition of a small X-
band radar and changes to the vertical launch
system to accommodate the larger and faster
interceptors needed to successfully hit an ICBM
in the first few minutes of flight time. It might
be easier to produce new cruisers not equipped
with the Aegis system as the basis for a sea-
based boost-phase system. Because of these
difficulties, technically adept participants agreed
that there was far too much optimism sur-
rounding the possibility of transforming a fu-
ture NTW system into a boost-phase NMD
system. Although more realistic sea-based BPI
options are being studied, these ideas are only
in the conceptual stages. The earliest possible
date for even the simplest system would be
2015.

Japan and Theater Missile Defenses

The Phase I discussion sought to evaluate
Chinese and Japanese strategic goals and objec-
tives. Regarding Japan, US experts noted that
Japan’s most immediate security priotity is pro-
tection from North Korea. The Chinese missile
threat—although potentially more significant—
is a more remote and secondary motivation.
Within the context of these security concerns,
Japan’s missile defense debate is influenced by
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various domestic political interests such as the
military, the Diet and public opinion. TMD also
serves as a means to buttress the security
alliance with the United States.

Participants agreed that Japan faces a num-
ber of constraints on the eventual deployment
of TMD systems. Despite a joint research pro-
gram with the United States, a Japanese gov-
ernment decision to develop and deploy NTW
(or an indigenous upper-tier naval TMD system
derived from this research) is by no means a fait
accompli, but rather the subject of continued and
heated debate in government circles in Tokyo.
The constraints come in several forms: budget-
ary, political and technical. Given Japan’s con-
tinuing recession and growing budget deficits,
the cost of deploying the system will be a factor
in the decision to proceed from research to the
development and deployment phases. In terms
of political constraints, TMD is currently the
subject of bureaucratic infighting between vari-
ous ministries in the Japanese government. The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) and the
Japan Defense Agency (JDA) support a robust
upper-tier system, whereas the Japanese Air
Self-Defense Force has expressed interest in
pursuing a PAC-3 lower-tier system to ensure
that it has a role in missile defense decisions.
Several US participants noted that parts of the
Japanese bureaucracy have concerns about the
military effectiveness and costs associated with
the TMD system. As a result, they ate reluctant
to fully support the program. While current
Japanese spending on research is fairly limited,
TMD deployment would divert significant
amounts of funding away from equally critical
military programs, given Japan’s policy of limit-
ing defense spending to about one percent of
gross domestic product (GDP).

Other political concerns manifest them-
selves in fears that deploying a highly capable
TMD system could entangle Japan too tightly
with the United States and might drag Japan
into a military conflict. By contrast, other US
experts noted that many Japanese defense ex-
perts recognize the need to be involved in the
development process to influence the evolution
of the TMD system in ways that serve Japanese
economic and security interests. The Japanese
want to shape the upper-tier naval TMD
system, but are not fully committed to it due to

concerns about cost and military effectiveness.
The structural limitations on Japan include the
fact that Japan’s governmental decisionmaking
structures are not well suited to making these
kinds of decisions quickly. These deficiencies
are compounded by weaknesses in Japan’s C3I
infrastructure. Japan’s C31 systems will need to
be reformed over the next 10-15 years in order
to support an effective operational TMD
system. US experts on Japan pointed out that
integrating C3I with US forces will be a conten-
tious political issue in Japan because it raises a
host of controversial issues, such as the level
and degree of defense integration and the na-
ture of the security alliance.

US participants agreed that it is too eatly to
accurately assess Japan’s interest in deploying a
highly capable upper-tier TMD system. The
Japanese have only agreed to joint research on
the NTW system, nothing more. One partici-
pant compared Japan’s position on TMD to
that of a poker player who keeps anteing up and
waiting to see the next card before deciding
whether to stay in the game or fold.

China and Missile Defenses

US experts identified China’s principal
national priorities as economic development
and the continued rule of the Communist Party.
These two priorities have an indefinite but
overriding influence on US-China debates
about missile defense. Several US specialists
argued that the priority China places on eco-
nomic development will constrain its ability to
respond to a US NMD system. China will not
respond in a way that threatens continued
growth or social stability. Participants noted
that the next several years will be critical for the
leadership in Beijing because of pending leader-
ship changes in 2002 and numerous economic
challenges such as the impact of integration into
the World Trade Organization (WTO). NMD
and TMD also play into the issue of regime
credibility. Given China’s weak naval and air
force capabilities, ballistic missiles are one of
the few tools that China can use to deter or
coerce Taiwan and Japan. TMD threatens to
undermine this strategic comparative advantage
in missiles and remove Chinese leverage.
Similarly, China’s leaders need to be seen as
responding to the perceived challenges to
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China’s national interests posed by NMD and
TMD. For many in China, NMD and TMD
function as a litmus test of US intentions.

Within the context of these national priori-
ties, China has several specific concerns about
US NMD and TMD programs. Most partici-
pants agreed that China’s objections to missile
defense are based primarily on political con-
cerns about US military relations with Taiwan
and Japan, not narrow military-technical
considerations. China’s central concern about
TMD is the degree of military integration
between the United States and Taiwan. A
secondary concern is Japan’s use of NTW in a
conflict over Taiwan and the possibility that
TMD might promote Japanese militarism and
rearmament. Several participants noted that
China has grudgingly accepted the prospect of
lower-tier TMD deployments in Japan to pro-
tect US forces. In terms of NMD, participants
noted that whether by accident or by design,
the proposed US NMD system would com-
promise the credibility of China’s nuclear detet-
rent. Chinese experts infer that the United
States is targeting China with NMD and are not
persuaded that a “rogue missile threat” really
exists. US participants agreed that China would
respond to NMD deployment by doing what-
ever is necessary to ensure the credibility and
effectiveness of its nuclear deterrent.

US participants debated two main issues
involving China and missile defense. First, some
China specialists maintained that the United
States and China are entering a period of strate-
gic transition in which the United States is
downsizing its nuclear arsenal, while China is
expanding its nuclear capabilities. Some argued
that these divergent trends will change the char-
acter of the deterrent relationship between the
United States and China. At the same time, US
deployment of NMD would inject an additional
element of uncertainty and confusion into bilat-
eral strategic relations. Other China specialists
argued that China is merely shifting from a
poor minimal deterrent to a more effective
minimal deterrent and that this transition will
not significantly alter the deterrent relationship
between Beijing and Washington.

The second issue was China’s likely
response to the US transfer of advanced PAC-3
systems to Taiwan. Discussions focused on

what the United States can “get away with,”
how severe China’s reactions will be and
whether the United States is willing to bear the
costs. The greatest disagreement revolved
around the consequences of a PAC-3 sale, since
virtually everyone agreed that the transfer of
Aegis-equipped ships (either in a traditional air-
defense, anti-submarine role or as a platform
for TMD) would definitely result in a major
disruption of bilateral relations. Some partici-
pants argued that China would make only a pro
Jforma protest in response to a PAC-3 sale, while
others predicted a more setious reaction.

Chinese Responses to US Missile Defense
Policies

US participants discussed a wide range of
Chinese responses to three different possible
scenatios: US TMD transfers to Taiwan, US
TMD cooperation with Japan and US NMD
deployment. In terms of US TMD sales to Tai-
wan, there was a consensus among participants
that removing Taiwan from the TMD equation
would make the missile defense issues far more
manageable for US-China relations. Many
participants argued that lower-tier systems in
Taiwan have only a limited ability to protect
against China’s medium range missiles and bat-
rage tactics, but that the Taiwan government
would reap political benefits from TMD
deployment. In the view of most participants,
Taiwan wants lower-tier TMD systems not for
military purposes, but to address the popular
fear of vulnerability to Chinese missiles and to
reduce the risk of panic in the event of a mili-
tary conflict. Another goal is to use TMD to
increase military ties with the United States.
Despite their limited military effectiveness,
lower-tier TMD systems would probably reduce
China’s ability to use missiles to intimidate and
coerce Taiwan.

Phase I participants differed, however, on
China’s likely reaction to TMD transfers to
Taiwan. One group argued that PAC-3 sales
would elicit a harsh response from China. The
Chinese fear that PAC-3 sales are an indication
of US interest in expanding its defense relation-
ship with Taiwan and that such transfers would
pave the way for the establishment of a de facto
military alliance. While most participants agreed
that China could overwhelm a PAC-3 system
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with missile salvos and longer range systems,
this group maintained that Chinese leaders fear
the US use of “salami-tactics” to gradually and
incrementally transfer TMD technologies to
Taiwan (and thereby strengthen US-Taiwan
defense relations). This approach would avoid
the provocative act of providing a complete
system at once. Chinese officials might view
sales of PAC-3 technologies (regardless of their
scale) as the first of a series of further sales of
increasingly more advanced TMD technologies
and systems to Taiwan. It is this perception that
could invite a harsh response from Beijing.

TMD sales to Taiwan might therefore
cause China to escalate its missile proliferation
activities, including the export of missile de-
fense countermeasures. China would likely re-
nege on some of its previous nonproliferation
commitments. Coastal deployment of medium
range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) and military
exercises would likely increase as well. China
could also respond by becoming obstructionist
in various international arms control forums at
the United Nations and the Conference on
Disarmament. Several Asia specialists noted
that China’s response to TMD transfers to Tai-
wan would have repercussions for the regional
security environment as well. China would likely
harden its position on Korea and might also
lead efforts to evict US forces from Korea if the
North and the South reunify.

By contrast, others argued that strident
Chinese rhetoric opposing lower-tier TMD
sales to Taiwan is merely a diplomatic bluff;
China is not willing to react harshly to the sale
of a PAC-3 system to Taiwan. China needs the
United States far more than the United States
needs good relations with China. The sale of
PAC-3 would therefore not fundamentally
change US-China relations. The United States
can expect to sell PAC-3 to Taiwan and main-
tain a reasonable relationship with China. The
real diplomatic “red-line” for China is the sale
of an upper-tier missile defense system to Tai-
wan; lower-tier systems are a false threshold for
China. Several participants added that the
United States possesses a large degree of flexi-
bility in terms of shaping a Chinese reaction to
a PAC-3 sale; PAC-3 sales could take several
forms and therefore should not been seen as a
“black and white” issue.

However, even those participants who pre-
dicted a minimal Chinese response to a PAC-3
sale agreed that China would respond harshly to
the provision of NTW to Taiwan. The sale of
advanced upper-tier TMD to Taiwan is a clear
“red-line” for China. Several participants cau-
tioned that if the United States chooses to sell
PAC-3 or other missile defense technology to
Taiwan, then the United States should wait until
the technology is fully tested and ready for
delivery before making an official deployment
decision. This strategy would avoid paying the
diplomatic costs before the system can deliver
any security benefits.

Sale of a PAC-3 system to Taiwan might
also influence Japan’s deployment decisions. A
strong Chinese reaction to PAC-3 sales to Tai-
wan (such as increased MRBM deployments)
could increase support in Japan for NTW.

In contrast to the dominant role political
factors play in Chinese concerns about Taiwan
and TMD, Chinese views about TMD in Japan
include both political and military concerns.
Participants agreed that China’s response to
US-Japan joint TMD deployment would be
more muted and that the United States and
Japan would have more chances to shape
China’s response. On one level, China has
already grudgingly accepted that lower-tier
TMD systems are needed to protect US troops
and bases in Japan. On another level, the prin-
cipal Chinese concern is that a Japanese naval
TMD system could be deployed to defend Tai-
wan during a crisis. Some argued that Chinese
responses would be restrained because there is a
growing willingness among Chinese policymak-
ers to let China and Japan compete if the US-
Japan alliance falls apart. Some Chinese are
skeptical that Japan could emerge as a major
threat. However, other Chinese experts feel that
a TMD system could setve as a shield that
would permit Japan to develop nuclear weapons
and other offensive capabilities. China also fears
that a NTW system based in Japan could serve
as a forward deployed part of a US NMD
system. China would likely react by placing
greater emphasis on modernization of naval
platforms such as submatines in an effort to
counter any combined NTW/NMD system.
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China’s responses to US NMD deployment
might provoke the most troublesome reactions
with the greatest long-term impact on bilateral
relations. US participants agreed that China’s
response would be shaped by the success or
failure of US-Russian NMD negotiations. Likely
reactions include increasing numbers of ICBMs,
building countermeasures, backtracking on
nonproliferation commitments and halting ac-
tive participation in global arms control forums.

US Policy Options and Constraints

Phase I participants were divided on the
Bush administration’s policy options and on the
best way to manage international reactions to
US NMD policy. Many participants pointed out
that the Clinton administration was not effec-
tive at managing international reactions to US
missile defense plans. The United States is now
paying enormous negative political costs for
NMD and TMD even though the systems have
not yet been fully developed, tested or de-
ployed. The United States is letting the diplo-
matic fallout get ahead of the technology.

Several participants cautioned that the
United States should be very cateful about try-
ing to capture (i.e. negate) China’s nuclear de-
terrent with NMD. Most participants were
skeptical this goal was possible and noted that if
the United States tried to accomplish it and
failed, then the outcome for US security would
be far worse than had it never tried in the first
place. China’s military modernization would
move in new directions, relations would be
permanently damaged and there would be little
hope for any bilateral progress on security
issues such as nonproliferation. Many in the
group agreed that NMD would push China to
increase its missile arsenal to levels larger than
currently projected, but participants disagreed
about whether growth in the size and sophisti-
cation of China’s missile modernization pro-
gram was inevitable.

The United States could try to respond to
some of China’s concerns by putsuing more
military-to-military ~ exchanges,  confidence-
building measures (CBMs) and arms control
initiatives. However, prospects for a coopera-
tive solution are limited and the chances of a
negative Chinese response to US deployment of
NMD are great. Adoption of CBMs will be dif-

ficult because Chinese experts and policymakers
are unlikely to accept US statements about the
technical capabilities of a limited NMD system.
To be safe, they will adopt worst case assump-
tions about issues such as interceptor-to-missile
ratios and assume that NMD will be highly
effective. This might result in a larger expansion
of Chinese nuclear forces than the United
States expects, which many in the United States
would regard as provocative. In addition, the
political environments in Washington and
Beijing are not conducive to the types of coop-
erative proposals currently being explored with
Russia. Participants agreed that the central
diplomatic challenge for the United States is to
convince China to accept NMD as a “second
best” solution that will not seriously compro-
mise Chinese national security. A US-Russian
agreement on NMD deployment would make
this much easier.

Participants also extensively discussed pos-
sible changes in US NMD policy under a Bush
administration. First, the notion of deterrence
in perpetuity with China could be rejected.
Several US government officials noted that
there is a possibility that a Bush administration
will no longer tell China in official briefings that
US NMD plans are not targeted at China. This is
currently one of the most prominent talking
points in working level exchanges. Such a dra-
matic policy shift could cause China to redirect
its missile modernization efforts, which would
inevitably affect US-Russian arms control nego-
tiations.

One participant defended such a policy
shift, arguing that arms control is a passé con-
cept that will not offer a solution to NMD de-
bates with China. Chinese reactions are
ultimately irrelevant because the United States
will eventually develop the ability to negate
China’s deterrent. However, although a few
participants implied that it was possible to neu-
tralize the Chinese nuclear deterrent with an
NMD system, no one was willing to actively
defend this position when pressed.

Many conference participants focused on
Russia’s role in dealing with China. In fact, a
majority of participants agreed that Russia will
likely serve as the key to securing Chinese
acquiescence to US NMD plans. In pursuing a
possible arms control solution with Russia and
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China, the United States should emphasize
forging a deal with Russia first. If the United
States is able to reach a compromise with
Russia in terms of some form of offense-
defense mix that formed a new basis for strate-
gic stability, then China would have little lever-
age in opposing US NMD plans. China would
be isolated and would lack the diplomatic
support necessary to mobilize international op-
position to NMD. If the United States reaches
an agreement with Russia, then Moscow is also
likely to try to persuade China not to dramati-
cally increase the size and sophistication of its
missile program. In short, the best way for the
United States to minimize Chinese reactions to
NMD is to work out an agreement with Russia.

Several officials added that a US-Russian
agreement on NMD that included offensive
reductions coupled with limits on missile de-
fense deployments would have the added ad-
vantage of providing China with a sense of
certainty about the size and scope of the future
US NMD effort. This would help limit Chinese
reactions to the US NMD program. The United
States needs to develop a paradigm to inject
strategic certainty into NMD discussions with
China; forging a deal with Russia is one possible
avenue. Many participants added that the
United States also needs to make sure that its
allies, especially Japan, Australia and NATO,
are consulted during the NMD development
process to ensure their agreement with US
NMD plans. If the United States is not able to
reach agreement with its allies, then the negative
repercussions of deploying NMD increase dra-
matically.

PHASE II:

US-CHINA CONSULTATIONS
Monterey, California

30 November - 2 December 2000

Chinese and US Views of Proliferation and
Regional Missile Threats

Discussions among US and Chinese offi-
cials and experts revealed both similatities and
differences about the threat posed by global and
regional ballistic missile proliferation. US and
Chinese participants differed over the scope
and the severity of the missile proliferation
threat. The Chinese did not see missile prolif-
eration as an urgent concern, but rather as one
of several negative factors influencing the inter-
national security environment. Differences were
most acute in terms of respective assessments
of the balance between the intentions and ca-
pabilities of proliferants such as North Korea.
In evaluating the missile proliferation threat, the
Chinese were more concerned with intentions,
while US participants focused on military-
technical capabilities. The Chinese clearly see
US foreign and military policies as a greater
threat to China than regional missile prolifera-
tion. In particular, many of the Chinese partici-
pants view US NMD and TMD policies as
signs of increasingly hostile US intentions to-
ward China. Chinese participants argued that
US nuclear and advanced conventional capabili-
ties were sufficient to deter attacks from small
states like North Korea and that the United
States was exaggerating the missile threat.

Chinese participants articulated a variety of
views on proliferation and the regional missile
threat in Hast Asia. They universally agreed that
China is opposed to missile proliferation and
has concerns about the growing number of
missile-capable states in Asia and around the
world. Yet the Chinese considered missile pro-
liferation a regional security issue. Several Chi-
nese experts emphasized that Beijing supports a
Korean Peninsula free of nuclear weapons and
that North Korea should be more restrained in
its missile export and testing activities; several
also expressed concerns about India’s nuclear
and missile programs. None of the Chinese par-
ticipants addressed missile proliferation in the
Middle East or responded to questions from
Americans about Middle East threats. In addi-
tion, some Chinese noted that China’s concerns
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about missile proliferation are reflected in its
changing attitudes toward the Missile Technol-
ogy Control Regime (MTCR) and its growing
missile nonproliferation commitments. Several
Chinese participants noted that the mid-
November 2000 statement on missile nonpro-
liferation was a clear indication of China’s
growing concern about missile proliferation.

US views on global missile proliferation
and appropriate responses contrasted sharply
with Chinese perceptions. US participants
stressed that missile proliferation is a real and
demonstrable threat to US national security
interests. Iraq used Scud missiles against US
troops during the Gulf War; the largest number
of casualties during the Gulf War came from
destruction of a US army barracks by a Scud.
This highlichted the missile threat to US
national security interests and sparked increased
missile defense research since the early 1990s.
The August 1998 launch of the Taepodong
missile had a similar galvanizing affect. US con-
ferees pointed out that the United States is not
alone in its concerns about proliferation. Rus-
sian leaders have also expressed concern about
global missile proliferation; Russian President
Putin recently acknowledged this concern in
official dialogues with Clinton.

Chinese participants stressed that Beijing
sees nuclear deterrence as sufficient to address
concerns about missile proliferation. Several
Chinese emphasized that the United States
overestimates the threat posed by North
Korea’s missile program while simultaneously
undervaluing the effectiveness of deterrence.
Senior Chinese officials and experts emphasized
that improving political relations with other
countries is the key to solving the missile prolif-
eration problem; military-technical solutions are
not long-lasting and can generate negative con-
sequences. The United States should make
greater efforts to improve political ties with
North Korea rather than simply trying to pro-
tect itself from North Korean missiles. The
Chinese lauded the 1994 US-North Korea
Agreed Framework, which sought to address
the issue of North Korea’s nuclear weapons
program through a diplomatic agreement.

In response, some US experts argued that
deterrence and preventive diplomacy are not
always sufficient to ensure national security. It

10

is impractical, naive and inconsistent with the
history of both international relations and the
development of military technology to forego
missile defense for the sake of diplomatic tools.
The two approaches should be mutually rein-
forcing, not mutually exclusive.

Lastly, several Chinese experts noted that
they feel far more threatened by US foreign
policies and use of military force than by the
spread of missiles and related technologies.
Many Chinese see missile proliferation as an
excuse for the United States to develop and
deploy missile defense systems. Most Chinese
participants were skeptical that the United
States would scale back or cancel its missile
defense programs even if the missile prolifera-
tion threat from North Korea and other rogue
states were to diminish significantly. Many
argued the United States would simply generate
“another excuse” to deploy missile defenses.
Several Chinese participants suggested that
BMD was part of a US effort to guarantee its
ability to act anywhere in the world with impu-
nity. In short, China’s opposition to missile de-
fense is based partly on the perception that
NMD deployment would allow the United
States to act unilaterally with few constraints.

US participants responded that differences
in Chinese and US threat perceptions ate inti-
mately tied to the contrasting US and Chinese
roles in the world. The United States is an activ-
ist world power with varying interests in most
parts of the world, whereas China principally
acts as a regional power and possesses limited
global interests. Global missile proliferation has
a constraining influence on US foreign and mili-
tary policies, but for China the implications are
less severe and less direct. Thus, Washington
views missile defense as a solution to a serious
problem that limits US ability to maintain peace
and stability around the world.

One US expert argued that there appeared
to be a contradiction in Chinese opposition to
NMD. China accepts that lower-tier TMD is
needed to protect US troops deployed abroad,
but is opposed to NMD. Yet NMD is also nec-
essary because it provides US troops with free-
dom of movement in regional contingencies.
NMD is needed to ensure that US troops de-
ployed all over the world can fully execute mili-
tary missions without risk to the US homeland,
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thereby enhancing extended deterrence. Thus,
Chinese opposition to NMD is inconsistent
with its acceptance of lower-tier TMD deploy-
ments to protect US troops.

Regional Consequences of US Missile De-
fense Options

Discussion of the regional consequences of
US NMD and TMD plans highlighted and rein-
forced fundamental differences between the
United States and China concerning Taiwan,
missile deployments and regional stability.
Chinese concerns revolved around political
considerations, such as the perceived negative
influence of TMD on Japanese military aspira-
tions and on Taiwan’s support for independ-
ence. Significant differences exist on the role of
missiles in the cross-Strait context. The Chinese
viewed their missiles as an explicit and highly
effective means of deterring movement toward
Taiwan independence, whereas US participants
argued that Chinese missile deployments pro-
voke and reinforce independence sentiments in
Taiwan. Chinese participants also expressed
concerns about the methodological approach of
the discussion, arguing that US officials and
experts were trying to gauge China’s precise
response to each of the various TMD and
NMD systems. One Chinese participant noted
that these efforts might produce unreliable con-
clusions, because the variety of views in China
made it impossible to predict precise responses.

In analyzing and evaluating US-Japan TMD
cooperation, the Chinese advanced a variety of
arguments. Many were familiar, but the Chinese
provided more depth and nuance to these pre-
viously articulated positions. First, several Chi-
nese participants acknowledged that Japan has a
sovereign right to deploy missile defense sys-
tems and that China can not deny Japan’s right
to protect itself. Nevertheless, they argued that
Japan should choose not to deploy TMD. Chi-
nese experts maintained that the United States
has dragged Japan (and Taiwan as well) into its
missile defense programs.

Chinese participants oppose Japanese TMD
for two reasons. First, they expressed deep con-
cern that Japanese uppet-tiet TMD could be
used to defend Taiwan. In the event of a cross-
Strait conflict, Japan could deploy a sea-based
upper-tier system to protect Taiwan from Chi-

nese missile strikes. Japan might also share
TMD technical secrets with Taiwan. Several
Chinese experts noted that Japanese deploy-
ments of PAC-3 (or other land-based missile
defense systems) to protect military bases and
critical infrastructure could also make Japan
more willing (or less reluctant) to get involved
in a Taiwan conflict. PAC-3 deployments would
weaken (but not entirely erode) China’s ability
to hold Japanese territory and US troops based
in Japan at risk in order to deter Japan and the
United States from intervening in a Taiwan
conflict. These arguments contrasted with
China’s previous grudging acceptance of the
need for lower-tier TMD to protect US bases
and troops in Japan.

Second, several Chinese experts argued that
TMD deployments in Japan could accelerate
the growth and expansion of Japanese milita-
rism. Some Chinese suggested that TMD would
function as a litmus test for the future direction
of Japanese military power. Several referred to
the classic Chinese position that once Japan
develops defensive systems (the shield) then it
would be free to develop offensive weapons
(the sword.) Interestingly, a few Chinese par-
ticipants noted that China might be content
with a public commitment from Japan that
TMD would not be used to protect Taiwan.

US officials and scholars disagreed with the
Chinese position that TMD would revive Japa-
nese militarism and lead to the development of
offensive missile and nuclear capabilities. US
participants argued that TMD does not provide
enough security for Japan to remilitarize behind
an invulnerable shield, that Japan already had
the technological base for missile development
(and that it would be technically impossible for
Japan to adapt TMD technology to make a bal-
listic missile) and that the US nuclear umbrella
provides a large disincentive for Japan to de-
velop nuclear weapons or ballistic missiles.

3 “US-China Conference on Arms Control, Disar-
mament and Nonproliferation,” Beijing, September
1998, <http://www.cns.miis.edu/cns/projects/
eanp/beijing/index.htm>; and “Missiles, Theater
Missile Defenses, and Regional Stability,” Second
US-China Conference on Arms Control, Disarma-
ment and Nonproliferation, Monterey, California,
April 1999, <http://www.cns.miis.edu/cns/ pro-
jects/eanp/conf/uschina2/index.htm>
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Several US participants sought to dampen
China’s worries by arguing that Japan’s role in
the world is changing and that China should not
overreact to these trends. Japan, for example,
will likely assume a greater role in collective
defense activities, but this should not be seen as
a shift toward remilitarization.

US participants added that Japanese de-
ployment of an uppet-tier TMD system is not a
fait accompli. Japan and the United States are cur-
rently conducting joint research on NTW, but
the Japanese government has not yet commit-
ted to either development or deployment.
Chinese statements and actions can influence
(either positively or negatively) Japan’s interest
in missile defense. US participants argued that
exaggerated Chinese statements of concern
were unhelpful and contributed to regional
tensions. China’s anxieties and anti-Japanese
rhetoric could push Japan toward more exten-
sive TMD deployments. Beijing’s concerns
about the possible impact of TMD also suggest
that China is actively targeting Japan with mis-
siles and possibly nuclear weapons.

The Chinese position on TMD deployment
in Taiwan was far more strident than the dis-
cussion about Japan. Chinese participants firmly
maintained that their coastal missile deploy-
ments are aimed at deterring Taiwan independ-
ence. For them, missiles are both a necessary
and a sufficient tool to prevent Taiwan from
gradually moving toward independence. Provi-
sion of any form of TMD would create a false
sense of security that might prompt Taiwan’s
leaders to accelerate movement toward inde-
pendence. Many Chinese rejected US arguments
that Chinese missiles provoke Taiwan and
therefore increase the desire for TMD and that
Chinese missiles do not deter anyone in Taiwan.

Several US participants noted that China
could easily overcome lower-tier TMD by using
longer range missiles or barrage tactics. One
senior Chinese scholar asked why the United
States was so interested in selling TMD to Tai-
wan if it will not be militarily effective. This
question suggested that the United States had
ulterior motives in providing TMD to Taiwan.
Building on this argument, some Chinese par-
ticipants argued that US TMD transfers to Tai-
wan would be the first step in the restoration of
a de facto military alliance with the United States.
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Chinese participants also listed other nega-
tive implications of TMD transfers to Taiwan.
They maintained that it would deeply scar bilat-
eral relations, lead to long-term problems for
US-China relations, increase tensions in the
Taiwan Strait and lead to a deadlock in bilateral
arms control and nonproliferation discussions.

US participants firmly rejected the appar-
ently universal Chinese position that its coastal
missile deployments deter movement toward
Taiwan independence. TMD, many US experts
argued, does not offer sufficient protection for
Taiwan to feel safe enough to move toward
independence. The incentives for Taiwan’s
leaders to deploy TMD come from the Taiwan-
ese people, who want to be protected from the
growing Chinese missile threat. If the missile
threat diminishes, then demand for TMD will
diminish proportionally.

US participants noted that the relationship
between Chinese missile threats and support for
TMD sales to Taiwan is particularly strong in
US policy circles. One senior US expert noted
that since 1996, China’s military maneuvers
around Taiwan and in the coastal regions have
reinforced independence sentiments on Taiwan,
not weakened them. The recent election of a
president from the pro-independence Democ-
ratic Progressive Party is the most current ex-
ample of this trend. Chinese leaders
misunderstand the relationship between their
demonstrations of military force and the impact
on Taiwan political sentiments. Furthermore,
several US experts noted that Taiwan’s democ-
ratization has significantly changed the cross-
Strait situation. Taiwan’s democratic status fos-
ters political imperatives for the United States
to intervene if a conflict occurs.

Regarding NMD, Chinese participants
raised a number of political, economic and
technical issues that collectively influence their
reaction to US NMD policies. One of the most
prominent themes was that NMD and TMD
are indicators of US strategic intentions toward
China. Many Chinese see NMD as a litmus test
and argue that NMD is aimed at capturing
China’s nuclear deterrent. Several Chinese
noted that the United States is sending China
mixed signals on this issue, which undercuts
trust and reduces China’s interest in bilateral
consultations. The Chinese did not believe that
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North Korea is the main target of US NMD
efforts and accurately noted that the architec-
ture of the Clinton administration’s initial
NMD system is perfectly sized to neutralize
China’s small ICBM capability.

One Chinese participant with substantial
technical expertise provided a detailed presenta-
tion outlining possible Chinese responses to
NMD and the variables that might influence
which responses are chosen. Chinese options
included increasing the number of land-based
missiles, developing countermeasures and de-
coys, deploying mobile ICBMs and building
multiple warhead missiles. Variables influencing
which responses are chosen include: feasibility,
visibility (to maintain deterrent relationships
with other nuclear powers), affordability,
moderation (so as not to increase American
petceptions of a “China threat”), compatibility
and the need for precautionary steps (in order
to prepare for possible scientific surprises that
might degrade the effectiveness of countermea-
sures). Based on this analysis, this scholar con-
cluded that China should not respond with
dramatic increases in numbers of land-based
ICBMs or development of multiple warhead
missiles. Rather, he argued that development of
countermeasures and decoys is the option
which best meets his criteria. This option is the
least expensive, is technologically feasible,
would not increase the threat to others and
does not exclude the development of other re-
sponses in the future if the US NMD system
expands.

This Chinese scholar continued that
deploying more mobile ICBMs would increase
China’s confidence in the survivability of its
deterrent against a US first strike without threat-
ening the United States. China’s deterrent cur-
rently depends on uncertainty about the
numbers of Chinese ICBMs. Mobile missiles
would allow China’s deterrent to rest on uncer-
tainty about where the missiles were deployed,
which would be more secure and more stable.
As China’s nuclear deterrent becomes primarily
based on mobile launchers dispersed through-
out the country, China may eventually become
more willing to be transparent about the size
and capabilities of its nuclear force structure.
(See the appendix on page 27 for a summary of
China’s options to defeat NMD).

The Sino-US discussions about NMD were
not entirely negative, however. A senior Chi-
nese scholar with diplomatic experience noted
that the time was now ripe for a formal, “track-
1” dialogue on NMD and broad concepts of
strategic stability. This comment, echoed by
several other Chinese participants, stood in
stark contrast to much of the official anti-BMD
campaign and the stilted nature of official US-
China dialogue on the issue. A Chinese techni-
cal expert suggested that while most discussions
of compromises on NMD focused on limita-
tions on the numbers of interceptors, a more
promising area would be “constraints on the
capabilities of the NMD system or a change in
the structure of the defense.” He suggested that
the United States might be able to convince
China that NMD was not aimed at it by con-
straining the speed of the interceptors, changing
their locations and limiting their operational
capabilities. This scholar argued that some
common ground could be found between the
two extremes of a full SDI-type system and
minimal civil defense policies. However, other
Chinese suggested that these compromises were
not widely accepted in China. Many Chinese
leaders, especially within the military, have far
more conservative views about transparency,
deterrence and US strategic intentions that in-
hibit consideration of cooperative solutions.

US participants questioned a number of
Chinese arguments about the aims and capabili-
ties of NMD. A US official compared the US
motivation for deploying NMD to an insurance
policy. NMD should be viewed as a defense of
last resort, not as a license for the United States
to act incautiously. The United States would not
use NMD to facilitate intervention all over the
world. Just because someone purchases fire
insurance for his home does not mean they will
play with matches in the house; a similar logic
applies to the US desire for an NMD system.

This official argued that prima facie evidence
exists that NMD is not targeted against China.
In talks with Russia, the United States has of-
fered to limit the capability of its NMD system.
At the same time China would be free to adjust
its ICBM force in response to the levels of US
defenses, and the United States has indicated
that it would be comfortable with China’s reac-
tion. If the United States sought to target China
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with NMD, then it would not accept any limits
on the size and scope of the system and would
object to an expansion of the Chinese ICBM
force. The US official argued that US tacit
acceptance of a larger Chinese ICBM force in
response to NMD deployment was the best
possible signal of benign US intentions.

However, US experts agreed that the
United States is sending mixed signals to China
on NMD. Some in the United States want to
reduce US vulnerability to Chinese strategic
missiles and build a system capable of capturing
the Chinese nuclear deterrent, regardless of the
implications for Sino-US relations. Several
scholars pointed out that US policymakers and
politicians were still debating whether China is
“a big rogue” or a “small Russia.” Until this
debate is resolved, US strategic intentions
would remain somewhat unclear. Thus far, US
policy has emphasized the importance of a sta-
ble deterrent relationship with China, though
this might change in coming years.

US participants did not believe it was pos-
sible to build an NMD system that would
negate an expanded Chinese nuclear force and
recognized that trying and failing would seri-
ously damage bilateral relations. Most accepted
the inevitability of a strategic deterrent relation-
ship with China, but wanted the relationship to
be stable even in an environment with missile
defenses.

One US participant highlighted that US
NMD deployment plans could spark a danger-
ous action/reaction cycle. Advocates of NMD
argue that China will modernize and expand its
nuclear forces regardless of US NMD decisions.
Meanwhile, some Chinese say that NMD is
clearly aimed against China, so China should
accelerate its strategic modernization in re-
sponse. Statements by hard-liners in one coun-
try are used by hard-liners in the other to
advocate tougher policies. Absent a genuine
official strategic dialogue, there is a real danger
that mutual suspicions and actions on each side
could destabilize bilateral relations.

Assessment of Future Trends and Possible
Solutions

Discussion of possible cooperative solu-
tions was divided into three sub-areas: Japan,
Taiwan and NMD. In each sub-area discussions
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focused on various bilateral mechanisms that
might address US concerns about ballistic mis-
sile threats and Chinese concerns about US
TMD cooperation with Japan and Taiwan and
plans to deploy NMD.

Japan and TMD: The discussion focused
on North Korea’s missile capabilities, Tokyo’s
perception of a missile threat, the political de-
bate in Japan about TMD cooperation with the
United States and the possibility of a negotiated
solution.

The Chinese were not optimistic about the
possibility of a missile deal between the United
States and North Korea. Several Chinese par-
ticipants noted that the political climate in the
United States is not conducive to a US-North
Korean agreement on curbing the North’s mis-
sile exports and deployments. Several Chinese
experts suggested that conservatives in the
United States want to use the North Korean
threat to justify higher defense spending and
missile defense. The Chinese argued that even if
the threat of North Korean missiles vanished,
then another threat would arise to justify NMD
and TMD. One senior Chinese expert argued
that Japan’s real motivations for TMD are tied
to concerns about China, not North Korea. He
noted that while the Japanese people fear North
Korean missile strikes, Japan’s policymakers
and political leaders are more worried about
Chinese missiles. The North Korean missile
threat is being used by Japanese policy-makers
to justify policies aimed at China.

US participants responded to these argu-
ments on two levels. They first addressed the
issue of Japan’s involvement in a conflict over
Taiwan. Many maintained that if a conflict
arises, then Japan will almost certainly be in-
volved. The United States can therefore do little
to reassure China about Japanese involvement
in a Taiwan conflict. The real question will be
the level of Japanese involvement, which could
range from mere logistics support to deploy-
ment of troops for non-combat military opera-
tions such as minesweeping.

Secondly, US patticipants argued that Chi-
nese assessments of Japanese support for TMD
were somewhat exaggerated. Several experts
and officials suggested that if the United States
and North Korea reached a missile deal that
included restrictions on Nodong development,
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support in Japan for TMD would diminish.
Several US experts on Japan maintained that
TMD advocates in Japan face strong political
opposition and numerous technical and finan-
cial barriers. Political support for TMD could
shift in favor of the opponents if the North
Korean missile threat dramatically declined.

Several US experts argued that the best way
for China to convince Japan not to deploy
TMD was to help resolve the North Korean
missile issue. China could continue to pressure
North Korea to act with restraint in its missile
activities. A senior US expert added that if
China fears Japan will use TMD against it, then
China should explain to Japan and other coun-
tries where its DF-21 MRBMs are aimed. The
range and basing of these missiles appear to be
tailor-made for targets in Japan. The burden of
managing threat perceptions lies with China as
well as Japan, even if the latter deploys TMD.

Taiwan and TMD: Similar disagreements
occurred in the discussions about Taiwan. The
discussion principally revolved around the pos-
sibility of a cross-Strait missile deal where China
would agree to withdraw its coastal missile de-
ployments in exchange for Taiwan not purchas-
ing TMD. The Chinese participants universally
rejected the possibility of such a deal at the pre-
sent time, but the basis of their objections dif-
fered. Some cited current political trends in
China, arguing that it would be impossible for a
Chinese leader to initiate such a policy, espe-
cially given Taiwan President Chen Shui-bian’s
reluctance to accept the “One China Principle.”
Chinese leaders feel they have already made
enough concessions and are not willing to do
more. The Chinese military, in particular, would
fiercely oppose such a deal. Other experts
noted that from a technical arms control stand-
point this proposal was not a good deal. China
should receive some form of tangible benefit
for withdrawing the missiles. Taiwan’s agree-
ment not to do something in the future was an
insufficient payoff for a concrete Chinese
action. FHither the United States or Taiwan
would need to provide China with a deliverable.

Other Chinese participants expressed con-
cern that withdrawal of Chinese missiles would
send confusing signals to Taiwan, suggesting
that China was not willing to use force to
achieve reunification. This might push Taiwan

toward independence and eventually result in a
military crisis. These concerns aside, many Chi-
nese participants expressed rhetorical support
for the adoption of confidence-building meas-
ures, while acknowledging that both China and
Taiwan lacked the political will to take the first
step to initiate this process.

Several US officials noted that an arms race
had already begun across the Taiwan Strait that
might escalate out of control if neither side
demonstrated restraint. US participants argued
that Chinese policymakers have misinterpreted
certain cross-Strait political and military dynam-
ics. The more China emphasizes missiles and its
willingness to use force, the greater the support
for TMD in Taipei and in Washington.

US participants argued that China would
benefit from initiating a cross-Strait missile deal
with Taiwan. Either China or Taiwan has to
make the first move, and China is better posi-
tioned to initiate a missile draw-down. If Tai-
wan does not respond or violates the deal,
China can easily re-deploy its missiles and will
not have lost strategic ground. If China took
such a step, there would be significant pressure
on Taiwan—especially from the United
States—to reciprocate. China would also gain
an enormous political advantage from initiating
such a gesture. US participants stressed that this
deal is a “no-lose” proposition for China. A US
official raised another possibility regarding Tai-
wan’s acquisition of TMD: he suggested that
the United States might sell the advanced
PAC-3 system to Taiwan but agree not to trans-
fer interceptors unless a crisis broke out.
Throughout the discussions, US participants
stressed that many in the United States, espe-
cially in Congress, view China’s policies toward
Taiwan as a measure of Chinese long-term
intentions and regional ambitions. Given this
context, a missile deal would go a long way
toward softening China’s image in the eyes of
many Americans.

NMD: Discussions on NMD included a
frank and open debate between US and Chinese
specialist and officials on possible solutions or
compromises. The discussion of possible solu-
tions or compromises was more extensive and
detailed than in previous unofficial “track-2”
discussions. Chinese discussions about NMD
and confidence and security building measures
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(CSBMs) moved from insistence on a deal that
banned NMD deployment to consideration of a
mix of limitations on an NMD system and po-
litical reassurances that responded to Chinese
concerns. US participants acknowledged that
China would respond to NMD deployment by
increasing its arsenal to a certain level that both
the United States and China could accept. US
and Chinese conferees agreed that some form
of negotiated solution was possible, but that
political obstacles on each side might prevent
an agreement.

Several Chinese stressed that China’s oppo-
sition to NMD is not based on the fear that it
would neutralize China’s nuclear deterrent,
because China could always respond by build-
ing up its forces to a level sufficient to offset
the capability of the system. Chinese partici-
pants noted that China could not exclude the
possibility that a US NMD system would ex-
pand in the future, and that China’s response
would have to be gauged accordingly. They
suggested that NMD deployment would trigger
a more extensive Chinese strategic moderniza-
tion program, regardless of the domestic or
international situation.

Chinese participants stressed that US NMD
plans are intimately tied to the Chinese debate
about the “American threat.”” One Chinese mili-
tary expert noted that the actual limits on NMD
are not as important as efforts by the United
States to demonstrate that it does not view
China as an enemy. The most significant step
the United States could take would be the dec-
laration of a unilateral no-first-use nuclear
pledge toward China. However Chinese partici-
pants acknowledged the obstacles the US would
face in making such a statement.

Several Chinese participants called for the
United States and China to begin a serious stra-
tegic dialogue at the formal diplomatic level,
arguing that “track-2” discussions have gotten
ahead of the “track-1" talks. These formal talks
should seek to use arms control agreements as a
means to reassure China by demonstrating that
the United States does not seek to cancel out
China’s deterrent. One suggestion was that the
US promise not to undermine China’s deterrent
while Beijing commits not to develop a first
strike capability.
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US participants suggested a variety of steps
that both sides could take to prevent NMD
from damaging bilateral strategic stability. US
experts and officials acknowledged that no
matter what kind of NMD system the United
States ultimately deploys, it will affect China’s
deterrent due to the small size of Chinese
strategic forces. US participants stressed that
most US experts and policymakers understood
(and acknowledged) that China would probably
respond to NMD deployment by expanding the
size of its nuclear forces.

US participants urged Chinese officials to
rethink their anti-NMD diplomatic campaign.
China’s inflexible opposition to NMD pushes it
into a corner in terms of possible solutions and
compromises. If NMD deployment is inevitable
(which most US participants believe), then
China’s interests are best served by shaping the
evolution of the system. China’s involvement
could include efforts to negotiate limits on the
size and capabilities of the system. The current
Chinese strategy ties Beijing’s hands and could
lead to a US NMD deployment which does not
take China’s interests into account and which
severely damages Sino-US relations. Indeed,
several US officials noted that the United States
and Russia might develop a “grand bargain” in
which both sides reduced their deployed arse-
nals to around 1,000 warheads while simultane-
ously deploying missile defenses. Strategic
stability in the future could become increasingly
tied to mixtures of offense-defense capabilities.
One US suggestion was for the United States to
issue a statement acknowledging the current
existence of a deterrent relationship with China
in exchange for China accepting upper limits on
its ICBM and sea-launch ballistic missile

(SLBM) programs.

However, US participants noted that the
political climate in Washington made it hard to
imagine the United States pursuing the same
type of cooperative missile defense and early-
warning proposals with China that it was ex-
ploring with Russia. Chinese participants ex-
pressed an interest in various compromise
solutions, but doubted that an agreement was
currently possible given the tense political cli-
mates in Washington and Beijing. US and Chi-
nese conferees agreed that a negotiated solution
was possible but not probable.
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PHASE III:

US-JAPAN CONSULTATIONS
Monterey, CA

3-5 December 2000

TMD and NMD as a Domestic Political
Issue in Japan

The US-Japan consultations began with a
discussion of the domestic political dynamics in
Japan that influence decisions on missile de-
fenses. Japanese participants addressed a num-
ber of factors that affect the Japanese debate.
These included threat perceptions, the August
1998 North Korean missile launch, the role of
public opinion and the Diet, changing regional
security dynamics and alliance politics. One
theme that emerged consistently from the dis-
cussions was that Japan’s participation in TMD
remains very limited and its future role is not
predetermined. The government has not com-
mitted to pursue TMD beyond current joint
research on advanced TMD technologies. Sev-
eral Japanese participants stressed that the gov-
ernment is studying a mix of technologies and
continues to survey the international security
environment to determine the appropriate level
of Japanese involvement in TMD programs.

First, on the issue of the appropriate TMD
architecture, the Japanese participants noted
there is a strong bias toward co-developing the
NTW system with the United States. NTW will
be cheaper and easier since Japan already has
Aegis-equipped destroyers and Japan’s defense
industries can participate in the technical devel-
opment of the system. In contrast, most
THAAD technology is already developed and
Japan has concerns about the coverage and ca-
pabilities of the THAAD system. Furthermore,
several Japanese experts noted that the gov-
ernment has also not decided whether to deploy
advanced PAC-3 systems for point defense
purposes. Such systems could be used to pro-
tect critical infrastructure in Japan as well as US
bases. A senior Japanese military official said
that it was too early to make a public case in
favor of the PAC-3 and suggested that the
Japanese government should avoid a situation
in which the politics got ahead of the procure-
ment. A US official added that it would be a
few years before the newest version of PAC-3
could be deployed in Japan because of its slow
production rate.

Most of the discussion focused on Japanese
threat perceptions and the contours of the do-
mestic debate on TMD. Several foreign ministry
and defense officials stated that public opinion
is a major constraint on missile defense plan-
ning. Debates about TMD in Japan occur
within three circles: government agencies, the
Diet and the Japanese public. In government
circles, the debates are principally focused on
financial and military issues. The Ministry of
Finance is likely to oppose the initiation of a
large weapons program during a recession, and
some defense officials have concerns about the
trade-offs associated with TMD development.
In addition, the government will closely watch
the future direction of US TMD policies as a
guide to Japan’s approach. These concerns
aside, Japanese participants noted that support
for TMD in government circles is far more
consistent than in the Diet or the general pub-
lic. Government support is driving forward Ja-
pan’s role in TMD research with the United
States. The Japan Defense Agency (JDA) and
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) have
been consistent supporters. In the Diet and
among the Japanese public, debates focus on a
mix of issues including financial concerns,
threat perceptions and the scope of US influ-
ence over Japan. One official explained that
Japanese public opinion can be roughly divided
into three groupings: the anti-China group
(which favors TMD), the arms control group
(which has concerns about TMD) and the paci-
fist group (which opposes TMD).

In all three circles, threat perceptions about
North Korea and China occupy a central part
of the debate. The Japanese participants pro-
vided a variety of insights about North Korea’s
role in Japanese debates about missile defenses.
Several officials stressed that MOFA and the
JDA were ready to move forward with joint
TMD research prior to North Korea’s August
1998 launch of the Taepodong missile. The
North Korean missile launch merely provided
an opportunity to easi/y make a public case for
TMD cooperation with the United States. The
Taepodong missile launch influenced the nature
and the pace of the missile defense debate in
Japan, but was not the fundamental cause of the
debate. The North Korean missile launch
scared large parts of the Diet and the public
into supporting TMD; by contrast the JDA was
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already concerned about the North Korean
threat based on other North Korean missile
activities dating back to 1993. North Korean
activities and policies became directly linked to
public debates about TMD, even though many
Japanese participants felt these issues should
not be so intimately linked. As a result of this
implicit linkage, the recent détente on the Ko-
rean Peninsula and normalization discussions
have begun to change the dynamics of domestic
debates about TMD, making the government’s
task in building public support for missile de-
fense much more difficult. A senior Foreign
Ministry official noted that in 2003 (when Japan
is slated to make major TMD-related decisions)
the regional security architecture could look
totally different. Several JDA officials argued
that Japan should promote TMD separately
from the North Korean missile issue because
missile defense serves multiple purposes for
Japan and is consistent with Japan’s evolving
concept of defense. Several commentators
noted that if the North Korea threat vanishes,
then Japan will also have to confront a host of
other security issues related to the continued
viability and purpose of the US-Japan alliance.

In explaining the current evolution of the
debate, Japanese officials and experts noted that
public concerns have begun to shift away from
North Korea and toward China. This shift
raises problems for Japanese security policy.
Several participants argued that Japan cannot
say that China is an enemy given their past his-
tory and the fact that the two countries have a
peace treaty. Yet many Japanese see China as a
potential enemy. Some have concerns about an
economically strong China becoming militarily
aggressive. Others are worried about a weak
China that becomes irrational and unstable. The
main motivation for Japan to continue to pro-
vide economic aid to China is to prevent the
latter scenario from arising.

Several Japanese participants argued that
Chinese actions and policies are partially to
blame for the growing fears about China.
China’s strident opposition to Japanese missile
defense polices suggests to many Japanese that
China is targeting them, possibly with nuclear
weapons. Chinese diplomacy creates other di-
lemmas for Japan. On the one hand, Chinese
officials claim that the United States is pushing
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Japan into accepting TMD like an obedient cli-
ent, but on the other hand, the Chinese also
claim that Japan’s interest in TMD demon-
strates Japanese ambitions to become more
militarily aggressive. This diplomatic strategy
offends Japan and its lack of internal consis-
tency complicates bilateral discussions about
missile defense. Japanese defense officials sur-
mised that China has two long-term concerns:
China doesn’t want Japan to play any role in
regional security affairs (given historical Chinese
concerns about Japanese remilitarization) and
TMD upsets China’s vision of itself as a re-
gional hegemon.

Japanese participants added that debates
about missile defense are occurring against the
backdrop of broader discussions about Japan’s
role in regional security, including participation
in UN regional peacckeeping activities and pos-
sible changes in the constitution. There is also
growing sentiment in Japan that as financial
resources to conduct traditional diplomacy are
dwindling due to persistent budget deficits, Ja-
pan should compensate by having its military
play a larger diplomatic role. To date, Japan has
not fully exploited its military resources for dip-
lomatic purposes. TMD could be part of a
strategy to integrate military tools with other
diplomatic instruments.

The latter part of the discussion shifted to
the issue of US and Japanese normalization
talks with North Korea. US participants ques-
tioned the slow pace of Japan’s normalization
negotiations with the North. Japanese partici-
pants explained that US and Japanese normali-
zation efforts should not be compared because
Japan has its own agenda and must pursue
normalization based on national interests, not
diplomatic expediency. There are two issues of
central concern to Japan: North Korea’s mis-
siles and its past terrorist activities, especially
abductions of Japanese citizens. Normalization
will proceed only when both issues are resolved.
The Japanese public is pressing the government
to only accept terms that are strictly reciprocal.
Japanese participants noted that they would
welcome assistance from the United States in
resolving these issues.
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Sino-Japanese Relations and Missile
Defense

US and Japanese participants discussed
four core issues connecting Sino-Japanese rela-
tions and TMD: the overall state of Sino-
Japanese relations, the origins of China’s con-
cerns about Japan’s missile defense plans, pos-
sible Chinese tresponses to Japanese TMD
deployment and potential confidence-building
measures. Many Japanese participants were op-
timistic about future bilateral relations; they
argued that TMD plays a small role in a bilateral
relationship which is improving. US and Japa-
nese participants mostly agreed about the ori-
gins of China’s concerns about TMD in Japan
and the difficulties associated with addressing
them. Differences emerged on the issue of the
possible Chinese responses. US and Japanese
participants also expressed a variety of views
about whether missile defense would contribute
to Japanese security and improve alliance rela-
tions.

Regarding the current state of Sino-
Japanese relations, many Japanese participants
(and especially Foreign Ministry representatives)
were optimistic. The overall bilateral relation-
ship is becoming far more important to both
countries. Leaders in Japan and China have be-
gun to recognize the need to accommodate
each other. Chinese leaders now realize that
they need Japan to accomplish their economic
and political goals in the Asia-Pacific theater.
One senior official called Chinese Premier Zhu
Rongji’s November 2000 visit to Japan a “wa-
tershed” event that placed bilateral relations on
a new footing. During the visit, Japan and
China began to discuss global concerns and did
not limit themselves to regional issues. Very
little of the bilateral discussions focused on
controversial historical issues, marking a dra-
matic shift from Jiang Zemin’s 1998 visit, which
was dominated by Chinese lecturing on histori-
cal issues. One Japanese participant noted that
there ate no major problems on the horizon in
Sino-Japanese relations and that all foreseeable
problems are manageable. China will always
have concerns about Japan’s alliance relations
with the United States, its policies toward Tai-
wan and its role in regional affairs. China grum-
bles about TMD behind the scenes but has not
yet made it a significant issue in bilateral consul-
tations. One senior Japanese defense represen-

tative noted that Chinese opposition to TMD
did not dominate the talks during the recent
China-Japan defense consultations.

US and Japanese participants broadly
agreed on the nature and origin of China’s op-
position to Japanese participation in US TMD
programs. The Japanese conferees stressed that
the central Chinese concern was that TMD
would limit China’s responses during a conflict
over Taiwan. First, China fears that an NTW
system could be redeployed around Taiwan
during a crisis to protect the island from Chi-
nese MRBMs. Second, China’s ability to deter
Japanese intervention/assistance in a conflict
would be much more limited if Japan possessed
TMD capabilities. TMD would provide protec-
tion for US bases as well as for critical leader-
ship and infrastructure facilities in Japan.
During a conflict over Taiwan, a central Chi-
nese goal is to limit US involvement; minimiz-
ing Japanese assistance to US military forces is a
key way of doing this. Linked to the Taiwan
contingency is Beijing’s broader concern about
losing the ability to hold Japan at risk. Several
US participants pointed out that there is a do-
mestic political element to Chinese concerns as
well. Chinese leaders have staked some of their
political legitimacy on anti-Japanese national-
ism, and Japan’s TMD cooperation with the
United States challenges this. China currently
wants to maintain the status quo in its security
relations with Japan; TMD directly threatens
this strategy. China is reacting to TMD out of a
sense of fear and weakness.

In addition, several US participants stressed
that Japan’s use of TMD in a Taiwan scenario is
only China’s proximate concern. Beijing’s long-
term strategic worries stem from fears of an
emergent Japan that becomes highly active in
regional security affairs, Japanese remilitariza-
tion and the use of the US-Japan alliance as a
containment mechanism. China’s fundamental
fear about TMD is that it will set in motion a
chain of events that will lead to a more pro-
active Japanese foreign and military policy
which will challenge China’s role in the Asia-
Pacific region. According to one senior Japa-
nese defense official, although TMD is defen-
sive in nature, NTW is actually a strategic
weapon that will fundamentally alter political
and military relations between Japan and China.
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Differences between US and Japanese pat-
ticipants emerged over the issue of possible
Chinese responses to TMD and ways to address
them. Many Japanese participants stressed that
China’s reactions would be confined to eco-
nomic and diplomatic measures. China, for ex-
ample, might respond by suspending defense
talks and annual security consultations. China
could also cancel major deals such as the
planned purchase of high-speed trains from
Japan. However, China would not take steps
that could cause a major rupture in bilateral
relations because long-term political and eco-
nomic ties are too important to Beijing.

Several Japanese participants stressed that
China ultimately has few options and could do
little to stop Japan’s deployment of PAC-3 or
the NTW system. China will never agree with
Japan’s plans, but the more China opposes
TMD the greater Japanese support for it will
become. A Foreign Ministry official noted that
the best Japan can do is to try to address
China’s concerns, but that Tokyo’s options are
limited. Several defense officials stressed that
the United States and Japan could mobilize the
resources necessary to get China to accept
TMD in Japan, akin to their efforts in 1997 to
revise the defense guidelines. China vocally op-
posed that move, but eventually was forced to
accept it. A similar strategy could be adopted
for TMD. However, several Japanese officials
stressed that TMD is not yet a major issue in
Sino-Japanese relations; overall bilateral rela-
tions are improving. According to one official,
NMD is a major issue for China, but TMD is
“small potatoes.”

Japanese participants also stressed that the
context in which TMD is deployed will greatly
influence the character of China’s reaction. The
Japanese assess that within the next year there
will be renewed statements about the impor-
tance of the alliance for Tokyo and Washing-
ton. To address China’s concerns about TMD
within the context of a strengthened US-
Japanese alliance, the Japanese stressed that the
United States should not treat China as an en-
emy and should adopt a consistent approach
toward Beijing. This latter factor was particu-
larly important for the Bush administration.
Japanese defense officials noted that Japan does
not see China as an enemy so long as China
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does not object to Japan playing a more active
role in regional affairs to fill the vacuum left by
Russia.

A critical question for Japan is whether
TMD deployment would spark an arms race.
Japanese experts differed on this issue. Some
officials felt China’s response would be con-
tined to diplomatic protests. A few Japanese
noted that they expect China to respond by
modestly increasing DF-21 deployments, but it
was unclear that this would spark an arms race.
This would depend partly on domestic political
trends in China and Japan. Several Japanese
defense officials noted that China’s missile
modernization is inevitable and that TMD will
not dramatically influence the pace and scope
of these plans. Some Japanese participants ex-
pressed an interest in pursuing an arms control
solution, but were highly skeptical about the
prospects for success. The defense ministers of
Japan and China recently met for the first time
in decades. Because the bilateral defense talks
were formal and not very forthcoming, it was
not realistic for the two countries to engage in
complex and highly detailed arms control nego-
tiations.

Many US participants agreed that China
lacked significant leverage to successfully op-
pose Japan’s TMD plans. Several Americans
noted that one of the problems with China’s
anti-TMD strategy is that it highlights the fact
that China is targeting Japan. China’s opposi-
tion to Japanese TMD reveals Beijing’s own
hypocrisy. China would not fear Japan’s acquisi-
tion of TMD unless it invalidated a capability
that China relied upon. US officials and schol-
ars stressed that Japan should try to divorce
TMD from the Taiwan issue; at a minimum,
Japan should maintain its consistent policy on
Taiwan.

US participants agreed that China’s most
substantial reaction to TMD in Japan would be
to increase political and diplomatic pressure on
Tokyo. Like Japanese participants, US conferees
were divided on whether China will deploy
more MRBMs in reaction to PAC-3 or NTW
deployments. US participants disagreed with
some of the Japanese officials that US NMD
was the sole cause of the acceleration of China’s
strategic modernization and argued that Japa-
nese deployment of advanced missile defense
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systems could also have an impact on China’s
future force structure. If China did decide to
deploy additional MRBMs, US experts noted
that the potential size and capability of the
NTW system meant that China would have to
produce large numbers of missile to overcome
the system.

Overall, several US experts agreed that
China could do little to significantly damage
Japan’s security. The most that China could do
is to deploy more missiles and develop asym-
metric military technologies. China will also
continue to oppose US NMD plans by working
with Russia and US allies. In terms of possible
solutions, US scholars suggested the initiation
of bilateral arms control discussions but also
recognized the inherent difficulties with this
option.

TMD, NMD, the Security Alliance and Re-
lations with the United States

Regarding missile defense and the implica-
tions for the security alliance, US and Japanese
participants first assessed the impact of specific
lower-tier and upper-tier systems on alliance
relations. Several Japanese stressed that the
United States and Japan should avoid a public
conflict over TMD. Such a debate could send
the wrong signal to nations like China, who
could seek to exploit it.

Both US and Japanese scholars and officials
stressed that deployment of PAC-3 systems
needed to be handled carefully to avoid damage
to the alliance. Japan is committed under a 1975
agreement to provide air-defense for US bases;
some US participants regard PAC-3 deploy-
ments to be a logical extension of this commit-
ment. Japanese officials said the purchase of
PAC-3 systems is unlikely to be a contentious
political issue in Japan because the Japanese Air
Self-Defense Force also wants to buy PAC-3 to
protect key sites in Japan. However budget con-
straints might foster delays in acquiring and
allocating these systems. Some Japanese defense
officials noted that a public debate could erupt
over the purchase and proper allocation of
PAC-3 batteries between US bases and Japa-
nese sites, especially in a crisis.

With respect to upper-tier defenses, Japa-
nese participants said there has been relatively
little debate in Japan about the NTW joint re-

search program. Several Japanese stressed that
NTW should not be seen as a test of the credi-
bility of the alliance. Rather, NTW should be
viewed as one potential tool to bolster the
credibility of the US commitment to Japan’s
security. US-Japan TMD cooperation should
neither dictate nor undermine the alliance.

US participants expressed mixed views on
the relationship between TMD and the credibil-
ity of the alliance. While they noted that the
“free rider” issue is not a political problem in
the United States anymore (due to Japan’s eco-
nomic problems), several US officials stressed
that at a minimum, Japan should deploy PAC-3
systems around US bases. Japan needs to be
seen by US leaders as meeting its responsibili-
ties under the alliance. US participants ex-
pressed differing views on whether both PAC-3
and NTW were needed to ensure the viability
of the alliance. There was agreement that if the
issue was handled badly, TMD could cause po-
litical problems for the alliance in both coun-
tries.

The final part of the US-Japan consulta-
tions focused on three issues: the impact of
NMD on alliance relations, the arms control
implications of NMD and possible US strate-
gies to overcome Chinese opposition and de-
ploy NMD. Most US and Japanese participants
agreed that China would respond to US de-
ployment of NMD and to Japanese deployment
of NTW. US and Japanese participants agreed
that China would react to NMD by increasing
its ICBM force to ensure the credibility of its
deterrent. Japanese defense officials noted that
an increase in Chinese ICBMs is largely irrele-
vant to Japan and does not directly affect Ja-
pan’s security. A number of Japanese
participants argued that NMD would bolster
the credibility of the security alliance as a deter-
rence mechanism. With NMD, the United
States would be more willing to make threats
and take actions to protect Japanese security.
One indication of this positive linkage is the
fact that cooperation on NTW is perceived in
the United States and Japan as an indication of
the good health of the alliance. To be sure,
some Japanese also expressed concern about
this linkage and argued that joint research on
NTW should not be used as an indicator of the
health of the alliance. On balance, a slight ma-
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jority of US and Japanese participants felt that
US NMD deployment would make a positive
contribution to Japan’s security; other partici-
pants questioned the ultimate effectiveness of
NMBD and the potential negative consequences.

On arms control issues, some Japanese ex-
pressed concern about US plans to modify or
abandon the ABM Treaty. Public support for
the ABM Treaty is strong in Japan. A US with-
drawal would create tensions in the alliance and
raise questions about Japan’s TMD policies.
Several Japanese officials suggested that the
public could be persuaded to accept a “grand
bargain” in which the ABM Treaty is modified
to allow the United States and Russia to deploy
limited missile defense systems while reducing
their levels of strategic arms. Japanese partici-
pants were particularly concerned that a US
withdrawal from the ABM Treaty would pro-
duce detrimental spill-over effects for Japan’s
relations with both Russia and China. Japanese
participants supported the negotiation of a
grand bargain, but were wary of other options
for fear of alienating Russia and China while
placing a large stress on the alliance.

Both US and Japanese participants strongly
supported a US effort to engage Russia in an
effort to reach a grand bargain on NMD. US
participants argued that if Russia and the
United States can negotiate an offense-defense
package, then China has few options but to ac-
cept it. A US-Russia deal on NMD would un-
dercut China’s ongoing efforts to mobilize
international opposition to NMD deployment.
There was some doubt on the US side that
Washington would have enough faith in the
current NMD system to reach a deal that lim-
ited future development. In contrast, Japanese
defense officials actively supported the strategy
of dividing China and Russia on NMD; they
cited Japan’s experience in the late 1960s when
the Russian threat to Japan lessened after China
began to target Russia. Some Japanese ex-
pressed concern that if China became too iso-
lated, it might react by accelerating its military
modernization efforts. They argued that efforts
to isolate China on the NMD/ABM Treaty is-
sue should be combined with efforts to engage
China on regional security issues and economic
exchanges. US and Japanese participants noted
that if China became too isolated it might react
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in unexpected and irrational ways; the growth
of Chinese nationalism was noted in this regard.

Several US experts mentioned the difficulty
in executing such a strategy. It is inherently dif-
ficult to assess China’s actual reactions to NMD
deployment. US experts noted continuing de-
bates in China about NMD and US intentions
and the difficulty in distinguishing bluff from
reality. If the United States pursues a strategy of
isolating China on NMD, it should be imple-
mented with great care and with due attention
to the danger of causing irreparable harm to
US-China relations and Asia-Pacific security.
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CONCLUSION

East Asia faces a number of critical uncer-
tainties and daunting security challenges in the
coming decade. These include questions about
the future US military role in the region, histori-
cal distrust between major powers, the contin-
ued existence of divided states, ongoing military
modernization programs, territorial disputes,
resource conflicts, the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction and ballistic missiles and
continuing shifts in relative economic and mili-
tary power. Tensions on the Korean Peninsula
and between China and Taiwan each have the
potential to escalate into a military conflict that
would profoundly alter the security landscape
throughout the region. These security chal-
lenges all exist in a region that lacks the network
of interlocking economic, political and security
institutions that helped Europe manage political
and military conflicts.

US interest in deploying NMD and TMD is
partly a response to military developments in
East Asia, including China’s missile buildup
across the Taiwan Strait and North Korea’s
efforts to develop nuclear weapons and long
range ballistic missiles. It also reflects changing
US attitudes about the stability of traditional
nuclear deterrence and the nature of threats in
the post-Cold War world. BMD deployment
would clearly have significant military, political
and diplomatic implications for all the major
powers in Asia. Given the changing strategic
landscape, BMD deployments could alter politi-
cal and security relationships in Asia in unpre-
dictable (and possibly destabilizing) ways. NMD
and TMD deployment might also be a vehicle
that forces major powers in the region to ad-
dress controversial issues such as the nature of
future US-China strategic relations, the extent
of US defense commitments to Taiwan and the
character of US-Japanese security relations.

The central challenge for US and foreign
policymakers is to balance the potential security
contributions of national and theater missile
defenses with the requirements of continued
stability in Asia. As the conference discussions
demonstrate, US missile defense plans provoke
mixed reactions from US, Japanese and Chinese
participants. These reactions include vatying
degrees of support for, confusion about, and
opposition to US plans to deploy missile de-

fenses to protect the US homeland and to assist
US friends and allies in Asia. US regional and
security experts need more extensive consulta-
tions with their Asian counterparts to gain a
tuller understanding of the implications of par-
ticular BMD deployments. US policymakers
also need to consult closely with Asian govern-
ments, particularly Japan and China, to gain a
more comprehensive understanding of the im-
pact of missiles defense on regional and global
stability. Good diplomacy and appropriate use
of confidence and security building measures
can help mitigate potential adverse conse-
quences of ballistic missile defenses. Attention
to these political factors matters greatly, because
the goal of any missile defense deployment is to
enhance US security and regional stability, not
to inadvertently undermine it. Given the multi-
ple and overlapping challenges to Asian stability
in the coming decade, handling the issue of
missile defense deployment properly could have
a significant impact on the continued security
and prosperity of the region.
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