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Executive Summary

embersof theHenry L. Stimson Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses(TMD) all agree

that policy options for TMD should not be driven by ideological constructs—whether for or
against the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, Taiwan independence, or a containment policy toward
China. Nor should TMD choices be driven by technological optimism.

Far too often, fixed constructs frame policy choices, whether on missile defenses or on
Chinapolicy. USforeign policy, alianceties, regional and US national security are likely to suffer
if ideology crowds out regional expertise. This report constitutes the best efforts of the Working
Group to apply regional expertiseto TMD policy choices.

The Working Group’ s deliberations have been framed by two overarching considerations:
US policy choices toward TMD must be acutely mindful of the pitfalls associated with missile
defense deployments, but they must also be responsive to the growing ballistic missilethreatsin the
Asia—Pacific region.

Given the many complexities as well as the political and military ramifications of TMD
options, policy decisions must be made carefully. Because the variables and ramifications differ in
each case, decisionsregarding TM D must be made on acase-by-casebasis. A simplistic, “one-size-
fits-all” policy for TMD would worsen regional security and harm US national security interests.

DEPLOYMENTSWITH USFORCES

As aresult of the many threats posed by ballistic missilesin the Asia—Pacific region, the
Working Group recommends the deployment of TMD systems with US forward-deployed forces.
Therisks of leaving US forces unprotected are quite evident. US troops that are sent in harm’ sway
should be protected to successfully carry out their assigned missions—including their responsibilities
toallies. Thisrecommendation doesnot constitute ablank check for TMD systems, however. Each
candidate system for US ground and naval forces needsto bejustified in terms of cost and military
effectiveness. In addition, the military requirementsfor TMD systems operated by USforcesvary
greatly from onelocation to another. Asageneral principle, however, when TMD systemscan help
protect US forces in the Asia—Pacific region and facilitate alliance responsibilities, the Working
Group believes there is a presumptive case for proceeding with deployment.
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SOUTH KOREA

The Working Group notes that US missile defense requirements are quite different from
South Korean priorities. Additional lower-tier TMD deployments, both land- and sea-based, by US
forces could help defend ports, airfields, and key US military facilities, such as the US forces
headquarters in Seoul, that would be essential in fulfilling alliance responsibilities to come to the
aid of the Republic of Korea (ROK). Therefore, the additional deployment of lower-tier TMD
systems, operated by US forces stationed in South Korea, can reaffirm alliance tieswhile providing
additional military utility.

The North Korean ballistic missilethreat is not a new phenomenon to South Korea. Nor is
itacompelling threat compared to Seoul’ sother security concernssuch asthebombardment of Seoul
by artillery. South Koreadoes not place a high priority on expending resources on lower-tier TMD
systems to defend against the existing missile threat. The ROK properly assumes that the United
States would deploy additional lower-tier TMD systems to help protect sites essential to allied
military operations. Forward-deployed, lower-tier TM D systemsoperated by USforceswould have
an integrated command and control system, further strengthening aliance ties.

The Working Group believes that South K orea’ s decision not to purchase lower-tier TMD
systemsreflectsarealistic appraisal of defense priorities. TheWorking Group recommendsthat the
acquisition of lower-tier TMD systems by South Korea should not come at the expense of
regquirements that have greater military utility in the defense of Seoul and allied troops positioned
between Seoul and the demilitarized zone (DM Z).

TheWorking Group questionsthe high costs and the limited political and military utility of
land-based, upper-tier TMD systems for US forces based in South Korea. The Working Group
concludes that counter-offensive air operations against North Korean missile facilities and launch
siteswould be far more effective and less costly than land-based, upper-tier TMD deployments.

Whileland-based, upper-tier TMD deploymentsin South Korea could provide some utility
against longer-range North Korean missiles aimed at Japan or US bases located in Japan, the
Working Group believes that a far stronger case can be made for sea-based, upper-tier TMD
deployments by the US Navy that have proven their interception capabilitiesthrough rigorousflight
testing. The Working Group supports the deployment of sea-based, upper-tier TMD systems that
would not be“ South Korea specific.” Instead, they would serve asinstruments of regional security
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against existing and prospective ballistic missile capabilitiesthat could harm US forward-deployed
forces, friends, and alliesin the region.

TAIWAN

In the Working Group’sview, Taipei has three primary motivations for seeking to acquire
upgraded Patriot and Navy Area TMD systems. First, the upgraded Patriot system (PAC-3) and
Aegis-equipped ships would provide Taiwan with a limited capability against China’'s ballistic
missiles. Second, the deployment of TM D systemswould provide psychol ogical reassuranceto the
people of Taiwan. Passive defense measures aone would not provide the same degree of
psychological reassurance aswould military purchases of TMD from the United States. Third, and
more important than the military dimensions of TMD acquisitions, Taipei has political imperatives
in acquiring TMD.

Taiwan’'s military and civilian officialsfully understand that TMD systems cannot provide
a protective, leak-proof umbrella against China's ballistic missiles, especially in a complex,
multidimensional war. However, the political consequences of TMD decisions in US-Taiwan
relations far outweigh the military utility of these systems. In February 1999, Taiwan's defense
minister Tang Fei (now prime minister) acknowledged this, declaring, “ Theintroduction of aTMD
system would bear a political significance bigger than its military significance.”

Thus, theacquisition of TMD, from Taipei’ s perspective, haslessto do with addressing the
threat posed by China s ballistic missiles than with providing tangible evidence of US support for
the defense of Taiwan. If Taiwan acquires PAC-3 Configuration 3 and Aegis-equipped destroyers,
the question of interoperability with US systemswill arise—prior to and during aconflict acrossthe
Strait. The transfer of these systems would not necessarily result in interoperability and the
resumption of US-Taiwan defenseties. All of the negotiations leading up to the final acquisition
of TMD systems and the follow-on support, however, would necessitate a visible, closer working
relationship between Taiwan and the Pentagon. Taiwan’sgoal, and Beijing’ smajor concern, isthat
these consultationscould becomethereason for a resumption of the US-Taiwan defense partnership
that was severed when the United States established formal diplomatic relations with the People's
Republic of Chinaon 1 January 1979. Beijing’'s concerns have been amplified by other US arms
sales to Taiwan, and by recent congressional attempts to strengthen the US-Taiwan military
relationship.
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The transfers of TMD systems to Taiwan could produce a wide range of negative
conseguencesfor cross-Strait and US-Chinarel ations, including the possibility of providing Beijing
with a pretext to carry out amilitary strike. Of particular concern to Beijing would be the transfer
to Taiwan of TMD systemsthat are interoperableand linked with USmilitary forces. Suchtransfers
would suggest to Beijing the restoration of the US-Taiwan mutual defense treaty, thus seriously
contravening the spirit and | etter of the 1979 communiqué on normalization of diplomatic relations.
Providing Taiwan with interoperable and linked TMD systems could therefore precipitate a severe
diplomatic crisisin US-Chinarelationsaswell asnew tensionsinthe Taiwan Strait. Taking therisk
of interlinking US and Taiwan TMD systems seems especially questionable considering serious
doubtsabout themilitary and technical viability of TMD systems, giventhe short missileflight times
from the mainland and China’s likely ability to overwhelm any TMD deployments.

While there are risks in responding to the Chinese build up of ballistic missiles opposite
Taiwan, there are also risks in failing to respond appropriately. The overriding US foreign and
national security policy interest—aswell astheoverriding regional security interest—in cross-Strait
relations is the peaceful resolution of issues that can produce conflict between China and Taiwan.
US choices on providing TMD systemsto Taiwan should reflect this overriding policy objective.
The Working Group recommends that the United States continue to utilize the existing arms sales
process to evaluate TMD transfers to Taiwan on a case-by-case basis.

The Working Group affirms that Taiwan has the legitimate right to defend itself against
China's growing arsenal of short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs), and that the sale of lower-tier
TMD systems clearly falls within the guidelines of the Taiwan Relations Act. Acknowledging
Taiwan’slegitimate interest and the legality of US sales to Taiwan does not, however, necessarily
mean that open-ended sales of TMD systems would be either cost-effective or wise militarily and
politically for Washington and Taipei. The Working Group believes that arms sales to Taiwan
should reflect, rather than prejudge, US foreign and national security policy on cross-Strait issues.

Looking first at Taiwan’'s interest in upgrading the Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC)-
2/IModified Air Defense System (MADS) system to afully capable PAC-3 Configuration-3 system,
the Working Group recommends that the United States should support such requests by Taipei
unlessthe ballistic missile threat to Taiwan recedes. The Working Group notes, however, that the
PAC-3 Configuration-3 missiles will not be available for US forces—let alone Taiwan—until at
earliest 2001. In the meantime, China’'s SRBM capabilities opposite Taiwan are likely to grow.
Even asignificant purchase of PAC-3 Configuration-3 systems would not be capable of providing
adequate coverage against aconcerted ballistic missile attack. Nonetheless, transfers of additional
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lower-tier, land-based TM D systemswould hel p register opposition by the United Statesand Taiwan
to Beijing's coercive missile diplomacy. The Working Group believes that land-based, lower-tier
TMD systems should be controlled and operated by Taiwan, and should not be interoperable with
US systems. Additional responses would aso be required, as discussed below.

Thequestion of providing Taiwanwith alower-tier, sea-based TMD capability iseven more
contentious than transferring lower-tier, land-based TMD. While the Working Group does not
believe that a passive approach to China' s missile build up is warranted, the Working Group has
concluded that the transfer of sea-based TMD platforms to Taiwan is unwise at thistime. The
Working Group’s recommendation is not based on China s objections: al of Beijing's arguments
against the transfer of a sea-based TMD system to Taiwan are undercut by China s heavy reliance
on missiles in any military contingency across the Taiwan Strait. Rather, the Working Group has
concluded that sea-based TMD for Taiwan makes less political and military sense than the
procurement of land-based systems. There are several considerations behind thisrecommendation.

The Working Group notes recent reports emphasizing that Taiwan' s military already lacks
the ability to fully utilize its exiting weapons systems and is not prepared to introduce the
sophisticated Aegis-equipped destroyers into its fleet. Therefore, the Clinton administration’s
decision to defer such transfers until the Department of Defense completes its study on Taiwan's
overall defense needsis justified. Furthermore, the Working Group believes that it is an unwise
investment for Taiwan to spend scarce defense resources on Aegis-equipped shipsin lieu of other,
more near-term and cost-effective approaches. The Working Group does not assume that the US
Navy would be assigned the specific mission of providing a sea-based TMD shield for Taiwan.
However, the Working Group recognized that Aegis-equipped ships operated by the US
Navy—working in conjunction with other US military assets—would have far more utility than
Aegis-equipped shipsoperated by Taiwan'sNavy. Thus, theWorking Group believesthat TMD on
USshipswould serveasabetter responseto Beijing' smissilebuildup and enhanceregional stability,
while averting steps that might precipitate political and military crises the United States seeks to
avoid.

Throughout its discussions, the Working Group approached theissue of TMD for Taiwan
from both military and political perspectives. The Working Group has concluded that the sale of
upper-tier TM D systemsto Taiwan should not be considered at thistime, but should bereconsidered
in the future, depending on the evolution of the ballistic missile threat to Taiwan. At present,
Taiwan has not expressed an interest in acquiring these capabilities, they are far from ready for
deployment, and they do not address the vast majority of ballistic missile threats facing the island.
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Taiwan's defenses are best served by a combination of passive and active defenses, which
would be preferable than either component standing alone. The Working Group recommends that
Taiwan placeahigh priority onimplementing passive defense measures, such ashardening facilities
and improving rapid runway repair capabilities, to increase its ability to withstand and respond to
a balistic missile attack. Taiwan aso needs to better integrate its command, control,
communications, computers and intelligence (C4l) structure and harden C4l facilities. These
measures would be more cost-effective and more quickly implemented than Taiwan’ s deployment
of additional TMD systems. The Working Group acknowledgesthat passive defense measures may
not have the same psychological impact on the peoples of Taiwan and China as visible, active
defense measures. Thus, in addition to passive defense measures, the Working Group supports
additional transfers of land-based, lower-tier TMD systems.

Those who are deeply skeptical of any further transfer of TMD systems to Taiwan might
well consider Taipei’s alternatives to counter Beijing’s military modernization and missile
programs. The Working Group believes that the overriding US policy objective of securing a
peaceful outcomefor Beijing s differenceswith Taipei would not be advanced by armstransfers of
offensive military capabilitiesto Taiwan.

The basic message the United States now needsto convey to Beijing and Taipei isthat the
use of force across the Taiwan Strait would have profoundly negative ramifications for the entire
Asia—Pacific region. US arms sales should reinforce, not undercut, this message. 1n the Working
Group’ s view, the continued transfer of Patriot TMD systems would help reinforce this message,
alongside additional passive defense measures that Taiwan could adopt to protect and harden its
domestic and military infrastructure. Therefore, the Working Group believesthat Taipei should be
encouraged to prioritize its military equipment requests carefully, and that Capitol Hill should not
seek to manipul ate these requests to pursue other domestic or international policy objectives.

TheWorking Group wishesto stressthat Taiwan’ sacquisition of TM D systems should not
be used as a reason for Taiwan to shun political negotiations with Beijing on the future of their
relationship. Nor should Beijing use the presence of TMD systems on Taiwan as an excuse to
continue its ballistic missile buildup and as a provocation for an attack on Taiwan.

The Working Group recommends that Beijing and Taipei pursue confidence-building
measures(CBMSs), including military-to-military arrangements, to defusetensionsacrossthe Taiwan
Strait. CBMs should include discussions of ballistic missiles and TMD. After all, Taiwan's
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requirements for TMD systems are directly affected by China's ballistic missile programs and
deployments.

The Working Group recognizes that there are diverse views within Taiwan and the United
States about how their military relations with each other and China should evolve. The Working
Group believesthat the transfer of TMD systemsto Taipei should not only remain within the spirit
of the Taiwan Relations Act, but al so should respect—and not seek to shape—the democratic debate
in Taiwan or the United States over the island’s future course. In other words, TMD sales and
military relations should not become asurrogate for policy choicesfavored either in Washington or
Taipei.

TheWorking Group recommendsthat low-level military exchanges should continueto take
place between the United Statesand Taiwan to discussarmssalesin general, and TMD in particular.
The Working Group believesthat the United States should continue to refrain from participating in
military exerciseswith Taiwan. If Taiwan wants US assistancein revising its strategy and doctrine
to complement new TMD equipment purchases, Taiwan could utilize US defense contractors for
such purposes. The Working Group notes that the Department of Defense uses such contractorsto
conduct similar studiesfor US forces.

Until recently, therehasbeen very little public debatein Taiwan about whether TM D should
be sought from the United States, what priority should be attached to acquiring TMD systems, and
which systems should be purchased. It has been difficult for politicians in Taiwan to speak out
against acquiring a system that may be capable of protecting Taiwan from China s missiles—even
if the specific TMD system happens to be a poor fit for Taiwan. Therefore, the Working Group
hopes that Taiwan would engage in a vigorous democratic debate on the many issues involved in
missile defenses for the island.

The Clinton administration has focused episodically—and at times urgently—on various
aspects of US-Chinapolicy, such as permanent normal trade relations (PNTR), membership in the
World Trade Organization (WTO), cross-Strait rel ations, human rights, and missile defenses. The
Clinton administration has not placed discussions of TMD into broader policy objectives toward
Chinaand Taiwan. At the sametime, congressional initiatives that have far-reaching implications
for US policy toward Taipei and Beijing have been pursued with little connection to broader
objectives. The continued absence of abipartisan, coordinated Chinapolicy between the executive
and legidative branches can only harm US foreign and national security policy in the Asia—Pacific
region. Therefore, the Working Group strongly advocates that the next US administration issue a
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white paper connecting al of the key elements of US policy toward China and Taiwan, and that a
broad-ranged, open inquiry on Capitol Hill be initiated on US policy toward China and Taiwan,
including therolethat TM D might play in thisevolving relationship. Theissuance of awhite paper
and non-advocacy-oriented congressional hearingscould help membersof Congressand theattentive
public to situate US choices regarding TM D within broader US foreign and national security policy
objectives.

JAPAN

TheWorking Group generally discussed TMD for Japan in the aggregate, but when making
distinctions between land-based and sea-based systems and between upper-tier and lower-tier
systems, therewas general agreement that Japanisonly interested in upgradingitsPAC-2toa PAC-
3 system and in parti cipating with the United Stateson an upper-tier, sea-based TMD system—Navy
Theater Wide (NTW). Japan has not shown an interest in the Theater High Altitude Air Defense
(THAAD) or Navy Area Defense systems. These decisions are based primarily on the ballistic
missile threat and Japanese service requirements, although domestic political factors would
complicate siting of ground-based upper-tier assets such as THAAD radars. While North Korea's
Nodong missile poses the immediate ballistic missile threat to Japan, China's medium-range
ballistic missiles(MRBMs) posethelong-term threat. Japanisnot withinrange of China s SRBMs.
Therefore, Japan’s short-term requirement is for the Japan Air Self-Defense Force (JASDF) to
procure an upgraded Patriot system, which could also be used against aircraft and cruise missiles.
The Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) and Japan’'s defense industry are the most
interested in co-developing and using the upper-tier NTW system. The Working Group discussed
possible complications arising from Japan’s bans on the military use of space and on exporting
defense equipment and technology, with the general expectation that these limitations would not
obstruct the process of NTW devel opment.

If the United States is to carry out its alliance tasks, US forces based in Japan require
protection against missile attacks on their bases, as well as civilian port facilities and airfields.
Therefore, the Working Group supports the deployment of US land- and sea-based TMD systems,
whether lower-tier or upper-tier, for these purposes. The Working Group believes that sea-based
upper-tier systems would offer greater flexibility and utility than THAAD.

Although there are misgivings in the Working Group over the manner in which the
US-Japan partnershipin TM D research was generated, the group expressed agreement that it would
be unwise and difficult to exclude Japan from the NTW program now. Thisisespecially pertinent
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since the US position has been that TMD is necessary for Japan’s security, so Japan should share
some of the development risk and cost burden. Any change in this position could likely convey
negative messagesto Japan, China, and North Korea, aswell asto other US alliesand friendsin the
region. Therefore, the Working Group recommends that the United States keep Japan involved in
the NTW development process, but leave any future deployment options for Japan open. Such
decisions should be made by Japan in the context of Japanese defense priorities, budgetary
constraints, and security imperatives.

The Working Group, agreeing that the US-Japan alliance remains the basic pillar of US
regional strategy, feelsthat any deployment of upper-tier TMD for US and Japanese forces should
be conducted in away that strengthens the credibility of the aliance. The United States should not
use TMD for Japan as a bargaining chip with China, nor should it pursue arms control deals with
China that exclude Japan. Likewise, Japan should not negotiate on this issue with China on a
bilateral basis.

The Working Group believes that decisions regarding command and control arrangements
of upper-tier TMD systems will be a critical issue in the US-Japan alliance as well asin Japanese
civil-military relations. The sense of the Working Group is that Japan should have acommand and
control systemthat can befully integrated into the broader US command and control structure, while
being capabl e of operating independently, as needed. However, the United States and Japan do not
have ajoint and combined command structure and therefore face obstacles to C4l integration. In
light of this, the Working Group does not anticipate that a joint TMD command and control
architecturewill soon be developed. Both sides should continueworking to realizethisgoal without
allowinglack of progressto spark frustration. Thereisconcernwithinthe Asia—Pacific region about
the long-term implications of Japan having its own upper-tier TMD systems under independent
command and control. Theregionisegually concerned about the United States, Japan, South Korea,
and possibly Taiwan combining their TMD assetsinto aNortheast AsiaTMD network. Therefore,
the Working Group recommendsthat the US and Japanese governments study in detail thelong-term
implications of integrating or not integrating TMD systems, before deployments proceed.

If the United Stateswere to mismanagethe missile defenseissue, thelikely political damage
to the alliance with Japan could harm US security interests more than any military benefits gained
from deploying TMD. The Working Group recommends that while every effort should be madeto
achieve successin thejoint development of TMD with Japan, the United States needsto emphasize
that failureto do so should not be adecisivefactor in making or breaking thealliance. The Working
Group recommends that the United States should reassure Tokyo that if Japan decides not to
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participate beyond the research phase, Japan would not be cut off from future TMD (PAC-3 and
NTW) acquisition opportunities. Furthermore, the US government needs to clarify that missile
defense systems complement, and do not substitute for, extended nuclear deterrence.

The Working Group recognizes that the Japanese goal is anational missile defense system
with astand-alone capability, rather than to provide partial support for aUS system. Therefore, the
Working Group recognizes that if Japan does decide to procure the NTW system, Japanese policy
would most likely require substantial offsets in the production phase.

The Working Group recommends that Washington and Tokyo strenuously reject Chinese
and North Korean claims that missile defense will lead to a “militaristic” Japan. The Working
Group recommendsthat the United States and Japan continueto remind Beijing and Pyongyang that
current and future TMD decisions are the responses to ballistic missile threats within the region.

By demonstrating the capabilitiesof upper-tier TMD inrigorousflight tests, Washingtonand
Tokyo could send a powerful signal to counteract the missile development and testing conducted
by North Koreaand China. The Working Group feelsthat by devoting greater resourcesto testing,
Japan could enhance this effect both directly and by broadening the ambit of US-Japan cooperation
on TMD, displaying alliance solidarity.

TheWorking Group believesthat deployment and operation of upper-tier TMD systems by
the Japan Self-Defense Forces (JSDF) could have significant foreign policy consequencesfor Japan.
The Working Group recommends that the US and Japanese governmentsjointly assessin depth the
diplomatic, political, and military ramifications of Japanese NTW for Sino—Japanese relations and
Sino-American relations. Missile defenses should be discussed in the context of overal
regional—and global—security strategy.
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I ntroduction

he United States now faces several consequentia decisions regarding the deployment of

TMD in the Asia—Pacific region. Japan and Taiwan have already deployed rudimentary
Patriot air defense systemswith their military forces, and the United States has deployed Patriot
systemsin South Koreato help protect US forces stationed there. Forward-deployed USforces
will receive land-based as well as sea-based TMD capabilities to help counter theater ballistic
missile threats. China s leaders, who have protested most vehemently against the transfer of
TMD systemsto Taiwan and, to alesser extent, Japan, do not contest the deployment of TMD
systems to protect US forward-deployed forces. For example, a senior Chinese official stated
in January 2000, “If the United States wants to devel op atheater missile defense system for its
own defense needs, that isits own business. What Chinadoes not want to seeis TMD covering
Taiwan. If that happened, then it would damage US-Chinarelations.”*

Decisions to provide TMD to Japan and Taiwan are far more complicated.
Complications are most evident with the transfer of TMD capabilities to Taiwan and with the
networking of TMD capabilities within theregion. In addition, the transfer and deployment of
advanced TM D with extended intercept rangesto Tokyo could rai se difficult domestic Japanese
political and constitutional issues, with likely perturbations for the US-Japan alliance and for
Japan—Chinarelations. Thetransfer and deployment of upgraded TM D systemsto Taiwan could
have more profound consequences for the Asia—Pacific region, raising fears in China of a
reconstituted US-Taiwan defense alliance, and further complicating rel ations between Beijing
and Taipei aswell as Beijing and Washington. The transfer and deployment of TMD systems
to both Japan and Taiwan could suggest an integrated regional defense against Chinawith far-
reaching consequences for bilateral relations and regional security.

Policy considerations regarding the transfer of advanced TMD systemsto South Korea
are of aentirely different order of magnitude. USforcesin South Koreahave already deployed
the Patriot air defense system to protect US facilitiesin-country and are seeking afull array of
TMD systems. The Republic of Korea (ROK), however, isnot presently interested in acquiring
aTMD capability for its own forces.

These significant foreign policy, alliance maintenance, and national security issues
raised by providing advanced missile defenses to Japan and Taiwan mandate serious
consideration. One purpose of the Working Group’ s report isto connect TMD policy options



XViii Introduction

tolarger USforeign policy, regional security, and national security interests. A second purpose
isto engage awider circle of expertise and interest in the difficult decisions that lie ahead.

Members of the Henry L. Stimson Working Group on Theater Missile Defensesin the
Asia—Pacific Region come from diverse backgrounds and have varied political persuasion.
Others have served in uniform within the region or are working for non-governmental
organizations. Despite our varied backgrounds, weall agreethat policy optionsfor TMD should
not bedriven by ideological constructs—whether for or against the Anti-BallisticMissile Treaty,
Taiwan independence, or a containment policy toward China. Nor should TMD choices be
driven by technological optimism.

Far too often, fixed constructs frame policy choices, whether on missile defensesor on
Chinapolicy. USforeign policy, alianceties, regional and USnational security will likely suffer
if ideology crowds out regional expertise. Thisreport constitutesthe best efforts of the Working
Group to apply regional expertiseto TMD policy choices.

The Working Group’'s ddiberations have been framed by two overarching
considerations. US policy choices toward TMD must be acutely mindful of the pitfalls
associated with missile defense deployments, but they must also be responsive to the growing
ballistic missile threats in the Asia—Pacific region.

Navigating between Scylla and Charybdis has never been easy. Members of the
Working Group expect mixed reviewsto some of therecommendationsthat follow. Whilebeing
sensitive to the security concerns of all parties, the Working Group was not beholden to any
single point of view. For example, difficult TMD policy choices cannot be sidestepped solely
because of Chinese sensitivities. After all, states that rely heavily on ballistic missiles to
influence developments in the region have little standing to complain about improvementsin
TMD. Asformer Secretary of Defense William J. Perry hasnoted, “ | sharethe Chinese concern
over the deleterious effect of an armsrace in the region, but | believe that if an arms race does
get underway, it will have been stimulated by the extensive deployment of missiles, not the
deployment of missile defenses.”?

For better or for worse, TMD decisions will affect US political and military relations
with China, Japan, North Korea, South Korea, and Taiwan. A lax approach toward improving
TMD capabilities could weaken allianceties, raise questionsabout US security guarantees, and
lead others to consider alternatives to TMD. These potential results would compound the
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adverse impacts on regiona security caused by troubling ballistic missile programs. US
forward-deployed forces and bases would remain poorly prepared for the threat of ballistic
missile attacks. Alliance relationships could be placed at severerisk if such attacks are carried
out against ports, capital cities, and other targets. If the United States were perceived as not
responding purposefully enough to threatening ballistic missile programs, allies and friendsin
the Asia—Pacific region could seek to acquire a TMD capability through other means, or they
could seek greater reliance on aternative means to provide for their security. Japan’'s
vulnerability, for example, was placed in sharp relief by North Korea' s launch of a “space
launch vehicle” over Japanese territory.

Onealternativeto TM D might bethe acquisition of corresponding ballistic missiles—a
course of action that South Koreahas considered. Another aternative might beheavier reliance
on strike aircraft to destroy missile launchers and to attack deployment areas. Y et another
alternative might be to consider the production of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to go
along with ballistic missile programs. The Working Group does not mean to imply that these
areimminent choices. Our only point hereisto underscore that the inclusion of TMD into the
mix of national choices could have beneficial effects for cooperative regional security and
nonproliferation. At the same time, poor choices concerning the transfer and deployment of
TMD programs could compound regional insecurity and provide further impetus to ongoing
ballistic missile and WMD programs.

Great careisthereforerequired to realize the benefits and minimize therisks associated
with TMD programs. One key consideration for each critical policy choice concerning TMD
in the Asia—Pacific region would be to differentiate when burden-sharing of development costs
and deployments is warranted, and when there are greater benefits and reduced risks if the
United States shoulders the entire burden of development and deployment of TMD systems.

Giventhe many complexitiesaswell asthe political and military ramificationsof TMD
options, policy decisions must be made carefully. Becausethevariablesand ramificationsdiffer
in each case, decisions regarding TMD must be made on a case-by-case basis. A simplistic,
“one-size-fits-al” policy for TMD would worsen regiona security and harm US national
security interests.

In many ways, the North K orean missile program has provided the impetus and context
for debates over TMD. Intense technical debates continue over the military effectiveness of
ballistic missile defense systems—even against rudimentary North Korean capabilities. The
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Stimson Center’ sWorking Group of specialistsin Asian security issuesdid not seek to carry out
atechnical assessment of the likelihood of successful intercepts by TMD systems currently in
research and development or undergoing flight testing. Other groups are far more capable of
carrying out such assessments. Instead, the Working Group has operated on the widely shared
assumption that the technical challenges associated with TMD intercepts at relatively close
range arenot asdifficult asthose associated with national missiledefense systemsthat must deal
with incoming warheads, decoys, and chaff at the terminal phase of their flight.

In addition, the Working Group accepts the following widely held premises: all of the
TMD systems, especially upper-tier systems, still face technical challenges; TMD flight tests
are likely to demonstrate effectiveness against individual targets over time, but the greatest
problemfor TMD systemsisthe prospect of being overwhelmed by large numbers of incoming
missiles in a combat situation that could include simultaneous air and naval attacks,
demonstrated TMD effectivenessthrough rigorousflight testsisessential for larger calcul ations
of political utility; and thepolitical ramificationsof providing TMD systemstofriendsand allies
are likely to be more consequential than demonstrated technical effectiveness.

The need for TMD deployments directed at the North Korean ballistic missile threat
wouldreducedramatically if the current policiesadopted by the United States, South K orea, and
Japan succeed in reducing the threats posed by Pyongyang’ s missileand WMD programs. Even
s0, therequirementsfor TM D deploymentswould not benullified, in part because Pyongyang’s
missile programshavealready madetheir mark intheregion and elsewhere. Asdiscussed below,
North Korea has exported missiles, technology, and production plansto other countries, which
have successfully replicated these programs while attaching different names to the missiles
acquired. Missile programs, like WMD programs, have a perverse chain reaction effect within
tenseregions: one neighbor’ sdevel opment and acquisition often leadsto replication by another.

NorthKorea’ smissileprogramisnot theonly source of concernwithinthe Asia—Pacific
region. Chinahasunderway the most purposeful and expansive ballistic missile modernization
program of any nuclear weapon state. India has also embarked on a course to produce alarge
family of missiles, including ballistic missilesableto reach targets deep within China. Pakistan
has undertaken parallel ballistic missile programs of varying ranges that will place targetsin
Indiaat risk. TMD deploymentscould further exacerbate worrisome Chinese—| ndian—Paki stani
interactions. Inaddition, Russiacontinuesto rely heavily on ballistic missilesto compensatefor
multiple weaknessesin its conventional forces.



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region XXi

Asaresult of the many threats posed by ballistic missilesinthe Asia—Pacificregion, the
Working Group recommends the deployment of TMD systems with forward-deployed US
forces. Therisksof leaving US forces unprotected are quite evident. US troopsthat are sent in
harm’ sway must be protected to carry out their assigned missions successfully—including their
responsibilities to allies. This recommendation does not constitute a blank check for TMD
systems, however. Each candidate system for US ground and naval forces needsto bejustified
in terms of cost and military effectiveness. In addition, the military requirements for TMD
systems operated by USforcesvary greatly from onelocationto another. Asageneral principle,
however, when TMD systems can help protect US forces in the Asia—Pacific region and
facilitate alliance responsibilities, the Working Group believes there is a presumptive case for
proceeding with deployment.

The analysis and recommendations that follow have been informed by a series of
Working Group discussions to consider US policy and TMD choices. For this endeavor, the
Stimson Center drew on a core group of Asian security specialists with diverse backgrounds.
Those who have participated in the Working Group deliberations and who support theissuance
of thisreport are:

Kenneth W. Allen, James R. East, David M. Finkelstein, Banning Garrett, Bonnie
Glaser, Michael J. Green, Michael Krepon, Michael McDevitt, Eric A. McVadon, Mike M.
Mochizuki, Ronald N. Monteperto, James Mulvenon, Benjamin L. Self, and David Shambaugh.

The Working Group members have participated in this effort in their individual
capacities. Their participation should not be construed as reflecting the views of institutionsto
which the members are affiliated. Whilethereis broad agreement on the analytical framework
for this report, participants of the Working Group do not necessarily agree with every
recommendation contained herein.

TheWorking Group was convened by Stimson Center Senior Associate Kenneth Allen
and began itsdeliberationsin January 1999. Thefirst six meetings consisted of formal briefings
by guest speakers from the Department of Defense, Department of State, China, Taiwan, and
Japan. Each presentation was followed by a group discussion. (See Appendix A for alist of
speakers.) Guest speakers were not asked—and certainly cannot be presumed—to associate
themselveswith thisreport or itsanalysisand recommendations. Attending the Working Group
meetings and contributing to the discussion wereindividuals from the executive and legidlative
branches aswell as non-governmental organizationswith adirect interest in the subject matter.
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Participation in the Stimson Center Working Group discussions by these individuals, who are
listed in Appendix B, does not imply their endorsement of the report, or its accompanying
analysis and recommendations.

This report has been edited by Kenneth W. Allen, Dana Conley, Michael Krepon,
Benjamin L. Self, and Y uki Tatsumi with the assistance of David Brannegan, Adam Gagne,
Chris Gagne, Ledlie-Ann Levy, Matt Martin, and Edward Palmisano. The Working Group
meetings and the publication and distribution of thisreport areal made possible by the generous
grant support of the W. Alton Jones Foundation and the William and FloraHewl ett Foundation.
Our sincere thanks go to George Perkovich and Steve Toben for grant making that permits the
Stimson Center to work on Asian security issues.
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Section |: Theater Missile Defense Programs

ctivemissile defenseis carried out by the in-flight interception and destruction of ballistic

missiles and negation of their warheads.* This report focuses primarily on active defense
against short- and medium-range ballistic missiles, an extremely difficult and expensive
undertaking. The United States is now pursuing national missile defense (NMD) systems to
defend all fifty states against alimited attack by strategic ballistic missiles, as well as theater
missile defense (TMD) systems to defend smaller areas far from the US homeland.? TMD
systems are designed to be movable so that they can be deployed with troops or relocated as
needed to help defend US friends and alies, as well as ports, airfields, or military-related
facilities. TMD systems now under consideration for the Asia—Pacific region fal into two
categories: lower-tier (or low-altitude) and upper-tier (or high-altitude) defenses. Sometimes,
the term “advanced TMD” is used to refer to upper-tier systems.

TMD and NMD programs are not easily distinguishable in the Asia—Pacific region.
Upper-tier systemsthat are designed to provide limited coverage in many theaters of operation
would afford national coverageif deployed in sufficient number on land or in nearby waters of f
Korea, Japan, and Taiwan. Moreover, TMD deploymentsin East Asia, combined with limited
national missile defenses of the United States, would be viewed by Chinese |eaders as having
synergistic effects. As Ambassador Sha Zukang, Director of the Department of Arms Control
and Disarmament in China s Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has noted:

TMD or even NMD will have negative impacts on regional or even global
strategic stability. 1f acountry, in addition to its offensive power, seeks to
develop advanced TMD or even NMD, in an attempt to attain absolute
security and unilateral strategic advantage for itself, other countries will be
forced to develop more advanced offensive missiles.?

The Stimson Center’ s Working Group recognizes the multiple connections between
advanced TMD and NMD. In the interests of issuing atimely report with a sharp analytical
focus, the Working Group has limited the scope of this report to TMD and the missiles that
TMD might successfully counter in the Asia—Pacific region. This report does not address
airborne laser capabilities or other elements of US counter-proliferation programs.
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DEFINING TMD

Within the Department of Defense, the Balistic Missile Defense Organization
(BMDO) isresponsiblefor managing, directing, and executing the US ballistic missile defense
program. Recognizing the difficulty of defending against ballistic missiles, the United States
has adopted the concept of “layered defense.” National missile defense for the entire US
homeland constitutes one layer. A second layer consists of upper-tier systems for theater or
regional defense, including THAAD and NTW. Below this layer is a lower-tier for area
defense, including PAC-3 and Navy Area Programs.* Whilelayered missile defenses could be
effective against limited attacks, they are unlikely to achieve a 100 percent probability of kill.
Therefore, layered defense must be considered as only one aspect of the overall US counter-
proliferation strategy, which includes extended nuclear deterrence and superior conventional
military capabilities.®

Active defense can take two forms: intercepting and destroying the attacking missiles;
or attacking the missile launching sites before or soon after the missiles have been launched.®
The latter approach might be termed “counter-offensive operations.” A layered defense
involving several complex and interactive systems can al so include passive measures. Passive
defense is defined as measures taken to reduce the probability and effectiveness of hostile
action.” It reduces the vulnerability of critical forces and infrastructure, and improves the
potential to survive and resume operations after an attack. Passive measures might include
counter-surveillance, deception, camouflage and conceal ment, hardening of runways, aircraft
shelters, and battle management/command, control, and communications (BM/C3) facilities,
electronic warfare (EW), mobility, dispersal, and redundancy.

A successful active defense against ballistic and cruise missiles requires outstanding
intelligence regarding the number, character, and location of thelaunching sitesof threatening
systems. It alsorequiresearly warning of attack, followed by closetracking and discrimination
of the attacking vehicles asthey approach. Early warning can come from space-based sensors,
ground-based and sea-based radars, or acombination of these sensors. Furthermore, effective
defenses requireefficient battle management, command, control, communications, computers,
and intelligence (BM/CA4I) for intercepts. An effective missile defense system also requires
interceptors capable of homing in on fast-moving targets and rendering them incapable of
hitting their target.?
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Lower-Tier Defenses

Lower-tier defenses are designed to intercept missiles within the atmosphere (endo-
atmospheric). Lower-tier defenses employ relatively slow-flying interceptors that maneuver
to their target by using fins to steer through the air.’ Since they cannot fly very far before
interception can occur, lower-tier defenses are only effective for point defense to cover small
areas. These systems are designed to intercept short-range ballistic missiles that stay within
the atmosphere, as well as aircraft and cruise missiles.’

Patriot

Theonly lower-tier theater defense system USforces presently operateisan upgraded
Patriot system.** The original Patriot system, which was used during the Gulf War, has been
modified to meet the evolving ballistic missile threat. The second iteration of the Patriot,
known as PAC-2, is atruck-mounted system designed for point defense against aircraft and
short-range ballistic missiles.*?

The current evolution is caled PAC-3. While PAC-2 uses a blast fragmentation
warhead, PAC-3 consists of a hit-to-kill missile using 1990s technology.® PAC-3
Configuration-1, which includes improvements in BM/C4l and incorporates the Guidance
Enhancement Missile (GEM) interceptor, was first fielded in 1995. Configuration-2 was
fielded in 1998 and includes acombination of PAC-2 and GEM interceptors. Configuration-3
system encompasses a new interceptor in conjunction with GEM and earlier missile variants
used in Configurations 1 and 2. Configuration-3 is now scheduled to be deployed in 2001.*

The PAC-2/3 system includes four basic components. a radar set, an engagement
control station (ECS), eight launch stations, and interceptor missiles. Configuration
improvementsin the PAC system can include changesto one or more of the components. Each
ECS can control up to twelve launch stations. The launch stations are self-contained mobile
launchers mounted on asemitrailer. Each launch station carriesfour missile canisters. PAC-2
canisters have one missile per cannister for atotal of four missiles per launch station. PAC-3
canisters have four missiles per canister for atotal of sixteen missiles per launch station.™

The smallest Patriot field organization is the battery, which is also called a fire unit.
Batteries/fire units are organized into battalions, which are then organized into brigades. A
typical Patriot battery/fireunit consistsof eight launch stationswithamix of PAC-2and PAC-3
launch stations. Therefore, a battery with three PAC-2 launch stations (twelve missiles) and
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five PAC-3 launch stations (eighty missiles) would combine to provide atotal of ninety-two
missiles. Once all of the missiles from the four canisters at a launch station are fired, the
canisters are replaced as a unit.*®

Thefirst PAC-3 missiletest was successfully conducted in September 1997. Thistest
was designed to demonstrate that the missile was fully integrated into the rest of the PAC-3
suite and did not involve atarget intercept. The next threetestsinvolved target intercepts and
were all successful.”” However, the PAC-3 program has faced technical and budgetary
challenges. During testimony before the Senate Armed Services Committee on 28 February
2000, Lieutenant General Robert Kadish, Director of theBallistic Missile Defense Organization
(BMDO), and Mgjor General William Nance Jr., program manager for national missiledefense,
stated:

PAC-3 is making significant progress, but technical problems and weather
conditions at the test range have contributed to delays and increased costs.
Having conducted a string of successful flight tests, the PAC-3 system has
entered low-rate production and is planned for initial deployment in 2001.
However, the cost per missile has grown to such an extent that the Army will
not be able to purchase all of the missiles required at an early date.
Therefore, it has had to extend its purchasing schedule out to 2010 to fill its
requirements. BMDO now hopes to cut the cost to approximately $1.7
million per missileandto increasethe number of missiles purchased by about
500.%8

Under the Department of Defense’ s foreign military sales program, the United States
has sold various configurations of the PAC-2 system to Germany, Greece, Israel, Japan,
Kuwait, the Netherlands, Saudi Arabia, and Taiwan.'® Japan and Taiwan began receiving their
PAC-2 systemsin 1997 and 1998, respectively, and are working toward upgrading them to a
full PAC-3 Configuration-3 system.

Taiwan ordered 200 PAC-2 missiles in 1993 as an initial response to an emerging
SRBM threat from China.®® The missiles and associated equipment began arriving on Taiwan
in 1997 and are currently deployed in the densely-popul ated greater Taipei area** The Patriot
systems sold to Taiwan have been identified by several different names, including PAC-2 Plus
and MADS.?? According to a US military official, the actual configuration of the systemis
equal to the best Patriot systems the US Army has fielded today, which includes the PAC-3
Configuration-2 GEM and upgraded BM/C4l support systems.” Although Taiwan has
expressed an interest in acquiring the PAC-3 Configuration-3 missile to complete the PAC-3
system, the missile will not be available for US forces until at least 2001. Even if the United
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States approved the sale, Taiwan would most likely not receive any missile for at least two
years.?

Accordingto Japanese Defense Agency (JDA) officials, Japan’ s1995 National Defense
Program Outline called for purchasing twenty-four PAC-2 fire units to protect military
installations and urban areas throughout Japan.? In 1998, JA SDF began receiving the twenty-
four PAC-2 fire units, which were organized into six battalions—one to each of the JASDF's
six air defense missile groups.®

As part of its mid-term defense buildup plan for 2001 to 2005, JDA officials decided
to upgrade Japan’ s Patriot force to employ theimproved PAC-3 missile.?” The estimated cost
of adding sixteen PAC-3 missiles to each of the twenty-four Patriot fire units and making
requisite changes to fire control hardware and software is $1.7-$2.3 billion.?® Japan is now
considering adding a sea-based upper-tier system for a layered defense against ballistic
missiles.

Navy Area Program

The Navy’s TMD efforts are centered around the Navy Area lower-tier and NTW
upper-tier systems. These programs are designed to be complementary, but may al so compete
with theland-based programsfor eachtier. The Navy’scasefor sea-based TMD platform rests
on technical considerations, the Navy’s ability to place TMD assets on station in a timely
manner, and the utility of naval platforms to perform multiple missions including TMD. In
situations where the US military must move TMD systemsinto atheater quickly, the US Navy
contends that it can move its shipsinto an area in less time than is required to airlift ground-
based systems. Nava platforms can also remain in international waters to perform their
missions, and therefore could pose fewer political difficulties than ground-based systems.
Furthermore, deploying Navy Area systems will not require the diversion of Air Force cargo
planes from other critical airlift missions before or during a conflict.”® For example, the
Genera Accounting Office reported in January 1998 that it would require nine C-5 or fifteen
C-17 flights to transport a single Patriot battalion.®

Both Navy upper- and lower-tier TM D programsare based onthe evolving capabilities
of the AegisWeapon System (AWS) and SPY -1B/D radars, which arelocated on Ticonderoga-
class (CGE47) guided-missile cruisers and Aegis-equipped (DDGE51) guided-missile
destroyers.®* The AWS, also known asthe Aegis Combat System (ACS), iscurrently deployed
on twenty-seven US Navy Ticonderoga-class cruisers and twenty-eight Aegis-equipped
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destroyers, aswell as four IM SDF Kongo-class destroyers. The systemisalso in production
for Spain’s F-100 class ships.*

Twenty-two of the Ticonderoga-class Aegis cruisers and all of the US Navy’s Aegis-
equipped destroyers are equipped with the Vertical Launching System (VLS), which contains
amix of the ship’s defensive and offensive missile systems.*® The VLS consists of vertical
cells, which canfireaStandard Missile (SM), aTomahawk land-attack cruisemissile(LACM),
or an anti-submarine missile. Thus, thefull multi-mission capabilities of the US Navy’sAegis
warships, including anti-air/cruise missile defense, anti-submarine and anti-surface warfare,
land attack/strike, and organic mine countermeasures would not be compromised by assuming
TMD missions.® Theoretically, acruiser could be armed with 118 SMs, but the actual |oad-out
of a particular ship depends on its mission (e.g., each theater commander requires a specific
number of Tomahawks always be present in his theater), and on missile availability.*®

By 2010the US Navy isscheduled to have seventy-nine VL S-capable Aegiswarships,
with 8,156 VLS cells that could be loaded out with lower and upper-tier missiles, in addition
to other VLS weapons for the ships' other warfighting missions and tasks. The Navy’s plan
isto eventually have all Aegis destroyers configured with aNavy Area TMD capability.®

The Navy’s lower-tier system is designed to defend small areas against ballistic
missiles with ranges up to 600-1,000 km as well as against all aircraft.” The Navy Area’'s
TMD Standard Missile-2 (SM Block 1VA) is based upon an evolutionary enhancement of the
existing extended-range Block IV Standard Missile-2. The SM-2 Block 1V A addsadual-mode
radio frequency/infrared (RF/IR) sensor, an upgraded bl ast-fragmentation ordnance package,
a new fuse, and autopilot/control enhancements to the SM-2 Block 1V. A systems design
review for the missile was conducted in December 1993, and the Navy initiated a Risk
Reduction Flight Demonstration program in 1994. On 24 January 1997, the Navy Area
program conducted the first intercept of a ballistic missile-like Lance missile target during a
test at White Sands Missile Range.®

TheNavy Areaprogramiscurrently inthe engineering and manufacturing devel opment
phase. The program’s progress has been slowed by the Navy’s AWS software development,
not by missile development issues. Thisresulted in adlip for further assessment tests and a
one-year delay in the first unit equipped (FUE) status to 2003.%°

Upper Tier Defenses
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The United States currently has two upper-tier defense systems under development:
THAAD and NTW. While THAAD is designed to intercept targets within the atmosphere
(endo-atmosphere) and outside the atmosphere (exo-atmaospheric), NTW is designed to
intercept targets outside the atmosphere, thus permitting both systems to cover large ground
areas.® Altitudes below 100 km are generally considered endo-atmospheric; exo-atmosphere
altitudes are above 100 km.** Whereas lower-tier systems would be used primarily against
short-range missiles with a range of up to 1,500 km, upper-tier defenses are intended to
intercept theater missileswith ranges of up to 3,500 km.*? Both upper-tier programs use hit-to-
kill interceptors with infrared sensors to detect and home in on atarget.”®

Theater High Altitude Area Defense

THAAD is aland-based system that is still under development and is designed to
defend large areas against short, medium, and long-range ballistic missileswith trgjectoriesin
the high endo-atmosphereandintheexo-atmosphere. THA AD usesashoot-look-shoot concept
of operations. Itisintended to help protect areas when employed in conjunction with PAC-3
or Navy Arealower-tier point defense systems.*

The THAAD weapon system, which can be airlifted in crisis situations, consists of
four components: launchers, missiles, BM/C4l units, and a ground based radar (GBR)
surveillance and tracking sensor. These elements work in concert to detect, identify, assign,
and destroy incoming theater ballistic missiles. The THAAD missileishoused in aprotective
hermetically sealed canister, which also acts as alaunch tube. After the missileisloaded in
the canister and sealed, it becomes a certified missile round. The canisters are then installed
on a Palletized Load System Launcher, whereby the missiles will be fired directly from the
canister when commanded to launch.*

The THAAD system, which isbeing devel oped by the L ockheed-Martin Corporation,
has undergone eleven flight tests at the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico since
testing began in 1995.% Following ninefailed tests, THAAD had two successful interceptsin
1999, at which timethe program moved from the demonstration phaseinto the engineering and
manufacturing development phase. During the current phase, flight testswill movefromWhite
Sands to the Kwajalien Missile Test Range in the Pacific to allow more realistic testing.
THAAD is now fully funded at $3.5 billion. Under the current plan, the US Army should
receive the first operational THAAD Configuration-1 systemsin 2007.%
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Navy Theater Wide Program

TheNTW program isdesigned for Aegis-equipped surface combatantsto have an exo-
atmospheric theater ballistic missile defense capability. The NTW system will eventually
provide an intercept capability against medium and long-range theater ballistic missilesduring
the ascent phase, along the trajectory, or during the descent phase.®

The NTW program builds upon prior development of the AWS and Standard Missile.
The NTW Standard Missile, designated the SM-3, integrates several new features into the
existing SM-2 Block 1V missile, including the Lightweight Exo-Atmospheric Projectile (LEAP)
kinetic kill vehicle (KKV) warhead with its Solid Divert and Attitude Control System
(SDACYS), a new third-stage guidance system, and a new third-stage rocket motor. Two
competitive LEAP KKV prototypes are under development by Boeing (previously Rockwell)
and Raytheon Missile Systems Company (previously Hughes). The Navy’s decision to rely
upon LEAP derives from a 10-year $400 million BMDO investment.*

Whereas Navy Area systems can be used on the AWS-equipped cruisers and
destroyers, the twenty-two VL S-equipped Aegis cruisers will be the prime candidates for the
NTW role® Each cruiser’'s VLS is likely to contain a combination of different missiles,
including the SM-2 and SM-3, against a mixture of lower and upper-tier ballistic missile
threats.™

UnlikeNavy Areaand Patriot, NTW’ s SM-3 does not haveacapability against aircraft,
cruise missiles, or very short-range ballistic missiles, such as earlier versions of the Scud, that
do not leave the atmospherefor any significant period of time. Intercept rangeswill not exceed
1,200 km. The size of the area defended is critically dependent on ship stationing in relation
to the launch area, not just to the defended area, as in Navy Area. Given the right
circumstances, a single NTW ship may be able to defend an area as large as 2,000 km in
diameter against a 1,000 km range threat.>

NTW hasconsistently pursued atwo block upgradeapproachto acquisition. TheNTW
program has been structured to provide a near-term Block | capability against medium-range
ballistic missilesin the ascent phase, and afollow-on Block |1 capability against both medium-
and long-range ballistic missiles.*

The Block 11 capability will focus on defeating threats with ranges greater than 1,500
km. The SM-3 will include an advanced seeker, improved discrimination (both natural



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region 9

associated debris and intentional countermeasures/decoys), and improved axial and divert
propulsion. The AWSwill also be upgraded for the Block 11 mission, and will include anew
High-Power Discriminating (HPD) radar, which could be an adjunct radar or an upgradeto the
Aegis SPY-1B/D radars. Block Il will aso include development of an Area Air Defense
Commander (AADC) capability for the Aegis cruisers that provides a single, integrated air
picture, tactical decision aids, alied and joint air defense coordination, force planning and
tactical operations coordination.>

On 16 May 1997, the NTW program was approved for preliminary design and risk
reduction. Although the NTW’s initial Control Test Vehicle (CTV) flight test in September
1997 was unsuccessful dueto a steering component failure, several successes occurred during
1999.% These accomplishmentsincluded the first shipboard launch of aCTV, developmental
ground-testing of the third stage rocket motor, full-scale and sub-scale lethality testing, and
demonstration of significant potential for interoperability through dataexchangewith THAAD
and PAC-3 during missile tests.® Follow-on flight tests scheduled for later in 2000 will
precede the first NTW intercept attempt in 2001.%

Under the overall upper-tier strategy, the Department of the Navy hopes to pursue an
NTW contingency capability (Block 1A) around 2006, and have aBlock | reconfigurable ship
(Block IB) available around 2008.%® Interviews with officials in the Department of Defense
suggest these dates are highly optimistic and the Block | phaseislikely to be dlipped. Block
Il hasyet to be defined, but isenvisioned to push the engagement envel opeto thelongest of the
theater threats, including more complex and sophisticated counter measures.>
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Section Il1: TheBallistic Missile Threat in East Asa and
Northeast Asia

N orth Koreaand Chinarepresent the primary short- and medium-rangeballistic missilethreat

to US forces, friends, and alies in the Asia—Pacific Region. This section provides
information about the specific ballistic missiles Pyongyang and Beijing have deployed and
are developing.

NORTH KOREA

North Korea' s Military Posture

On 15 March 2000, General Thomas Schwartz, Commander-in-Chief of the United
Nations Command, Combined Forces Command, and US Forces in Korea (USFK), testified
before the Senate Armed Services Committee. General Schwartz characterized thethreat posed
by North Koreain the following way:

Pyongyang’ s military goal isto reunify the peninsulaby force. NorthKorea's
fundamental war-fighting strategy mandates achievement of surprise,
prosecution of ashort and violent war, prevention of major US reinforcement
of the peninsula, and negation of the ROK’smobilization. The North Korean
Armed Forces today are the fifth largest in the world. The ground forces,
numbering one million active duty soldiers, provide the bulk of the North's
offensive war-fighting capability and aretheworld’ sthird largest army. They
are supported by an air force of over 1,600 aircraft and a navy of more than
800 ships. Over 6 million reserves augment the active duty personnel.
Seventy percent of their activeforce, to include 700,000 troops, 8,000 artillery
systems, and 2,000 tanks, is garrisoned within 100 miles of the Demilitarized
Zone (DMZ). Much of this force is protected by underground facilities,
including over four thousand underground facilitiesin theforward areaalone.
Fromtheir current | ocationstheseforcescan attack with minimal preparations.

North Koreafields an artillery force of over 12,000 self-propelled and towed
weapon systems. Without moving any artillery pieces, the North could sustain
up to 500,000 rounds an hour against Combined Forces Command defenses
for severa hours. The artillery force includes 500 long-range systems
deployed over the past decade. The proximity of these long-range systemsto
the DMZ threatens al of Seoul with devastating attacks. Realizing they
cannot match Combined Forces Command’ s technologically advanced war-
fighting capabilities, the North’s leadership focuses on developing
asymmetrical capabilities such as ballistic missiles, over 100,000 specia
operations forces, and WM D designed to preclude alliance force options and
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offset US conventional military superiority. The North’s asymmetric forces
are formidable, heavily funded, and the cause for concern.!

Within the Asia—Pacific Region, North Korea poses an immediate ballistic missile
threat against Japan, South Korea, and USforward-depl oyed forcesbasedin both countries. The
1998 Rumsfeld Report pointed to North Korea as a major threat to US interests abroad, and
potentially to the United States itself, because it is a major proliferator of balistic missile
capabilities—missiles, technology, technicians, transporter-erector-launchers (TELS), and
underground facility expertise to other countries of missile proliferation concern including
Egypt, Iran, Libya, Pakistan, and Syria.?

TheDemocratic People sRepublic of Korea(DPRK) leadership hasdevoted agreat deal
of its scarce resourcesto ballistic missile programs over the past thirty years. Inthelate 1970s,
its missile program appeared to have become a national priority equal to that of the nuclear
program. Today, Pyongyang fields the largest ballistic missile force in the developing
world—comprising some thirty-six launchers and 700 missiles—and has a very limited
capability to threaten the continental United States.®

Joseph Bermudez' study, A History of Ballistic Missile Development in the DPRK,
traces the North Korean missile program back to the 1960s.* Despite strained relations with
Moscow, the Soviet Union provided North Koreawith early versions of the SA-2 surface-to-air
missile(SAM), S-2 Sopkacoastal-defense cruise missile, P-20 antiship missile, and 3R10 L una-
2 (Free Rocket Over Ground/ FROG-5) artillery rocket. According to Buermudez, Pyongyang
signed awide-ranging military agreement with Chinain 1971, whereby North Korea purchased
Chinesemissiles, acquired thetechnol ogy and production meansto build their ownmissiles, and
received the necessary training to develop, produce, and launch missiles. During the early
1980s, China provided further assistance in the areas of rocket engine design and production,
metallurgy, and airframe technology.

Bermudez also believes that Egypt provided North Korea with some Soviet Scud-B
ballistic missiles in 1979 or 1980.°> After North Korea began producing reverse-engineered
copies of the Scud-B as the Hwasong-5 (Scud Mod-B) and the Hwasong-6 (Scud Mod-C) ,
Pyongyang provided Egypt, Iran, and Syria with all the technical information and assistance
needed to produce their own missiles.

The Hwasong-5 hasa 340 km range and 1,000 kg payload, and the Hwasong-6 hasa500
km range and 700 kg payload.® In 1996, the Department of Defense estimated that North
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Korea's arsenal includes several hundred of these missiles.” A 1995 Defense Intelligence
Agency (DIA) report estimates that North Korea can produce about 50-100 Scud missiles a
year.® In addition, between 1987 and 1992, North Korea exported 250 of these missiles at
$1.5-$2.0 million each and related technology worth $580 million to Egypt, Iran, Libya, and
Syria, which became a major source of income for North K orea.®

In 1988, North Korea began developing the Nodong missile (Scud Mod-D), which is
capabl e of reaching targetsin Japan and providesthe coretechnol ogy for thelonger-range Tagpo
Dong (TD) missile.’® North K oreaconducted Nodong' sfirst and only flight testin May 1993.1
North Korea s ballistic missile inventory now includes over 500 SCUDs of various types and
about 100 Nodong MRBM s (range 1,000 km) capable of striking United States basesin Japan.*?

North Korea currently has short- and medium-range ballistic missiles as shown in the
Table 1 below.®

Table 1: North Korea'sBallistic Missiles

DPRK Designator Classification  Range (km)/ Country
Payload (kg)  of Origin
Hwasong-5 (Scud Mod B) SRBM 300/1000 USSR
Hwasong-6 (Scud Mod C) SRBM 500/700 DPRK
Nodong MRBM 1000/700-1000 DPRK
Taepodong-1 MRBM 1500+/1000 DPRK
Tmpodong-z ICBM 4-6000/1000 DPRK

Source: The Nonproaliferation Review, Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of
International Studies, Spring 2000, Volume 7, Number 1, 134.

Concerning North Korea's current capability, a February 2000 Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) report states that Pyongyang continues to acquire raw materials from
out-of-country entitiesto produce WMD and ballistic missiles. From 1 January through 30 June
1999, North K oreaobtained raw materialsfor itsballistic missile programsfrom variousforeign
sources, especially from firmsin China. North Korea produces and is capable of using awide
variety of chemical and possibly biological agents, aswell astheir delivery means. During the
first half of 1999, Pyongyang sought to procure technology worldwide that could have
applications in its nuclear program, but the United States does not know of any procurement
directly linked to the nuclear weapons program. According to a CIA assessment, North Korea
has produced enough plutonium for at least one, and possibly two, nuclear weapons.*



18 Section 11

Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense. Proliferation: Threat and Response
(November, 1997), 7.
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The attempted launch of a satellite aboard a three-stage TD-1 space launch vehicle
(SLV) on 31 August 1998 heightened concernsand moved earlier projections of thethreat from
hypothetical to real.” The satellite attempt demonstrated several of the key technologies
required for an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), including staging. With an operable
third stage and areentry vehicle capable of surviving ICBM flight, the TD-1 could be converted
into an ICBM that could deliver a light payload—probably constrained to a biological or
chemica warfare agent—to the United States, albeit with significant inaccuracy. Such a
conversion isunlikely if North Korea decidesto proceed with alonger-range TD-2 missile. A
two-stage TD-2 would be capable of delivering a several-hundred kilogram payload to Alaska
and Hawaii, and alighter payload to the western half of the United States. A three-stage TD-2
would be capable of ddlivering a several-hundred kilogram payload in the continental United
States. The TD-2 could be flight tested this year if North Korea decides not to honor the
September 1999 agreement with the United States to freeze its testing program.

During avisit to North Koreain May 1999, former Secretary of Defense Dr. William
J. Perry advocated a new, dual-track strategy: a positive path, called mutual threat reduction,
designed to improve relations leading ultimately to normalization of relations; and a negative
path, called threat containment, consisting of increasing containment, isolation, and a external
military readiness.’® In September 1999, North Korea verbally agreed to a moratorium on the
testing of their long-range missiles (TD-1 and TD-2) in return for the lifting of US sanctions
relating to the Trading with the Enemy Act.'” On 15 March 2000, Secretary of State Madeline
Albright testified before Congressthat the Clinton Administration had decided to ease sanctions.
Since negotiations are continuing on this and other issues, the decision on lifting sanctions has
yet to be implemented.*®

On 21 March 2000, Director of Central Intelligence George Tenet testified before the
Senate that North Koreais observing the moratorium on ballistic missile launches, but has the
ability to test with little warning.’® There is concern that North Korea could circumvent this
moratorium—and correct flaws evident in the August 1998 launch—by having Iran flight test
the Shahab-4/Kosar SLV, which is an Iranian derivative of the Tagpo Dong SLV. .

To augment its ballistic missile program, North Korea has an indigenous cruise missile
program based on Soviet and Chinese technology. North Korea has been manufacturing the
Chinese-designed Silkworm antiship missilefor many yearsand has produced two variantswith
ranges of up to 100 km. Moreover, North Koreais devel oping an antiship missile with arange
of 160 km that was first tested in July 1994.%*

CHINA
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China, like North Korea, has the ability to use balistic missiles against US forward-
deployed forces, US dlies, and Taiwan. The number, types, and ranges of Chinese ballistic
missiles are far greater than those owned by North Korea.

Chinabegan deploying itsfirst MRBM, the DF-2/CSS-1 (range 1,250 km) in 1966, but
all of these missileswereretired in 1989.% Based on their deployment location, they were most
likely targeted against Japan and US facilities in Japan. China began fielding its second
generation MRBM, the DF-3/CSS-2 (range 2,800 km) in 1971.2 The DF-3/CSS-2 is probably
intended for relatively large population targets in central and eastern Russia®* China's first
ICBM, the DF-4/CSS-3 (range 5,500 km) was deployed in 1980, with the goal of reaching
targetsin Guam and in Russia as far west as Moscow.

After producing land-based MRBMsand limited-range ICBMs, Chinasought diversity
and reliability by developing and fielding five new systems between 1981 and 1990. In 1981,
Chinabegan deploying long-range DF-5/CSS-4 ICBMss (range 13,000 km) capable of reaching
targetsinthe United States, Russia, and Europe.”> The Peoplpe’sLiberation Army (PLA)’ sfirst
SLBM, theJL-1 (range 1,700 km), became operational in 1983, but the Xia-class submarinethat
carriesthemissileshasrarely been seen out of port.*” To upgradeitsMRBM force, Chinabegan
fielding amobile MRBM, the DF-21/CSS-5 (range 1,800 km), in 1985. Furthermore, Chinais
analyzing a range of sophisticated missile defense countermeasures, including saturation,
maneuvering reentry vehicles, shaping, stealth, decoys, on-board jammers, multi-axis attacks,
and depressed trajectories.?® Finaly, Beijing began deploying amobile SRBM, the DF-15/M-9
(range 600 km), opposite Taiwanin 1990. China scurrent ballistic missilesare shownin Table
2 below.®
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Source: Office of the Secretary of Defense, Department of Defense. Proliferation: Threat and Response
(November, 1997), 11.
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Table2: China'sBallistic Missiles

Chinese Range Throwweight / L ocation

Designator Yield (Province)

(US Designator)

ICBMs 5,500+ km 2200 kg / 1-3 mt

DF-4 (CSS-3) 13,000 km 3200 kg / 3-5mt Qinghai, Yunnan,

DF-5A (CSS-4) Henan, Hunan
Henan

MRBMs 2,800 km 2150 kg / 1-3 mt

DF-3A (CSS-2) 1,800 km 600 kg / 200300 kt

DF-21 (CSS-5) Qinghai, Liaoning
Y unnan, Liaoning

SRBMs 600 km 500 kg / N/A

DF-15/M-9 (CSS-6)
Anhui

SLBMs 1700 km 600 kg / 200-300 kt

JL-1 (CSS-N-3)

Source: Bates Gill and James Mulvenon, “The Chinese Strategic Rocket Forces: Transition to Credible
Deterrence.” The DF-31 wasflight tested in August 1999 and appeared in the National Day parade,
October 1999. The JL-2 is the submarine-launched version of the DF-31.

The Current Threat

Chinese strategic nuclear doctrine appears to call for a survivable long-range missile
force that can hold a portion of the US population at risk in aretaliatory strike.*® Beijing has
continued to modernize its overall inventory of nuclear weapon systems, which now includes
over ahundred warheads deployed operationally on MRBMs and ICBMs.** By comparison to
USand Soviet/Russianuclear arsenals, China sprogramsand inventoriesare quite modest. The
PLA ispresumed to haveadditional nuclear warheadsin storage. Chinaisnot currently believed
to be producing fissile material for nuclear weapons, but has a stockpile of fissile material
sufficient to increase or improve its weapon inventory.

Regarding its ICBM force, most reports indicate that China currently has about twenty
DF-5/CSS-4 1CBMsthat havethe capability to reach targetsin the United States.® A September
1999 report by the National Intelligence Council (NIC) estimates that by 2015, Chinaislikely
to have tens of missiles capable of targeting the United States, including a few tens of more
survivable, land- and sea-based mobile missiles with smaller nuclear warheads.*® Moreover,
Beijing conduced the first flight test of the DF-31, a new road-mobile, solid propellant ICBM,
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in August 1999. The DF-31 isestimated to have arange of about 8,000 km and may betargeted
primarily against Russia and Asia. Chinais aso developing the JL-2 sea-launched ballistic
missile (SLBM), which is expected to be tested within the next decade. The JL-2 will probably
be capable of targeting the United States from launch areas near China. China' s projected
missiles by 2005 are shown in Table 3 below.*

Table 3: Projected Chinese Ballistic Missiles by 2005

Chinese Designator Range Throwweight / Date Deployed (or
(US Designator) Yield expected)

ICBMs

DF-31 8,000 km 700 kg / 200-300 kt Early 00s
SRBMs

DF-11/M-11 (CSSX-  300km 800 kg / N/A Early 00s

7)

SLBMs Unknown 700 kg / 200-300 kt Mid 00s

JL-2 (CSS-N-4)

Source: Bates Gill and James Mulvenon, “The Chinese Strategic Rocket Forces: Transition to Credible
Deterrence,” Notes. The DF-31 was flight tested in August 1999 and appeared in the National Day
parade, October 1999. The JL-2 is the submarine-launched version of the DF-31.

While adding more missiles and launchersto its inventory, Chinais concentrating on
replacing the DF-3/4/5 liquid-propellant missiles with mobile solid-propellant missiles,
reflecting concerns for survivability, maintenance, and reliability.* Currently, liquid
propellents do not provide for aquick reactiontimein case of war. For example, propellant for
the DF-4 is presumed to be stored in tunnelswith fuel linesleading to the launch pad. 1n order
to belaunched, the missilesmust berolled out to the launch pad, placed on the launch stand, and
fueled, a process that requires several hours.* Although the missiles now use storable liquid
fuel, thefuel cannot remaininthemissilesfor greatly extended periods. According to BatesGill
and James Mulvenon, “The DF-5s are deployed in hardened but vulnerable silos, but the DF-3s
and DF-4s are land-mobile and can be moved to pre-surveyed launch sites if necessary. The
newer DF-21sand DF-15s are more versatile, since they can be launched from mobile TEL s at
pre-surveyed launch sites.”®” The current deployment of China's missiles are shown in Table
4 below.*®

Table 4: China’'sBallistic Missile Bases (derived from open sour ces)
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Base MUCD Base and Selected Brigade L ocations Reported Missile Types

51 80301 Headquarters: Shenyang, Liaoning Province DF-3A (CSS-2)
Brigades. Tonghua (DF-3A and DF-21), DF-21(CSS-5)
Dengshahe (DF-21)

52 80302 Headquarters. Huangshan (Tunxi), Anhui Province DF-15 (CSS-6)
Brigades: Leping (DF-15), Lianxiwang (DF-3A) DF-3A (CSS-2)

53 80303 Headguarters: Kunming, Y unnan Province DF-3A (CSS-2)
Brigades: Chuxiong (DF-21), Jianshui (DF-3A) DF-21 (CSS-5)

54 80304 Headquarters. Luoyang, Henan Province DF-4 (CSS-3)
Brigades: Luoning (DF-5), Sundian (DF-4) DF-5 (CSS-4)

55 80305 Headquarters: Huaihua, Hunan Province DF-4 (CSS-3)
Brigades: Tongdao (2 brigades of DF-4)

56 80306 Headquarters. Xining, Qinghai Province DF-3A (CSS-2)
Brigades: Datong (DF-3A), Delingha (DF-4), Da DF-4 (CSS-3)
Qaidam (DF-4)

N/A 80310 Headquarters: Baoji, Shanxi Province N/A

N/A  N/A Headquarters: Yidu, Shandong Province DF-3A (CSS-2)

Note: In addition, reports also cite the following launch sites:
DF-5: Jiuquan (war reserves), Wuzhai (war reserves)

Source: Mark A. Stokes, China’s Strategic Modernization: Implications for the United Sates
(Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, September, 1999); L eonard Spector, Mark G.
McDonough with Evan S. Medeiros, Tracking Nuclear Proliferation: A Guidein Maps and Charts
(Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Washington, DC, 1995) 52-56; Bill Gertz, “New
Chinese missiles target al of East Asia” Washington Times, 10 July, 1997, A1. The MUCDs have
been collected from open sources, including assorted neibu Second Artillery publications.
Subordinate brigade and battalion MUCDs will be included in alater version of the paper.

China’'sSRBMs

There have been various estimates about the size of China s current and future SRBM
force opposite Taiwan. The 1999 NIC report emphasizesthat Chinais significantly improving
its theater missile capabilities and is increasing the size of its SRBM force deployed opposite
Taiwan.* The current trend indicates an increase of about fifty missiles per year®® that began
with a modest force of thirty to fifty M-9/11 SRBMsin 1995.** The primary factors that are
likely to influence the eventual size and composition of thisforceinclude the political situation
(domestic, regional, and international), doctrinal considerations, strategic and tactical
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reguirements, technology developments, production capacity, and the PLA’s organizational
structure. Any or al of these factors could cause adjustments up or down in the size and
deployment rate of the force over the next ten to fifteen years.*?

Cruise Missiles

Besides ballistic missiles, the PLA is acquiring stand-off weapons such as antiship
cruise missiles (ASCMs), LACMs, and air launched cruise missiles (ALCMs) that would be
useful in countering potential adversaries operating on naval platforms, from basesin the East
and South China Seas, or from Taiwan.*®

Technological improvements to the C-801 and the C-802 ASCMs are providing a
gradual upgrade to China's current force of antiquated, first generation CSS-N-1 ASCMs.
Despite the obsol escence of many of its ships, itslack of operational experienceanditsinability
to resupply ASCMs at sea, the PLA Navy could assemble a sizeable antisubmarine warfare
force. China's ASCM capability is expected to improve further with the recent acquisition
of Russian-built Sovremennyy-class destroyers armed with the SS-N-22/Sunburn ASCM. PLA
Naval Aviation B-6D bombersare capableof firing the C-601 ASCM, and the Navy’ snew FB-7
fighter-bomber likely will carry C-801/C-802 ASCMs. One B-6 variant is being developed to
carry an ALCM.

China's LACMs appear to have ardatively high development priority and are being
aided by an aggressive effort to acquire foreign cruise missile technology and subsystems,
particularly from Russia.®® Thefirst LACM to enter production probably would beair-launched
and could be operational in the next few years.

China’sMilitary Threat to Taiwan

SRBMs are not the only threats Taiwan faces from the mainland. Currently, China’'s
morethan 2.5-million-man PLA dwarfsTaiwan’ sdefenseforce of about 400,000. |nmost cases,
equipment totals also are disproportionate in favor of the People’ s Republic of China (PRC).
Only aportion of thisoverall strength, however, could be brought to bear against Taiwan at one
time. Maintaining air superiority over the Taiwan Strait would be an essential part of any
Chinese effort to mount a military operation against Taiwan. China has an overwhelming
guantitative advantage over Taiwan in military aircraft and would retain that advantage beyond
2005. (Chinahasnearly 4,500 combat aircraft, ascompared with some 400 on Taiwan.) Onthe
other hand, Taiwan's more modern aircraft would provide it with a qualitative advantage that
should beretained at | east through that period.*® In addition, Chinaisdeveloping cruise missiles
that could be used in conjunction with ballistic missiles and aircraft against Taiwan.*’
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The Chinese Navy has about sixty-five attack submarines—five of which are nuclear
powered—as compared tofour diesel attack submarinesfor Taiwan. Chinahasover sixty major
surface combatants while Taiwan has no more than forty. An amphibious invasion of Taiwan
by Chinawould be a highly risky and most unlikely option for the PLA. 1t most likely would
be preceded by avariety of preparatory operations to include ablockade, conventional missile
strikes, air strikes, and specia operations on Taiwan. If Beijing opted for anaval blockade of
Taiwan, the intent would be to cripple the island economically and isolate it internationally.
China’ sleaders apparently believe—perhaps mistakenly— that this option would belesslikely
to provoke outside intervention than others. In the event of a confrontation, Beijing would
choose successively more stringent quarantine-blockade actions, beginning with declaring
maritime exercise closure areas and stopping Taiwan-flagged merchant vessel soperating in the
Taiwan Strait. Operations likely would include mine laying, and deploying submarines and
surface ships to enforce the blockade.*®
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Section I11: Theater Missile Defense for South Korea

he Korean Peninsula remains a very dangerous place with continuing potential for armed

conflict involving ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Today, the
United States stations 37,500 troops at more than eighty-five installations in South Korea.*
South K orea has 690,000 active duty personnel stationed throughout the country. Major US
units include the Eighth Army and Seventh Air Force. The capital of South Korea, Seoul,
is located just forty kilometers from the DMZ, is within reach of North Korean artillery,
and is open to attack by special operations forces.

US and ROK forces throughout South Korea face extraordinary challenges in the
event of an attack from the North. North Korea has heavily fortified artillery, rocket, and
short-range missile forces forward-deployed in extensive underground facilities.? Pyongyang
is also widely presumed to have WMD. Short time lines, close distances, terrain features,
and the difficulties of “reading” North Korean leadership would pose significant challenges
for alied forces.

The North Korea's dire economic situation is another “wild card” in gauging
Pyongyang's intentions. Economic constraints will likely undermine military readiness and
forestall widespread military modernization, but North Koreais also likely to give priority to
WMD and missile programs, as well asto special operations forces.?

TMD FOR SOUTH KOREA

Concerns about North Korea’'s WMD capabilities and ballistic missile inventories
prompted the United States to begin deploying Patriot TMD systems in South Koreain 1994.
Although North Korea had signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1985,
Pyongyang refused to permit International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectorstovisitits
nuclear facilities.* North Koreaargued that it would not sign the safeguards agreement aslong
asthe United States stationed nuclear weaponsin South Korea. After President George Bush's
October 1991 announcement of the removal of American nuclear weapons from South Korea,
Pyongyang signed an | AEA safeguards agreement in 1992, but continued to resist inspection of
two gas graphite reactors ideally suited for production of plutonium and a large unfinished
facility at Y ongbyonwhichwas suspected of being areprocessing plant for extracting plutonium
from the spent reactor fuel. 1n 1992, South Korean President Roh Tae Wu offered to make the
Korean peninsula a nuclear-free zone, and the two sides agreed in principle to mutual
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inspections. After the North's refusal to accept a South Korean proposa for short-notice
inspections of all suspected nuclear sites, the inter-Korean talks on mutual inspections broke
down in November 1992.

North Koreathreatened to withdraw from the NPT in 1993 and still refusesto cooperate
fully withthe lAEA.> Following Kim Il-sung’ sdeath in July 1994, the United States and North
Koreasigned the Agreed Framework in October 1994, which was intended to freeze the North
Korea s nuclear program and replace its graphite-moderated reactors with light-water reactors
(LWRs) for power generation. The Agreed Framework also established the Korean Peninsula
Energy Development Organization (KEDO), composed of the European Union (EU), Japan,
South Korea, and the United States, which is providing a stopgap supply of fuel oil until one of
the reactors begins operating.®

As tensions mounted throughout 1993 and 1994, military forces on both sides of the
DMZ prepared for apossible conflict.” In December 1993, the Commander of USFK requested
that the Clinton administration depl oy Patriotswith USforcesto counter the North Korean Scud
threat. At that time, South Koreabalked out of concern that it might upset US talkswith North
Korea on arranging outside inspection of Pyongyang's nuclear program. As the North
reinforced its forces along the DMZ and prepared to test an upgraded Nodong missile, South
Korea dropped its resistance to the forward-deployment of Patriots for USforces?® Finaly, in
March 1994, President Clinton approved the request, and five Patriot missile batteries, with
sixty-four missiles each, arrived in South K orea the following month.®

South Korea’ sconcernswith North Korea' semerging ballistic missile threat prompted
Seoul to begin discussions with Russia and the United States on acquiring a TMD capability.
Asearly as December 1992, Russia began discussions with South Korea’' s Samsung Aerospace
and Samsung Electronicsabout building the S-300 (SA-10) surface-to-air missile system for the
TMD role under license. The deal was believed to include search, acquisition, command, and
tracking radarsto help pay off $500 million of the $1.56 billion Russian debt to South Koreafor
the import of South Korean goods.™® Fearing incompatibility with defense systems employed
by the US armed forces stationed in South Korea—as well as the entry of Russian defense
contractorsinto South K orea—Washington urged Seoul to purchase US systems.** In October
1993, the ROK ministry of defense began holding discussions with the US Department of
Defense about participating in the TMD program.’> The ROK’s negotiations with Russia
continued through October 1996 before Seoul decided not to purchase the S-300 systems.*®
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On 5 March 1999, the South Korean Ministry of Defense announced that the ROK
military did not plan to participate in the US TMD program. While acknowledging South
Korea s vulnerability to a North Korean missile attack, a ROK spokesman noted the high cost
and limited military effectiveness of TMD systems for South Korea's purposes.* Indeed, the
proximity of Seoul tothe DM Z makes South Kored' scapital extremely vulnerabletolong-range
artillery. Under these circumstances, TMD transfers to South Korea are not a compelling
requirement. On 1 July 1999, an unidentified senior State Department official responded to this
announcement by expressing hope that South K oreamight reconsider participationinUSTMD
systems in the future, especially with respect to an upper-tier program.*®

THE ROK’SCHINA FACTOR

Although Seoul facesaNorth K orean military threat that has received Chinese support
for over fifty years, South Korea s growing economic, political, and military relationship with
Chinahasbeen aconsiderationin Seoul’ scal culationson acquiring TMD systems. When Seoul
and Beijing established diplomatic relations in August 1992, their bilateral trade equaled $4.4
billion.*® Today, thetwo countries have become each other’ sthird-largest trading partners, with
atrade volume of $23.7 billion in 1998.%

While Beijing has sought to maintain a diplomatic balance in its relations with Seoul
and Pyongyang, economic relations with South Korea are becoming more of a factor. ROK
presidents Roh Tae Woo and Kim Young Sam visited China in September 1992 and March
1994, respectively.’® When ROK president Kim Dae-jung visited Chinain November 1999,
Beijing and Seoul agreed to establish a cooperative partnership®® with the primary goal of
expanding cooperation in high technology, manufacturing, agriculture, and the environment.®

Beijing and Seoul have also gradually strengthened their military relations. Today they
have routine high-level and functional-level exchanges.” When Presidents Roh Tae Woo and
Kim Y oung Sam visited China, they were accompanied by their Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff. Following these visits, a few other ROK generals in charge of policy and defense
intelligence visited China. In August 1999, ROK Defense Minister Cho Seong-tae becamethe
highest ranking military official tovisit China. Chinadid not begin sending high-level military
delegations to Seoul until December 1996, when Major General Luo Bin, the PLA’s Director
of the Foreign Affairs Office, becamethefirst active-duty PLA genera to visit Seoul sincethe
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Korean War. The relationship gained further momentum when Chinese Defense Minister Chi
Haotian visited South Koreain January 2000.%

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TMD STUDY FINDINGS

In September 1998, General John Tilelli, then-Commander-in-Chief United Nations
(UN) and Combined Forces, Korea, testified, “US forces in Korea have only one battalion of
Patriot missileswith six firing batteries, which are deployed to protect the three most important
air bases[Osan, Suwon, and Kunson]. Thisleavesthe majority of the command and the rest of
the ROK virtually unprotected.”?® During acongressional hearing on 15 March 2000, General
Thomas Schwartz, Commander-in-Chief UN and Combined Forces, K orea, advocated alayered
TMD defense for US forces that would include PAC-3, Aegis ships, THAAD, and Medium
Extended Air Defense System (MEADS).?

Inan April 1999 “Report to Congress on Theater Missile Defense Architecture Options
in the Asia—Pacific Region,” the Department of Defense laid out the architecture requirements
for the establishment and operation of TMD systems for the ROK that would provide for South
Korea s defense against limited theater ballistic missile attacks. The Pentagon’s conclusions
were as follows:

Using four upper tier endo-exo-atmospheric batteries (similar to the THAAD
system) and seven lower tier batteries (similar to the PAC-3), al of the country
beyond the immediate reach of very short-range ballistic missiles could be
covered. Sincemost North Korean missilesattacking the ROK do not fly high
enough for the exo-atmospheric upper-tier systemsto engagethem, thecritical
featurefor the coverage achieved by thisarchitectureisthe minimumintercept
atitude of the endo-exo-atmospheric upper-tier system.?

RECOMMENDATIONS

TheWorking Group notesthat USmissile defenserequirementsare quite different from
South Korean priorities. Additional lower-tier TMD deployments, both land- and sea-based,
by USforces could help defend ports, airfields, and key US military facilities, such asthe US
forces headquarters in Seoul, that would be essential in fulfilling alliance responsibilities to
cometo the aid of the ROK. Therefore, the additional deployment of lower-tier TMD systems,
operated by US forces stationed in South Korea, can reaffirm alliance ties while providing
additional military utility.
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The North Korean ballistic missilethreat isnot a new phenomenon to South Korea. Nor
isitacompelling threat, compared to Seoul’ sother security concern, such asthe bombardment
of Seoul by artillery. South Korea does not place a high priority on expending resources on
lower-tier TMD systems to defend against the existing missile threat. The ROK properly
assumesthat the United States would depl oy additional lower-tier TMD systemsto help protect
sites essential to allied military operations. Forward-deployed, lower-tier TMD systems
operated by US forces would have an integrated command and control system, further
strengthening alliance ties.

The Working Group believes that South Korea's decision not to purchase lower-tier
TMD systems reflects a realistic appraisal of defense priorities. The Working Group
recommends that the acquisition of lower-tier TMD systems by South Korea should not come
at the expense of reguirementsthat can have greater military utility in the defense of Seoul and
allied troops positioned between Seoul and the DMZ.

TheWorking Group questionsthe high costsand thelimited political and military utility
of land-based, upper-tier TMD systems for US forces based in South Korea. The Working
Group concludesthat counter-offensive air operations against North Korean missilefacilities
and launch sites would be far more effective and less costly than land-based, upper-tier TMD
deployments.

While land-based, upper-tier TMD deployments in South Korea could provide some
utility against longer-range North Korean missile aimed at Japan or USbases|ocated in Japan,
theWorking Group believesthat afar stronger case can be madefor sea-based, upper-tier TMD
deploymentsby the USNavy that have proventheir inter cept capabilitiesthrough rigor ousflight
testing. TheWorking Group supportsthedepl oyment of sea-based, upper-tier TMD systemsthat
would not be “ South Korea specific.” Instead, they would serve as instruments of regional
security against existing and prospective ballistic missile capabilities that could harm US
forward-deployed forces, friends, and alliesin the region.
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Section IV: Theater Missile Defensefor Taiwan

he Stimson Center's Working Group engaged in lengthy discussions on the following

guestions: What are Taiwan's political and military motivations for considering the
acquisition and deployment of TMD? Does Taiwan have acompelling military requirement for
TMD? Are the political rationales for TMD more compelling, particularly with respect to
Taipel’s relations with Beijing and Washington? Should Taiwan help share the funding for
improvementsin US TMD that might later be transferred to Taipei? Should the United States
cooperatewith Taiwan on technology sharing for TMD? If circumstances and flight test results
warrant deployment, should the United States provide Taiwan with TMD? What priority is
Taiwan likely to attach to paying for and deploying TMD if the United States makes these
systems available?

Beijing’ sstated goal isto achieve Taiwan' sreunification with the mainland, preferably
by peaceful means. Theimmediatetask, however, hasbeen to keep Taiwan from moving further
along the path toward independence and to compel Taipei to accept Beijing's view of “one-
China’ principle. PLA’s acquisition of M-9/11 SRBMs over the past decade, coupled with
repeated statements that “ Chinawill not commit itself not to resort to force,” have reinforced
Beijing’ s willingness to try to intimidate Taiwan.! While China has had MRBMs and ICBMs
deployed sincethe early 1980s, the equanimity with which the United Statesand USfriendsand
aliesin Asiaviewed Beijing’ smissile capabilities and belligerence toward Taiwan changed in
1995 and 1996, when the PLA launched ten SRBMs to impact points near Taiwan in a
provocative attempt to influence the democratic presidential electionsthere. These actions by
Beijing have contributed greatly to Taiwan's desire to acquire a TMD capability.

TAIWAN' SVULNERABILITY

The Pentagon’s 1 March 1999 report on the cross—Strait military balance stated that
Taiwan’s most significant vulnerability isin itslimited capacity to defend against the growing
arsenal of Chineseballistic missiles, especially Beijing’ sampleand growing supply of SRBMs.?
These missiles pose a serious threat to non-hardened military targets, command and control
nodes, and military infrastructure in Taiwan.

China attached considerable psychological value to its inventory of ballistic missiles.
In early March 2000, Admiral Dennis Blair, Commander-in-Chief of US Pacific Command,
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argued that, in his view, these missiles were terror weapons, as they were too inaccurate to hit
military targets with enough confidence.® Astheir accuracy increases, these missileswill pose
amilitary, as well as a psychological threat to Taiwan. Even if Chinais unable to target key
facilitiesaccurately with ballistic missiles, these attackswould likely be designed to demoralize
civiliansand political leaders, aswell asto disrupt commercial operations and negatively affect
Taiwan's stock market.

Beijing's preferred goal would be to achieve capitulation by Taiwan's leadership
without the need for aninvasion of theidland. If fighting occursover thefuture of Taiwan, most
observers believe that Beijing cannot win without securing air and sea superiority over and
around Taiwan. The PLA’s acquisition of modern airborne and naval weapon systems from
Russiaal ong withtheindigenousdevel opment and deployment effortsappear geared toward this
scenario.

The Department of Defense’s 1999 report on the military balance across the Taiwan
Strait concludes that in order for an invasion to succeed, Beijing would have to possess the
capability to conduct amulti-faceted campaign, involving air assault, airborneinsertion, special
operations raids, amphibious landings, maritime area denial operations, air superiority
operations, and conventional missile strikes.* The PLA would likely encounter great difficulty
conducting such a sophisticated campaign by 2005. A key factor inthe successor failure of any
military campaigh waged by China would be third party intervention by the United States.
Beijing would almost certainly face political, economic, diplomatic, and military costs if a
military confrontation was perceived to be instigated by the mainland. According to the
Department of Defensereport, if the PLA wereto opt for anaval blockade against Taiwan, and
it should fail, then high-volume missile strikes against priority military and political targets
would likely follow.

One close observer of China's military options believes that the PLA’s missile attack
strategy would include conventional SRBMsand LACMsagainst critical facilities, such askey
airfields and C4l nodes, and naval facilities® PLA writings suggest a requirement for
approximately 400 theater missiles (amix of SRBMs, possibly MRBMs, and/or LACMS) inthe
opening stages of aconflict. Following each launch, the launchers could be moved to different
locationsto avoid disabling counter-offensive operations. Theremaining theater missileswould
presumably be held in reserve. This targeting strategy would greatly complicate Taiwan's
ability to conduct military operations. The Department of Defense concludes, however, that
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China could encounter problems coordinating missile firings with other concurrent military
operations, such as air and maritime engagements.®

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE TMD STUDY FINDINGS

Inan April 1999 “Report to Congress on Theater Missile Defense Architecture Options
in the Asia—Pacific Region,” the Department of Defense laid out the architecture requirements
for the establishment and operation of TMD systems for Taiwan that would help provide for
Taiwan's defense against limited theater ballistic missile attacks.’

The Pentagon’s architecture requirements reflect the geography of Taiwan and the
evolving theater ballistic missile capability of China.® The key geographic feature dominating
the architecture requirements is the short 175 km sea barrier between Taiwan and China.
Shorter range missiles (range<300km) could fly over that barrier and could remain below the
reach of upper-tier TMD systems. A Chinese missile attack could come from multiple
directions. China possesses theater ballistic missileswith longer ranges (3,000 km) that could
supplement SRBM attacks. Both short- and medium-range ballistic missilethreatsare expected
toincreasesignificantly over thenext several years. Medium-rangemissile havere-entry speeds
likely to preclude a high probability of intercept by lower-tier systems. These features make
early warning surveillance for cueing purposes essential for an effective missile defense. The
results of the study are as follows:

Against shorter rangeballistic missiles, either lower-tier system (PAC or Navy
Ared) could adequately defend most of Taiwan's critical assets. However,
neither architecture could provide any defense against longer-range ballistic
missiles. Oneland-based upper-tier fire unit, with an additional THAAD-like
radar would be able to cover the entire island. This system could intercept
incoming missilesboth inside and outside the atmosphere. A sea-based upper-
tier exo-atmosphere system could cover all of Taiwan. Only one ship position
is required for the sea-based upper-tier system, providing shoot-look-shoot
coverage for portions of Taiwan.’

The Department of Defense report al so acknowledged that exclusive reliance on active
missile defenseswoul d not sufficiently offset the overwhel ming advantagein offensivemissiles
that Beijing is projected to possess in 2005.2° Therefore, Taipei would have to undertake a
serious passive defense program in addition to acquiring any TMD systems.
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Whilethe Department of Defensereport provided areasonable summary of hypothetical
TMD options, the report acknowledged that it was not intended to address their feasibility or
desirability from political, economic, or other security perspectives. Furthermore, thereport was
not intended to discuss the criteria for arms transfers to Taiwan, nor did the report make any
recommendations on specific systems. The vulnerability of upper-tier defensesfor Taiwan, as
well astheir attractiveness astargets, did not figure prominently in the Pentagon’ s report.

TAIWAN' SDEBATE ON TMD

Following China s first deployment of DF-15/M-9 SRBMs opposite Taiwan in 1990,
Taipei ordered three PAC-2 fireunitsand 200 missilesin 1993.** Eachfireunit haseight launch
stations with four missiles each, for atotal of ninety-six ready missiles and 104 spares.> The
systems began arriving in Taiwan in 1997 and are currently deployed in the densely-popul ated
greater Taipei area’® These Patriot systems provide Taiwan with some very limited point
defense capabilities against short-range ballistic missiles.** The Working Group believes that
these systems, especially their radars, would be among the first targets in a missile or special
forces attack on Taiwan.

Following China’ s 1995 and 1996 military exercises, internal Taiwan military debates
and discussions with the United States during the annual arms salestalks centered on three key
issues:®

C Whether to acquire any TMD systems beyond PAC-2/MADS;
C If so, which systems to acquire; and

C The cost of acquiring new systems.

By late 1998, Taiwan still had reservations about acquiring any TMD systems beyond
MADS, but felt compelled to address TMD options. Tang Fei, then-Minister of Defense,
testified that although TM D systemswere still in aconceptual phase, Taiwan must begin laying
the ground work for acquiring TMD.*® Based on an analysis of the primary ballistic missile
threat and Taiwan's requirements, the ministry of defense made three decisions: 1) Taiwan
would invest $1 billion over the following three years to purchase six PAC-3 missile fire units
to provide Patriot air defense coverage for Taichung and Kaohsiung, as well as Taipei;'’ 2)
Taiwan would only be interested in lower-tier TMD systems, whether land- or sea-based; and
3) Taiwan would withhold judgment on requesting any future upper-tier systems.*®
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Theissue of the high cost of acquiring TM D was not completely resolved, but Tang and
other government officials have stated that Taiwan would be willing to absorb the cost, if
necessary.” In March 1999, Tang testified that while it would cost Taiwan $9.23 billion over
eight to ten years to establish alower-tier missile defense system, Taiwan could not wait four
to five years to consider the decision whether or not to acquire the PAC-3 missile and/or a
lower-tier, sea-based system.?® Taiwan’ sdefense purchasesover the past decadereflect Taipei’s
willingnessto purchase expensive military hardware. From 1991-1999, Taiwan purchased $20
billion worth of arms, including $18 billion from the United States, making Taiwan theworld's
second largest arms buyer behind Saudi Arabia during the 1990s.? Taiwan's defense budget
in 1998 was $8.3 billion, but the military often purchases major items on an ad hoc basisoutside
the normal defense budget.?? This would most likely be the case for any significant TMD-
related purchasesin the future.

TAIWAN'SINTEREST IN A NAVAL TMD CAPABILITY

One of the most important decisions that came out of the internal military debate in
Taiwan concerned acquiring alower-tier, sea-based TMD system. For several years, discussions
within Taiwan’'s navy leadership focused on whether the navy’s modernization plans should
center around Aegis-equipped surface combatants or other anti-surface and anti-submarine
warfare platforms.® Asin Japan, the possibility of acquiring aternative TMD systems created
turf battles among Taiwan’s military services and within each service's branches over budget
shares, manpower, and opportunity costs.* Following this debate, Taiwan made the decision
to request permission during the 1999 annual arms sal estalkswith the United Statesto purchase
four new Aegis-equipped destroyerswith an Aegis-derived Evolved Advanced Combat System
for atotal of $6.5 billion.

On 17 April 2000, the Clinton administration announced that it would defer a decision
on the sale of the four Aegis-equipped ships, along with Taiwan’s request for diesel-electric
submarinesand P-3/Orion anti-submarineaircraft, pending aDepartment of Def ense assessment
of Taiwan's defense needs.®® Although most media reports portrayed Taiwan’s acquisition of
the destroyers as automatically including aTMD capability, the armstalksleading up to the 17
April decision did not include provisions for furnishing the ships with a TMD capability.?’
Taiwan’s Navy is concerned that an attack on Taiwan could degrade the Air Force' s ability to
provide air defense for the fleet. Therefore, the Navy believes it needs to have its own air
defense capability. The versatile Aegis-equipped destroyers could be employed by Taiwan for
aTMD role, or an air defense role—if they remain functional in any conflict. These platforms
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would likely be primary targetsin any conflict with the mainland, and for China' s Navy, which
isincreasingly oriented around cruise missiles.”®

If the destroyers are approved at some later date, it would take at least five years to
produce the ships, followed by more years of training and technical cooperation between the
American and Taiwan navies so that the systems could be used effectively.” Furthermore, they
would likely be configured initially for their standard mission of defense against aircraft and
ships—not against ballistic missiles. Whilethearmstalksdid not includeprovisonsforaTMD
package, the talks did not preclude, nor did they promise, the eventual possibility of Taiwan
acquiring the TMD missiles for the ships at alater date. Should apolicy decision be approved
to do so, a TMD capability could technically be included by adding the necessary software
changesto the Aegis Weapons System and adding therequired Standard Missiles (SM-2 or SM-
3). The Navy Area SM-2 Block IV A interceptor will not be deployed with US forces until at
least 2003, and would most likely not be available for Taiwan for two to three more years after
that. Anupper-tier naval capability isunlikely to beready for USforces until the decade’ send.

THE POLITICAL DIMENSION

In the Working Group’s view, Taipel has three primary motivations for seeking to
acquire upgraded Patriot and Navy Area TMD systems. First, the upgraded Patriot system
(PAC-3) and Aegis-equipped ships would provide Taiwan with a limited capability against
China’ sballisticmissiles. Second, thedeployment of TMD systemswoul d provide psychol ogical
reassurance to the people of Taiwan. Passive defense measures alone would not provide the
same degree of psychological reassuranceaswould military purchasesof TMD fromthe United
Sates. Third, and moreimportant thanthemilitary dimensionsof TMD acquisitions, Taipei has
political imperatives in acquiring TMD.

Taiwan’'s military and civilian officials fully understand that TMD systems cannot
provide a protective, leak-proof umbrella against China’s ballistic missiles, especially in a
complex, multidimensional war. However, the political consequences of TMD decisions in
US-Taiwan relations far outweigh the military utility of these systems. In February 1999,
Taiwan's defense minster Tang Fel (now prime minister) acknowledged this, declaring, “ The
introduction of a TMD system would bear a political significance bigger than its military
significance.” *



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region 47

Thus, the acquisition of TMD, from Taipei’ s per spective, haslessto do with addressing
the threat posed by China’'s ballistic missiles than with providing tangible evidence of US
support for the defense of Taiwan. |f Taiwan acquires PAC-3 Configuration 3 and Aegis-
equipped destroyers, the question of interoperability with US systemswill arise—prior to and
during a conflict acrossthe Strait. The transfer of these systems would not necessarily result
in interoperability and the resumption of US-Taiwan defense ties. All of the negotiations
leading up to the final acquisition of TMD systems and the follow-on support, however, would
necessitate avisible, closer working relationship between Taiwan and the Pentagon. Taiwan's
goal, and Beijing’'s major concern, is that these consultations could become the reason for a
resumption of the US-Taiwan defense partnership that was severed when the United States
established formal diplomatic relationswith the People’ s Republic of China on 1 January 1979.
Beijing’ s concerns have been amplified by other USarms salesin general to Taiwan, and by
recent congressional attempts to strengthen the US-Taiwan military relationship.

When the United States established diplomatic relations with the People' s Republic of
Chinain January 1979, the US Congress passed the Taiwan Relations Act (Public Law 96-8),
which governs the unofficia relationship. Concerning the defense of Taiwan, the Act states:

It is the policy of the United States....to provide Taiwan with arms of a
defensive character. The United States will make available to Taiwan such
defense articles and defense services in such quantity as may be necessary to
enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense capability. The President
and the Congress shall determine the nature and quantity of such defense
articlesand services based solely upon their judgment of the needs of Taiwan,
in accordance with procedures established by law. Such determination of
Taiwan's defense needs shall include review by United States military
authorities in connection with recommendations to the President and the
Congress.

Since 1995, somein the US Congress have becomeincreasingly forceful proponents of
providing Taiwan with a TMD capability and strengthening political and military ties with
Taiwan, including advocating the transfer of land- and sea-based TMD systems. Since 1997,
membersof Congresshaveintroduced two significant piecesof legislation affecting USmilitary
tieswith Taiwan: The 1997 United States-Taiwan Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation
Act, and the 1999 Taiwan Security Enhancement Act. President Clinton also signed the 1999
Defense Authorization Act that limits US-China military cooperation.® The 1997 legislation
declares:
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It is in the US nationa interest that Taiwan be included in any effort at
ballistic missile defense cooperation, networking, or inter-operability with
friendly and alied nations in the Asia—Pacific region. This conclusion was
based on the findings that the deployment of a US TMD system in the
Asia—Pacific region would maintain a balance of power across the Taiwan
Straits and deter the PRC from resorting to military intimidation tactics to
coerce or manipulate Taiwan in the future. The Act required the Secretary of
Defense to carry out a study of the architecture requirements for the
establishment and operation of aTMD system in the Asia—Pacific region that
would have the capability to protect Taiwan from ballistic missile attacks.*

This report was submitted to Congress on 14 April 1999.* During mid-1999, many
Republicans on the Senate Foreign Relations Committee and the House I nternational Relations
Committeesponsored similar billsknown asthe* Taiwan Security Enhancement Act.” Although
the House passed itsversion by amargin of 341-70, the Senate hasyet to voteonitsversion and
President Clinton has vowed to veto it. If passed, the Act would require enhanced military
exchanges between the United States and Taiwan and would also ensure that Taiwan has the
necessary equipment to maintain its defense. In addition, the legislation would prohibit any
politically motivated reductions in arms sales, and would authorize the sale of abroad array of
defense articles. The hill aso calls for the establishment of a direct communications link
between the US Pacific Command and Taiwan’s military headquarters.®

Clearly, thereis strong support in Congress for a Taiwan that has the ability to defend
itself against China. Taiwan's defenders on Capitol Hill disapprove of improved US-China
military ties, especialy if they have the potential to harm US relations with Taiwan.

TAIWAN' SALTERNATIVES

Some Taiwan military officials and political leaders, including former Vice President
Lien Chan, haveraised the possibility of Taiwan devel oping offensive missilesthat could strike
the mainland in retaliation against missilelauncheson theisland.®* Strike aircraft could also be
used to conduct counter-attacks on PLA facilities. The ultimate deterrent to a Chinese attack
would be for Taiwan to devel op nuclear weapons and a delivery capability. Although unlikely
today, Taiwan hasahistory of trying to devel op its own nuclear weapons program.® Following
China's development of nuclear weapons in the 1960s, Taiwan began a secret program to
develop its own nuclear weapons. In the mid-1970s, the United States and the IAEA pushed
Taiwan hard to cut back on the most controversial parts of its program. When Taiwan did not
abandonitsnuclear ambitionsaltogether, the United States|ed another effort to stop the program
in the late 1980s.
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Taiwan officialshaverepeatedly denied aninterestin nuclear weapons. WhileTaiwan's
acquisition of along-range missile or nuclear capability might provide Taipei with deterrence
against a Chinese attack, it could just as well encourage adrive for Taiwan independence and
a Chinese pre-emptive attack. Moreover, Taiwan's pursuit of missiles and nuclear weapons
would be extremely damaging to global non-proliferation regimes.

CHINA’SRESPONSE TO TMD FOR TAIWAN

The Stimson Center’ s Working Group notes that China has previously lived with the
enmity of not only one, but two nuclear superpowerswhileforegoing aready nuclear deterrent.
This relaxed approach to nuclear deterrence now seems to be changing. Bates Gill and James
Mulvenon state that China s ballistic missile force should be analyzed at three distinct levels,
reflecting a multifaceted force with very different missions: a posture of credible minimal
deterrence with regard to the continental United States and Russia; a more offensive-oriented
posture of “limited deterrence” with regard to China's theater nuclear forces;, and an
offensively-configured, preemptive, counterforce warfighting posture of “active defense” or
“offensive defense” for the Second Artillery Corp’ sconventional missileforces.® Animportant
report co-authored by experts from the Council on Foreign Relations, National Defense
University, and theIngtitutefor Defense Analysis, China, Nuclear Weapons, and Arms Control:
A Preliminary Assessment concludes that Chinawill continue to modernizeits ballistic missile
force for the foreseeable future regardless of US behavior.*® Based on an analysis of previous
deployment patterns, Beijing appearsto befollowing afairly predictable course of devel opment
and production. This could change, however, if Beijing perceives that its security interests are
significantly challenged. According to the Department of Defense, “ China probably will have
the industrial capacity, though not necessarily the intent, to produce alarge number, perhaps as
many as athousand, new missiles within the next decade.”* In other words, China's strategic
modernization programs have finally taken shape, but the trgjectory of these efforts remain
unclear.

While US national and theater missile defense programsare clearly part of the changing
Chinese calculations regarding a limited, but launch-capable nuclear deterrent, so too, are
Beijing’ sconcernsover Taiwan's move toward independence. These concerns now merge and
find expression over the issue of selling PAC-3 and Aegis-equipped shipsto Taiwan.

Although Taiwan's initial request for PAC-2 systems came in response to China's
deployment of DF-15/M-9 SRBMsin 1990, Beijing has consistently decried any of Taiwan's
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attemptsto acquireaTMD capability. From Beijing' sperspective, thetransfer of any USTMD
systemsto Taiwan is objectionable for six major reasons:*°

C TMD transfers would be a harmful intrusion on internal Chinese affairs and as a
violation of the three Joint Communiqués governing US-Chinese relations;*

C TMD transfers to Taiwan would be steps toward the re-establishment of aUS military
aliance with Taiwan;

C TMD transfersto Taiwan could lead to ajoint Northeast Asiamissile defense network
including the United States, Japan, and South Korea;

C TMD transfers would complicate China's military options and reduce the military
effectiveness of China' s missile forces;

C TMD transfers would encourage those who seek independence within Taiwan; and

C TMD transfers of technology to Taiwan would help Taipei develop offensive ballistic
missile programs of its own.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The transfers of TMD systems to Taiwan could produce a wide range of negative
consequences for cross—Srais and US-China relations, including the possibility of providing
Beijing with a pretext to carry out a military strike. Of particular concern to Beijing would be
the transfer to Taiwan of TMD systems that are interoperable and linked with US military
forces. Such transfers would suggest to Beijing the restoration of the US-Taiwan mutual
defense treaty, thus seriously contravening the spirit and letter of the 1979 communigué on
normalization of diplomatic relations. Providing Taiwan with interoperable and linked TMD
systems could therefore precipitate a severe diplomatic crisisin US-Chinarelationsaswell as
new tensionsin the Taiwan Strait. Taking therisk of interlinking USand Taiwan TMD systems
seems especially questionable considering serious doubts about the military and technical
viability of TMD systems, given the short missile flight times from the mainland and China’s
likely ability to overwhelm any TMD deployments.
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Whiletherearerisksin responding to the Chinese buildup of ballistic missiles opposite
Taiwan, therearealsorisksinfailing to respond appropriately. Theoverriding USforeignand
national security policy interest—as well as the overriding regional security interest—in
cross-Strait relations is the peaceful resolution of issues that can produce conflict between
Chinaand Taiwan. US choiceson providing any type of TMD systemsto Taiwan should reflect
thisoverriding policy objective. The Working Group recommendsthat the United States should
continue to utilize the existing arms sales process to evaluate TMD transfersto Taiwan on a
case-by-case basis.

TheWorking Group affirmsthat Taiwan hasthelegitimateright to defend itself against
China’s growing arsenal of SRBMs, and that the sale of lower-tier TMD systems clearly falls
within the guidelines of the Taiwan Relations Act. Acknowledging Taiwan’ slegitimate interest
and the legality of US sales to Taiwan does not, however, necessarily mean that open-ended
sales of TMD systems would be either cost-effective or wise militarily and politically for
Washington and Taipei. The Working Group believesthat arms salesto Taiwan should reflect,
rather than prejudge, USforeign and national security policy on cross-Strait issues.

Recommendation on the PAC-3 System

Looking first at Taiwan's interest in upgrading the PAC-2/MADS system to a fully
capable PAC-3 Configuration-3 system, the Working Group recommendsthat the United Sates
should support such requests by Taipei. The Working Group notes, however, that the PAC-3
Configuration-3 missilewill not be available for USforces— et alone Taiwan—until at earliest
2001. Inthe meantime, China's SRBM capabilities opposite Taiwan are likely to grow. Even
a significant purchase of PAC-3 Configuration-3 systems would not be capable of providing
adequate coverage against a concerted ballistic missile attack. Nonetheless, transfers of
additional lower-tier, land-based TMD systems would help register opposition by the United
Sates and Taiwan to Beijing's coercive missile diplomacy. The Working Group believes that
land-based, lower-tier TMD systems should be controlled and operated by Taiwan, and should
not be inter-operable with US systems. Additional responses would also be required, as
discussed below.

Recommendation on the Navy Area System

The question of providing Taiwan with a lower-tier, sea-based TMD capability iseven
morecontentiousthantransferring lower -tier, land-based TMD. Whilethe Working Group does
not believethat a passive approach to China’ smissilebuildupiswarranted, the Working Group
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has concluded that the transfers of sea-based TMD platformsto Taiwan is unwise at thistime.
The Working Group’s recommendation is not based on China’s objections: all of Beijing’s
arguments against the transfer of a sea-based TMD systemto Taiwan are undercut by China’'s
heavy reliance on missiles in any military contingency across the Taiwan Srait. Rather, the
Wor king Group has concluded that sea-based TMD for Taiwan makeslesspolitical and military
sensethan the procurement of land-based systems. Thereareseveral considerationsbehindthis
recommendation.

The Working Group notes recent reports emphasizing that Taiwan’s military already
lacksthe ahility to fully utilize its exiting weapons systems and is not prepared to introduce the
sophisticated Aegis-equipped destroyersintoitsfleet.*? Therefore, the Clintonadministration’s
decisionto defer suchtransfersuntil the Department of Defense compl etesitsstudy on Taiwan’'s
overall defense needs isjustified. Furthermore, the Working Group believesthat itisan unwise
investment for Taiwan to spend scarce defense resources on Aegis-equipped ships in lieu of
other, morenear-termand cost-effective approaches. The Working Group doesnot assumethat
the US Navy would be assigned the specific mission of providing a sea-based TMD shield for
Taiwan. However, the Working Group recognized that Aegis-equipped ships operated by the
US Navy—working in conjunction with other US military assets—would have far more utility
than Aegis-equipped ships operated by Taiwan’s Navy. Thus, the Working Group believesthat
TMD on US ships would serve as a better response to Beijing’s missile buildup and enhance
regional stability, while averting steps that might precipitate political and military crises the
United Sates seeks to avoid.

Throughout its discussions, the Working Group approached the issue of TMD for
Taiwan from military and political perspectives. The Working Group has concluded that the
sale of upper-tier TMD systemsto Taiwan should not be considered at thistime, but should be
reconsidered in the future, depending on the evolution of the ballistic missile threat to Taiwan.
At present, Taiwan has not expressed an interest in acquiring these capabilities, they are far
fromready for deployment, and they do not addressthe vast majority of ballistic missilethreats
facing the island.

Recommendation on Passive Defense M easur es

Taiwan's defenses are best served by a combination of passive and active defenses,
which would be preferable than either component standing alone. The Working Group
recommendsthat Taiwan placea high priority on implementing passive defense measur es, such
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as hardening facilities and improving rapid runway repair capabilities, to increase its ability
to withstand and respond to a ballistic missile attack. Taiwan also needsto better integrateits
command, control, communications, computersand intelligence (C4l) structureand harden C4l
facilities. These measures would be more cost-effective and more quickly implemented than
Taiwan's deployment of additional TMD systems. The Working Group acknowledges that
passive defense measur es may not have the same psychol ogical impact on the peoplesof Taiwan
and China as visible, active defense measures. Thus, in addition to passive defense measures,
the Working Group supports additional transfers of land-based, lower-tier TMD systems.

Recommendation on Increasing Taiwan’s Offensive Capabilities

Thosewho are deeply skeptical of any further transfer of TMD systemsto Taiwan might
well consider Taipei’s alternatives to counter Beijing’s military modernization and missile
programs. The Working Group believes that the overriding US policy objective of securing a
peaceful outcomefor Beijing’ sdifferenceswith Taipei would not be advanced by armstransfers
of offensive military capabilities to Taiwan.

Recommendation on China—Taiwan Political Relations

The basic message the United States now needs to convey to Beijing and Taipei isthat
use of force across the Taiwan Strait would have profoundly negative ramifications for the
entire Asia—Pacificregion. USarms sales should reinforce, not undercut, thismessage. Inthe
Working Group’ sview, the continued transfer of Patriot TMD systemswould help reinforcethis
message, alongsideadditional passive defense measuresthat Taiwan could adopt to protect and
harden its domestic and military infrastructure. Therefore, the Working Group believes that
Taipel should be encouraged to prioritize its military equipment requests carefully, and that
Capitol Hill should not seek to manipulate these requests to pursue other domestic or
international policy objectives.

The Working Group wishesto stressthat Taiwan’ s acquisition of TMD systems should
not be used as a reason for Taiwan to shun political negotiations with Beijing on the future of
their relationship. Nor should Beijing usethe presence of TMD systemson Taiwan asan excuse
to continueits ballistic missile buildup and as a provocation for an attack on Taiwan.

The Working Group recommends that Beijing and Taipei pursue confidence-building
measures (CBMs), including military-to-military arrangements, to defuse tensions across the
Taiwan Strait. CBMs should include discussions of ballistic missiles and TMD. After all,
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Taiwan's requirements for TMD systems are directly affected by China’s ballistic missile
programs and deployments.

Recommendation on US-Taiwan Military Relations

The Working Group recognizes that there are diverse views within Taiwan and the
United Sates about how their military relationswith each other and with China should evolve.
The Working Group believesthat thetransfer of TMD systemsto Taipei should not only remain
within the spirit of the Taiwan Relations Act, but also should respect—and not seek to
shape—the democratic debate in Taiwan or the United States over theisland’ s future course.
In other words, TMD sales and military relations should not become a surrogate for policy
choices favored either in Washington or Taipei.

The Working Group recommends that low-level military exchanges should continue to
take place between the United States and Taiwan to discussarms salesin general, and TMD in
particular. TheWorking Group believesthat the United States should continueto refrain from
participating in military exerciseswith Taiwan. If Taiwan wants USassistancein revising its
strategy and doctrine to complement new TMD equipment purchases, Taiwan could utilizeUS
defense contractors for such purposes. The Working Group notes that the Department of
Defense uses such contractors to conduct similar studies for USforces.

Recommendation on US-China-Taiwan Relations

Until recently, there has been very little public debate in Taiwan about whether TMD
should be sought from the United States, what priority should be attached to acquiring TMD
systems, and which systems should be purchased. It has been difficult for politiciansin Taiwan
to speak out against acquiring a systemthat may be capable of protecting Taiwan fromChina’s
missiles—even if the specific TMD system happens to be a poor fit for Taiwan. Therefore, the
Working Group hopes that Taiwan would engage in a vigorous democr ati ¢ debate on the many
issuesinvolved in missile defenses for the island.

The Clinton administration has focused episodically—and at times urgently—on
variousaspectsof US-Chinapolicy, suchasPNTR, membershipin WTO, cross-Strait relations,
human rights, and missile defenses. The Clinton administration has not placed discussions of
TMD into broader policy objectivestoward Chinaand Taiwan. At the sametime, congressional
initiatives that have far-reaching implications for US policy toward Taipei and Beijing have
been pursued with little connection to broader objectives. The continued absence of a
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bipartisan, coordinated China policy between the executive and legidlative branches can only
harm US foreign and national security policy in the Asia—Pacific region. Therefore, the
Working Group strongly advocates that the next US administration issue a white paper
connecting all of the key elements of US policy toward China and Taiwan, and that a
broad-ranged, openinquiry on Capitol Hill beinitiated on USpolicy toward Chinaand Taiwan,
including the role that TMD might play in this evolving relationship. The issuance of a white
paper and non-advocacy-oriented congressional hearings could help membersof Congressand
the attentive public to situate US choices regarding TMD within broader US foreign and
national security policy objectives.



Endnotes

1. White Paper on China's National Defense (Beijing: Information Office of the State Council of the
People's Republic of China, July 1998).

2. Department of Defense, Report to Congress Pursuant to the FY99 Appropriations Bill, 1 March
1999. Thisreport iscommonly referred to as the 1999 Cross-Strait report. This report, submitted in
response to the FY 99 Appropriations Bill, addresses Taiwan’s ability to defend against current and
emerging PLA capabilities. The report addresses PLA and Taiwan force planning, strategy, and
doctrine; projected PLA and Taiwan capabilitiesin 2005 in the areas of conventional theater ballistic
and cruise missiles; information operations (C2W); air and air/missile defense assets; naval systems,
specia operations and conventional ground forces; and intangibles such as leadership, training,
personnel, and morale. The report concludes with a dynamic balance assessment of China’s ability in
2005 to implement a naval blockade; establish air superiority; conduct an amphibiousinvasion of
Taiwan; and gain information dominance.

3. “UsCallsin China’' s Ambassador over Taiwan,” Agence France Presse, 16 March 2000.

4. Department of Defense, Report to Congress Pursuant to the FY99 Appropriations Bill, 1 March
1999.

5. Mark A. Stokes, China’s Strategic Modernization: Implications for the United Sates, US Army
Strategic Studies Institute, September 1999. Mark A. Stokes, “PLA Strategic Warfighting in the 21
Century: Space and Theater Missile Development,” a paper presented at the Conference on the
People's Liberation Army, September 1999. Stokes is currently Country Director for Chinaand
Mongolia, Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, and served
asthe Assistant Air Attaché in Beijing from 1992—1995.

6. Department of Defense, Report to Congress Pursuant to the FY99 Appropriations Bill, 1 March
1999. Thisreport addresses Taiwan’s ability to defend against current and emerging PLA capabilities.
The report addresses PLA and Taiwan force planning, strategy, and doctrine; projected PLA and
Taiwan capabilities in 2005.

7. Department of Defense, Report to Congress on Theater Missile Defense Architecture Optionsin
the Asia—Pacific Region, 14 April 1999. Thisreport was written in accordance with the National
Defense Authorization Act for 1999 (Public Law 105-261).

8. Ibid.

9. George Lindsey, The Information Requirements for Aerospace Defense: Limits Imposed by
Geometry and Technology, Bailrigg Memorandum 27, CDISS, Lancaster University, p. 18. Found in
Mark A. Stokes, “Weapons of Precise Destruction: PLA Space and Theater Missile Devel opment,”
China and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Implications for the United Sates, Conference Report, 5
November 1999. Assuming anominal trgjectory at arange of 500 kilometers, the DF-15/M-9 would
reach an atitude of about 120 kilometers, achieve a re-entry speed of about two kilometers per second,
and have aflight time of only six or seven minutes. If moved closer to the target, the DF-15/M-9 likely
would be launched on alofted trgjectory that would increase the flight time outside the atmosphere,
thus increasing the missile' s vulnerability to upper tier systems. On the other hand, alofted trajectory
could increase the missile' s reentry speed, reducing the footprint, or defended area, of lower tier
systems such as Patriot. Given this scenario, both THAAD and NTW systems could likely intercept



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region 57

the DF-15/M-9 for a brief period of time while they are in the exo-atmosphere, but the majority of
their short flight would still take place in the endo-atmosphere, where Patriot and Navy Areawould be
most effective.

10. Department of Defense, Report to Congress Pursuant to the FY99 Appropriations Bill, 1 March
1999.

11. “Taiwan Analyst on Acquiring US Arms To Ward China,” Hong Kong AFP, 6 March 2000,
FBIS-CHI, 6 March 2000. Shirley A. Kan, China: Ballistic and Cruise Missiles, Congressional
Research Service Report for Congress, Updated 27 May 1998, 5.

12. Interview with a US defense official.

13. “Military reports China missiles based in southeastern Fujian province,” Financial Times Asia
Intelligence Wire, 1 December 1999.

14. Department of Defense, Report to Congress on Theater Missile Defense Architecture Optionsin
the Asia—Pacific Region, 14 April 1999. This report was written in accordance with the National
Defense Authorization Act for 1999 (Public Law 105-261). This report responds to the Fiscal Y ear
1999 National Defense Authorization Act which directs the Secretary of Defense to carry out a study
of the architecture requirements for the establishment and operation of theater ballistic missile defense
(TBMD) systems for Japan, the Republic of Korea (ROK) and Taiwan that would provide for their
defense against limited theater ballistic missile attacks.

15. “New Defense Minister Says TMD System Would Be Deterrent,” Taiwan Central News Agency,
1 February 1999, (FBIS-CHI-99-032, 2 February 1999).

16. Bear Lee, “Defense Minister Says TMD To Cost Taiwan $9.23 Billion,” Taiwan Central News
Agency (Internet), 24 March 1999 (FBIS-CHI-1999-0324, 25 March 1999).

17. Lu Te-yun, “Military Studying Possibility of Joining TMD,” Taipei Lien-Ho Pao, 2 January 1999
(FBISCHI-99-002, 5 January 1999). David R. Rackley, The PRC Finally Sarts Its Move Toward
Remaking a Bi-Polar Military World, International Media Corporation, Defense & Foreign Affairs
Strategic Policy, December, 1999. Taiwan requested six PAC-3 fire units during the 1999 arms sales
talks, some of which the United States has approved.

18. Erik Eckholm with Steven Lee Myers, “Taiwan Asks U.S. to Let it Obtain Top-flight Arms,” The
New York Times, 1 March 2000.

19. “New Defense Minister Says TMD System Would Be Deterrent,” Taiwan Central News Agency,
1 February 1999, (FBIS CHI-99-032, 2 February 1999).

20. Bear Leg, “Defense Minister Says TMD To Cost Taiwan $9.23 Billion,” Taiwan Central News
Agency (Internet), 24 March 1999 (FBIS-CHI-1999-0324, 25 March 1999). Although Tang's
testimony did not delineate the exact costs included in the $9.23 billion, it most likely included the $1
billion for the six PAC-3 fire units.



58 Section 1V

21. Defense Department Regular Briefing by Spokesman Kenneth Bacon, Federal News Service, 18
April 2000. Steven Mufson, “U.S. Faces A Dilemma On Taiwan: Warship Sale Could Fuel China
Tensions,” Washington Post, 14 April 2000. By contrast, China has purchased $6 billion of foreign
arms during the same period (1991-1999), ranking eighth in arms purchases. Shirley A. Kan, Taiwan:
Major U.S. Arms Sales Since 1990, Congressional Research Service, updated March 10, 2000. The
remaining $2 hillion primarily covered L afayette-class frigates and Mirage aircraft from France.

22. Shirley A. Kan, Taiwan: Major U.S. Arms Sales Snce 1990, Congressional Research Service,
updated March 10, 2000.

23. Interview with a Taiwan military official.
24. Interview with aUS government official.

25. Erik Eckholm with Steven Lee Myers, “Taiwan Asks U.S. to Let it Obtain Top-flight Arms,” The
New York Times, 1 March 2000. Unlike Japan, however, Taiwan does not currently have any
Aegis-equipped shipsthat could be used asa TMD platform.

26. The 17 April decision came at the same time several other serious political eventsinvolving the
United States, China, Taiwan were evolving. These eventsinclude the May 20 inauguration of
Taiwan’'s new president, Chen Shui-bian, the May decision on the annua debate in the United States
about permanent normal trade relations [formerly most favored nation/MFN] status for China, and the
June decision by President Clinton on national missile defense. Taiwan has requested diesel-electric
submarines since the early-1980s, but the United States has consistently denied the request. The
United States does not even build this type of submarine any more. The final package of arms sales
that was approved included the AGM-65G, which is an upgraded version of Raytheon’s AGM-
65B/Maverick air-to-ground missile that Taiwan received in 1982, and the AIM-120 Advanced
Medium Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM), aswell as along-range early warning radar that can
detect missile launches. In December 1979, Taiwan ordered 500 AGM-65B/Maverick missiles worth
US$25 million. Shipment of the missiles was completed in November 1982 (“Arms Salesto Taiwan,”
Central News Agency, Taipel, 16 March 16, 1999). The AGM-65B requires afighter pilot to guide the
missileto itstarget using a video camera, while the AGM-65G has an infrared sensor that enables a
pilot to “fire and forget” the missile. The AMRAAM missiles would be the first sale to an Asian
friend or ally and are to remain in the USA until China' s military fields a similar capability. Thisisa
formality, though, since Chinais negotiating with Russia for the development and purchase of a
similar missile, the AA-12. Thefina definition of the early warning radar will also be on hold while
the Department of Defense completes the decision process. “US Urged to Keep Security Commitment
to Taiwan after Aegis Rejection,” Agence France Presse, 19 April 2000; Steven Mufson and Thomas
E. Ricks, “Pentagon Cool to Warshipsfor Taipei,” International Herald Tribune, 18 April 2000;
Bryan Bender, “ Taiwan Faces Long Wait for Advanced Missile Shield,” Jane's Defence Weekly, 26
April 2000; James T. Hackett, “Ominous Clouds in the Taiwan Strait,” The Washington Times, 16
October 1998; Peter Grier, “News Notes,” Air Force Magazine, March 2000, 18; John D. Morrocco,
“Looming Missile Decision To Shape Transatlantic Ties, Aviation Week & Space Technology, 7
February 2000.

27. Interview with US defense officials.



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region 59

28. Members of the Working Group expressed the view that Taiwan's Navy is concerned that a
mainland attack on Taiwan could degrade the Air Force's ability to provide air defense for the fleet.
Therefore, the Navy believesit needs to have its own air defense capability.

29. Erik Eckholm with Steven Lee Myers, “Taiwan Asks U.S. to Let it Obtain Top-flight Arms,” The
New York Times, 1 March 2000.

30. “New Defense Minister Says TMD System Would Be Deterrent,” Taiwan Central News Agency
(Internet), 1 February 1999, (FBIS-CHI-99-032, 2 February 1999).

31. The FY 2000 Defense Authorization Bill, which President Clinton signed in October 1999,
includes restrictions imposed by Congress on US miilitary contacts with China. The bill stipulates that
the Secretary of Defense may not authorize any military contact with the PLA that would create a
national security risk due to an inappropriate exposure to advanced US military capabilities. The
Secretary must provide a summary of topics discussed with the PLA since January 1993, and assess
the benefitsthe PLA and US miilitary expect to gain from any future exchanges. The Secretary must
also submit an annual report analyzing China’'s current and future military strength.

32. United States-Taiwan Anti-Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation Act (H.R.2386), 10 November
1997.

33. Department of Defense, Report to Congress on Theater Missile Defense Architecture Optionsin
the Asia-Pacific Region, 14 April 1999. This report was written in accordance with the National
Defense Authorization Act for 1999 (Public Law 105-261).

34. During March 1999, Senate Foreign Relations Chairman Jesse Helms, (R-North Carolina) and
Sen. Robert G. Torricelli (D-New Jersey) co-sponsored “ Taiwan Security Enhancement Act (S.693)”.
In May, Benjamin Gilman, Chairman of the International Relations Committee of the US House of
Representatives, and Thomas Delay, Majority Whip of the House, jointly initiated a similar bill
(H.R.1838) in the House.

35. Barbara Opall-Rome, “ Support Mountsin Taiwan for Ballistic Missiles,” Defense News, 26 April
1999; Frank Umbach, “World Gets Wise to P yongyang's Nuclear Blackmail,” Jan€e' s Intelligence
Review, 1 October 1999. In an 8 December 1999 speech on national security, Vice President Lien
Chan, who was the Nationalist Party candidate for president in the election on March 18, said, “Our
country must establish effective deterrent forces so that Communist Chinawon’t dare take on Taiwan,
including the attacking potential of long-distance surface-to-surface missiles.” Erik Eckholm with
Steven Lee Myers, “Taiwan Asks U.S. to Let it Obtain Top-flight Arms,” The New York Times, 1
March 2000.

36. David Albright & Corey Gay, “Taiwan: Nuclear Nightmare Averted,” Bulleting of Atomic
Scientists, Vol. 54, No. 1, January/February 1998.
http://ww.bullatomsci.org/issues/1998/jf98/jf98a bright.html.

37. Bates Gill and James Mulvenon, “ The Chinese Strategic Rocket Forces. Transition to a Credible
Deterrence,” China and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Implications for the United Sates, Conference
Report, 5 November 1999, 13.



60 Section 1V

38. Robert Manning, Ronald Montaperto, and Brad Roberts, China, Nuclear Weapons, and Arms
Control: A Preliminary Assessment, Chairmen’s Report on a roundtabl e jointly sponsored by the
Council on Foreign Relations, the National Defense University, and the Institute for Defense Analysis,
(Council on Foreign Relations, May 2000.)

39. Department of Defense, Selected Military Capabilities of the People’s Republic of China, report
to Congress pursuant to Section 1305 of the FY 97 National Defense Authorization Act, April 1997.
Found in Bates Gill and James Mulvenon, “ The Chinese Strategic Rocket Forces. Transition to a
Credible Deterrence,” China and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Implications for the United States,
Conference Report, 5 November 1999, 46-48.

40. ShaZukang, “US Missile Defence Plans. China's View,” Disarmament Diplomacy, Issue No 43.
Luo Jieand Ye Bian, “US Missile Defense Will Bring No End of Trouble for the Future: Sha Zukang
on Topics Including International Disarmament Situation and TMD,” Beijing Shijie Zhishi, No 13, 1
July 1999, 8-9, (FTS19990717000027, 19 July 1999).

41. The three joint communiqués are: the February 28, 1972 Joint Communiqué (commonly known as
the Shanghai Communiqué) established liaison offices in the United States and China; the January 1,
1979 “ Joint Communiqué on the Establishment of Diplomatic Relations between the United States and
the People's Republic of China’; and the August 17, 1982 “United States—China Joint Communiqué
on United States Arms Salesto Taiwan.” On April 10, 1979, the US Congress passed the Taiwan
Relations Act (Public Act 96-8).

42. Thomas E. Ricks, “ Taiwan Seen Vulnerable to Attack: Pentagon Study Says Isolation Keeps
Defense Weak,” Washington Post, 31 March 2000. Michael D. Swaine, Taiwan’'s National Security,
Defense Policy, and Weapons Procurement Process, RAND, 1999.



Section V: Theater Missile Defense for Japan

he Working Group discussed the following questions concerning TMD for Japan: What are

Japan’ spolitical and military motivationsfor considering the deployment of TMD? Towhat
extent should Japan help fund TMD? How should the United States cooperate with Japan on
TMD interms of technology sharing? If circumstances warrant deployment, should the United
States provide TMD to Japan or retain total control of the system? What are the likely
consequenceswithintheregionif the United Statesdoesor doesnot provide TMD to Japan? The
Working Group notesthat the Government of Japan (GOJ) usesthegeneral term ballistic missile
defense (BMD) rather than theterm TMD. For purposes of consistency in thisreport, however,
the term TMD will be used.

CONTEXT FOR JAPAN'SINTEREST IN MISSILE DEFENSE

The horizontal and vertical proliferation of ballistic missiles and WMD have become
adisturbing theme of regional security in Asia, symbolized by the 1998 nuclear testsin South
Asia and the North Korea's launch of a multistage rocket.® PRC continues to modernize its
rocket forces and its nuclear arsenal, using the former in attempts to intimidate Taiwan. This
isachallengefor Japan that requires reinforcing non-proliferation regimes and simultaneously
developing reliable counter-proliferation strategies. Although thisreport focuses on the | atter,
it isworth noting that the GOJ, especially the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, has redoubled its
effortsin the area of non-proliferation and disarmament.?

In part because Japan’ sbasic doctrineof “exclusively defensive defense (senshu boei)”
renders acquisition of even conventional counter-offensive capabilities problematic, Japan’s
counter-proliferation approach hasbeen confined to missileinterception. Japan Defense Agency
(JDA) officialsdid assert in early 1999 that a counter-offensive strike would be constitutional ,®
but at present Japan lacks the capability to carry out such amission effectively. Rather than
acquiring relatively low-cost, multi-mission equipment such as sea-launched cruise missiles,
Japan has been devating its counter-proliferation resources to research and development of a
defensive system to intercept ballistic missilesin flight.*

The trajectory of Japan’'s interest in TMD has not been smooth: North Korea's
Taepodong launch in August 1998 brought about a sharp discontinuity in Tokyo’spolicy. As
with indigenousintelligence satellites—another proposed project that was languishing—TMD
provided the government and the ruling parties with a quick response to the surge in public
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concern about the North Korean threat. The Nodong missile, although presenting a real
capability to threaten Japan, had failed to spur the government to commit to TMD. Instead, the
JDA had tried to keep its options open at minimum cost. Even so, the incentives for Japan to
participate in TMD have been high, and the Tagpodong may have only hastened the eventual
decisionto do s0.> In any event, Tokyo may have already crossed the Rubicon in its December
1998 decision to fund cooperative research on TMD. Even with significant shifts in North
Korea s diplomatic orientation, Japan is likely to proceed with TMD through the development
and deployment phases.®

JAPAN'S CURRENT TMD CAPABILITIES

Japan presently has no significant ballistic missile defense system in place. Passive
defense such as civil defense or hardening has not been carried out and might be politically
difficult. Active defense at the lower-tier consists of the PAC-2, which has only a limited
capability against ballistic missile threats. As the division of roles and missions for the US
Forcesin Japan and the JSDF has evolved over the past fifty years, the JISDF are responsiblefor
defending USfacilities.” Therefore, sincethe United Statesis not responsible for protecting its
own facilities, the US military does not have any Patriot air defense units deployed in Japan.

In 1998, JASDF began receiving twenty-four PAC-2 fire units.® Six battalions were
organized with four fire units each and assigned to the JASDF’ s six air defense missile groups.®
The PAC-2 fire units' mission is to protect military installations and urban areas throughout
Japan. Japan decided in 1999 to upgrade its Patriot force to employ the improved PAC-3
Configuration-3 missile. Thisversion, when deployed, is designed to be able to engage longer
range ballistic missilesaswell asaircraft. The estimated cost of adding sixteen PAC-3 missiles
to each of the twenty-four Patriot fire units and making requisite changes to fire control
hardware and softwareis$1.7-$2.3 billion. Evenwiththe PAC-3 upgrade, however, the Patriot
system alonewill not be adequate to defend Japan against ballistic missile attack. An upper-tier
system is essential to a fully-capable, layered national missile defense system.

Regarding upper-tier defense, the JDA is participating in research on the NTW system,
working on components for an advanced version of the interceptor.’ Japan already operates
four Kongo-class A egis-equi pped destroyers—onefor each destroyer unit—and the JDA hopes
to procure two more over the next mid-term defense program (from 2001-2005).*
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On December 25, 1998, Japan agreed to engage in joint research on NTW with the
United States, allocating approximately $10 million.*? Following its usual practice, the JDA
separates the research, development, and procurement phases. Not only is this separation
unusual from a US perspective, where research and development are generally linked, but the
point of separation fallswell within the weapon devel opment stage as defined by the Pentagon.
Thishasallowed theUS sidetoinclude Japan initsresearch and devel opment phasewhile Japan
officially commits only to joint research.’® There are therefore two further policy decisionsto
be made in Tokyo: whether or not to proceed with the devel opment phase (to be made over the
coming year), and whether to procure and deploy the system (five or more years away).

Japan's current air defense infrastructure—radars, command, control, and
communi cations—isnot adequate to support an upper-tier TMD system. TheBasicAir Defense
Ground Environment (BADGE) system poses further difficulties because it hinders
interoperability between JSDF and US forces.* Lack of effective joint battle management
would drastically underminetheoverall ballistic missile defense system, since US and Japanese
systems would be unable to coordinate launches of interceptors. Even if Japan werewilling to
bear overall responsibility for upper-tier defense of Japaneseterritory, lower-tier defense of US
bases would still be problematic. An upgraded BADGE system will not be good enough, but
Tokyo shows no signs of recognizing the need to replace it with a system designed to be fully
integrated with that of the US forces.

FACTORSIMPELLING JAPANESE TMD
Strategic Aspects

The most direct logic behind Tokyo's ambition for TMD lies in the ballistic missile
threat to Japan. Although Japan benefitsfrom the extended deterrent provided by USforcesand
nuclear weapons, it still faces possibly undeterrable threatsfrom North Koreaor from non-state
actors.”

Thegreatest apparent threat comesfrom North K orea, which possesseshallistic missiles
capable of reaching Japan, and is suspected of developing WMD. The likelihood that North
Korea has a huclear device capable of being used as awarhead on aballistic missileis said to
be very low, but the possibility cannot be dismissed. North Korean chemical and biological
weapons capabilities are of particular concern. The “loose nukes’ issue must also concern
Japanese officials. Russia's stockpiles of nuclear weapons and fissionable materials are
plentiful, and strict accountancy cannot be assumed amidst the demise of the Soviet Union and



64 Section V

the economic troubles of the Russian Federation. The detonation of even a tactical nuclear
weapon or the explosive release of fissionable material in Japan would have devastating effects,
both physical and psychological. Furthermore, Japan cannot entirely discount the possibility of
accidental or unauthorized launchesfrom astate possessing ballistic missiles. Giventheintense
animosity felt by somein the region toward Japan over historical issues, avengeful attack by a
military commander cannot be ruled out, at least from Tokyo's perspective. Aslong as its
neighbors possess ballistic missiles armed with WMD, GOJ cannot be indifferent to ballistic
missile defense.® Public recognition in Japan of these subsidiary threats pales, however, in
comparison to concerns over the North Korean missile and nuclear programs. It isin this
context that TMD has found strong backing.*’

The ballistic missile threat posed to US forward-deployed forces in Japan reinforces
domesticinclinationstoward TMD. Established 1 July 1957, USforcesin Japan, withitsArmy,
Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps elements, consist of approximately 47,000 military
personnel, 52,000 dependents, 5,500 Department of Defense civilian employees, and 23,500
Japanese workers.”® US forces are dispersed among ninety-one facilities located on Honshu,
Kyushu, and Okinawa.

Although Japan hopes that the United States would take full responsibility for assuring
the safety of its personnel in Asia, concern exists over whether US forward-deployed forces
would remain or be able to execute a successful defense of Japan against the threats posed by
theater ballistic missiles and WMD. The withdrawal of US forces or their failure to respond
effectively to threats posed by ballistic missilesand WM D programs would have wide-ranging,
negativerepercuss onsfor the Asia—Pacificregionand for Japaneseforeign and national security
policy. Even raising the threshold for the employment of US forces in potential conflict
situations around Japan would send shock waves throughout the region. The possibility that
ballistic missiles might deter forward deployment or badly impair US force effectivenessisa
major incentivefor proliferation. Inthissense, TM D deploymentsof systemswith demonstrated
effectiveness through rigorous flight testing could reinforce nonproliferation norms.*®

Aside from threats to Japanese security, there exist several powerful factorsimpelling
Japan to join in missile defense research and devel opment with the United States. First among
them has been direct US pressureto participate. Through 1997, the Department of Defensewas
actively requesting Japan to make contributions—especially financial ones—tothedevel opment
of advanced TMD. Therationaein the Pentagon wasthat US alliesinvariably benefit from the



Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia—Pacific Region 65

expensive and risky development of defense technologies, but generally share neither the
expense nor the risk.

Given complaintsin Congressabout “giving” taxpayer-financed technol ogiesto Japan,
and the tight defense budgets of the early and mid-1990s, the Pentagon pushed Japan to
participate from an early stage. Theimplicit assumption was that Japan would have access to
advanced TMD systemswhen they became operational, whether or not they participated in the
research and devel opment phase, but that such participation would smooth the overall process
of sharing technology.”

Such expectation from the US side was hot based on regional circumstancesor Japan’s
actual defense needs, but on the assumption that Japan should support US global leadership
generally. After the experience of the Gulf War, when US pressure yielded huge financial
contributions from Japan, Tokyo appeared to be an obvious funding source, notwithstanding
criticism of Japan’s“ checkbook diplomacy” in other contexts.

Thanks to tight Japanese budgets and the booming US economy—as well as the
recognition that the demanding approach toward Japan paid short-term returns but also carried
longer-term costs in frustration and resentment—the Pentagon shifted strategies in the mid-
1990s.#* Coinciding with the effort to strengthen the US-Japan alliance and revise the
guidelinesfor US-Japan defense cooperation, this shift reflected the increased influence of the
policy side of the Pentagon relativeto the acquisition side, and sought to put more focus on how
the ballistic missile defense would be hel pful to Japan itself. The“soft-sell” approachinitially
confused the JDA, but soon the logic of a Japanese national ballistic missile defense system
exerted itsown appeal. By thetimethe North Korean Tagpodong rocket gal vanized Nagatacho
(Japan’ s Capitol Hill) into action, support for TMD was already strong within the JDA.%

One aspect of the focus on how TMD could serve Japan’s security needs was
recognition of the need for greater attention to the division of roles and missions between US
and Japaneseforces. Under the* sword and shield” framework, JSDF concentrate on protecting
Japanese territory, including US bases, while US forces focus on offensive missions. Since
intercepting missilesis by definition adefensive mission, this part of missile defense might fit
within Japan’ s sphere of responsibility—at least at the lower tier. The United States could also
engage in lower-tier defenses of those ports, bases, and facilities essential to US defense
commitments to Japan. Alternative approachesto dealing with missile threats to Japan—such
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as counter-offensive strikes against missile deployment areas, bases, and facilities—would be
the responsibility of US forces.®

At amore abstract level, joint TMD development work is useful to Japan becauseitis
joint—not because of any specific mission it might fulfill. That is, simply enhancing
cooperation and advancing integration, regardless of the mission, could strengthen the bil ateral
relationship, itself the central pillar of Japan’'s security. The JSDF, by performing more
missions in some way together with US forces, could buttress the credibility of the US-Japan
aliance while strengthening its own capabilities.

Within the aliance framework, any increase in interdependence would potentially
provide Tokyo with useful leverage. The current arrangement is so asymmetrical asto render
Japanmainly passive, protesting after thefact when USactionsrun counter to Japaneseinterests.
If, alternatively, the United States were to need Japan’ s help (and not just money), Tokyo could
have more say on policy matters in Washington.

Y et another argument for TMD, although one not widely accepted in Japan at present,
isthe potential reinforcement of nonproliferation by counter-proliferation efforts. Destroying
the mystique of ballistic missiles by rendering them vulnerabl e to interception would raise the
threshold for woul d-be proliferators who face economic and other constraints.

Domestic Japanese Factors Favoring TMD

Defense technology has been among the highest priorities within the JDA since its
establishment. From a national security strategy perspective, defense technology provides a
necessary alternative of last resort should the alliance with the United States falter. While
remaining lightly armed and relying on the United States for defense, Japan has awaystried to
preserve its ability to rearm. The specific defense technologiesinvolved in TMD are not only
valuable in their own right, but at the same time offer possible spin-off benefits to the
commercia sector. This aspect of defense technology has generally caught the attention of
Japanesegovernment officials, particularly fromtheMinistry of International Tradeand Industry
(MITI).®

Also within the general realm of technology benefits, the strengthening of the
development process itself could be more valuable than any of the specific elements of the
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project. In this sense, the research and development phase of the TMD project could be as
important as procurement for long-term national security.

Closely related to obtaining technology and solidifying the technology development
capacity of the nation is the issue of the defense industrial base. Japan’s defense industry has
been suffering from flat or declining procurement budgets for several years, and several firms
arefacing dire straits. In TMD, the interests of the JDA, of certain defense contractors, and of
MITI (which takes responsibility for employment in the defense manufacturing industries)
coincide.

Finally, within the JSDF there are those—particularly within JIM SDF—who would
benefit greatly from an important new role. Already the likely acquisition of two new Kongo-
class Aegisdestroyers creates new opportunitiesfor the naval officer corps. Indeed, adeployed
NTW system might become the most important element of the Japanese military.*® More
broadly, TMD might enhance the stature of the military within Japanese society.

Regional FactorsFavoring TMD

North Korea

To the extent that North Korea' sballistic missile devel opment has been about political
as well as military utility, developing missile defenses is an entirely suitable response for
Japan. North Korea's nuclear development program proved an extremely effective way to
seize the diplomatic agenda and extract significant concessions despite aweak position in the
region. In this sense, Pyongyang might have established an unfortunate precedent:
proliferation pays, not because of the capabilities themselves, but because of the response from
the international community. If Pyongyang's rocket program is more about exploiting the
potential capability for diplomatic or economic benefit, it could be undermined by cooperative
research on missile defense, and undermined further by successful missile intercepts under
rigorous flight testing. North Korea's shift toward a more active diplomatic posture may well
be an attempt to maximize return on its investment in ballistic missile capability before it is
effectively countered.

China
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Some Japanese have argued that TMD should be used as a bargaining chip with China.
They hope that it might be traded against Chinese missile or nuclear cuts, for example, or for
commitments by Beijing to avoid development of destabilizing Multiple Independently
Targetable Reentry Vehicle (MIRV)-ed missiles. Inthisview, TMD development would lead
not to deployment, but to disarmament.?’ These arguments are unlikely to be persuasive to
Chinese leadership. Others who support TMD do so because it would be effective to offset
Chinese “missile blackmail” capability. TMD would enhance Japan’s political stature while
lowering that of China—and without the severe image costs associated with developing a
nuclear deterrent.?®

At the same time, deployment by Japan of upper-tier TMD systems could complicate
Chinese calculations in any military contingency regarding Taiwan. While government
officials do not comment on the potential involvement of the JSDF in a conflict between China
and Taiwan, some Japanese expect that an upper-tier TMD system would be useful to deter
Chinese missile attacks or even to defend Taiwan in such a situation. This last issue connects
hawkish groups in Japan with strong backers of Taiwan in the United States, and also serves
to complicate US decision-making on TMD and Taiwan.

Factors Impeding Japanese TMD

Despite the elements listed above that make TMD attractive as a security option for
Japan, it also poses substantial problems. Strong opposition to Japanese participation in TMD
development continutes to exist within Japan, in the region, and in the United States.

Some of the Japanese who oppose TMD do so onideological grounds, as pacifistswho
reflexively resist any military build-up. While their influence is in decline and Japan’s
approach to security affairs and the military is incrementally shifting in a more pragmatic
direction, dogmatic attacks on the government for its policy to “remilitarize” are by no means
the exclusive property of the Chinese. For the context of this report, however, the extreme
position is notable only as background to the more balanced debate taking place within
government circles.

Cost
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For Japan, after a decade of poor economic performance and ballooning public debt,
the most significant barrier to procurement of any TMD system might be its enormous cost.?®
In the climate of overall fiscal tightness, economic stimulus packages have concentrated on
maintaining employment in the construction sector. There have been budget cuts for defense
aready. With the ongoing demographic shift, Japan faces increased social costs and fewer
workers, both in absolute and relative terms. This casts a shadow over central government
finances, at present among the worst in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development. If the economy does not recover to stable growth over the next few years,
Japan may decide it cannot afford TMD.

Even if resources are available, TMD procurement may crowd out other important
items in the defense budget. Procurement of other systems, including F-2 fighter aircraft and
intelligence satellites, as well as host-nation support, could be jeopardized. Another financial
concern is that the huge TMD budget might go largely to US contractors, rather than
supporting the ailing Japanese defense industry.

Competition for scarce funds and turf battles over missions might also intensify inter-
servicerivalries. The JASDF would upgrade to the PAC-3, and the IM SDF would operate the
NTW based from its Kongo-class ships, but the Ground Self-Defense Force (JGSDF) plays
no role in TMD.¥ Since the JGSDF is politically the most powerful of the services, it is
unlikely to suffer cutsin its budget relative to the others. Funds for TMD cannot come from
rationalizing JGSDF procurement. Planned Japanese procurement of domestically produced
replacements for PC-3 maritime patrol aircraft as well as new, long-range transports for
peacekeeping and non-combatant evacuation operations reveal the competing interests at work
in the JSDF and JDA that could be exacerbated by TMD procurement.

Regional Factors

Trends on the Korean peninsula have been positive in the year 2000, with Pyongyang
engaging in normalization talks with Tokyo and agreeing to an historic summit with Seoul.
In this context, resolution of North Korea missile threat is conceivable. However, Japan
wishes to send no premature signals regarding its willingness to abandon missile defense.
Furthermore, even if the North Korean threat were mitigated, it could hardly be entirely
removed without far more drastic changes than have so far taken place.

Japan’s further participation in TMD—notably procurement of an upper-tier system
such as NTW—will be received poorly by Beijing and, in conjunction with other divisive
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issues, could lead beyond vituperative attacks by China against Japan’s “remilitarization” to
disrupt bilateral relations. From Beijing’s perspective, any missile defense system islikely to
be destabilizing, but increasesin Japanese military capability are particularly worrying. China
has tended to criticize Japan over TMD more stridently than it has the United States, partly
because this has traditionally been a very effective means of restraining Japan’s military
activities. The internal dynamics of Japanese thinking about security provided China a point
of leverage. The recent trend away from intense ideological cleavage on security issuesin
Japan toward a more pragmatic attitude has deprived China of internal allies in its use of
pressure against Tokyo. Instead, Japanese citizens are reacting more negatively to Chinese
criticisms. Although some certainly accept Chinese contentions that missile defense will lead
to an arms race, others question the legitimacy of China's ballistic missile threat to Japan.®*
Partly to avoid provoking stronger anti-Chinese sentiment in the government, China seemsto
have toned down its complaints against TMD, and JDA officias feel they will be able to
proceed with TMD programs without stimulating an arms race.** Beijing has continued to
express its concern about Japanese involvement in any Taiwan contingency, and remains
vigilant about the prospects for any possible linkage or extension of missile defenseto Taiwan.

The US-Japan Alliance

Although TMD, particularly NTW, might be an “alliance-builder” if properly
implemented, it also has potential to generate division and dissent.® In particular, the possible
competition for limited funds between host-nation support and TMD could present a very
awkward choice for the United States.

In any joint devel opment project, thereislikely to be somefriction, asin the notorious
FSX (F-2) case. Simply managing the technology sharing, derived technology, and licensed
production issues would be demanding, given that officialsin charge of the alliance are already
struggling to cope with other issues, such as the consolidation of US bases in Okinawa.
Furthermore, Japan’s ban on arms exports would complicate selling a TMD system to third
countriesif it relied on any purely Japanese components.® At another level, evenif the process
reaches deployment smoothly, decisions over use of US TMD might highlight gaps in national
interest between the United States and Japan, particularly vis-&vis the Taiwan issue.

Japan’s failure to strengthen the interoperability of its air defense system with US
systems could become a more intense focus of concern and friction within the US-Japan
aliance. US defense contractors are likely to provide a superior product at lower cost, and
common use of US systems would resolve interoperability issues. For these reasons,
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Washington might call for more procurement from the United States, but if Tokyo begins to
view TMD as a Trojan horse to allow US defense contractors to expand their market share,
support in Tokyo could wane.

Finally, while TMD might increase interdependence, it also has the potentia to
increase Japanese dependence on the United States. Which outcome derives from TMD
deployments depends, in part, on how both countries operate TMD in peacetime; operations
during crises and military contingencies would be more decisive in determining the overall
impact of TMD on the Alliance relationship. The United States can either alienate Japan or
strengthen ties, depending on how or whether information collected by space-based sensors
isshared. Effective joint operation of the US and Japanese missile defense systems will raise
extremely sensitive and important issues of command and control .*

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Working Group generally discussed TMD for Japan in the aggregate, but when
making distinctions between land-based and sea-based systems and between upper-tier and
lower-tier systems, there was general agreement that Japan is only interested in upgrading
its PAC-2 to a PAC-3 system and in participating with the United States on an upper-tier, sea-
based TMD system—NTW. Japan has not shown an interest in the THAAD or Navy Area
Defense systems. These decisions are based primarily on the ballistic missile threat and
Japanese service requirements, although domestic political factors would complicate siting
of ground-based, upper-tier assets such as THAAD radars. While North Korea’s Nodong
missile poses the immediate ballistic missile threat to Japan, China’s MRBMs pose the long-
term threat. Japan is not within range of China’s SRBMs. Therefore, Japan’s short-term
requirement is for the JASDF to procure an upgraded Patriot system, which could also be
used against aircrafts and cruise missiles. IMSDF and Japan’s defense industry are the most
interested in co-developing and using the upper-tier NTW system. The Working Group
discussed possible complications arising from Japan’s bans on the military use of space and
on exporting defense equipments and technology, with the general expectation that these
limitations would not obstruct the process of NTW devel opment.

Proceed with TMD for US Forces in Japan

If the United Statesisto carry out its alliance tasks, USforces based in Japan require
protection against missile attacks on their bases, as well as civilian port facilities and
airfields. Therefore, the Working Group supports the deployment of US land- and sea-based
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TMD systems, whether lower-tier or upper-tier, for these purposes. The Working Group
believes that sea-based upper-tier systems would offer greater flexibility and utility than
THAAD.

Keep Japan Involved in the NTW Development Process

Although there are misgivings in the Working Group over the manner in which the
US-Japan partnership in TMD research was generated, the group expressed agreement that
it would be unwise and difficult to exclude Japan from the NTW program now. This is
especially pertinent since the US position has been that TMD is necessary for Japan’'s
security, so Japan should share some of the development risk and cost burden. Any change
in this position could likely convey negative messages to Japan, China, and North Korea, as
well as to other US allies and friends in the region. Therefore, the Working Group
recommends that the United States keep Japan involved in the NTW development process, but
leave any future deployment options for Japan open. Such decisions should be made by Japan
in the context of Japanese defense priorities, budgetary constraints, and security imperatives.

Keep Upper-tier TMD Within the Alliance-based Strategy for the Region

The Working Group, agreeing that the US-Japan alliance remains the basic pillar of
USregional strategy, feelsthat any deployment of upper-tier TMD for USand Japanese forces
should be conducted in a way that strengthens the credibility of the alliance. The United
Sates should not use TMD for Japan as a bargaining chip with China, nor should it pursue
arms control deals with China that exclude Japan. Likewise, Japan should not negotiate on
this issue with China on a bilateral basis.

The Working Group believes that decisions regarding command and control
arrangements of upper-tier TMD systems will be a critical issue in the US-Japan alliance as
well as Japanese civil-military relations. The sense of the Working Group is that Japan
should have a command and control system that can be fully integrated into the broader US
command and control structure, while capable of operating independently as needed.
However, the United Sates and Japan do not have a joint and combined command structure
and therefore face obstables to C4l integration. In light of this, the Working Group does not
anticipate that a joint TMD command and control architecture will soon be developed. There
is concern within the Asia—Pacific region about the long-term implications of Japan having
its own upper-tier TMD systems under independent command and control. The region is
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equally concerned about the United Sates, Japan, South Korea, and possibly Taiwan
combining their TMD assets into a Northeast Asia TMD network. Therefore, the Working
Group recommends that the US and Japanese governments study in detail the long-term
implications of integrating or not integrating TMD systems before deployments proceed.

Keep Expectations for TMD in Perspective

If the United States were to mismanage the missile defense issue, the likely political
damage to the alliance with Japan could harm US security interests more than any military
benefits gained from deploying TMD. The Working Group recommends that while every effort
should be made to achieve success in the joint development of TMD with Japan, the United
Sates needs to emphasize that failure to do so should not be a decisive factor in making or
breaking thealliance. The Working Group recommends that the United Sates should reassure
Tokyo that if Japan decides not to participate beyond the research phase, Japan would not be
cut off from future TMD (PAC-3 and NTW) acquisition opportunities. Furthermore, the US
government needs to clarify that missile defense systems complement, and do not substitute
for, extended nuclear deterrence.

The Working Group recognizes that the Japanese goal is a national missile defense
system with a stand-alone capability, rather than to provide partial support for a US system.
Therefore, the Working Group accepts that if Japan does decide to procure the NTW system,
Japanese policy would most likely require substantial offsets in the production phase.

Retake the Rhetorical Offensive

The Working Group recommends that Washington and Tokyo strenuously reject
Chinese and North Korean claimsthat missile defense will lead to a“ militaristic” Japan. The
Working Group recommends that the United States and Japan continue to remind Beijing and
Pyongyang that current and future TMD decisions are the responsesto ballistic missile threats
within the region.

By demonstrating the capabilities of upper-tier TMD in rigorous flight tests could be
a powerful signal to counteract the missile development and testing conducted by North Korea
and China. The Working Group feels that by devoting greater resources to testing, Japan
could enhance this effect both directly and by broadening the ambit of US-Japan cooperation
on TMD , displaying Alliance solidarity. Missile defenses should be discussed in the context
of overall regional—and global—security strategy.
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Implications for Relations with China

The Working Group believes that deployment and operation of upper-tier TMD
systems by the JSDF could have significant foreign policy consequences for Japan. The
Working Group recommends that the US and Japanese governments jointly assess in depth

the diplomatic, political, and military ramifications of Japanese NTW for Sno—Japanese
relations and Sno-American relations.
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