
104

Strategic Significance of Missile Defense and Its Impact on 
International Security

OGAWA Shinichi

Introduction

There is a widespread concern about proliferation and buildup of ballistic and cruise 
missiles capable of carrying weapons of mass destruction (WMD) including nuclear arms.  
To address this issue, research and development on missile defense is being carried out 
mainly in the U. S.  During the Cold War when mutual deterrence between the U. S. and the 
Soviet Union, based on each retaliatory capability, formed the basis of strategic relationship, 
missile defense was considered a threat to the stability of mutual deterrence.  However, as 
the necessity and urgency for mutual deterrence between the U. S. and Russia have become 
weak today, missile defense as a means of "deterrence by denial" is capturing the spotlight 
amid new mounting threats like proliferation of ballistic missiles.

With this perception, this article studies the relations between missile defense on the one 
hand and mutual deterrence and "nuclear umbrella" on the other, the significance of missile 
defense for Japan, and possible impact of Japan's missile defense on strategic environment 
in East Asia.

I.  Evaluation of Missile Threat to Japan
 

1.  Proliferation of Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Weapons

Nuclear, biological and chemical weapons are generally categorized as WMD.  The 
international community has been making efforts for nonproliferation or elimination of these 
weapons with, for example, the nonproliferation treaty (NPT) against nuclear weapons and 
the conventions for prohibition of biological and chemical weapons.  But it still has a long 
way to go.

Regarding nuclear weapons, China, France, Russia, the U. K. and the U. S. are allowed 
to possess them under the NPT, while India, Pakistan and Israel own them outside the NPT 
framework.  North Korea and Iran are suspected of developing nuclear weapons, though 
both are non-nuclear-weapon states under the NPT.  

As of July 1, 2003, 153 countries out of some 190 states in the world are signatories to 
the chemical weapons convention (CWC) stipulating their abolition.1  Some signatories as 
well as non-signatories possess chemical weapons or plan their development.  For example, 
China, Russia, North Korea, Egypt, Syria, Iran and Israel are said to possess chemical 
weapons.2  Of them, China, Russia and Iran are signatories to CWC.  Pakistan and Sudan, 
which are also signatories, are suspected of planning to  develop chemical weapons.3  The 
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U.S., South Korea and India also own chemical weapons, but are dismantling them in 
accordance with CWC.  

As for biological weapons, 146 countries are signatories to the biological weapons 
convention (BWC) as of June 1, 2003.4  China, North Korea, Russia, Egypt and Iran are 
suspected of possessing biological weapons,5 and China, North Korea, Russia and Iran are 
signatories to the treaty.  Syria, Libya, Israel, India and Pakistan are suspected of having 
development plans of biological weapons.6

This is an outline of how nuclear, chemical and biological weapons are currently 
proliferated.  Among Japan's neighboring countries, China, North Korea and Russia 
are likely to possess all or some of the three categories of WMD, nuclear, chemical and 
biological weapons.

2.  Proliferation of Missiles

Missiles are classified into ballistic missiles and cruise missiles.  A ballistic missile 
is a projectile initially powered by a rocket engine and then coasts without power along 
a ballistic path to its target.  It can project weapons carried on a target, and is difficult to 
intercept.  Therefore, its proliferation would be likely to increase tension where military 
confrontation continues.  At present, thirty-five countries possess ballistic missiles with 
ranges exceeding 100 kilometers.7  In East Asia, in the case that  missiles with ranges less 
than 100 kilometers are included, China, Russia, North and South Korea, Vietnam and 
Taiwan deploy or maintain ballistic missiles.8  Among them, North Korea and China have 
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been building up ballistic missiles substantially, as shown by the launch of Taepo Dong 
missiles in late August, 1998, and the experimental launch of DF-31 ICBM in early August, 
1999.

On the other hand, a cruise missile is an aerodynamic and air-breathing missile that is 
powered all the way to its target.  It usually carries conventional warheads, while the U. S. 
and Russia deploy nuclear-armed cruise missiles.  Most cruise missiles are antiship missiles, 
reportedly numbering 75,000 units in the world.9  About seventy countries possess cruise 
missiles, and some forty of them are developing countries10.  In East Asia, China, Russia, 
North Korea and Taiwan possess cruise missiles.11  China deploys various antiship cruise 
missiles of silkworm-type and HN-1 ground-attack cruise missiles, while it is developing 
HN-2 and HN-3 ground-attack missiles with a range of 1,500-2,000 kilometers and of 2,500 
kilometers, respectively.12  Today, China's cruise missiles carry conventional warheads, but 
the country may deploy nuclear-armed ground-attack cruise missiles in the near future.  
North Korea's cruise missiles are antiship missiles carrying conventional warheads, and 
it might embark on the development of ground-attack cruise missiles with biological and 
chemical warheads.  Russia and Taiwan also possess ground-attack cruise missiles, and 
South Korea is said to be developing similar cruise missiles.13  Thus, missiles capable of 
carrying WMD are being deployed in Japan's neighboring areas, and the missile capability is 
on the rise.

3.  Potential Missile Threat to Japan

Among countries in East Asia, it is North Korea, China or Russia that may pose a 
threat to Japan's security.  As mentioned before, all the three possess all or some of nuclear, 
biological and chemical weapons, and deploy ballistic and cruise missiles capable of 
carrying such weapons.

106

9 Dennis M. Gormley, "Hedging Against the Cruise Missile Threat," Survival, Vol. 40, No. 1 (Spring 1998), p. 95.
10. Ibid.
11. International Institute for Strategic Studies, Strategic Survey 1996/97 (London: Oxford University Press, 1997) 
pp. 23-24.
12 Dennis M. Gormley, Dealing with the Threat of Cruise Missiles, Adelphi Paper 339, (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 2001), p. 99.  For detailed analysis of China's development of ground-attack cruise missile, 
see Junichi Abe "Misairu Bouei wo Meguru Bei-Chu-Tai no Kankei" [Relations among the U. S., China and 
Taiwan over Missile Defense] in Satoshi Morimoto, ed., Misairu Bouei-Atarashii Kokusai Anzenhosho no Kouzu 
[Missile Defense-New Architecture of International Security] (Japan Institute of International Affairs, 2002), pp. 
165-167.
13 Regarding ground-attack cruise missiles of Taiwan and South Korea, refer to Rodney W. Jones et al., Tracking 
Nuclear Proliferation: A Guide in Maps and Charts, 1998 (Washington, D.C.: Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace, 1998), pp. 266-267.
14 Robert S. Norris et al., "NRDC Nuclear Notebook: North Korea's Nuclear Program, 2003" The Bulletin of the 
Atomic Scientists, Vol. 59, No. 2 (March/April 2003), p. 75.  Opinions on its range vary.  For example, Japan's 
Defense Agency estimates a range of a No-Dong missile at 1,300 kilometers.  Japan Defense Agency, Nippon no 
Bouei (Heisei 14 Nen) [Japan's Defense 2002] (The Ministry of Finance Printing Bureau, 2002), p. 54.



North Korea deploys three types of missiles, Scud B, Scud C and No-Dong, and is 
now developing Taepo Dong I and II missiles with longer ranges, as shown in a launch 
experiment in August 1998.  Scud B and Scud C missiles have a range of about 320 
kilometers and 500 kilometers, respectively, while a No-Dong missile with a range of 1,350 
to 1,500 kilometers can attack the whole area of Japan.14  The throwweight of a No-Dong 
missile is 770 to 1,200 kolograms, and some 100 units are reportedly deployed.15  North 
Korea is assumed to have one or two nuclear weapons or explosive devices using plutonium, 
but it is unlikely that its ballistic missiles carry nuclear warheads.  Nuclear weapons must 
be made compact and lightweight in order to be installed in missiles, and toward that end, a 
nuclear test is considered essential.16  However, North Korea has never conducted a nuclear 
test. Therefore, it is fair to say that North Korea's ballistic missiles do not carry nuclear 
warheads.17  Nevertheless, as judged from Iraq's case, there is no denying the possibility that 
North Korea's ballistic missiles carry chemical weapons.

Compared with the U. S., Britain, France and Russia, nuclear weapons and missile 
capability of China are much less transparent.  Therefore, the following is only speculation, 
but among ballistic missiles deployed in China, DF-21A, DF-3A, DF-4 ground-launched 
ballistic missiles and Julang I submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBM) are capable of 
targeting Japan.18  

DF-21A ballistic missiles with a range of 1,800 kilometers are mobile missiles which 
began to be deployed around 1985, and use solid fuel.  About fifty missiles are deployed, 
and each carries a nuclear warhead of 200 to 300 kilotons.  DF-3A ballistic missiles with 
a range of 2,800 kilometers, which were first deployed in 1971, are outdated, and number 
forty to 150.  They are being withdrawn in a phased manner.  As for DF-4 ballistic missiles, 
it is estimated that twelve units are deployed.  Though their range is 5,500 kilometers, 
DF-4 missiles are of old type like DF-3A and development is underway on DF-31 as their 
replacement.  Unlike DF-4, DF-31 missiles are mobile ballistic missiles using solid fuel 
and their full-scale deployment is estimated in and after 2006.19  Although DF-31 has the 
maximum range of 8,000 kilometers, according to the U. S. information agency, Russia and 
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Asian countries are considered as its targets.20  It is also speculated that DF-31 would carry 
multiple independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRV).  As it is not technologically easy 
to arm mobile ICBM with MIRV, there is little possibility of MIRV warheads being carried 
by DF-31 in the near future.21  However, considering China's success in launching a space 
rocket carrying several satellites, it is still likely that multiple reentry vehicles (MRV) might 
be installed.

At present, China has one "Xia-class" ballistic missile submarine nuclear (SSBN) 
carrying twelve SLBM, but is usually riding at its moorings.  China is now developing new 
SSBN/SLBM capability and plans to build a new SSBN tentatively called "094-type" as a 
successor to Xia-class SSBN, though its deployment will take long.22  As for SLBM, Julang 
II with a range of 11,800 kilometers is now under development on the basis of DF-31.23

China always maintains vague or negative attitudes toward possession and deployment 
of tactical nuclear weapons.  Given several nuclear tests with low yield in the late 1970s and 
military exercises designed for use of tactical nuclear arms in June 1982, it is considered 
certain that China possesses, if not deploy, tactical nuclear weapons.24  China fields a total 
of 335 short-range ballistic missiles including DF-11 with a range of 300 kilometers and 
DF15 with a range of 600 kilometers,25 but it is not known how many of them have nuclear 
capability.  It is speculated that China possesses or deploys a total of some 400 nuclear 
warheads and bombs, including strategic nuclear warheads and bombs.26 

As for Russia, the number of ballistic and cruise missiles posing a threat to Japan has 
decreased sizably, compared with the Cold War.  All the ground-launched ballistic and 
cruise missiles with ranges of 500 to 5,500 kilometers, including SS-20, were eliminated by 
1991 in accordance with the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty.  As a result, 
Japan is not exposed to a threat of Russia's ground-launched missiles, as long as ICBMs are 
not used as theater missiles with modifications in ranges.  Though disposal of short-range 
ground-launched ballistic missiles with a range of less than 500 kilometers is not confirmed, 
manufacturing of nuclear warheads for short-range ballistic missiles was terminated in 1992.  
This was reconfirmed by the Putin administration in April 2002.27

In contrast to ground-launched missile forces, Russia deploys sea-based nuclear-armed 
missiles such as SLBM and cruise missiles, which can potentially pose a threat to Japan.  
The number of SSBN is on the decrease, but as of January 2002, as many as 1,072 SLBM 
nuclear warheads are deployed.28  In addition, the Russian Navy continues to deploy some 
240 nuclear-armed cruise missiles, which include SS-N-21 ground-attack cruise missiles 
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with a range of 3,000 kilometers.29  On top of that, Backfire fighter-bombers and strategic 
bombers carry nuclear-capable air-to-surface missiles. 

II.  Strategic Significance of Missile Defense and its Impact on International Security

1.  Nuclear Deterrence and Missile Defense during the Cold War

(1) Mutual Nuclear Deterrence and Missile Defense
The advent of nuclear weapons and the development of ballistic missiles, one of the 

means of carrying such arms, drastically changed military strategies.  In military strategies 
after the appearance of nuclear weapons, to deter wars became a more important objective 
than to win wars because of unprecedented destructiveness and lethality of nuclear arms.  
It was the development and buildup of ballistic missiles capable of carrying nuclear 
weapons that firmly determined this trend.  The U. S., the Soviet Union and other countries 
possessing nuclear weapons had no choice but to seek a nuclear retaliatory capability as a 
means of preventing wars because it was not easy to develop defensive measures against 
high-speed ballistic missiles.  However, nuclear deterrence based on retaliation required 
a solid and credible retaliatory capability.  This meant more nuclear warheads, and more 
and multiple means of carrying them in order to ensure survivability of nuclear forces, in 
response to buildup of counterforce capability of adversary.  As a result, the U. S. and the 
Soviet Union were forced to square off against each other with massive nuclear arms in a 
deepening confrontation.  This led to a strategic relationship of mutual assured destruction 
(MAD) between the two countries.

MAD removed incentives for preemptive nuclear attacks and was considered to stabilize 
mutual deterrence between the U. S. and the Soviet Union.  In order to maintain MAD, 
it was necessary to guarantee each other's nuclear retaliation, and toward that end, it was 
required to restrict the deployment of anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems intended to 
intercept nuclear-armed ballistic missiles.  In May 1972, the U. S. and the Soviet Union 
concluded the ABM Treaty together with the Interim Agreement on the limitation of 
strategic offensive forces.  The ABM Treaty allowed "point defense," in which a limited 
number of fixed ground-based ABMs would be deployed to protect an ICBM base or the 
capital city, but banned the deployment of ABM systems to defend a whole country.  The 
treaty also prohibited development, experiment and deployment of mobile ground-based, 
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sea-based, air-borne and space-based ABMs.  The ABM Treaty legally confirmed and 
institutionalized MAD by imposing restrictions on development and deployment of ABM 
systems.

However, some problems surfaced over nuclear deterrence depending on assured 
retaliatory capability.  First, nuclear deterrence based on retaliation contained what was 
against a human instinct.  It is true that mutual deterrence assuring each other of nuclear 
retaliation could remove incentives for preemptive attacks, but it means both countries 
would continue to accept threats overhead as a given.  In other words, peoples of the two 
countries under mutual deterrence would be forced to continue to endure fear and frustration 
accruing from the very nature of retaliatory deterrence that they can't help leaving their 
own safety to rational judgment of the other. 30  It is a human instinct to eliminate threats 
he faced.  Though mutual deterrence assuring each other of retaliatory capability was the 
only feasible strategy in light of military technology, it was necessarily subject to criticism 
because it contained what was against a human instinct.

Second, a doubt was cast because assured destruction was an extreme option.31  Even 
if politicians don't think they can choose an option of nuclear retaliation that is likely to 
lead to assured destruction, they have to pose a serious threat of nuclear retaliation as far 
as possible in order to mask what they have in mind.  Otherwise, reliability of deterrence 
would be lost.  However, it was considered doubtful whether such a serious threat could 
always be maintained.  Excessive threats brought about anxiety about and resistance against 
the deterrence policy in their own country, as shown in anti-nuclear movements in West 
Germany in the mid-1980s.

Third, there is a criticism in the ethical context.  The foundation of nuclear deterrence 
during the Cold War was "deterrence by punishment" based on nuclear retaliation, and in 
this strategy, even exact counterforce nuclear attacks in retaliation, not to mention retaliatory 
attacks against cities, would unavoidably involve mass murders of citizens.  To put it in 
other words, retaliatory deterrence would be tantamount to claiming it as a public policy to 
hold children of a person who would likely commit murder and kill his children in order to 
prevent his crime of murder.32  

 Because of the above-mentioned limitations and problems over the deterrence strategy 
based on retaliation, views were voiced repeatedly calling for denial capability instead of 
retaliation as a basis of deterrence.33  The case in point was the "Strategic Defense Initiative 
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(SDI)."  In March 1983, U. S. President Ronald Reagan spelled out a multi-layer missile 
defense network centering on space-based interceptors, and called for a shift from retaliation 
to denial capability as a basis for deterrence against the Soviet Union.

The significance of missile defense is damage limitation, as in counterforce capability 
centering on prompt hard-target kill capability.  Since the dawn of history, capability to limit 
damage has been indispensable for winning a war and a fundamental factor in the strategy:  
destroying as much military strength of an enemy as possible, protecting our force and war 
potential from being destroyed and ultimately win a war.  However, in the strategic climate 
where mutual nuclear deterrence based on nuclear retaliation was prevailing and the upper 
limit was imposed on deployment of offensive forces as in the SALT during the Cold War, 
unlimited pursuit of damage-limitation capability could undermine "crisis stability." Missile 
defense would not be effective against a massive preemptive strike from an enemy in 
mutual deterrent relationship, but might be effective against a nuclear retaliatory attack with 
a crippled missile force.  If this hypothesis is to the point, countries armed with nuclear-
capable ballistic missiles, regardless of which side deploys missile defense, will be driven to 
move first in a political crisis when a war is highly likely to take place.  Missile defense also 
makes an enemy doubt about effectiveness of retaliation capability and pushes it to build 
up offensive missile capability.  In short, if one of nations at loggerheads with one another 
deploys missile defense along with nuclear-armed ballistic missiles, it would destabilize 
mutual deterrence and heightens the danger of nuclear wars.

Following were pointed as possible means to alleviate the negative aspects of missile 
defense.  The first measure is to enhance survivability of ballistic missile capability of 
two countries in confrontational relationship, including a change in deployment methods 
of ICBMs from fixed to mobile.  If near-perfect survivability is ensured, incentives for 
a first strike will not be large even if missile defense is deployed.  The second measure, 
which is relevant to the first, is to put limit on counterforce capability of ICBMs and 
SLBMs, particularly capability to destroy hard targets instantly.  Possible methods for this 
are, in addition to reduce the number of delivery vehicles that have prompt hard-target 
kill capability, to reduce explosive power of nuclear warheads and to reduce the launch 
readiness of ballistic missiles.34  The third measure is to guarantee survivability of missile 
defense.  The fourth is to see to it that, in terms of cost/performance, development of 
interceptor missiles will be superior to the development of offensive missiles like ICBMs 
and SLBMs so that missile defense may not bring about buildup of offensive missiles.  The 
first and second measures were feasible, whereas the third and fourth are quite hard to 
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realize, as shown in research and development of missile defense technology in the U. S.  In 
short, in the strategic climate where mutual nuclear deterrence based on nuclear retaliation 
was prevailing, and the upper limit was imposed on deployment of attack capability, it was 
very dufficult to develop and deploy militarily significant missile defense.

(2) "Nuclear Umbrella" and Missile Defense
The following can be said of impact missile defense has on nuclear umbrella.  Nuclear 

umbrella means to deter a military attack against an ally or a friendly nation through use 
of nuclear arms and intimidation of its escalation, and serves as an important pillar of 
"extended deterrence."  It should be noted that nuclear strength equipped with a capability 
to escalate nuclear exchange has higher credibility and reliability of nuclear umbrella 
than nuclear strength with mere retaliation capability35.  The key to credibility of threats 
of nuclear use and escalation is a capability to limit damage of a nation providing nuclear 
umbrella and overall bilateral relationship between a country providing "nuclear umbrella" 
and a recipient country.  A means of damage limitation consists of strategic defense like 
missile defense and counterforce capability to destroy offensive nuclear arms of an enemy, 
particularly a capability to destroy hardened offensive force  instantly.  In addition to 
buildup of counterforce capability in the past, if strategic defense like missile defense is 
deployed and reinforced to ensure superior damage limitation capability to an enemy, it will 
further enhance credibility and reliability of nuclear umbrella.

However, we have to note that if capability to limit damage is pursued unilaterally in the 
strategic climate where retaliatory nuclear deterrence is overwhelming and the upper limit is 
imposed on deployment of offensive capability, it threatens to destabilize mutual deterrence, 
as pointed out earlier, and adversely affect the security of a recipient of nuclear umbrella.  
For example, in the era of the U. S.- Soviet confrontation, it was fully hypothesized that 
destabilization of mutual deterrence to be triggered by deployment of missile defense would 
cause a new tension between the U. S. and the Soviet Union, and as a side effect, a threat 
from the Soviet Union would increase against Japan and Western Europe. 

2  Deterrence and Missile Defense after the Cold War

(1) Challenge to Deterrence Strategy
Given unrivaled U. S. military power, it is natural to consider that the U. S. can deter 

ballistic missile attacks by "rogue states" even if such rogue nations develop and deploy 
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ballistic missiles armed with WMD.  However, it is not necessarily easy to deter those 
nations in the post-Cold War days when Russo-American confrontation has disappeared.  
During the Cold War, Europe and some countries in East Asia were divided into two camps
─ one led by the U. S. and the other by the Soviet Union─ and therefore, a regional 
conflict involving those countries could possibly lead to a military conflict between the U. 
S. and the Soviet Union.  For the U. S., therefore, to prevent such regional conflicts from 
occurring was as significant as to head off a direct military conflict with the Soviet Union.  
In this context, the U. S. determination to contain regional conflicts and its deterrence 
deriving from the determination were somewhat persuasive.  However, a regional conflict 
after the end of the Cold War is highly unlikely to escalate into a direct Russo-American 
conflict.  Thus preventing a regional conflict is not so vital to the United States.  This may 
raise doubts in some countries as to the U. S. resolution in exercising its deterrent, especially 
when the U. S. might suffer considerable damages and casualties from intervening in the 
conflict.  This inference is likely to be made, above all, by rogue states having ballistic 
missiles that are not only WMD-capable but also invulnerable, while placing U. S. mainland 
as well as U. S. forces stationed overseas within their reach.  In short, as the implications of 
post-Cold War regional conflicts have become literally regional, there is a danger that some 
rogue states possessing WMD-armed ballistic missiles may conclude that they can deter the 
U. S. from intervening in regional conflicts.36

The difficulty of deterring rogue states has been amplified by a trend toward fewer 
means of retaliation.  One criterion for acquiring persuasive deterrence is to deploy a 
weapons system equivalent to arms an enemy will use and prepare counterattack capability 
corresponding to a strike from an enemy.  However, current retaliation tools of the U. S. are 
only nuclear weapons and conventional military strength.  Regarding biological weapons, 
President Richard Nixon declared in November 1969 that the U. S. unconditionally 
renounced all methods of biological warfare, including retaliatory use of biological 
weapons.37  As a result, coupled with the BWC, which took effect in March 1975, the U. 
S. now has no biological weapons to be used in operations.  As for chemical weapons, it is 
impossible to employ them even in "reprisal" because Article 1 paragraph 1 of the CWC, 
which took effect in April 1997, bans the use of chemical weapons under any circumstances 
and Article 22 prohibits reservations to the text of the treaty.38  

The military options left open to the U. S. to retaliate against rogue state are nuclear 
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arms and conventional weapons.  Neither can be expected to ensure credible deterrence in 
every spectrum of contingency.  As pointed out since the Cold War days, a threat of nuclear 
retaliation in detering small-scale attacks with biological, chemical and conventional 
weapons is not credible.  The same can be said of the use of ballistic missiles as a means 
of such attacks.  In addition, the international community has taken the course of imposing 
restrictions on nuclear deterrence policies after the Cold War.  The case in point is an 
advisory option presented by the International Court of Justice (ICJ) in July 1996 on the 
question concerning the legality of the threat or use of nuclear weapons.  In its advisory 
opinion, ICJ said to the effect that it is difficult to conclude whether threat or use of nuclear 
weapons in "an extreme circumstance of self-defense, in which the very survival of a 
State would be at stake," is legal or not but that it is generally against international law to 
threaten to use or use nuclear weapons in other situations.39  The advisory opinion indicates 
that the threat or use of nuclear weapons is allowed only in an extreme situation involving 
the survival of a nation, restricting greatly chances to exercise nuclear deterrence.  Of 
course, the advisory opinion of the ICJ are not legally binding, but it is the opinion of the 
only world court and therefore undoubtedly has political and ethical significance which 
cannot be ignored.  Moreover, demand for maintenance and reinforcement of the NPT 
regime, increasingly vocal in the post-Cold War era, has created negative effects on nuclear 
deterrence:   the maintenance and reinforcement of the NPT regime requires narrowing 
down of significance and roles of nuclear weapons.

As made clear by atomic bombings on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, nuclear weapons are 
horrible and despicable arms which, once used, cause massive and indiscriminate murders, 
regardless of combatants or non-combatants, young or old, or men or women.  It is also 
difficult to turn a deaf ear to the advisory opinion of ICJ that it is illegal to use nuclear arms 
except in "an extreme circumstances of self-defense, in which the very survival of a State 
be at stake."  In using nuclear arms, therefore, it is necessary to overcome high ethical and 
political hurdles.  This kind of restrictive factor must work strongly, particularly in the U. 
S. which is the only country that employed nuclear weapons and caused an unprecedented 
disaster.  After the atomic bombings on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the U. S. considered the 
use of nuclear arms on several occasions, but did not use them in the end.  This eloquently 
shows how difficult it is to clear political and ethical hurdles over nuclear use.  If this 
situation continues, credibility of nuclear deterrence will necessarily decline gradually 
except in cases of deterring the use of nuclear weapons by other countries.

As for deterrent effects of conventional weapons, it is true that they are superior to 
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nuclear arms in terms of credibility of retaliation threats.  Nuclear retaliation causes massive 
losses to human lives and assets, which is disproportionate to invasion with weapons other 
than nuclear arms, and therefore it is not easy to decide on the use of nuclear weapons in 
retaliation.  Countries planning invasion fully know this, as shown by historical facts of non-
nuclear-weapon states using armed force against nuclear-armed countries.

However, conventional weapons, even high-technology conventional weapons, may not 
always have credible deterrence, because damage to be caused by conventional weapons 
tend to be underestimated.  Nations have their own "strategic culture" or own views on 
military power, and may not be as afraid of destructiveness of hi-tech conventional weapons 
as the possessor expects.  Especially doubtful is so-called "intra-war deterrence," that is, 
capability to deter escalation of battles and fire power.  For example, it is not easy to prevent 
an enemy from using biological and chemical weapons with hi-tech conventional weapons 
in the situation where hi-tech weapons are already employed.  In short, in a sharp contrast to 
nuclear weapons, conventional weapons do not have a decisive impact on an enemy, making 
it difficult to create powerful and credible deterrence.

A big problem over a deterrence strategy based on retaliation capability lies in difficulty 
identifying credible deterrence because a nation challenging deterrence has different 
strategic culture and ideas about military strength from a deterrer.  This difficulty will 
become all the greater because the number of countries challenging deterrence is growing.  
In addition, the  difficulty of a deterrence strategy varies according to the form and size 
of conflicts subject to deterrence.  Unlike mutual deterrence of nations possessing nuclear 
weapons, extended deterrence and deterrence of conventional wars are complex and 
diversified because they involve various factors for consideration, including the degree of 
determination of a nation exercising deterrence.  Moreover, depending on military actions of 
a challenging nation, such as a strategy of creating a fait accompli in a short time, retaliatory 
deterrence is difficult to work even if a deterrent nation maintains powerful retaliatory 
means. 

(2) Role of Missile Defense
 It was mentioned in the previous paragraph that rogue states deploying invulnerable 

ballistic missiles capable of carrying WMD may conclude that it could deter the U. S.  And 
if the U. S., fearful of possible huge damage, hesitates to intervene in regional conflicts 
caused by rogue states, it could not only harm peace and stability in the regions concerned 
but adversely affect relations between the U. S. and its allies.  In order to leave room for U. 
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S. intervention in regional conflicts triggered by such rogue states, it would be required to 
develop a means to limit damage to be incurred by ballistic missiles by intercepting rogues' 
ballistic missiles.  If missile defense is deployed against limited ballistic missile attacks 
from rogue states, the U. S. could perform military operations without fearing retaliation 
against its mainland and its forces stationed overseas.  Consequently, it would lead to higher 
credibility of military commitment for allies.40  It is predicted that if the U. S. mainland 
and its forces overseas are vulnerable to missile threats from rogue states, voices would 
be expressed against military action vis-à-vis rogue states.  Missile defense is expected to 
curtail those negative opinions within the U. S.41

In addition, the following scenario can be hypothesized.  If a rogue state loses battles 
with the U. S., invites U. S. invasion of its territory and concludes that its government 
cannot survive, the rogue may use WMD-armed ballistic missiles against the U. S. or 
other countries that carry out military operations together with the U. S.  This "last blow 
by loser about to die" cannot be deterred by any means.  Apart from this possibility, as the 
number of countries with ballistic missiles increases, it will heighten a risk that missiles 
will be launched by accident or misunderstanding.  Needless to say, retaliatory deterrence 
is helpless against such missile launches.  In any case, there is no choice but to intercept 
ballistic missiles or their warheads that are actually launched.

Missile defense has mixed effects against nuclear arms control and disarmament as well 
as non-proliferation of ballistic missiles, and it is not easy to draw a general conclusion.  At 
least, however, missile defense is expected to prevent rogue states from embarking on the 
development nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles.  It is generally said that missile defense 
will only lead to buildup of ballistic missiles because developing offensive ballistic missiles 
is better than that of missile defense in terms of cost/performance.  This likelihood, however, 
can apply only to a race of ballistic missiles and missile defense among nations with little 
difference in economic scale and technology, but not to relations between the U. S. and 
rogue states which are vastly inferior to the U. S. in economic and technological power.  
Therefore, there is the possibility that rogue states will give up development of ballistic 
missiles and nuclear weapons if they take a look at U. S. missile defense deployed globally 
and resulting enhanced U. S. intervention capability in regional conflicts.42  

3.  The Bush (junior) Administration's Missile Defense Policy and Recent Trends

The U. S. administration set up in January 2001 by Republican President George 
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W. Bush has been active toward development and deployment of missile defense.  
Regarding missile defense designed to protect the U. S. homeland, for example, the Bush 
administration is considering multi-layer missile defense including sea-based, air-borne and 
space-based ABM systems, in addition to fixed ground-based ABM systems designed by the 
previous administration under Bill Clinton.43  The current administration also indicates its 
intention to develop both the national missile defense (NMD) and the theater missile defense 
(TMD) without differentiating them, unlike the Clinton administration, and at the same 
time follows the policy to deploy and build up missile defense in accordance with progress 
in interception technology.  Though depending on judgment of the Bush administration 
about ABM technology, there is no denying the possibility that large-scale missile defense 
systems will be deployed, exceeding the tool of "counter-proliferation" designed to 
handle ballistic missile threats from rogue states."44  This can be deducted from a speech 
delivered by President Bush on May 1, 2001 at the U. S. National Defense University, in 
which he said that he would establish a "new strategic framework" to replace the ABM 
Treaty, or a strategic framework not based on MAD, with Russia.45  Moreover, Secretary of 
Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld and other government officials stress a need for research and 
development of a space defense capability designed to protect various satellites and sensors 
deployed in space, all of which are indispensable to missile defense, from "anti-satellite" 
(ASTAT) systems."46  The Bush administration called for a budget appropriation of 9.1 
billion dollars for missile defense in fiscal 2004, an increase of 1.3 billion dollars over the 
previous year.47 

Notable in a missile defense program by the Bush administration is a stress 
on effectiveness of "boost-phase ABM systems" based on sea-based and air-borne 

117

43 Ronald T. Kadish, Director of the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization, "The Ballistic Missile Defense 
Program," prepared testimony on ballistic missile defense policies and programs in review of the Defense 
Authorization Request for Fiscal Year 2002, United States Senate Committee on Armed Services, July 12, 2001.  
For documents describing concisely research and development as well as plans for missile defense as of May 
2003, refer to Arms Control Association, "Factfile: U. S. Missile Defense Programs at a Glance," Arms Control 
Today, Vol. 33, No. 5 (June 2003), pp. 25-28.
44 Some U. S. researchers point to a possibility that as many as 1,000 anti-ballistic missiles would be deployed for 
mainland missile defense.  For example, Michael O'Hanlon, "Double Talk on Missile Defense," The Washington 
Post, July 31, 2001.
45 The White House, "Remarks by the President to Students and Faculty at National Defense University," May 1, 
2001 (http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/release/2001/05/text/20010501-10.html)(May 2, 2001).  A new strategic 
framework advocated by the Bush administration is not be based on the ABM Treaty and consisted of four 
main components: (1) substantial reduction in offensive nuclear forces, (2) international cooperation for missile 
defense, (3) reinforcement of non-proliferation and counter-proliferation policies, and (4) improvement in trust 
and transparency.  The White House, "Questions and Answers Related to Principal Themes on Missile Defense," 
(http://www.ceip.org/files/projects/npp/resources/EmbassyCableNMD.htm)(July 27, 2001).
46 Walter Pincus, "From Missile Defense to a Space Arms Race?" The Washington Post, December 30, 2000.
47 Wade Boese, "News and Negotiations: Pentagon Asks for $9.1 Billion in Missile Defense Funding," Arms 
Control Today, Vol. 33, No. 2 (March 2003), p. 28.  It does not include budget appropriations for PAC-3, 
MEADS and space-based infrared systems (high orbit), which are funded through the Army and Air Force.  If the 
funding for the three programs is added, the total amount of the budget request is about 9.7 billion dollars.
48 The White House, "Remarks by the President to Students and Faculty at National Defense Academy."



interceptors.48  At present, research and development is going on for air-borne laser (ABL) 
systems and mobile ground-based and sea-based boost-phase interceptor systems (300 
million dollars for fiscal 2004).  Research and development is also planned for space-
deployed boost-phase interceptor systems, similar to "Brilliant Pebbles" visualized by 
former President George H. W. Bush.

On December 17, 2002, President Bush decided to deploy a limited number of ground- 
and sea-based ABM from September 2004 to 2005.  Three types are subject to deployment.  
The first type is fixed ground-based ABM designed for intercepting long-range ballistic 
missiles, and a total of twenty units will be deployed─ sixteen units (six in 2004 and ten 
in 2005) at Fort Greely, Alaska, and four in the Vandenberg Air Base in California.  The 
second is sea-based ABM intended for shooting down medium- and short-range ballistic 
missiles, and three Aegis cruisers will serve as platforms for a total of twenty units.  The 
third is PAC-3 aimed at medium- and short-range ballistic missiles, but the number of 
deployment has not been disclosed.49  President Bush termed the deployment of these ABM 
as a springboard for development of full-fledged missile defense systems.50

     In the meantime, delay is expected in deployment of various high-performance 
sensors, including X-band radars and space-based infrared systems (high and low orbits), 
now under development for missile defense.  For the time being, therefore, the U. S. will 
depend on improvement of existing sensors for possible operations of ABM systems, 
including early warning radars deployed in Shemia Island, one of the Aleutian Islands, and 
early warning radars in the U. K. and Danish territory of Greenland.51

On December 16, one day before the decision on deployment of the above-mentioned 
missile defense systems, Bush signed the national security presidential directive-23 
(NSPD-23), in which he cited threats of North Korea as one of the reasons for deployment 
of missile defense systems.  He also stated missile defense was an urgent necessity in 
order to prepare for possible surprise attacks, failures of diplomatic efforts, blunders of 
intelligence activities and failure of deterrence.52  Some Democrats of the Congress voiced 
criticism against Bush's decision to deploy missile defense, saying the deployment was too 
early in view of some doubt about intercepting capability of missile defense systems.53 

4.  Response from Major Countries
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(1) Russia
Even in the wake of the Cold War, Russia objected to U. S. missile defense plan, 

particularly deployment of a missile defense system for protecting U. S. homeland.  
Considering the number of ICBM and SLBM owned by Russia, it was hardly reasonable 
to think a limited national missile defense mapped out by the previous U. S. administration 
under Clinton would erode Russia's deterrence against the U. S.  For the following reasons, 
however, Russia considered deployment of a missile defense system for the U. S. mainland 
would possibly hamper Russian deterrence against the U. S.  First, the U. S. did not assure 
Russia that its national missile defense would be a limited system.  Therefore, Russia 
concluded that a U. S.  national missile defense, once deployed, would necessarily step up 
political pressure for further buildup of the missile defense system in view of the political 
situation in the U. S.  Second, ballistic missiles owned by Russia are in fact outdated and the 
number is on the gradual decline.  In this context, it was feared that deployment of a national 
missile defense system in the U. S. would ultimately neutralize Russia's deterrent against the 
U. S.

Nevertheless, Russian President Putin has shown muted reactions to U. S. President 
Bush's announcement of U. S. secession from the ABM Treaty and his decision to deploy 
limited missile defense systems.  While Putin called the U. S. decision to withdraw from 
the ABM treaty "mistaken," he clearly stated that the decision would not pose a threat to 
Russian security.54  As if to endorse the stance of President Putin, no change was seen in the 
Russian policy to reduce the number of strategic nuclear warheads, which was announced on 
November 13, 2002, just one month before the announcement of the U. S. withdrawal from 
the ABM Treaty.  President Putin also expressed only "regret" over the U. S. decision in 
December 2002 to deploy missile defense systems.55  

Following are some reasons for President Putin's moderate reactions.  First, Russia, 
considering that cooperative relationship with the U. S. are indispensable to its economic 
and social development, was concerned that such cooperative relationship would be 
damaged by differences in views on the ABM Treaty and missile defense.  Second, Russia 
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concluded that it was impossible to prevent deployment of missile defense in view of 
Americans' favorable attitude toward development and deployment of missile defense.  
Third reason may have been difficulty for Russia to perceive a whole picture of missile 
defense programs in the U.S.  On the basis of slow progress in research and development of 
the various U. S. anti-ballistic missiles, Russia may have forecasted that its ballistic missile 
force could overwhelm U. S. missile defense systems.56

Regarding Russia's attitude toward missile defense, it should be noted that in January 
2003 Russia showed its willingness to carry out joint research and development on missile 
defense with the U. S.  This was only one month after U. S. President Bush announced his 
decision on deployment of missile defense.  The positive attitude was expressed by Defense 
Minister Sergei Ivanov and Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov as well as President Putin.57  In 
May, however, Russia submitted prerequisites for joint research and development, including 
demilitarization of space, out of consideration for implications of space-based missile 
defense system.58 

(2) China
China has been persistent in objecting the U. S. national missile defense program.  For 

example, China, though not a party to the ABM Treaty, continued to call for the maintenance 
of the treaty in order to prevent development and deployment of U. S. missile defense.  At  
the Conference on Disarmament (CD) in Geneva, China insisted that the members launch 
negotiations on a treaty to ban "weaponization" of space, which were opposed by the U. S., 
together with a fissile material cut-off treaty (FMCT), though a majority of the members 
asked for the early start of FMCT talks.59  It was clear that behind China's stance lays its 
intent to deal a blow to U. S. missile defense program.

However, China reacted calmly to the U. S. announcement of withdrawing from the 
ABM Treaty.  Given China's attitude toward the ABM Treaty, it was feared that China would 
take some countermeasures to the U. S. decision to abandon the Treaty.  To President Bush's 
announcement, a press secretary of China's Ministry of Foreign Affairs said that it would be 
quite important to maintain international arms control and disarmament efforts; China was 
against missile defense; China was concerned about negative effects resulting from the U. 
S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty; and China hoped that the U. S. would listen to other 
countries.60  China neither expressed direct criticism against the U. S. decision nor indicated 
countermeasures.  China showed this reserved reaction probably because it placed top 
priority on economic development and was keenly aware that cooperative relationship with 
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the U. S. in terms of investment, technology and trade was indispensable to its sustained 
economic growth.  Furthermore, President Bush notified Chairman Jiang Zemin in advance 
of the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, and expressed his willingness to promote strategic 
dialogs with China.61  This surely helped ease China's reaction.

Compared with its reaction to the U. S. withdrawal from the ABM Treaty, China 
showed a somewhat harsh reaction to the U. S. decision to deploy limited missile defense, 
deployment of ground- and sea-based interceptor missiles as well as PAC-3.  China's 
Foreign Ministry gave a warning to the deployment, saying it must not destroy global 
strategic stability, and international and regional security.  The ministry also stated that 
China has determined deployment of its military strength in accordance with the need 
of national defense, indicating its readiness to take countermeasures if missile defense 
threatened China's security.62  China did not refer to clear-cut countermeasures but suggested 
only a possibility of countermeasures, probably because it was difficult for China to grasp a 
whole picture of America's missile defense.

(3) Europe, NATO
Some European/NATO countries once expressed a concern about so-called "decoupling"

─ a view that the deployment of national missile defense in the U. S. would damage 
integrity of the U. S. and Europe in terms of security.  In other words, they harbored 
apprehension that the U. S. would become reluctant to get involved in European affairs and 
fulfill defense commitment to its allies because the deployment of missile defense would 
help the U. S. unilaterally handle the threats from rogue states.63  This view pointed to 
only one aspect of missile defense and failed to command a majority opinion.  As pointed 
out earlier, if missile defense was deployed against rogue states, the U. S. could carry out 
military operations with little fear of retaliation against its mainland and U. S. forces abroad, 
as far as conflicts with rogue states are concerned.  Accordingly, it is estimated that U. S. 
defense commitment to its allies would be strengthened, far from getting weakened.64 

Views on the U. S. missile defense program among Europe/NATO countries vary in 
accordance with Russian reactions to U. S. missile defense.  As long as Russia does not 
strongly object to the U. S. missile defense program, Europe/NATO nations tend not to raise 
apprehension about the program.  However, they do not necessarily take the deployment 
of missile defense as an urgent issue.  For Europe/NATO countries, the first and foremost 
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means against ballistic missile threats remain arms control and deterrence.65

In the meantime, Europe/NATO countries have come to display positive attitudes 
toward research and development on missile defense.  In November 2002, for example, 
NATO nations agreed to embark on research into missile defense designed to protect the 
whole NATO area from ballistic missile strikes.66  The defense industries in Europe have 
also begun to join hands with the U. S. counterpart in research and development on missile 
defense.  In July 2002, the European air defense and space (EADS) industry, led by France 
and Germany, signed a contract with Boeing of the U. S. for joint development of missile 
defense technology.67  In 2003, British and Italian firms concluded a contract with Boeing 
on missile defense.68  Britain accepted a request to improve American early warning radar 
for ballistic missiles deployed in Britain, while Poland and Czech expressed their readiness 
to deploy U. S. radars and other monitoring facilities related to missile defense in their own 
territories.69  In short, European nations have become to show positive attitudes toward the 
U.S. missile defense program.

5  Impact of Missile Defense on International Security

As has been pointed out so far, China and Russia have not spelled out special 
countermeasures to U. S. President Bush's decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and 
deploy limited missile defense.  Russia has only chosen to preserve its ICBMs with MIRV.  
It is not until a whole picture of missile defense networks is disclosed that Russia and China 
will show their true attitudes toward the U. S. missile defense, and such attitudes should 
vary depending on the size and capabilities of strategic nuclear weapons owned by the two 
countries and on Russo-American and Sino-American relations.  

(1) Russo-American Relations
President Bush cited the disappearance of confrontational relationship between the U. S. 

and Russia as one reason for the withdrawal from the ABM Treaty.  Bush's judgment seemed 
to stem from the fact that the Putin government has extended cooperation in America's war 
on terror in the wake of the terrorist attacks on the U. S. on September 11, 2001, and that 
Putin signed the Moscow Treaty which strongly reflects Bush's strategic nuclear policy 
mapped out in U. S. nuclear posture review (NPR).

The U. S. and Russia are trying to shift the foundation of bilateral strategic relationship 
from military factors, including strategic nuclear forces, to political and economic ones, 
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such as cooperation in politics, economy and international security.  In the joint declaration 
announced simultaneously with the signing of the Moscow Treaty in May 2002, reference 
was made to "basis for (Russo-American) cooperation" and five areas were listed as 
those requiring stepped-up cooperation between the two countries.  They were "political 
cooperation," "economic cooperation," "strengthening people-to-people contacts," 
"preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction: nonproliferation and international 
terrorism," and "missile defense, further strategic offensive reductions, new consultative 
mechanism on strategic security."70  This surely reflects the above-mentioned shift.

However, this shift in the basis for strategic stability between the U. S. and Russia 
from hardware of military strength centering on nuclear weapons to cooperation in politics, 
economy and security, which is subject to various interpretations and perceptions, inevitably 
contains greater uncertainty.  Under the Moscow Treaty, the two countries set the upper 
limit of strategic nuclear warheads to as many as 1,700 to 2,200, and continue to maintain 
sufficient nuclear weapons to annihilate each other.  As a result, though nuclear deterrence 
has become far less significant as a factor prescribing the bilateral relations, what nuclear 
deterrence should be will surface depending on the progress in the bilateral relations.  
Therefore, in order to ensure strategic stability between the U. S. and Russia after the 
abolition of the ABM Treaty, it is desirable to take as many measures as possible indicated 
in Chapter II 1 (1) "Mutual Nuclear Deterrence and Missile Defense," in addition to deeper 
cooperative relationship in politics, economy and international security.

(2) Sino-American Relations
For the past couple of years, China has softened its criticism against U. S. missile 

defense program, but there has been no change in its stance against missile defense.  The 
impact the U. S. national missile defense will have on China is quite serious, considering 
the small number (only about twenty) of China's DF-5 ICBMs capable of reaching the 
continental U. S. and the Taiwan issue.  Even assuming that some of the twenty ICBMs 
survive a preemptive nuclear strike from the U. S., limited missile defense capable of 
intercepting ten to twenty warheads will eliminate China's retaliation capability.  If multi-
layer defense systems now under study by the Bush administration are deployed, a mere 
twenty ICBMs of China cannot be used even as a tool of intimidation, losing their political 
and military significance vis-à-vis the U. S. 

A change in military balance to be caused by the deployment of U. S. national missile 
defense will not only hamper China's deterrence against the U. S. but also possibly make 
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Taiwan remain as it is or help the Taiwanese have their eyes set on independence, because 
the missile defense will make it easy for the U. S. to intervene in armed conflicts between 
China and Taiwan.  In other words, the deployment of the national missile defense may 
pressure China into giving up Taiwan.  If China cannot abandon Taiwan, it cannot help 
taking countermeasures against the missile defense.  

It remains to be seen whether the deployment of U. S. national missile defense system 
will give China impetus to build up its ICBM capability.  Some government officials 
intimate development of weapons to attack U. S. missile defense network rather than 
buildup of offensive ballistic missiles as a countermeasure against such network.71  If China 
should resort to buildup of ballistic missiles, it will give some impact to regional security.  
Although it is hardly possible that credibility of the American "nuclear umbrella" over Japan 
and South Korea will be damaged,72 a concern will be generated about reactions from Russia 
and India against China's buildup of ballistic missiles.  In order to avoid this scenario, 
China and the U. S. must have closer strategic dialogues on missile defense.  Even if such 
consultations may not wipe out China's fear of missile defense, China's leaders may be given 
the impression that the U. S. pays attention to their concern about their country's security, 
helping avoid harsh confrontation between the two countries.  These strategic dialogues 
can be considered quite significant because Chinese politicians express the view that 
Chinese attitudes toward the U. S. missile defense depend greatly on overall Sino-American 
relations.73

(3) Boost-Phase Intercept System and Strategic Stability
A boost-phase intercept system is to intercept a ballistic missile during the rising 

phase when a rocket engine is running after the missile is launched.  In terms of intercept 
efficiency, a boost-phase system is superior to a system designed to shoot down a warhead 
separated from a missile in its mid-course flight or a terminal phase.  First, as a boost-
phase system is intended to intercept a missile itself in the boost phase, not a warhead 
separated from a ballistic missile, it is not troubled by a decoy or chaff.  Second, a ballistic 
missile in the boost phase is easy to catch because a booster is running and a flying speed is 
relatively slow (however, a reaction time from the detection of a missile launch to intercept 
is extremely limited).  Third, an area for possible protection is very large.  A boost-phase 
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intercept system has thus many advantages over other missile defense systems, and can 
serve as a key defense network of multi-layer defense systems.

Advantages of a boost-phase intercept system do not stop there.  It is effective in 
alleviating concerns China and Russia have about missile defense.  With sea- and land-based 
boost-phase intercept systems, it is difficult to intercept ICBMs launched from Russian and 
Chinese inland areas, and SLBMs launched from an ocean far away from a boost-phase 
intercept system.  This is expected to mitigate concerns on the Russian and Chinese sides 
about U. S. missile defense.74  However, we have to note that air- or space-based boost-
phase intercept system using lasers and other intercept methods is capable of intercepting 
ICBMs from the inland areas of China and Russia, though such a system is technologically 
challenging.75  In short,  as long as U. S. national missile defense is regarded as a defense 
system against missile threats from rogue nations, it may be one option to develop and 
deploy sea- and land-based boost-phase intercept systems and supplement them with mid-
course and terminal-phase intercept systems.

III.  Strategic Significance of Japan's Missile Defense and its Impact on Security 
Environment in East Asia

1.  Significance of Missile Defense for Japan

In the wake of North Korea's experimental launch of No-Dong missiles in May 1993, an 
opinion surfaced in Japan in favor of Japanese-American joint research into missile defense 
covering the whole area of Japan.  From December the same year on, for the purpose of 
gathering materials necessary for judgment on development and deployment of upper-tier 
missile defense capability, Japan carried out preliminary research exploring technological 
feasibility of such missile defense.  After North Korea launched ballistic missiles across 
the Japanese archipelago in August 1998, the Japanese and U. S. governments agreed 
to "promote work for implementation of joint technology research," emphasizing the 
importance of a missile defense concept.76  Subject to joint technology research between 
Japan and the U. S. was navy theater-wide defense (NTWD) system.  This missile defense is 
now called "sea-based mid-course defense (SMD)."

Although ballistic missile threats from rogue states against the U. S. have yet to 
become a reality, some U. S. allies, including Japan, are faced with such threats, as shown 
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by the launch of missiles by North Korea.  Japan has abandoned a choice of setting up its 
own retaliatory deterrence and depends on extended deterrence offered by  the U. S.  As 
mentioned earlier, however, it is speculated that rogue states which possess invulnerable 
ballistic missiles with WMD may misunderstand the U. S. comitment of extended 
deterrence.  Missile defense can be viewed as a means to deal with such risks, and is 
expected to fulfill the following additional roles in terms of Japan's security.

First, missile defense covering Japan can prevent ballistic missiles with or in the 
disguise of being armed with WMD from being used as a tool of political intimidation.  
The Japanese people have deep-seated fear about WMD due to their experience of nuclear 
bombings and sarin gas attacks.  It is not groundless to assume that nations hostile to Japan 
will take advantage of this psychological weakness, if necessary, and exercise influence 
over Japan.  It is hypothesized that North Korea will use WMD-armed ballistic missiles as 
a means of intimidation in order to prevent Japan from extending a helping hand to the U. 
S. and South Korea in the case of a war on the Korean Peninsula.  Missile defense can serve 
as a countermeasure against this intimidation.  It is also speculated that should hostilities 
break out on the Korean Peninsula, North Korea, on the brink of collapse after the invasion 
by American-South Korean joint forces, will threaten to use WMD-armed ballistic missiles 
against Japan and South Korea with a view to head off further operations of American and 
South Korean forces.  Missile defense covering Japan can work as a countermeasure against 
this threat.

Second, missile defense designed to protect Japan also serve to protect the U. S. forces 
in Japan, ensuring flexible operations by the U. S. forces.  It is absolutely necessary for 
Japan to avoid the U. S. forces being held hostage to ballistic missile threats from rogue 
nations so that Japan can maintain smooth operation of Japan-U. S. security arrangements 
and reliability of the U. S. extended deterrence.  

Third, as described earlier, it is not easy to achieve "intra-war deterrence"─ to restore 
deterrence after a conventional war breaks out.  Then, it is difficult to deter attacks with 
ballistic missiles carrying conventional warheads.  The military significance of ballistic 
missiles armed with conventional warheads varies according to their accuracy.  If a 
conventionally-armed ballistic missile has "circular error probability (CEP)" of about 
one kilometer, it is not so effective militarily, though it can be used as a tool of political 
intimidation.  However, as its accuracy improves, its military significance becomes greater.  
For example, if rogue states deploy accurate ballistic and cruise missiles with conventional 
warheads, all of which are capable of attacking the Japanese government infrastructure 
and atomic power plants along the Sea of Japan, Japan and the U. S. may be deterred.  
Considering the fact that rogue states continue to improve accuracy of ballistic missiles, 
development of intercept capability against ballistic missiles is indispensable.

Fourth, Japan is within range of ballistic missiles deployed not only by North Korea 
but also by Russia and China.  And ballistic missile capability of North Korea and China is 
on the increase.  As ballistic missiles are increasingly deployed, the risk of missile launch 
by accident or misunderstanding will increase.  It is only missile defense that can handle 
ballistic missiles actually launched.  



Fifth, if a missile defense system deployed by Japan attains high survivability and high-
degree intercept capability, such missile defense will reduce incentives for missile buildup 
in neighboring countries and help prevent proliferation and buildup of ballistic missiles.  
Moreover, on-going Japan-U. S. joint research on interceptor missile will deepen exchanges 
of defense technology between the two countries and lead to reinforcement of foundation for 
Japan-U. S. security arrangements.

Debates on missile defense in Japan center on ballistic missile defense (BMD), but the 
importance of cruise missile defense (CMD) must not be forgotten.  Compared with ballistic 
missiles, cruise missiles are inexpensive, and accuracy and range are easy to improve.77  

Cruise missiles are also a more suitable means of carrying biological and chemical 
weapons than ballistic missiles.78  Cruise missiles possessed by North Korea are antiship 
cruise missiles based on China's HY-2 silkworm cruise missiles.  It is assumed that if they 
are turned into land-attack missiles with longer ranges and improved acuracy, they will 
present a great threat to Japan.  For example, if an armed conflict takes place on the Korean 
Peninsula, North Korea may use sea-  and ground-launched cruise missiles with biological 
and chemical weapons as a tool of intimidation against Japan in order to prevent Japan from 
assisting U. S. forces.

Patriot PAC-3s under development in the U. S. are capable of intercepting cruise 
missiles to some degree, but cruise missiles are not always caught with radars because they 
can fly low unlike ballistic missiles.  It is also difficult to identify launch signals and sites.  
It may be necessary to take additional defense measures besides PAC-3s.  It is considered 
effective to intercept cruise missiles in accordance with their flying routes.79  Toward this 
end, it is essential to establish an unified battle command post such as on AWACS, so that 
air-, ground- and sea-launched missiles can be employed in coordinated operations.

2  Impact on Security Environment in East Asia

China and North Korea have been opposed to Japan-U. S. joint technology research on 
missile defense.  China has cited several reasons for its objection,80 and one of them is that if 
missile defense subject to the U. S.-Japan joint research is deployed, it will trigger an arms 
race in East Asia and exacerbate strategic environment.  This criticism, however, is not fully 
persuasive.  The assertion that missile defense will generate an arms race is one-sided.  It 
is said that some government officials in Taiwan expressed views in favor of deployment 
of ballistic missiles capable of striking major cities in China as a countermeasure against 
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ballistic missile threats from China.81  It is speculated that if Taiwan had chosen to deploy 
offensive ballistic missiles, it would have brought about a fierce arms race between China 
and Taiwan.  China has to admit that a fundamental cause of an arms race in East Asia lies 
not in missile defense but in buildup of its own ballistic missiles.  Missile defense planned 
in Japan and Taiwan are merely passive countermeasures against ballistic missile buildup of 
China and North Korea.

Furthermore, ballistic missile development programs in Asian countries, particularly in 
China, should not be determined only by Japan's missile defense.  Missile capability trends 
in the U. S., Russia and India should also serve as driving factors for Chinese decision on its 
missile modernization.  Therefore, it is reasonable to think that China promotes buildup of 
ballistic missiles regardless of Japan's deployment of missile defense.

Moreover, it must be pointed out that Japan, including the U. S. forces stationed in 
that country, does not possess ballistic missiles and WMD to be carried on such missiles.  
As shown in the logic of the ABM Treaty, the deployment of a missile defense system by 
either one of the two countries deterring each other with nuclear-armed ballistic missiles 
presumably damages the other's retaliatory capability, endangering strategic stability.  On 
the other hand, if missile defense is designed to protect countries which do not own WMD-
armed ballistic missiles, such as Japan, it is unmistakably a defensive weapon.  Whether 
Japan's missile defense system will destabilize strategic relations with neighboring countries 
with ballistic missiles depends on how each of these countries responds to the missile 
defense.  

Considering Japan's geographical proximity with China and difficulty in constructing 
perfectly protective missile defense because of its very nature of following offensive 
measures, it is groundless to consider the deployment of missile defense by Japan will 
neutralize China's retaliation capability.  In other words, even Japan deploys a missile 
defense system, China's ultimate deterrent capability vis-à-vis Japan will remain.  China has 
declared unconditional no first use of nuclear weapons and unconditional "negative security 
assurance."82  China's repeated criticism of Japan's research on missile defense reveals that 
China regards Japan as a possible target of nuclear attacks.  In short, China's criticism that 
Japan's missile defense will exacerbate strategic environment is only due to its fear that its 
one-sided military advantage over Japan acquired through deployment of ballistic missiles 
will be threatened.

China also levels criticism to the effect that missile defense to protect Japan will boost 
offensive capability of the U. S. forces in Japan and heighten military tension in East Asia.  
It is true that a missile defense system protecting Japan will protect the U. S. forces in Japan 
and make it possible for the U. S. forces to perform flexible operations, but it is too much 
to say on the ground of this possibility that the U. S. forces in Japan will become more 
aggressive.  The Japan-U. S. alliance is not a sort of alliance witnessed during the imperialist 
era.  With deterrence and defense as fundamental functions, it is a passive alliance designed 
to ensure peace and stability in the Asia and Pacific region.



IV.  International Approaches Against Transfer and Proliferation of Ballistic Missiles

Among pioneer treaties to restrict transfer of missiles between nations are the ABM 
Treaty and START I, both of which were signed by the U. S. and the Soviet Union (Russia).  
Article 9 of the ABM Treaty, which expired in June 2002, banned transfer of components 
of ABM systems, including interceptor missiles, to a third country.  Article 5 paragraph 28 
of START I provides that it shall be prohibited to establish a base for strategic offensive 
arms outside the territories of the parties concerned, thus banning transfer and deployment 
of ICBMs and strategic bombers of the U. S. and the Soviet Union to other countries.  
Now available as measures against transfer and proliferation of missiles are the "Missile 
Technology Control Regime (MTCR)" and the "International Code of Conduct against 
Ballistic Missiles Proliferation (ICOC)" adopted in November 2002.  Both lack legally 
binding power, but have more members than the ABM treaty and START I.

1.  Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR)
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The MTCR was inaugurated in April 1987 by G-7 countries with a view to controlling 
export of missiles, one of the means of carrying nuclear weapons, and of dual-use items 
and technology which can help develop missiles.  Subject to export control were ballistic 
missiles and cruise missiles with throwweight or range exceeding 500 kilograms and 300 
kilometers, respectively, and related components.83  Since July 1992, however, restrictions 
have been imposed on missiles capable of carrying WMD, including chemical and 
biological weapons, irrespective of throwweight or range, and related dual-use items and 
technology.84

As of January 2003, 33 countries, including Japan, took part in the MTCR.85  Though 
not official members, Israel, Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia announced their intention of 
carrying out export control in accordance with MTCR.86  Under MTCR, member countries 
formulate common export control policy called "guidelines" and restrict export of items 
listed in the Categories I and II87 on the basis of each domestic laws (the Foreign Exchange 
and Foreign Trade Control Law, the Export Trade Control Order and the Foreign Exchange 
Control Order, etc. for Japan),88 regardless of countries and regions.  Moreover, the MTCR 
members themselves are also subject to export control based on MTCR.  Export of items 
listed in the Category I is virtually restricted like export to non-members, whereas control on 
items listed in the Category II is not restrictive enough.89

Some argue that MTCR is not effective against countries which already possess ballistic 
missiles and cruise missiles.  However, as terminal guidance devices for ballistic missiles 
are subject to strict export restrictions, the Third World countries, including North Korea, 
will find it difficult to improve substantially the accuracy of ballistic missiles in a short time, 
as long as the MTCR member states fulfill export controls strictly.  In order to manufacture 
ballistic missiles with a range of more than 1,000 kilometers, a greater variety of parts and 
technology are required, unlike those with a range of less than 1,000 kilometers.  Therefore, 
export restrictions are said to be effective.90  In fact, the Condor II joint ballistic missile 
development program by Argentina, Egypt and Iraq was driven into abolition because 
export controls under MTCR worked well.  India's ballistic missile development was greatly 
delayed under the impact of the MTCR restrictions.91

Following problems must be addressed in order to ensure efficacy of MTCR.  First, 
export control-related laws and orders must be coordinated and enforced strictly in the 
MTCR member countries.  MTCR is not based on an international agreement with legal 
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binding power and does not have provisions for inspection to confirm compliance or those 
for punishment.92  Therefore, success of MTCR depends on efforts of the member countries.  
A greater problem is the fact that some of the nations capable of exporting missiles or 
missile-related dual-use items have yet to take part in the MTCR.  This should be addressed 
immediately.  Participants among East Asian countries are only Japan, Russia and South 
Korea.  China and North Korea capable of exporting missile and missile-related materials 
are not members.  After repeated request from the U. S., China promulgated the "Missile 
and Related Material/Technology Export Control Law" with a control list attached in August 
2002, spelling out a policy for reinforcement of export control on missile-related materials.93  
Unfortunately, however, export control items listed in the law are not identical with those 
listed in the MTCR control list.94

 There is no denying that MTCR is effective in putting a brake on ballistic missile 
development.  For example, as mentioned before, it helped prevent the Condor II ballistic 
missile development programs by Argentina, Egypt and Iraq.  However, it often ends 
up delaying the success of missile development, as shown in India's ballistic missile 
development.  MTCR sets up barriers from supply-side against proliferation of equipment 
and technology necessary to manufacture ballistic and cruise missiles, and therefore cannot 
restrict research and development by individual nations of their own.  In order to pursue 
missile nonproliferation in the true sense of the word, it is absolutely necessary to strengthen 
policies from demand-side designed to remove incentives for nations to develop missiles, 
such as stabilization of regional military balance, confidence-building measures (CBM) and 
preventive measures of armed conflicts.

MTCR has inherent problems which threaten its legitimacy.  As pointed out earlier, 
MTCR does not impose the same export control measures on its member countries as those 
on non-members.  In this context, for non-MTCR members, particularly countries in the 
Third World, MTCR may look like a sort of cartel created by technologically-advanced 
nations.  In order to ensure the legitimacy and raison d'etre of MTCR, it may be necessary to 
attach more transparency to transfer of missile materials and technology among the member 
countries.

The purpose of MTCR is merely to prevent proliferation of missiles.  Elimination and 
reduction of missiles already developed and deployed are outside its framework.  It goes 
without saying that other measures must be implemented to restrict or reduce existing 
missile capability.
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2 Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCOC)

MTCR has served to prevent proliferation of ballistic missiles to some degree, but as 
described before, it only sets up supply-side barriers against proliferation of equipment and 
technology necessary to manufacture ballistic and cruise missiles, and therefore cannot 
restrict the research and development by individual nations by themselves.  What's more, 
some of the countries capable of producing and exporting ballistic missiles have yet to join 
the MTCR.

The MTCR members carried on consultations to address these problems─ specifically 
to reduce incentives for missile development and make involvement of  non-MTCR 
members in the regime.  At a conference held in Helsinki in October 2000, the MTCR 
members adopted the draft "International Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile 
Proliferation."  Then, the MTCR members asked non-members for comments on the 
draft.  With some revisions, it was adopted under the name of "Hague Code of Conduct 
against Ballistic Missile Proliferation (HCOC)" in late November 2002 with support of 93 
countries, including Japan and the U. S.  It is true that HCOC is only a political agreement 
with no legal binding power like MTCR, but provides for CBM centering on promotion 
of transparency for the purpose of 1) prevention of ballistic missile proliferation, 2) self-
restraint on development, experiments and deployment of ballistic missiles, 3) banning 
on support for ballistic missile programs of countries suspected of developing WMD, 
4) a principle that ballistic missile development must not be hidden under the name of 
space rocket development programs, and 5) restriction on proliferation, development and 
deployment of ballistic missiles.95

CBM stipulated by HCOC consists of 1) measures to increase transparency of policies 
related to ballistic missiles and activities connected with space launch vehicles (SLV) 
and 2) advance notice of launch of ballistic missiles and SLV.  Regarding measures to 
raise transparency on ballistic missiles, the code of conduct provides first that outlines of 
ballistic missile policies, including information on various ballistic missiles, and launch and 
experiment sites, shall be announced annually.  Second, it states that information shall be 
provided annually on the number and types of ballistic missiles launched in the previous 
year in accordance with the advance launch notice requirement.  As for measures to boost 
transparency on SLV, the code of conduct stipulates first that outlines of SLV policies, and 
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launch and experiment sites, shall be announced annually.  Second, it states that information 
shall be provided annually on the number and types of SLV lifted off in the previous 
year in accordance with the advance launch notice requirement.  Third, it establishes that 
consideration shall be given to invitation of international observes to launch and experiment 
sites of SLV.  Under the advance launch notice requirement, it lays down advance notice of 
launch for both ballistic missiles and SLV, requiring the member countries to notify types, 
time and date, and direction of ballistic missiles and SLV to be test-launched.

The above-mentioned CBM prescribed in the HCOC consistently refers to measures 
to increase transparency of policies on ballistic missiles and SLV.  Increased transparency 
helps clarify where problems are, but does not solve problems.  Accordingly, in terms of 
prevention of ballistic missile proliferation and buildup and from a viewpoint of improving 
security environment, possible effects of CBM are limited.  For example, even if CBM 
for greater transparency is carried out, it will not enhance security of the HCOC members 
because it will barely influence deployment and operation of ballistic missiles immediately.  
The only expected result is that increased transparency of policies on ballistic missiles will 
lessen the risk of accidental missile launch and missile buildup based on misunderstanding.  
In other words, CBM set in the HCOC may contribute to strategic stability among nations 
possessing ballistic missiles, but it will apply only to strategic environment where nations 
owning ballistic missiles are at loggerheads with each other or where a majority of countries 
deploy ballistic missiles.

A reason why CBM is limited to an increase in transparency is that the provisions of 
HCOC itself have ended up in being moderate due to political reasons.  Indeed, HCOC is 
based on a general agreement that buildup and proliferation of ballistic missiles are not 
desirable in terms of security, but it is not designed to make ballistic missiles illegal.  It is 
only intended to uncover secrecy over ballistic missile development programs and to impose 
restrictions on unlimited development, experiments and deployment of ballistic missiles, 
and support for programs of ballistic missiles and SLV in other countries.96  In other words, 
HCOC tries to ensure military stability by agreeing restrictions on activities related to 
ballistic missiles, on the assumption that existing strategic environment and balance in 
ballistic missile capability are a given.

As described at the beginning of this paper, it is China, South Korea, North Korea, 
Russia, Vietnam and Taiwan that possess and/or deploy ballistic missiles in East Asia.  None 
other than South Korea and Russia have signed the HCOC.97  Following are possible reasons 
why China and North Korea decided not to subscribe.
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The first reason why China refused to endorse the HCOC may be its concern about U. S. 
missile defense, particularly the U. S. national missile defense program.  As already pointed 
out, since the number of China's ICBMs capable of reaching the U. S. is a mere twenty, and 
China is at odds with the U. S. over Taiwan, the deployment of the U. S. national missile 
defense system will have a greater impact on China than on Russia.  China may have to 
develop measures to overwhelm the U. S. missile defense system, including buildup of its 
ICBMs, in order to attain a reliable deterrent against the United States.  For this reason, 
China could not agree to sign the HCOC calling for self-restraint on development and 
deployment of ballistic missiles.

The second reason is measures for greater transparency, a main pillar of CBM in the 
HCOC.  During the negotiations, China insisted that measures for higher transparency 
should be voluntary,98 but to no avail.  Traditionally, China has been opposed to increased 
transparency of the whole military strength, particularly nuclear and missile capabilities, 
presumably out of fear about weakening its nuclear deterrence.  For example, at the 2000 
NPT Review Conference in April-May 2000, participants agreed on six items expected of 
nuclear-weapon states  toward nuclear disarmament. One of the six was "an increase in 
transparency of nuclear capability."  China resisted the adoption of the item to the last, but 
agreed at long last after the word "voluntarily" was added.99

The third is about the advance launch notice requirement for ballistic missiles.  As 
speculated from the launch of ballistic missiles into the ocean off Taiwan as intimidation, 
China seems to regard experimental launch of ballistic missiles as a tool of its Taiwan 
policy.  It must have felt that the advance launch notice requirement for ballistic missiles 
would work to its disadvantage.

North Korea sometimes agreed on restrictions of its own military strength depending 
on rewards, as gathered from the U. S.-North Korea "Agreed Framework" in October 
1994.  Therefore, it was considered not completely impossible that North Korea would 
sign the HCOC depending on benefits accruing from participation.  However, HCOC has 
no provision to stimulate ballistic missile possessing nations to participate.  The preamble 
includes only an abstract phrase "cooperative measures" among participating nations, which 
does not suggest any concrete benefits.  For a country like North Korea which depends on 
export of ballistic missiles for earning hard currency, HCOC only restricts or bans export of 
ballistic missiles, exacerbating economic hardship it suffers.  North Korea could not find any 
incentive for participation.

Thus, HCOC is not expected to produce great results regarding restrictions on buildup 
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or proliferation of ballistic missiles.  Nevertheless, if HCOC is maintained, Asian countries 
which deploy ballistic missiles may come under pressure to be self-restraint.

Given limited roles HCOC plays in restricting buildup of ballistic missiles and 
preventing proliferation, it will be all the more important to reinforce the code.  Following 
are possible steps for reinforcement.  First, a provision should be included to limit the 
number of launch experiments of ballistic missiles ─ for example, the number of annual 
experiments ─ in addition to the advance launch notice requirement.  This kind of provision 
is necessary to encourage non-ballistic missile countries to participate in the HCOC.

Second, assuming that the goal and significance of the HCOC is to institutionalize 
demand-side measures conducive to prevention of buildup and proliferation of ballistic 
missiles, it is desirable to explore measures to put some barriers to the use of ballistic 
missiles and guarantee security of nations which do not possess ballistic missiles.

Third, as HCOC has no provision to encourage participation strongly, it is useful to 
make the nations which are embarking on ballistic missile development realize defects 
of WMD-armed ballistic missiles.  Specifically, attention should be drawn to the risk that 
development of WMD-armed ballistic missiles may threaten crisis stability and in the end 
harm security unless such missiles can be deployed in a survivable manner.

Conclusion

Even if missile defense is developed and deployed, it is difficult to contain threats of 
ballistic missiles completely in the light of technical difficulty in intercepting flying ballistic 
missiles and their warheads.  As long as nations continue to believe that ballistic and cruise 
missiles are superior to missile defense in terms of cost/performance, deployment of missile 
defense can end up missile buildup.  However, missile defense is the only means to deal 
with missiles actually launched.  In addition, missile defense is an arms system conducive 
to improvement of deterrence by denial because whether missile attacks will succeed or fail 
depends on missile defense.

Various measures have so far been studied to prevent proliferation of ballistic and 
cruise missiles and to address threats of such missiles.  They include retaliatory deterrence, 
diplomatic steps including arms control, export control like MTCR, and preemptive strikes 
against missile bases.  Still, missile development and deployment will continue as long 
as missile deployment can produce military advantages, such as powerful striking power, 
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diversification of battle operations and deterrence.  Only two choices are available for 
prevention of missile buildup─ to develop and deploy similar missiles, produce similar 
threats and make the other sit down to negotiate for the reduction of missiles (the choice 
Japan has abandoned), and to deploy missile defense designed to intercept missiles directly.
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