[image: image1.wmf]2

)

4

3

(

2

1



[image: image2.png]Anti-terrorism and Its Impact on International

and Regional Security Situation

By Niu Qiang
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This paper intends to make some further elaboration on the fact that
international terrorism has become a common universal hazard for mankind, more
importantly the current anti-terrorism has precipitated new and significant
readjustments of relationship among the major powers, strengthened their
cooperation and promoted the role of the UN. In the meantime, centering around
the next phase of anti-terrorist actions, there have emerged both further convergence
and growing conflicts of interests among some major countries, and new changes
have cropped up in the geo-political configuration in South Asia and Central Asia.
Regarding the next phase of combating terrorism, varying views have been voiced in
the international community.

1 International Terrorism Has Become a Common Universal Threat to
Human Society

The terrorist attacks of September 11th have struck a heavy blow to and
produced a profound impact on the international community. They demonstrate
that while traditional security problems resulting from disputes over territories,
natural resources and other conflicts of interests are far from being solved, the
nontraditional security problems highlighted by international terrorism are becoming
increasingly grave. We are confronted with a new situation in which the traditional
and non-traditional security factors are interwoven and the non-traditional security
threats are on the rise. Adding new features to the international security
environment the non-traditional security problems have brought about a series of
challenges.

Given a rather complicated backdrop the non-traditional security problems are
not only the combined products of intensified political, economic, ethnical and
religious contradictions, but also involve historical and cultural factors. Poverty,




[image: image3.png]development gap as well as other social inequality and unfairness can also become
hot beds breeding non-traditional security problems including, of course, terrorism.

China is also a victim of international tetrorism. The "Eastern Turkistan"
elements engaging in terrorist activities inside China have been trained, equipped
and financed by international terrorist organizations, particularly Al Qaeda. In
recent years, the "Eastern Turkistan" terrorists with the assistance from international
terrorist and religious extremist forces are getting more violent and have acquired
the capability of conducting fairly large-scale terrorist activities. According to
some incomplete statistics, from 1995 to 2000, the “Eastern Turkistan” separatists
launched over 300 terrorist attacks, which killed more than 100 people and injured
over 300, hence caused huge losses to the lives and property of the innocent citizens
in the Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region and seriously undermined the economic
development, solidarity of the ethnic groups and social stability along the border
areas in Xinjiang.

II The Impact of Anti-terrorism on International and Regional Security
Situation

The ongoing anti-terrorist operations have brought about delicate changes to the
international security landscape shaped after the end of the Cold War. Anti-
terrorism has become the new converging point of vital interests in readjusting and
stabilizing the relations among the major countries. ~As a result, the'mutual needs
and mutual cooperation, even mutual reliance have taken a more prominent place in
the relations among the major countries concerned and also in the process of policy
formulation. Since the September 11th anti-terrorism has become the top priority
for the US government. The Bush administration has been compelled to readjust
the order of its foreign policy objectives. In order to fight terrorism effectively the
U.S. government has had to seek international support, which has directly or
indirectly brought about the readjustment of the relations among the major countries
and the improvement of regional security.

The improvement of relationship among the US, Russia and China has been
obvious. After the tragic event of September 11th, Russia swiftly offered strong
support to the U.S. military operations in Afghanistan. President Putin stated that
"substantial changes have taken place” in the Russian-American relations and this
will be of a relationship of "long-term partnership ". Russia has succeeded in
changing its impasse faced in Chechnya and suppressed the Chechen rebels in a
more forceful manner. Russia has also staged a comeback in Afghanistan.  Sino-
US relations have also improved. In 2001, Sino-US relations moved away from
ups and downs to stabilization and progress. President Bush called China "a
strategic rival" of the U.S. when he came into to office. After that there were U.S.
sales of highly sophisticated weapons to Taiwan and the incident of the planes’
collision. Consequently, the Sino-US relations dropped to a low ebb. After
September 11th terrorist attacks, China gave clear support to the international anti-
terrorist efforts, and has engaged in cooperation with the US in fighting terrorism.
At the APEC Summit Meeting in Shanghai, China and the U.S decided to establish
“constructive bilateral cooperation”, which gives a clear direction for Sino-US
relations. From 21-22 February, President Bush paid his second visit to China.
President Jiang Zemin and President Bush held constructive and fruitful talks. The
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international community. They agreed to continue strengthening consultation and
co-operation on the basis of two-way exchanges and mutual benefit, and enrich the
exchange and co-operation mechanism for anti-terrorism in the middle and long
term future between the two countries. Thus, it can be said that the meeting
between President Jiang and President Bush has achieved a number of positive
results that will produce a far-reaching impact on further improving and developing
the bilateral relations.

In the context of Asia there have also emerged some conspicuous changes and
tendencies in the course: of combating international terrorism. (a) By taking
advantage of September 11th terrorist attacks Japan has further materialized its
intention of sending troops abroad. After the event, Japan went out of the way to
show that its Constitution can no longer suit the "reality” of the international
situation with a view to laying some groundwork for amending the Constitution in
the future. At the same time, the Japanese Diet passed in haste the Special Anti-
Terrorism Measures Bill and some amendments relating to the expansion of the
military activities of the Japanese Self-defense Forces. Soon after the U.S. begah
the war on terrorists in Afghanistan, 3 Japanese warships left its home port for the
Indian Ocean. It was the firs time, since the end of WWIL, that Japan had officially
dispatched troops abroad "under the conditions of an outbreak of war outside.of*.
Japan". This move certainly marks -a major breakthrough in Japan's existing
security policies. In the meantime, Japan, taking advantage of "assisting the U.S.
in war ‘against terrorism, has further . strengthened its ties with the U.S. The
international anti-terrorist operations have enabled Japan to take another major step
forward in the direction of turning itself from a major economic power to a major
political power. (b) New changes have taken place in the strategic pattern of South
Asia. By making use of anti-terrorist actions, India has further developed its
relations with the U.S. India has become a "global strategic anti-terrorism partner”
of the U.S. thanks to its all-round support to the U.S. military operations in
Afghanistan.- India has tried to link international anti-terrorist-actions with the
violence in Kashmir, claiming that it is a part of war on terrorism.. In addition,
though giving assistance to the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, India has gained
further influence and presence in Afghanistan. Second, There are both gains and
losses for Pakistan in the ongoing war against terrorism in Afghanistan.. . Pakistan
used to have a special relationship with Afghan Taliban. The anti-terrorist
operations in Afghanistan have made Pakistan a "frontline country" overnight.
Though Pakistan has lost an important strategic asset due to the coltapse of Taliban,
its importance and standing in the U.S. South Asia strategy has been elevated. The
large amount of aid provided by the U.S. and other western countries to Pakistan is
no doubt a precious and timely help to its deteriorated economy. Anti-terrorism
has redressed the imbalanced relationship among the U.S., India and Pakistan. As
a result, the triangle relationship of these three countries is tending towards a relative
balance.

111 The Future Direction of the Course of International. Anti-terrorist Actions
Has Aroused Extensive Concern in the International Community
With the war on terrorism in Afghanistan coming to a decisive end, there have




Speech at the Welcome Reception

In Honor of the Participants to the Workshop

He Luli

                        President 

                        Chinese People’s Association for Peace 

                        And Disarmament.

Dear and respected President Sir Michael Atiyah and Secretary General Professor George Rathjens;

Distinguished guests, Ladies and gentlemen;

To begin with, please allow me on behalf of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament to express a warm welcome and sincere regards to the Pugwashites and the participants from various countries attending the Second Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security. During the sunny springtime, many renowned foreign and Chinese experts and scholars get together for in-depth and fruitful discussions on issues of common concern such as international security, arms control and disarmament, exchange views, enhance mutual understanding and expand common ground. I wish to express warm congratulations upon the success of the workshop. I believe that it is a valuable contribution to peace, stability and development in Asia and world at large.

The Pugwash Movement is composed of many well-known and innate knowledgeable scientists. Ever since its founding, the Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs, aiming at maintaining world peace, opposing war, especially nuclear war, has been active in the international arena to explore channels to prevent nuclear war, probe for means to maintain international peace and security, search for modes of sustainable development for mankind, and awaken the awareness of the world people to oppose war and safeguard peace. For the past five decades or so, the Pugwash movement has been making unremitting efforts to move forward peace and progress for the human kind, and achieved striking progress, thus, having won the Nobel Peace Prize. It is gratifying to note that the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament and the Pugwash Movement have built close ties, which has a long history behind it. As early as 1957, late Professor Zhou Peiyuan, CPAPD ex-president and a famous physicist in China was present at the Pugwash conference held in Pugwash, Canada. This conference gave birth to the Pugwash movement. Professor Zhou Peiyuan, a Pugwash Council Member for a long time, headed the Chinese Pugwashites to the Pugwash conferences on many occasions in his lifetime. In 1991, the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament and Pugwash Conference on Science and World Affairs co-sponsored the 41st annual Pugwash Conference in Beijing. Now, our Association and the Chinese Pugwash Group as well as the Pugwash Conference are in cooperation again in sponsoring this workshop, which helps to further and deepen the relationship between our two institutions. Our Association is ready to conduct exchanges and build our friendly cooperation with Pugwash so as to make positive contributions to pushing ahead the process of international arms control and disarmament, maintaining world peace and promoting common development.

Nowadays, it is a trend of our era to long for peace, seek cooperation and promote development. However, the uncertainties in the international situation are increasing and the non-traditional threats to international peace and security constitute grave challenges with threats from terrorism, extremism and separatism becoming prominent. Terrorism, in particular, has become global hazard and the common enemy of mankind. Quite a number of countries including China have been victimized by terrorists for a fairly long time. China is consistently opposed to all forms of terrorism, stand for observance of the objectives and principles of the UN Charter and strengthening of international cooperation at all levels in fighting against terrorism. China is ready to work with the international community to contribute to the efforts in countering terrorism of any form.

The Chinese people are peace loving people. Building socialism with the Chinese characteristics, China is now concentrating on economic construction and raising the living standards of its people. China is in need of a sound international environment. China will consistently adhere to its independent foreign policy of peace, develop and enhance friendly cooperation with various countries of the world, and make its due contributions to maintenance of world peace and promotion of common development for human race.

Our late Professor Zhou Peiyuan and respected former CPAPD President, made important contributions to the exchanges and cooperation with Pugwash. As incumbent president and a physician, I wholeheartedly wish exchanges and cooperation between the CPAPD and the Pugwash Conference to be strengthened in the time to come.

Thank you.

OPENING SESSON

Speech at the Second Pugewash Workshop

 on East Asian Security

7 March 2002

              Zhu Shanqing

              Vice-President of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace 

              And Disarmament

Dear and respected President Sir Michael Atiyah and Secretary General Professor George Rathjens,

Distinguished participants,

Ladies and gentlemen,

First of all, please allow me on behalf of the Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament (CPAPD) to express our warm welcome to the participants from various countries attending the Second Pugwash workshop on East Asian Security. In September Nineteen-eighty-five (1985) soon after the CPAPD was founded, I had the honor to accompany the CPAPD first president, late Professor Zhou Peiyuan to attend the Thirty-fifth (35) Annual Pugwash Conference held in Brazil, which marks the resumption of the participation of the Chinese scientists in the Pugwash activities, and also the establishment of formal ties between the CPAPD and the Pugwash Conference.  In Nineteen ninety-one (1991), the CPAPD successfully hosted the Forty-first (41) Annual Pugwash Conference. Today, I am very happy to note the new developments have been made in our relations with Pugwash. In the year two thousand (2000), China Pugwash Group was formally set up with the help of the CPAPD. I believe the Chinese scientists and scholars certainly will take more active and extensive participation in Pugwash activities. 

This workshop is being held under a complex and changing international situation. Peace and development are still the common aspirations of the people of various countries and also the theme of our times. The development of world multi-polarity and economic globalization on the one hand is conducive to world peace, stability and prosperity, but on the other also has brought about complicated factors in international relations. In terms of the overall international situation, the basic features and trend of development of the world pattern remain unchanged. The basic pattern of the development of the international situation for some time to come can be characterized by overall relaxation and local tension, overall peace and regional wars and overall stability and local unrest.

The terrorist attacks on September Eleventh (11) set off the first war in the new century, thus creating new features and new challenges to the world security environment. Terrorism has become the common enemy of mankind, and all countries have learned that it is imperative to enhance international cooperation in the process of anti-terrorism.

Anti-terrorism is a trial of strength between peace and violence, and not a conflict between different ethnic groups, different religion or civilization. Anti-terrorism should observe one set of criteria, and it is necessary combat terrorism of all forms. Combating terrorism should take into account of both the terrorist symptoms and the root-causes, namely considering the solution of the current terrorist problems and the long-term means to eradicate them. For instance, the elimination of poverty, narrowing of the gap between the South and the North, proper settlement of the development problems can be conducive to the elimination of the root-causes of terrorism. In the meantime it is necessary for the United Nations to play its full leading role in combating terrorism, all operations should conform to the objective and principles of the UN Charter and other universally recognized norms, and there must be hard evidence, clear-cut targets, avoiding harm to civilians and striking scope should not be expanded at will.

The present process of the international arms control and disarmament is confronting a serious situation. In face of it, we need to think: Where will the arms control and disarmament process move? What are its orientation and objectives? We stand for maintaining the global strategic stability, consolidating, developing and promoting the existing system of treaties in the arms control and disarmament, stopping the introduction of weapons or weapons systems into outer space, thorough prohibition and complete destruction of nuclear weapons and other weapons of mass destruction. Therefore, we believe that it is necessary to set up a new security concept and abandon the old one, and to enhance international cooperation and abandon unilateralism and pragmatism. Only in so ding, can the international arms control and disarmament shake off its stagnation and come back onto a promising track.
The topics for our workshop are fairly extensive in terms of contents, including the global anti-terrorism and missile defense as well as security problems of the Korean Peninsula in East Asia. Under the new conditions, we hope this workshop will be fruitful. We believe that a successful seminar is a seminar at which the participants can conduct frank discussions, seek common ground while reserving differences and expand common points. We can also integrate our discussions at the workshop with discussions outside the workshop so as to create a good atmosphere for frank and in-depth exchange of views. I hope that every participant will feel worthwhile coming to this workshop when it is closed.

Finally, I wish the workshop a complete success and all the participants a pleasant stay in Beijing! And I also wish the Fifty-first Pugwash Annual Conference to be held in India a complete success!

Thank you!
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Introduction

“Macroterrorism” is a term now being used by some writers on terrorism. I have yet to see a definition of the term, so am in the happy position of being able to write my own definition! 

I have chosen to define macroterrorism as:

“An act of terrorism causing, actually or potentially, at least 500 deaths, and/or property damage or economic loss exceeding US$1 billion.”

This differentiates 11 September 2001 from all previous acts by terrorist groups - in terms of total deaths. The previous highest death toll from a terrorist incident was 329 from the bombing of Air India flight 182 in June 1985.

It limits property damage examples to probably one incident – the Baltic Exchange bombing in London in April 1992, which resulted in property damage and economic loss estimated at close to 1 billion pounds sterling.

The damage/loss estimation issue is potentially complex because it could be argued that politically motivated malware (such as computer viruses, Trojan horses and worms etc) could also fall into this category if they caused sufficient damage internationally. 

I have not taken into account personal injury compensation claims by victims and their families, but in litigious Western countries, the long-term costs could be enormous.

What then could cause this level of catastrophe? Obviously CBRN – chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear weapons - fall into this category. Cyberterrorism attacks could cause US$1 billion+ levels of economic loss. Conventional “low tech high impact” terrorist attacks could achieve a similar outcome, as demonstrated by the airliner attacks on the twin towers in New York. 

I will look at CBRN weapons first.

General Comments on CBRN Weapons
As early as April 1997, former US Director of Central Intelligence Agency identified terrorists using weapons of mass destruction (WMD) as the single greatest threat to the US, today and into the future. He noted that terrorists do not need a sophisticated delivery system to deliver a WMD, they can hand‑deliver it and initiate it after they have left the area.

At this time, no currently active terrorist groups are known to have CBRN weapons. 

Al Qaeda is the only transnational terrorist group operating at present. Osama bin Laden has certainly expressed interest in CBRN weapons in the past, but there is no compelling evidence that Al Qaeda has ever had chemical weapons or chemical agents. Al Qaeda has however had toxic chemicals such as cyanide, and of course it has had military ordnance like tear gas and smoke grenades, which can be lethal in a confined space, but they are not chemical weapons that are intended to kill.

Al Qaeda is believed to have had small quantities of biological agents in Afghanistan in the form of botulinum toxin and anthrax, but it probably lost those after the collapse of the Taliban. It had also trained its operatives in the use of ricin for assassination. 

Al Qaeda certainly has the knowledge to make a “radiological weapon” using radioactive material mixed with conventional explosives, but is not known to have ever produced one.

Al Qaeda also understands the theory behind nuclear weapon construction - but construction may not be necessary. Former Russian national security chief, General Lebed, in September 1997 claimed that 84 of the suitcase-sized tactical nuclear weapons prepared for Cold War Spetsnaz use were “missing” from Russian stockpiles. There have since been unconfirmed reports that Al Qaeda bought some through Chechen intermediaries. 

One of these tactical Spetsnaz weapons is equivalent to one million tons of TNT, or capable of reducing to ground level a city area one kilometre in diameter. This would obviously be catastrophic in any built-up area.

Other terrorist groups could, notionally at least, fast-track chemical, biological or nuclear (CBN) weapon acquisition through a state sponsor, like Iraq. It seems doubtful though that any state sponsor (no matter how evil) would encourage this level of violence because of: the likelihood of massive retaliation by the US; the po​tential threat to itself from disenchanted terrorists, and; the difficulty of controlling the outcome of terrorist use.

Macroterrorism by States


States can of course be responsible not only for sponsoring terrorism, but also for conducting terrorism in their own right – commonly referred to as state terrorism. Many states have been guilty of state terrorism in their past history, including the use of CBRN weapons against civilian populations. I will not give Second World War examples because that could result in contentious discussions unrelated to the main topic. 


A clear-cut case of macroterrorism involving CBRN or, in this case chemical weapons, was the Iraqi air attack using chemical bombs in March 1988 on Halabja in Iraq. 5,000 Kurdish civilians died, and as many again were blinded or permanently affected by the gassing.

Chemical Agents


Before I go much further I believe it would be useful to review some of the characteristics of chemical agents. 


Chemical agents are manufactured and are inanimate. The Germans developed many of the more common agents in the “G” series in the 1930s. Some agents have a very long shelf life. Chemical agents are categorized according to the resultant physiological reaction as blister agents, choking agents, nerve agents, and blood agents and incapacitating agents.

The most common blister agents are Sulphur Mustard (H or HD), Nitrogen Mustard (HN), Phos​gene Oxime (CX) and Lewisite (L). They can attack through the skin. Mustard gas is so called be​cause it smells like mustard.


Choking agents include Phosgene (CG), Chlorine, and Chloropicrin. They cause a fluid build‑up in the lungs leading to a choking death.


Nerve agents are tasteless, colourless and odourless. They cause loss of control of the muscles and can kill within 15 minutes after touching the skin. A dose small enough to fit on the head of a pin can kill. The US uses binary agents for safety and ease of handling. Common nerve agents are Tabun (GA), Sarin (GB), Soman (GD), GF and VX.


Blood agents are lighter than air and not much use for military purposes. They include Hydrogen Cyanide (AC) and Cyanogen Chloride (CK). They affect the body's oxygen supply and heart.


Incapacitating agents produce physiological or mental effects, such as hallucinations and de​lirium.


Riot control agents are not categorized as chemical agents but, as noted earlier, can kill if used in a concentrated space. They include tear agents such as Chloroacetophone (CN) and O‑cholorobenzyl​malononitrile (CS), and vomiting agents such as Adamsite (DM).


 The most deadly terrorist chemical attack so far was the March 1995 Sarin (GB) attack on the Tokyo subway by Aum Shinrikyo. It left 12 dead and 5,500 injured. An earlier Aum attack in Matsumoto resulted in 7 dead and 270 injured. 

Aum Shinrikyo used front companies to purchase the chemicals in 1993 and set up its own plant in 1994. You may not know that the chemical agent used was first tested at the Banjawarn sheep property that Aum purchased in Western Australia. Despite all of their expertise, they were surprisingly incompetent at disseminating the agent.


There is certainly wider public knowledge today about chemical agents, from the Internet in particular, and about the means of production. There is also better knowledge of how to disseminate the agent.


We are aware that illegal drug laboratories are capable of producing lethal chemical agents. This is worrying in view of the increasing collusion between terrorist groups and narcotics traffickers. Some terrorist groups have gone into the narcotics business in their own right as a fund raising activity, which gives them direct access to chemical laboratories.


Another potential source of chemical agent would be a state sponsor, such, possibly, as Iran, Iraq, Libya or North Korea, but note my earlier comment on this aspect.


Chemical agents are unlikely to be used in conjunction with a high-heat bomb because the heat would probably destroy most of the agent. Building and transport system air-inlet vents are the most effective way of introducing the agent to a large concentration of people.

Biological and Toxin Warfare Agents


Biological agents of course are not manufactured. They comprise pathogens that cause disease in man ​such as bacteria, rickettsiae, and viruses; and toxins.

Bacteria‑derived agents include anthrax, bubonic plague, pneumonic plague, tularemia or rabbit fever, meningitis, typhoid fever, and dysentery. If not treated quickly they often cause death.

Rickettsiae are transmitted by the bite of ticks, lice and fleas. "Q" fever is caused by the rickettsia Coxiellia‑Burnetti. Rickettsiae cause incapacitating diseases that can be treated with antibiotics.

Viruses require a living host and are sub‑microscopic i.e., they can pass through filter systems that would collect bacteria and rickettsiae. They include Ebola; and Venezuelan Equine Encepha​lomyelitis or VEE ‑ that is transmitted by mosquitoes. There is often no available treatment.


Toxins, such as Aflatoxin, attack the nervous system. They are non‑living poisons that can be derived from animals, plants or marine algae. A very lethal plant toxin is ricin, derived from the castor bean. Botulinum toxin, such as Clostridium Botulinum, attacks the nervous system and causes death by paralysis. Toxins could also be disseminated in water supplies.


Biological agents can usually reproduce themselves ‑ a single bacterium that divides every 20 minutes can produce a billion in 10 hours.

There is enormous potential for future advances in biotechnology and genetic engineering to make biological agents more predictable for weapon use. Gene cloning opens the way for a whole new family of biological weapons. Genetic tampering with the E. Coli 0157:H7 bacteria can be used to produce lethal strains.


Bacteria, viruses and other live agents may be contagious and reproduce once released into the environment, and may become more dangerous over time. Tiny amounts of biological agents ‑ less than a speck of dust size of anthrax for example ‑ can be lethal if inhaled. Death can take place within a few days, or may take weeks.


Biological agents can however be difficult to prepare and use as weapons. Important variables can include the spore size and weather conditions. Aum Shinrikyo was attracted to the use of anthrax, but gave up after several disseminations in public places failed to cause any casualties.


The best-known recent biological agent incidents were the anthrax attacks in the US that occurred after 11 September, resulting in five deaths, presumably the work of a mentally unbalanced individual who had access to US lab supplies of anthrax. These incidents were imitated throughout the world by copycat mischief-makers.


Terrorist groups could produce biological agents using ordinary commercial equipment ‑ fermenters and centri​fuges found in dairies, wineries and pharmaceutical houses. The US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) notes that a major arsenal could be produced with US$10,000 of equipment in a room 15 feet x 15 feet.


One kilo of anthrax a month could be produced in a home lab, with the potential to cause millions of deaths. A crop duster aircraft with 100 kilos of anthrax could, given favourable conditions, cause two‑three million deaths if sprayed over a large city.


The fungal toxin, Tricothecene Mycotoxin (yellow rain) can be produced using corn meal slurry.


There is a reasonable availability of pharmaceutical supplies if the right cover story is created. 


States generally have much easier access. In the years before it invaded Kuwait, when Saddam was still being cultivated by the US, Iraq obtained 70 packages of microbes and toxins, including anthrax, from the American Type Culture Collection in Rockville, Maryland. Iraq later produced 19,000 litres of botulinum, 8,500 litres of anthrax, 2,200 litres of Aflatoxin, 340 litres of Clostridium Perfringens and 10 litres of ricin. They used a growth medium imported from Eu​rope. The agents were allegedly tested on Iranian PWs in the 1980s.

Biological agents are unlikely to be used in conjunction with an explosive device because the heat would destroy the agent. Building and transport system air inlet vents are the best way of intro​ducing the agent to a large concentration of people.


An economic target could be livestock, to affect the economy. During their anti-colonial campaign in the 1950s, the Kenyan Mau Mau tried to force out white set​tlers using toxins against their cattle.


Bacteria are easier for terrorists to cultivate than viruses, but there is the potential in the future to engineer infectious organisms, like hantaviruses; hemorrhagic‑fever causing agents, such as Ebola; and the bacteria‑invasive Group A streptococcus (commonly known as flesh‑eating bacte​ria) to achieve more devastating effects.


There are no consistently reliable biological warfare (BW) detection devices currently available. Available devices suffer a high percentage of false alarms.

Nuclear/Radiological


This category comprises nuclear weapons, and weapons grade and non‑weapons grade radioactive material.


There have been at least 10 known cases of attempted smuggling of radioactive material, with quantities in​creasing – but none confirmed so far of a nuclear weapon.


Russian stocks of radioactive material are estimated at between 100‑300,000 tons and are vulnerable to criminal ac​quisition. Since 1990, 79% of known trafficking incidents have involved Former Soviet Union (FSU) or Warsaw Pact stocks.

In November 1995, Chechen rebels placed Cesium-137, a radiological material used for many industrial and medical purposes, in a heavily used Moscow park. The Chechen leader, Shamir Basayev, directed members of the Russian press to the site of the radiological material and indicated that his group was in possession of seven similar containers. While the material was contained in a protective canister and posed no hazard, the Russian government suffered embarrassment over this incident. The incident further demonstrated the potential use of such material for contamination purposes.


Nuclear weapons are potentially available on the illegal arms market, particu​larly from Eastern Europe, and could find their way into criminal and terrorist hands in the future. The Russian and Italian mafias are known to be interested in trafficking in nuclear mate​rial. 

For those terrorist groups wishing to construct a nuclear weapon, technical experts are available at a price from the FSU, South Africa, Brazil and Argen​tina, but the project would require use of a secure site for at least 12 months.


The simplest weapon option would be use of a conventional explosive device to disperse radioactive material. This approach could be used to contaminate a large area. 

Cyberterrorism

There are three recognized categories of cyberterrorism, but we are only interested in the last two: Category 2, physical violence against the information activities of a target en​tity; and Category 3, digital attack techniques against the information activities of a target entity. 

Terrorist groups have not yet moved beyond Category 2 except in the context of virtual warfare between the Israelis and the Palestinians. Examples of Category 2 are the Provisional IRA bomb attacks on the Baltic Exchange in London in April 1992, and Bishopsgate, London in April 1993.


Digital attack on key nodes of the National Information Infrastructure (NII) would require a high level of expertise but could be potentially devastating for the economy of a target country.

Devastating Conventional Attacks

    To continue however with the CBRN theme, terrorists could also mount conventional attacks against chemical, biological and nuclear facilities - with the aim of creating disasters. What can be achieved is obvious from looking at two accidents involving industrial plants.

In December 1984, poisonous gas leaked from the Union Carbide plant at Bhopal, killing 4,000 people. Hundreds of thousands of other residents were disabled, blinded and injured, many of them permanently. 

Another telling example is provided by the Chernobyl nuclear power plant disaster in April 1986. While only 31 people died from the initial effects of the nuclear meltdown, it is estimated that 6,500 people may eventually die from cancers caused by the radiation. 23% of the Ukraine is contaminated and is expected to remain so for 130 years. 

In terms of scenarios for causing mass casualties, there are no doubt hundreds of options. I recently gave a presentation on maritime terrorism and its implications for maritime operations. In the process of doing that I thought of several macroterrorism scenarios involving terrorist use of ships:

· Use of a merchant ship as a weapon (perhaps against a warship, bridge, pipeline, or oil or gas platform).

· Use of a ship to deploy a weapon of mass destruction, or a massive conventional weapon, into a port city.

· Use of a ship to introduce economy-threatening diseases to food stocks, both onshore and offshore. 

This is the stuff of popular fiction. You might recall that in one of Frederick Forsyth’s popular books1,  terrorists hijacked an ultra large crude carrier and threaten to destroy it, causing enormous pollution, unless their colleagues were released from jail.

Another credible option could be to use a “weaponised” shipping container once it had entered a suitable target area. A shipping container, even if only packed with basic ANFO
 explosive mix, would cause a massive explosion. 

Conclusion

     Since the initiative lies with the terrorists, it seems inevitable that there will be future acts of macroterrorism. Because of the potential scale of devastation, such attacks could affect several neighbouring states, or even possibly have a global impact. 

While it will obviously be difficult to guard against all eventualities, we can at least put in place some safeguards to try to prevent terrorists from having access to some of the materials of concern or attack options, raise general awareness about potential attacks, and protect our more obvious vulnerabilities, such as in relation to maritime access. We also need well-practiced emergency procedures to limit the effectiveness of macroterrorist attacks.

Notes


 Frederick Forsyth The Devil’s Alternative London, Corgi Books, 1980
International Terrorism and Anti-terrorism

Chen Jifeng  

Chinese People’s Association for Peace and Disarmament

     While the United States is smugly developing missile defense system to ensure “absolute security”, on September 11th, 2001, the World Trade Center in New York and the Pentagon in Washington were hit successively by the hijacked U.S. airliners. The event took place in a twinkle of time. However, its root causes are profound and impacts are enormous, affecting the United States, but also the whole world, not only the international relations, politics, economy and military strategy, but also the way of thinking and way of life of the American people. Terrorism and its grave threat to the security of the world people appeared convex all of a sudden and became a central issue arousing general attention of the people all over the wold and were placed on the agenda of study and discussion among various countries for combating international terrorism and maintaining international security. Following the shock, people have every reason to ponder over and come to proper conclusions.

1. Basic Features of Contemporary Terrorism

     Terrorist activities can date back to ancient Greece and the Roman Empire. It may be said that since the inception of class society, terrorist activities have embarked on the arena of the political struggle. The word “terrorism” came out at first during the Great French Revolution in the 18th century. By the end of World War II, terrorism grew to a great extent and played an increasing role in the international political struggles. However, the real formation and expansion beyond a certain country took place just after the World War II in the 20th century. To be exact, well-planned and organized terrorism came into being at the end of 60s and became vogue in 70s and rampant in 80s of the 20th century. Following the end of the Cold War and disintegration of the bipolar pattern, terrorism in 90s was marked by the emergence of various new terrorist organizations, application of scientific and technological measures, complication of motivations, composition of educated membership, enlargement of activity scope and gravity of damages and etc. Therefore, terrorism is considered to be “political plague” of the 20th century. Terrorism is also considered to be one of the major threats to security facing mankind, replacing wars of large scale in the 19th and early 20th centuries.

     New features of contemporary terrorism are as follows:

(1) High Degree of Internationalization. Countries of the present world are highly inter-dependent and deeply involved in the international affairs. As a result, complicated contradictions and clashes in addition to ethnic and religious disputes arise when countries defend their own political, economic, military and security interests. So the world is in turmoil and instability. Hence terrorism transcends the national boundaries, and becomes an international phenomenon. The high-degree of internationalization of terrorism is the most outstanding feature. The internationalization of terrorism manifests itself in the following aspects: (A) Terrorist organizations of various countries carry out transnational co-operations. (B) Terrorist organizations engage themselves in transnational activities. (C) Terrorist organizations are composed of members of different nationalities. (D) Terrorist organizations of one country are covertly supported by other countries. For instance, Bin Laden, sheltered and protected by Taliban, was based in Afghanistan, conducting terrorist activities. (E) Terrorist organizations not only target their attacks against their own governments and personnel, but also foreign governments and foreigners and international organizations and transnational companies as well. The sudden attacks on New York and Washington are typical examples of disastrous transnational terrorist activities, manifesting all above-mentioned features.

(2) Frequent Occurrence of Terrorist Activities and Increase of the Death Toll Caused by Terrorism. Different terrorist activities in different countries and regions are numerous and countless.

(3) Upgrade of Terrorist Means and Tricks and Exacerbation of Harms and Damages. Before 60s in the 20th century, terrorists engaged themselves mainly in assassination and kidnapping. However, present international terrorist activities are diversified in many ways, such as arson, hijacking, explosion, attack and etc., in addition to assassination and kidnapping. Among them, hijacking is one of the means used frequently in 60s and onward by terrorists in an attempt to attain political and economic objectives while explosion is often employed by present terrorists. Events of explosion happen now and then in different countries and areas all over the world, depriving innocent citizens of their sense of security. In certain crucial areas, not only politicians and social celebrities live in panic, common people are also seized with fear and fright. What’s more horrible is that the international terrorists might resort to use of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons.

Suicidal terrorist activities are a kind of extreme violence with political motives. Suicidal terrorist activities are all elaborately planned and meticulously designed with massive participation, resulting in serious and grave consequence. Hijacking of civil aviation flights and dashing into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon reached the peak of the suicidal terrorist activities up to now and is an unprecedented design by the terrorists.

(4) The Increase of Terrorist Attack Targets and the Enlargement of its Scope of Attack. Geographically speaking, Europe, Asia, Africa, North and South America are all under attack by terrorists. Presidents, Prime Ministers, government officials, diplomats, policemen and military personnel, businessmen as well as innocent civilians have all fallen into targets of attack. Potential targets for terrorists also include airports, skyscrapers, oil pipelines, naval and civilian ships, embassies, flights, commercial centers, wireless towers, radar stations and etc. Potential targets by terrorists are beyond imagination and too numerous to defend against.

(5) Major Role of Youth. Though terrorist organizations take many forms and its members are complicated with various education backgrounds and motives, their common feature is that terrorist groups are mainly composed of youth.

(6) Interlinks of Terrorist Activities with Separatist and Extremist Forces. Terrorist activities are closely inter-linked with and inter-dependent on  separatists and extremist elements. The interlink has turned into one of  their major means in an attempt to achieve their political aim. Currently, clashes caused by ethnic differences emerge one after another and extremist violence is on the rampage. Meanwhile, the separatist forces have collaborated with extremist elements in order to exert greater influence through terrorist activities. In a certain sense, terrorist activities conducted by the separatist and extremist elements are the main stream of international terrorist activities.

(7) The U.S.A.--the Prime Target of International Terrorists. Scattered around the globe, terrorist organizations endanger many countries in the world. However, the U.S.A. is indisputably the prime target of the international terrorists. Among all the terrorist incidents all over the world, the U.S.A. accounts for 30% to 40% annually. With the conclusion of the Cold War, terrorist attacks against the U.S.A. have been dramatically increasing.


Since the attack on New York and Washington, the American people have lived under terror with their life in shadow. Due to the negative impact on the economic fields such as aviation industry, many people have lost their jobs and become jobless. People all over the world, including the Chinese people, are deeply sympathetic with the American people for their misfortunes. At the same time, they can not help reflecting on the causes of why the U.S.A. has turned into prime target for the terrorists.

2.  Root Causes of Contemporary International Terrorism

    The emergence, existence and development of contemporary international terrorism are closely linked with world political and economic situations, and have their deep historical, social and philosophical roots.

(1) In a nutshell, international terrorism is the reflection of severe contradictions and clashes of various interests in the contemporary international relations. It is not only a special form of international political struggle, but also negative and destructive confrontation with the unreasonable and unjust international political and economic order.

   With dismemberment of the bi-polar system at the end of the Cold War, environment and soil for terrorism have not been removed. The proliferation of terrorism worldwide is not an isolated event. While terrorism is condemned, the backdrop of the imbalance of world powers should not be neglected. Disturbance and clashes as a result of imbalance of power, more often than not, provide fertile soil for hatred. Discrepancy in real strength between developed and developing countries has made it difficult for the two to contend with each other. Under the current political and economic order, it is inevitable that irrational conflicts, which are beyond control and unexpected, sometimes occur. In addition, terrorist organizations and terrorists backed by certain countries have constituted threat to themselves with changed situation. Bin Laden in Afghanistan is a case in point.

(2)International Terrorism Is the Reflection of Severe Racial, Ethnic and Religious Conflicts of the Modern World, Which Attribute to the Surging Terrorist Activities.

After the Cold War, racial, ethnic and religious problems, inhibited and covered by the confrontation of the bi-polar world for long, have increasingly reasserted themselves. Under such circumstances, ethnic and religious issues have turned into global highlights and thorny issues. Most of the world conflicts, wars and riots have something to do with ethnic and religious problems one way or the other. In a number of countries with serious ethnic problems, separatist elements have called for “independence”. In order to achieve political objective, they have resorted to violence and turned terrorist activities into important means of struggle. Another important factor worth notice is that the separatist and extremist elements, supported and incited by ill-intentioned alien forces, have not only received financial assistance, but also terrorist training, and collaborated with foreign forces, thus posing threat to the national governments of their own countries as well as international security. In order to establish the so-called “Eastern Turkistan Republic”, the “Eastern Turkistan” elements in China have planned, plotted and organized a series of terrorist violence such as explosion, murder, arson, poisoning and attacks both inside Xinjiang of China and in other countries concerned. They have close links with international terrorists. The “Eastern Turkistan terrorist” organizations operating in South Asia have received full backing of Bin Laden, and constituted an important part of Bin Laden’s terrorist ring. Bin Laden has provided not only enormous financial and material support for “Eastern Turkistan” elements, but also training. The “Eastern Turkistan” elements have seriously endangered the lives and properties of all nationalities of China and social stability of China, but also security and stability of countries and regions concerned. In conclusion, separatism and extremism inter-twined with terrorism have become global central issue, thus constituting an important element of international terrorist activities in the new century.

(3)The Irrational and Unjust World Economic Order Is One of the Root Causes of the Turbulent World Situation and Rampant Terrorism.

The contradictions in the modern world between developed and developing countries covering a wide range of areas including economic, political and military, have deep historical roots. The essence is economic contradiction. With the unfolding of economic globalization, the gap between the developed and developing countries has further widened instead of narrowed. The rich get richer and the poor poorer. This tendency does not only stand in the way of healthy and sustainable development of world economy, but also stirs turbulence in the international community and causes the flourish of terrorism. It can be said that the widening gap and worsening poverty is one of the basic causes as well as an important economic reason for the unchecked international terrorism. In some poverty-stricken areas, people, especially the youth, living in hardship and depression are deeply dissatisfied with or even full of resentment and hatred towards society due to misfortunes of dropout and unemployment. In order to get rid of poverty and confront the reality, one of the options for them is to join terrorist groups and engage themselves in terrorist activities. Just as one American scholar put it, terrorism has never come out of the vacuum, it is rather a form of radical reaction to social reality. 

(4)The Development, Popularization and Application of Modern Science and Technology, and Unchecked International Arms Smuggling, especially Proliferation of Nuclear, Biological and Chemical Weapons, Have Provided Advanced Tools for Terrorism. 

In the past, terrorists only made use of simple tools, such as dagger or poison, and their impact and destruction were quite limited. While at present, terrorists are generally well trained and equipped with scientific knowledge and know-how to use advanced communication facilities and weapons. Some highly qualified intellectuals have joined the terrorist groups and undertaken terrorist activities with hi-tech. The proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their raw materials has provided terrorists yet another opportunity. The attacks on the Twin Towers in New York were undertaken just by the terrorists who were proficient in flying aircrafts. Destruction and impact of these kinds of terrorist actions are enormous. In order to create sensational effect, the terrorists carefully plotted their plan to kill innocent lives in the most horrendous way. 

In addition, international drug smuggling rings have made reprisals against the government, military and police officials or resorted to attacks and murders among themselves for profits by terrorist means.

3.  Countries and People of the World Shall Unite to Fight Jointly Against International Terrorism

     Peace and development is the common demand and aspiration of all the people around the world today. Development of world economy depends on a peaceful international environment. Mankind calls for a peaceful and civilized space in which it can live.

     Damages caused by terrorism are enormous and its impact is grave. It is obvious that terrorism has turned into a serious international public nuisance. It is not only the U.S.A. who has suffered heavy losses, but also countries all over the world in the tide of globalization who have felt for themselves the negative impact brought about by the events in America. All in all, the consequence of the international terrorist incident is catastrophic. It has not only incurred sufferings for the American people, but also posed challenges to the sincere aspiration of all the people in the world who long for peace.

     In view of the serious threat posed by the international terrorism to world security, to fight against it should be the common task and mission of governments and people of all the countries in the world. To fight against terrorism should address both its symptoms and its root causes. Countries all over the world, no matter how different their political systems are, should unite as one, contain and root out terrorism with their joint efforts.

(1) Countries of the world should unite to fight against international terrorism in the framework of the United Nations. To fight against international terrorism, the United Nations should play a leading role and all actions should be in conformity with the aims and principles of the UN Charter and other well-established international laws and norms. Five Permanent Members of the Security Council shall strengthen their consultation and wider participation of all the countries in the world should be ensured. China has clearly initiated new security concept with mutual trust, mutual benefits, equality and cooperation as its core, taking the aims of the UN Charter and Five Principles of Peaceful Co-existence as the political foundation to maintain world security, and the cooperation for mutual benefits and common development as economic guarantee for world peace. All countries should work together to build a lasting, stable, secure and reliable international environment.

To fight against all forms of international terrorism calls for sincere, well-intentioned and forceful cooperation of the entire international community. All countries shall, instead of advocating unilateralism, strive to strengthen international cooperation and consultation. Comprehensive means including political, economic, diplomatic, military and judicial, shall be applied to counter terrorism, instead of solely resorting to military means. Counting on one country in the fight against transnational terrorism can hardly achieve its goal, while strengthening international cooperation to fight against transnational crimes with joint efforts shall be the consensus of the international community. The international community shall fully recognize the urgency and importance of strengthening dialogue and fighting against all forms of international terrorism in a concerted manner.

(2) In its fight against international terrorism and other forms of terrorism, the international community shall strive to eliminate the root causes, which calls for the establishment of new international political and economic order. Under the new circumstances, the international community shall place more emphasis on development, and adopt more positive attitude in trying to solve the ever-worsening problem of development. The principle of equality of sovereignty enshrined in the UN Charter shall be adhered to. All countries, no matter big or small, rich or poor, powerful or weak, are all equal members of the international community, and no one shall be discriminated against. Sovereignty of each country shall not be encroached upon. Domestic affairs of each country shall be managed by its own people, and important matters of the world shall be determined through consultations by all the countries. Global challenges must be dealt with through globalized cooperation. Positive efforts shall be made to narrow the gap between the rich and the poor in order to prevent the worsening of polarization of the world. Common development and prosperity based on equal cooperation shall be further promoted. Regional conflicts shall be solved in a just and reasonable manner. Mutual understanding and dialogue among different countries and nationalities shall be strengthened, rather than provoking confrontation among different civilizations. All the countries shall foster new thinking that security is to best achieve through cooperation, dialogue, mutual trust and common development. Social injustice shall be eliminated and equal opportunities for education and employment shall be realized. At the same time, correct ethnic and religious policy shall be adopted and implemented in order to eradicate ethnic and religious conflicts.

(3) As transnational crime, international terrorism shall be condemned and combated all over the world. Those criminals with irrefutable evidence must be cracked down severely and brought to justice, while innocent civilians shall not be hurt. Target of attack shall not be enlarged indiscriminately. Being a handful of extremely evil force, terrorists have nothing to do with a particular nationality or religion. War on terrorists is a fight between peace and violence, rather than a clash between nationalities, religions or civilizations. Control and management of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their raw materials shall be strengthened to guard against leakage or smuggling, or falling into the hands of terrorists, which might lead to catastrophe. 

(4) The international community should draw lessons and experiences from the past cooperation in combating terrorists. First and foremost, there must be unified demarcation and definition of terrorist actions, and double standard must be discarded. Secondly, various signed agreements on combating terrorism shall be earnestly implemented. One should not only combat those terrorist actions which have endangered its own interests, while adopting indifferent, indulgent and even supportive attitude toward those terrorist organizations and activities that have not yet posed threat to them. Special efforts shall be made to oppose establishment of terrorist training camps inside one country targeting against another country, especially its neighbor.

China has consistently been opposed to and condemned all forms of terrorist actions. China is a victim of terrorism. “Eastern Turkistan” terrorist elements operating in China has received training, arms and assistance from international terrorist groups, especially Al Qaeda for a long time. To strike against “Eastern Turkistan” terrorist forces is a part of the international struggle against terrorism. No matter what forms, when, where and whom the terrorists target against, the international community should adopt unified stance, striking hard against them.

China has actively called for the establishment of a new international political and economic order, and reasonable and fair solution to regional conflicts in order to relax tensions in the international relations, thus removing the hot bed for international terrorism. As early as in April 1996, five heads of state including China and Russia put combating international terrorism, cross-boarder crimes and drug smuggling high on the agenda in their first summit meeting. The Shanghai Cooperation Organization adopted Convention on Combating Terrorism, Separatism and Extremism. Prime Ministers of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization declared in their first meeting that combating terrorism, separatism and extremism is one of the most pressing tasks for the Organization, and unified measures should be taken to strengthen the establishment of institutions on combating terrorism. The formation and evolvement of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization are in fact demonstration of the efforts made by China

 with other related countries to put into practice new security concept. The organization has not only played a positive role in maintaining regional peace and stability, but also made due contributions to the current international cooperation in combating terrorism. 
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The terrorist attacks on Sept 11, 2001 in the U.S. shocked the world because of the enormous civilian casualties it caused.  Since then, the concern over nuclear terrorism has continued to rise.  People worry that terrorists will explode a nuclear device and cause even more casualties and terror.  Besides exploding a nuclear device, there are two other types of action related to nuclear terrorism: distributing radioactive materials and attacking nuclear facilities.  This paper analyzes the consequences of nuclear terrorist attacks and provides recommendations to reduce the risk.  

I.  Making the bomb


If a terrorist group plans to make a nuclear device by itself, it would have to overcome at least two technical problems: acquiring a significant amount of fissile materials for weapons and making the nuclear device super-critical.  


There are large inventories around the world of the kind of fissile materials needed for nuclear devices: weapon-grade highly enriched uranium, weapon-grade plutonium, and reactor-grade plutonium.  Reactor-grade plutonium contains too much plutonium-240 and -241 and therefore has a high rate of spontaneous neutron emission.  These spontaneous neutrons prevent a simple nuclear device from releasing its full explosive yield.  An advanced design could avoid the problem, but it requires some testing to improve the design.  A terrorist group would not be able to conduct a test before launching an attack, so, we discount the situation in which terrorist groups using reactor-grade plutonium in a nuclear device.  It is also impossible for a terrorist group to produce fissile materials for themselves.  The reason is that the production of fissile materials is very visible to outsiders1 and a very lengthy period of time is needed to build a production facility.  The only source for a terrorist group would be the illegal acquisition of existing weapon-grade fissile materials.  The amount of weapon-grade plutonium needed for a single device is less than that needed for one made with weapon-grade uranium.  According to the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), 25 kilograms of weapon-grade uranium is a "significant amount," while only 8 kilograms of weapon-grade plutonium is considered a "significant amount."  If an imbalance comparable to the significant amounts defined above occurs during fissile material accounting, the authority who supervises the materials would be immediately notified.  


There are two ways to bring a nuclear device to super-critical: (1) a gun-type device reaches supercritical by bringing sub-critical pieces of fissile materials together; and (2) an implosive device does this by compressing the fissile material to a higher density.  A gun-type device is technically less complicated than an implosive device and may not require nuclear explosive tests before its use.  For example, the first U.S. gun-type design (Little Boy) did not undergo explosive testing before it was used against Japan during World War II.  Weapon-grade plutonium can be used only in implosive devices while weapon-grade uranium can be used in both gun-type and implosive devices.  As mentioned above, a gun-type device is technically less complicated and therefore more desirable to terrorist, making weapon-grade uranium the more dangerous material to lose.  


Even if a terrorist group can obtain a significant amount of weapon-grade fissile material, it still faces some technical difficulties in triggering a full explosion.  One technical difficulty is to ignite the device at the best time with a pulsed neutron source.  An inappropriate ignition would make the explosive yield much lower than anticipated.  For an implosive device, another difficulty would be to create a uniform and symmetrical implosive shock wave to compress the fissile core.  If the shock wave has some asymmetry, the yield could also be much lower than expected or even zero.  


The explosive yield of their first nuclear devices in all nuclear weapon states is about 20 kilotons.  If a terrorists group could make a nuclear device by itself, its yield should be about 20 kilotons or less.  The first gun-type device, Little Boy, had a weight of 4,000 kg, a diameter of 0.71 meter and a length of 3.05 meters.  The first implosive device designed in the US weighed 4,900 kg and was 1.52 meters in diameter.  This indicates that an early design of a nuclear device would be very heavy and large.  Some countries have developed nuclear devices after the US without nuclear explosion tests.  For example, Sweden designed an implosive device of 600 kilograms and South Africa produced gun-type devices weighing 900 kilograms.  (See Table 1.)  There is no evidence that any country produced smaller nuclear devices without nuclear testing.  So, the Swedish and South African devices can be used as benchmarks in guessing the weights of new nuclear weapons.  We believe that, the weight of a nuclear device designed and produced by a terrorist group, if it can, should be greater than the Swedish one for an implosive design or greater than the South African one for a gun-type design.  The reason is that the terrorists groups can not conduct nuclear testing before use.  


A nuclear device can be made much smaller.  As shown in Table 1, the smallest gun-type device ever deployed and known by the public is the US W33 warhead weighing 114 kg; the smallest implosive warhead is the US W54 weighing only 26.6 kg.  


The Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) suggests that the transfer of missiles that can bring a payload weighing 500 kg over 300 km be denied.  The assumption behind the constraint is that an emerging state cannot make a nuclear warhead weighing less than 500 kg.

Table 1: List of Some Nuclear Devices2 

Device
Type
Weight
Size

US Little Boy
Gun-type
4000 kg
0.71 m

3.05 m 

South Africa device
Gun-type
900 kg
0.64 m

1.83 m

US W33
Gun-type
114 kg
0.40 m in diameter

0.94 m in length

US Fat Man
Implosive
4900 kg
1.52 m in diameter

Sweden device
Implosive
600 kg
0.62 --0.80 m in diameter

US W54
Implosive
26.6 kg
cylinder of 40 cm by 60 cm

MTCR constraint 

500 kg


II.  Scenarios of Nuclear Terrorism


Suppose a nuclear bomb is made by a terrorist group outside the country it plans to attack, it is difficult for the terrorists to bring the bomb into the country.  One possible solution is to carry the device aboard a ship and explode it on the ship near the seashore.  The explosive yield of the device would be about 20 kilotons or even significantly less.  This is the first scenario of nuclear terrorism.  


The second scenario of nuclear terrorism is to explode a nuclear device at a population center.  As explained in the last section, a nuclear bomb produced by a terrorist group would weigh a few tons and have a size of one to two meters.  This would be transportable by a truck.  If the terrorist group builds the nuclear bomb in the same country it plans to attack, they could possibly transport the bomb to a population center.  If the terrorists try to acquire an existing nuclear warhead, the authority would usually immediately notice the loss because the accounting for nuclear devices is much simpler and stricter than the accounting of fissile materials.  Therefore, the terrorist group would have very little chance of bringing the nuclear device out of the country even if they could steal it.  So, the only likely chance is to explode the device within the same country the terrorists get it.  Tactical nuclear weapons are in more danger of being stolen than strategic weapons.  Compared to tactical nuclear weapons, the world's strategic weapons are under stricter control and have fewer deployment and deposit sites.  Therefore, strategic weapons have much less chance of being "lost" or stolen.  Most nuclear weapons are believed to have devices, such as PAL (Permissive Action Link), to prevent unauthorized initiation of detonation.3  However, it is not clear if all the tactical nuclear weapons, especially those developed for quick use on the battlefield, have the same security features.  If not, the loss of some tactical nuclear weapons would be a serious problem. The US and Russia (the former Soviet Union) have withdrawn most of their tactical nuclear weapons from deployment, but their tactical reductions were conducted in a voluntary manner and there was no verification or transparency arrangement involved.  So, the reductions cannot rule out the concern over the loss of tactical nuclear devices.  A tactical device, if stolen, would pose much more danger than a device produced by a terrorist group.  As seen in Table 1, an existing tactical device is much lighter, and therefore, more transportable.  The terrorist group would have less difficulty bringing the device to a population center.  


The third scenario in nuclear terrorism is launching an attack against nuclear facilities.  This does not seem to be an effective attack unless it is done with a suicide airplane crash like those of September 11, or a truck bomb at a key part of a facility.  The attack against a reactor in operation could lead the release of vaporized nuclear materials including nuclear fuels and fission products.  


The fourth scenario of nuclear terrorism is to explode a bomb with radioactive materials.  The bomb containing nuclear waste is always referred as a "dirty bomb."  This device has very little military meaning and is a weapon purely for terrorism purposes.  Nuclear waste is under less stringent control than fissile materials, so it would be easier for a terrorist group to gain access to nuclear waste.  However, most nuclear waste cannot be easily used for making a "dirty bomb" because some are solidified in concrete, some are deposited in heavy containers, and some are too diluted.  The radiation of the waste itself also poses a barrier to the terrorists who want to collect the nuclear waste for a "dirty bomb" if they understand and care the consequences of exposure to radiation.  If there are demoralization problems in the nuclear facility staff, there would leave some chance for the terrorists to acquire a large amount of fresh nuclear waste.  The terrorists could also collect unattended nuclear waste, but only a small amount at a time.  


Gavin Cameron has studied the cases of the above two kinds of nuclear terrorism: reactors and radiological attacks.4  He believes that many power reactors are vulnerable to airplane crashes, and even truck bombs.  In his paper, he includes a list of attempted attacks against reactors, which were not effective.  

III.  Consequences of Nuclear Terrorism Attack


In this section, we study the consequences of nuclear terrorism attack in four scenarios.  


Scenario 1.  A nuclear device is exploded on the surface of water by seashore and the yield is 20 kilotons or less.  


The effects of a nuclear explosion include shock waves (or referred as air blasts for an explosion in the air), thermal radiation, initial nuclear radiation, and residual nuclear radiation.  The damage caused by residual nuclear radiation is usually smaller than immediate effects, so we ignore the residual nuclear radiation in assessing the damage.  If a nuclear explosion happens on or below the ground surface, the thermal and initial nuclear radiation cannot go very far along the ground surface because of the deflection and absorption of the earth.  So, we will also ignore the damage caused by thermal and initial nuclear radiation in this scenario.  In calculating the lethal distance of a nuclear explosion, we assume that the buildings suffering attack are wood-framed.  


If a nuclear device of 20 kilotons is exploded at the optimum altitude in the air, the distance from the ground zero to the farthest point of severe damage is about 7100 feet (2200 meters) and 8500 feet (2600 meters) to the farthest point of moderate damage.5  This was the case with Nagasaki and Hiroshima.  However, since the nuclear explosion happens on the surface of water by seashore in our scenario, the lethal distance should be smaller than the above figures.  The damage threshold for wood-frame building is about a few psi overpressure.6  For overpressure in this scale, the lethal distance of an explosion on the ground is about three fourth (3/4) of that at the optimum height.  So, the average lethal distance in this scenario is about 1,800 meters.  Because the surface of the sea is lower than the seashore, a significant fraction of the horizontal air blast would be resisted by the earth and therefore declines much faster than in other direction.  So, the lethal distance should be much lower than 1,800 meters.  If the explosion yield is lower than 20 kilotons because of imperfect technology in making the device that would also greatly reduce the lethal distance.  For a given area, we can then calculate the casualties caused by the explosion by determining the product of the size of the lethal area and the population density.  


For comparison, the casualties in Nagasaki were about 130,000.  The lethal area was proportional to the square of the lethal distance and since half the area in our scenario is on the sea and the second half on the bank, the lethal area for our scenario is about 23% [=
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] that of Nagasaki and Hiroshima.  Assuming that the affected area has the same population density as that in Nagasaki in 1945, the casualties under the conditions of our scenario would have been about 30,000.  If we consider the fact that some air blast is resisted by the seashore above the explosion, the casualties could drop even lower, to the order of that in the September 11's terrorism attack.  


Scenario 2.  A nuclear device is exploded at a population center.  The yield is about 20 kilotons.  


Although the explosive yield in this scenario is the same as in the last one, the damage in this scenario would be much bigger because the population density would be much higher.  The casualties would be at the level of those in the Nagasaki and Hiroshima or even larger.  


Scenario 3. An operational reactor releases a significant amount of vaporized nuclear materials, including spent fuels and fission products after suffering an attack.  


Nuclear materials released from an operational reactor are harmful to human beings.  They could cause immediate effects in a few days, mid-term effects in a few years and long-term effects in tens of years.  Immediate effects include acute radiation sickness caused by exposure to large-dose radiation, scalding by hot venting, and injuries by solid debris.  Mid- and long-term effects are caused by internal radiation and is more enduring than exposure to external radiation.  


For internal radiation, Iodine-131 is a major concern for three reasons.  First, it is volatile and therefore easy to be released from the reactor and dispersed over a large area; second, it is highly radioactive; and third, Iodine-131 stays inside the body of human beings and concentrates in the thyroid gland.  The radiation of Iodine-131 in the thyroid can cause thyroid cancer.  


Strontium-90 and cesium-137 are also of major concern.  They have half-lives of a few tens of years and therefore pose long-term effects.  Strontium-90 and cesium-137 can also stay in living organs and pose radiation within the human bodies.  


The Chernobyl accident of April 26, 1986 released into the atmosphere a large quantity of radioactive materials and can be used as a benchmark to assess the damage in our scenario.  In and after the accident, there have been some health impacts observed.  About thirty people died due to immediate effects and one hundred suffered sickness caused by radiation exposure.  Since the accident, a few hundred childhood cases of thyroid cancer have been recorded in the contaminated area.  A few children have died of this sickness.  Long-term health effects caused by strontium-90 and cesium-137 have not yet been observed to date.7  


If an attack against an operational power reactor causes a leakage of nuclear materials as happened in the Chernobyl accident, the consequences would be similar to that of the Chernobyl accident. It seems that the casualties caused by a terrorism attack against a nuclear reactor would be much smaller that of Sept. 11's attack.  However, the psychological and economical effects would still be very serious.  


Scenario 4.  A "dirty bomb" with radioactive material is exploded at a population center.  


The effects of explosion of a "dirty bomb" are highly dependent on the type of nuclear materials used, the form of dispersal, and the weather condition after the explosion.  Therefore, it is difficult to give an exact estimate about the damage.  However, the fatalities and injuries caused by a dirty bomb in different cases would be much less than those at the Chernobyl accident because the dispersing range of nuclear contamination would be much shorter.  The main effects would also be psychological and economical ones.  


The analyses in the above four scenarios show that the biggest damage caused by a nuclear terrorism attack on a country would be the explosion of a nuclear bomb acquired or produced within the same country.  If a nuclear weapon or some fissile materials get lost, it endangers the security of the country itself most.  So, the countries possessing nuclear weapons or fissile materials should well protect their nuclear weapons and materials for at least their own sake.  The casualties caused by an attack against nuclear facilities or the explosion of a "dirty bomb" would be much smaller than those in the Sept. 11 attack.  For these two cases, the psychological effects would be the more serious concern.  

IV.  Where is the Achilles' Heel?


There have been some reports of fissile material thefts in the past. This is a reminder for us that some national fissile material accounting and protection systems may have some loopholes.  In the Appendix made, there is a literature review on fissile material accounting and protection systems.  Besides the problems indicated in the appendix, there is another general problem, that is, the accounting period is much greater than the time needed to respond to a theft.  The fissile material protection system provides immediate notifications to the authority if a illegal access occurs while the accounting system measure cannot do this because of the lengthy period of measurement.  So the main barrier against theft is fissile material protection rather than accounting.  If an insider is involved in a theft, the protection itself may not be sufficient and a near real-time accounting could play a backup role.  It is technically difficult to measure the amounts of fissile materials in different shapes if a large inventory is kept.  For the time being, the accounting uncertainties are increasing and leaves higher risk for theft.  To reduce this risk, the nuclear-weapon states should consider faster steps in disposing excess fissile materials.  


There is very little transparency in U.S. and Russian reductions of tactical nuclear weapons.  There are still some tactical nuclear weapons intact in the U.S. and Russia.  It is not certain that all these tactical nuclear weapons remained have tight security and are prevented from being illegally triggered.  This should be a big concern in anti-terrorism.  There is a new danger now in tactical nuclear reductions because some groups in the U.S. are pushing the government to develop nuclear penetrating warheads -- a new tactical nuclear weapon.  If this proposal were accepted by the U.S. government, it would hurt tactical reductions in the U.S. and Russia.  To prevent unauthorized use of existing nuclear weapons, it is important for the nuclear-weapons states to dismantle all tactical nuclear weapons when some progress is being made in strategic nuclear reductions. 

------------ 
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Review of Literature on Fissile Material Accounting

By Gee Gee Wong

Beijing Broadcasting Institute and Tsinghua University

Introduction
"Several kilograms of plutonium, or several times that amount of HEU, is enough to make a bomb.  With access to sufficient quantities of these materials, most nations and even some sub-national groups would be technically capable of producing a nuclear weapon…."1

Nuclear terrorism is a real threat felt by many, and discussion about the topic has escalated after the tragedy of September 11.  Much literature has been written on the topic and the general consensus is that the threat is real.  However, the consensus seems to break down when we start discussing what the threats are and materials are involved.  What materials are assessable and desirable to terrorist, therefore posing the greatest risk of theft?  What are the safeguards in place and are they capable of stopping such activities?  Are there safeguards functioning as a deterrent to thieves? 

Fissile Materials

There are six types of fissile material that are of concern when talking about nuclear terrorism.   The first is weapons-grade plutonium.  Plutonium is considered weapons-grade if it consists of less than 7% plutonium-240 (Pu-240).  This is the material choice by nuclear weapon states (NWS) because of its extremely low weight to yield ratio.  The second material of interest is weapons-grade uranium.  Weapons-grade uranium is enriched to over 90% Uranium-235 (U-235).  The third is highly enriched uranium, which contains more than 20% U-235.  The fourth material that is of interest to nuclear terrorists is reactor-grade plutonium which is usually comprised of less than 19% Pu-240, and typically about 30% non-fissile material.  Unirradiated mixed materials such as uranium-plutonium mixed oxide (MOX) fuel also pose a threat.  The last type of material is nuclear wastes which is the radioactive by-products formed by fission and other nuclear processes in a reactor and is initially contained in spent fuel.  

Fissile Materials and the Making of a Bomb
Weapons-grade plutonium is processed in military production reactors specifically designed and operated for production of low burn-up plutonium.   Due to its desirability, lethality and proliferation concerns, weapons-grade plutonium is under the strictest security in every NWS.  However, it is not under international safeguards because of the national security concerns related to nuclear materials and forces.  

Obtaining reactor-grade plutonium, on-the-other-hand, is easier in comparison because of its use in commercial reactors.  The feasibility and desirability of using reactor-grade plutonium as a nuclear explosive material is debatable.  The United States' Department of Energy (DOE) successfully conducted an underground test in 1962 in Nevada, which used reactor-grade plutonium in the nuclear explosive in place of weapons-grade plutonium.  The yield was less than 20 kilotons.  This fact was declassified in July 1977.  What was not declassified, however, was the isotopic composition of the plutonium used, but it has been estimated to be about 90% Pu-239. 2  The proliferation threat of reactor-grade plutonium has been a debate among experts and its feasibility is not commonly accepted.  

The disadvantage of using reactor-grade plutonium in nuclear devices, even if it is feasible, is the increased complexity in designing, fabricating, and handling them.  Building a nuclear device with reactor-grade plutonium poses many problems because of the high level of Pu-240, a highly unstable element capable of spontaneous fission.  Therefore, using reactor-grade Pu to build a bomb requires a higher level of sophistication than using weapons-grade material.
The Pu-240 content even in weapons-grade plutonium is sufficiently large that very rapid assembly is necessary to prevent pre-initiation. Hence the simplest type of nuclear explosive, a "gun type," in which the optimum critical configuration is assembled more slowly than in an "implosion type" device, cannot be made with plutonium, but only with highly enriched uranium (HEU), in which spontaneous fission is rare.   This makes HEU an even more attractive material than plutonium for potential proliferators with limited access to sophisticated technology.3   HEU is uranium enriched to 20% or greater U-235, usually around 90%.  All HEU can be used to make nuclear explosives, although very large quantities are needed for HEU enriched to 20%.  

Some experts say that oxide powder could also conceivably be used by terrorists as-is to make a nuclear device if they do not want to spend the number of days required to go through the chemical operation of reducing it to power, although fuel elements of any type have to be subjected to chemical processing to separate the fissile material they may contain from diluents.  This process would also require specialized equipment, a supply of appropriate reagents, well-developed techniques specific to the materials handled, and at least a few days to conduct the operations.4

If terrorists can not obtain weapon-grade uranium for their "gun-type" device and want to achieve rapid turnaround time (a day or so after obtaining the material), the amount of fissile material necessary would tend to be very large - possibly twenty times the so-called formula quantities identified in federal regulations for the protection of nuclear materials (5 kg of U-235).   This would then increase the weight of the completed device to probably more than a ton.5  The second option of converting the materials to metal would require less fissile material to be used but more time and quite specialized equipment and techniques would be needed.  

In all cases, successful execution would require the efforts of a team having knowledge and skills additional to those usually associated with a group engaged in hijacking a transport or conducting a raid on a plant.  It is exceedingly unlikely that any single individual could equip him to proceed  confidently.  Therefore, a subnational group with a number of specialists would be the most likely and feasibly terrorists.  The time it would take a group to get ready would depend on a number of factors, such as the form and nature of the material acquired and the form terrorists proposed to use, but it is likely that the whole team would require a considerable number of weeks or more -probably months, prior to acquisition.  The time intervals for the completion of a nuclear weapon might range from a number of hours, on the supposition that enriched uranium oxide powder could be used as-is, to a number of days in the event that uranium oxide powder or highly enriched (unirradiated) uranium reactor fuel elements were to be converted to uranium metal.

Taking into account the issues and limitations involved in the use of these various fissile materials, it can infer that the most desirable material for terrorist groups would be HEU.  As explored in this section, technical limitations pose one of the strongest hurdles for terrorists who wish to build a nuclear weapon.  However, even if a terrorist group possessed the technical capability to manufacture a nuclear device, there is still the hurdle of bypassing international safeguards which watch over the materials and work to detect and halt clandestine activity.

International Safeguards

As stated earlier, there are currently no international safeguards of weapons-grade materials. However, international safeguards are widely used for non-weapons grade materials such as reactor-grade plutonium and waste that could be useful to proliferators.  Current safeguards include the International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) which was established under the agreement of the NPT with the newest protocols of INFCIRC/540.   The  application of NPT safeguards is built upon cooperation between the agency and the state.  All signatories and some who are not are under IAEA safeguards.6  International safeguards consist of monitoring and accounting measures designed to prevent NNWS from diverting nuclear material from peaceful nuclear activities to weapon programs.   Safeguards activities are aimed predominantly at verifying “declared” nuclear material and items.  In the past, the capability of the IAEA to detect undeclared nuclear activities was limited.

However, reaction to the discovery of an Iraqi extensive nuclear weapon program which had largely gone undetected until 1991 following the Gulf War helped create four significant changes to international safeguards.  The first was the direct and continuous engagement of the UN in the pursuit of non-proliferation objectives.  In particular, the UN Security Council has given legitimacy and authority to intrusive actions, which the IAEA did not have the power to perform before.  The second was the intensification of intelligence gathering and sharing by states and its use to guide diplomacy and verification.  The third was the strengthening of technology controls, especially through the incorporation of dual-use technologies in the list attached to the Nuclear Suppliers Guidelines.  Last of all, IAEA has launched the "Program 93+2" which aims to enhance the effectiveness of the NPT safeguards by increasing the availability of information about the nuclear materials, equipment and facilities possessed by NNWS parties to the NPT, by broadening access to their sites, and by improving detection techniques.  The new measures increased the IAEA's abilities to detect warhead development and manufacturing programs as well as detect the production and separation of fissile materials.  However, it remains to be seen how successfully they can be implemented.  

Other inspection agencies include Euratom, which is responsible for fifteen member states of the European Union.  Euratom supplies safeguards to all civil nuclear material in the member states, regardless of state's status under the NPT.   Military materials in Britain and France are not subject to Euratom safeguards. 

Another international agency is established under a bilateral agreement between Brazil and Argentina called the Brazilian-Argentine Agency for Accounting and Control of Nuclear Materials (ABACC).  It was formed in 1990 and is responsible for inspecting all nuclear facilities and verifications of the material declarations of each country and conducts routine inspections at nuclear facilities.  The two countries have also signed the Quadripartite Agreement, drawn up between Argentina, Brazil, ABACC and the IAEA, which allows IAEA inspectors to draw independent conclusions.

For weapons-grade materials in NWS, which are not under the NPT and international safeguards, each country has implemented their own policies and safeguards.  However, the policies of some countries are not transparent, and still keep their weapons-material production under a veil of secrecy and few facts are known about their material production, storage, or safeguarding measures.  

US Safeguards

In contrast, the United States has, in recent years, offered more transparency to its plutonium production, acquisition, and utilization.  Created under the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, the Nuclear Materials Management & Safeguards System (NMMSS) is the US government's information system containing current and historic data on the possession, use and shipment of nuclear materials.  This centralized data base contains information collected from government and commercial nuclear facilities and provides output reports to those facilities and other interested parties, primarily US government offices.  The US Department of Energy (DOE) and the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), materials control and accountability staff use NMMSS information in carrying out nuclear materials safeguards responsibilities.  Fundamental safeguards uses of NMMSS data are identifying shipper-receiver differences and inventory differences.  Currently, data from 1,130 commercial and government facilities in the US is collected and maintained in the system.  It also maintains accounting data on US peaceful use exports and imports that have occurred since 1950.   The NMMSS also generates reports for IAEA and foreign countries on the inventories, material balances and transactions that the US has agreed to provide.7

Inventory and material balance data are reported according to established periodic schedules to NMMSS.8  The DOE and the NRC maintain the same reporting requirements for the nuclear materials.  However, the DOE requires more material types to be reported than does the NRC.  Both governmental bodies require the reporting of source and special nuclear material.9  For the materials that are of concern to our report, plutonium and enriched uranium, facilities are required to report to the NMMSS during transactions and material balance, the weight of the material to the nearest whole gram, except in the case of Pu-238 which requires reporting to the tenth of a gram.  This is similar to DOE's inventory reporting requirements. 

The safeguards for US weapons-usable fissile materials in the DOE's inventory subject to the "stored weapons standard" (the highest standard) include materials (1) in the DOE's ultimate material disposition program, (2) excess but not yet designated for disposition, and (3) to be retained for national defense.  The DOE grades weapons-useable fissile materials by attractiveness to someone wanting to make a nuclear weapon.  It does so using categories such as quantity, enrichment, radioactivity, and chemical form for the plutonium or HEU.  Such grading is also part of international standards.  In comparison to the international standards for physical safeguards, the US exceeds those of the IAEA for weapons-usable fissile materials. 10

However, studies have shown that accounting problems are a major problem for the DOE.  The DOE Office of the Inspector General has reviewed internal controls over fissile materials at seven sites and found accounting problems at three of those sites.  It has been found that the DOE was unable to measure scrap, waste materials, and holdup, significantly hindering DOE's ability to accurately account for nuclear materials.  Sites often had to make estimates based on historical experience or observations, varying the accuracy of such estimates from reasonably good to poor.11  The DOE also encountered measuring problems during the late 1980s through the 1990s.  The end of the Cold War resulted in a significant (around 30%) increase in the DOE's fissile material inventory as weapons were returned from stockpile and DOE accepted fissile materials from other countries.  The changing needs resulted in production stand-downs and large quantities of fissile materials were left in forms that could not be readily measured.  Although the DOE implemented the measurement assessment project (MAP) to deal with these problems, "the overall progress to address identified fissile materials assurance weaknesses has been slow."12

Some of the problems in DOE are continuous and recurrent weaknesses in physical inventories.  It is documented that significant differences between verification measurement results and the inventory values are not resulting in new inventory values.  The approaches to statistical sampling during physical inventories is not sufficient to provide confidence that fissile materials are accounted for.  In many cases, the site sampling methods are not adequate to address common situations, such as items that are selected but that cannot be safely moved or measured.  Such weaknesses can result in questionable or invalid inventory statements.  Some physical inventory sampling plans are incomplete or do not include sufficient information.  

Current inventory differences suggest that thousands of kilograms of material sdocumented in departmental records are not accounted for.  The inventory differences involve thousands of kilograms of special nuclear materials.13  In many cases, the inventory differences have been attributed to holdup, operational losses, such as accidental spills, environmental releases, human errors, rounding errors, and disparities between old book values and new measurement values.14

Russian Safeguards 

In Russia, the Ministry of Atomic Energy (Minatom) has control of most fissile materials besides those contained in Russia's nuclear weapons.  Minatom's system of safeguards is functionally similar to that of the DOE - to deter, prevent, detect, and respond to unauthorized possession, use, or sabotage of weapons-usable materials.  Its components include a systems of physical protection, material control measures, and material accounting.  However, there are substantiaive differences between Minatom and DOE in how specific safeguards programs are implemented.  Its system is far less technically sophisticated with its most deficient component being its system of material control and accounting (MC&A).15  The system is primarily used for the purposes of material planning and financial accounting and is based on the principle of personal responsibility where a designated accounting worker receives nuclear material and assumes personal responsibility for it.  After the material has been processed, it is transferred to another accounting worker who then assumes full responsibility.  The discrepancy of the amounts of material before and after the operation is considered process loss and, under Minatom regulations, must not exceed centrally specified limits.  However, because of lack of equipment, material containers that do not allow measurements, or for other reasons, material transactions are conducted without actual measurements.  Generally, measurements are rare and most of them are carried out as a part of quality control program, not as a strict accounting system.  The effectiveness of the MC&A system is also limited by lack of regulations and by a variety of accounting formats.  

The economic crisis in Russia has also degraded the technical research and development base of the nuclear complex and its safeguards system.  There has been a shortage of containers and adequate storage facilities for fissile materials.  Production facilities have eliminated material-control related jobs.  Meanwhile, the demand on the existing system of safeguards has increased as a result of fissile materials left over from the dismantlement of nuclear warheads.

FSU states are thought to possess roughly 1350 tons of weapons-usable nuclear materials, of which some 700 tons is in nuclear weapons, and 650 is in a variety of forms ranging from metal weapons components to impure scrap.  These materials are stored in over 50 sites, estimated nearly 400 buildings containing kilogram quantities. Accurate measured inventories of all nuclear material on hand have still not been carried out at most facilities, and there is still no accurate and up-to-date national inventory known.  

The greatest threat stems from an experienced and corrupt insider.  A survey for Gostomnadzor, the Russian nuclear regulatory agency, showed that every nuclear theft from the Russian facilities it regulated during 1990-95 involved an insider (although outsiders were often involved) and none were detected by the existing Russian safeguards and protection systems then in effect.  Security for nuclear materials in weapons in Russia is substantially better than for the "loose" materials.  However, the top leadership of the 12th Main Directorate have testified to the Russian Duma that funding for nuclear weapons security is grossly inadequate.  

Russia is aware of their deficiencies, as is the US.  Russian Minister of Atomic Energy Evgeniy Adamov said, "the weakening of our ability to manage nuclear material has been immeasurable."  In 1996, the US CIA Director testified that weapons-usable nuclear materials "are more accessible now than at any other time in history - due primarily to the dissolution of the former Soviet Union and the region's worsening economic conditions," and that none of the facilities handling plutonium or HEU in the FSU states had "adequate safeguards or security measures."  For this reason, the US and Russia have established a number of programs to help strengthen its safeguard system.  In November 1991, US Congress enacted the Soviet Nuclear Threat Reduction Act (known commonly as the Nunn-Lugar program), which formed an interagency group on safe secure dismantlement of nuclear weapons.  

In 1996, the Trilateral Initiative was launched between the IAEA, Russia, and the DOE to develop a new IAEA verification system for weapon-origin material designated by the US and the RF as released from their defense programs. The US also intends to submit to IAEA verification other fissile materials designated by it as no longer required for defense purposes.  IAEA verification under the initiative is intended to promote international confidence that fissile materials made subject by either of the two States to the IAEA verification remain irreversibly removed from nuclear weapons programs.  An essential requirement of the verification system and the methods to be applied is that they must allow the IAEA to draw credible and independent conclusions to assure that the objectives of verification are met.  A number of workshops and meetings have been held since its launch in 1996, but no verification agreement has yet been agreed upon and implemented.  

There are many difficulties and uncertainties surrounding the measurement of FSU's plutonium inventory.  The figures that the US has are based on estimates of the size of its arsenals,  calculations based on assumptions about its reactors, and the krypton-85 measurement method.  There have been no announcement of historical production of weapons-grade Pu or inventories at its different sites.  The records that are present are believed to be incomplete inventories at sites and data on production losses and waste disposal are particularly unlikely.  It is also feared that historical records may also be untrustworthy because it was common practice to misrepresent annual production in order to justify enterprise incomes from the state.18 

Some documented thefts from states in the FSU include: 1.5 kilos of weapon-grade HEU from the "Luch" production association in Podolsk, Russia, in 1992; 1.8 kilos of 36% enriched HEU from the Andreeva Guba naval base near Russia's Norwegian border in July 1993; 4.5 kilos of material enriched to +19% U-235 from the Sevmorput naval shipyard near Murmansk in November 1993; over 360 grams of Pu seized in Munich on a plane from Moscow in August 1994; and 2.73 kilos of weapons-grade HEU seized in Prague in December 1994.  In 1998, conspirators tried to steal 8.5 kilos of radioactive material as suitable "production of components of nuclear weapons" from a major MINATOM facility in Chelyabin processing plant in Ozersk and the disassembly facility at Trekhgorny.  In 1993, 2 kilos of 90% enriched HEU has still not been accounted for when scientists fled the Sukhumi research center in the Abkhazia region of Georgia due to civil war.19

The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) estimates that there may be enough weapons-usable nuclear materials to produce 40,000 nuclear weapons at facilities in 8 countries that were once a part of the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union secured most of these facilities by placing them in closed cities or by using with gates and armed guards. But, according to DOE, budget cuts and political upheavals have undercut this system. Many facilities lacked fences, monitors, alarms, and comprehensive accounting systems to keep track of materials. Reports indicate that even those facilities with security and monitoring systems often disconnected them to save money on electric bills and to reduce false alarms. They also have been unable to pay the guards and officers charged with maintaining security at the facilities.20

There have been numerous reports of nuclear materials from facilities in the former Soviet Union appearing on the black market in Europe. In most cases, the materials lacked the purity to be used to manufacture nuclear weapons. However, in several of the reported cases, the materials could have been useful to a nation seeking to develop nuclear weapons.  In May 1999, the National Research Council, an arm of the U.S. National Academy of Sciences, issued a report stating that security at Russia’s nuclear materials facilities was worse than previously reported.

Other NWS Safeguards and Fissile Material Inventory

 
The British government has made no announcements about the quantities of plutonium produced for nuclear weapons.  No information has been published about the accounting for military nuclear materials in the UK.  It is not known how precisely the British government can identify the quantities and locations of the plutonium in its military inventories.  Unlike the US, FSU, and the PRC, all the civil nuclear materials held by the UK have been under international (Euratom) safeguards since the early 1980's and identical standards are now applied to civil and military nuclear materials in the UK.  

Similarly, no information has been made public on the accounting for military materials in France.  It is believed that, like the FSU, France has restricted its accounting at military facilities to records of inputs and outputs.21  And unlike the UK, the approaches followed in regard to civil and military activities are not identical.  

The size of China's plutonium inventory is based upon estimates, which are very tentative because so little is know about China's nuclear weapons arsenal and production processes.  No information is available about how weapon materials are accounted for in China.

Regarding HEU, the United States stopped production of HEU for nuclear weapons in 1964.   It suspended production of HEU for any purpose in November 1991.  However, with the end of the cold war and arms reductions, large excess stocks of HEU from dismantled weapons have appeared.  As for Russia, although little is known about its historical enrichment production, HEU production for military and civilian purposes was ceased in the early 1990s.  The UK obtained weapon-grade uranium from its own enrichment facility at Capenhurst and from the US.  Until as late as the end of 2001, the UK had an agreement with the US to acquire HEU from the US.  Little is known about the amount produced at Capenhurst and questions remain about the quantity acquired from the US.  France has stopped making HEU for nuclear weapons , although the exact date is unclear.  As for China, it is reported that the country stopped producing weapon-grade uranium for weapons in 1987.  Although worldwide production of HEU has plateaued, significant changes are taking place in the forms in which they are held as weapons are decommissioned which could become problematic of proper and adequate accounting and safeguard measures are employed to keep track of those materials.  

CONCLUSION

Nuclear terrorism will and should always be a threat not to be taken lightly.  What seems unlikely should still not be ignored.  As the September 11 attacks have shown to the world, acts of terrorism are unpredictable and can be devastating.  We should not underestimate the abilities of terrorists groups.  However, we must also not allow ourselves to be stunted by our fear.  Threats must be assessed objectively and changes made according to the needs.  

Although nuclear weapons are a desirable possession for terrorist groups due to its destructiveness and therefore, threat value, systemic and scientific hurdles stand squarely in the way of terrorists going nuclear.  Weapon-grade materials (Pu with <7% Pu-240 or U at 90+% U-235) are the most desirable materials for making the smallest and most effective weapon.  However, due to international nonproliferation concerns, weapon-grade materials are under the strictest government and physical military safeguards in all countries.  Theft of the amount needed to make a crude nuclear weapon (it is discounted that terrorists groups can build smaller, more sophisticated weapons which use less material because of the level of technical skill is hard to achieve even at a state level) is unlikely without causing international awareness.  

Materials that might be easier to obtain because of their accessibility in commercial facilities and less stringent physical and systematic safeguards such as MOX fuel or reactor-grade Pu create other problems for terrorists which are also not easily overcome.  Due to the high level of impurities, crude nuclear weapons made with such materials require much higher amounts than the internationally accepted standard amount just to reach critical mass.  And while these materials are under less stringent safeguards, the sheer amount necessary to build such a weapon makes it unlikely that even the least stringent nation would not notice.  The use of such impure materials also require a higher level of sophistication in bomb design than one built with weapon-grade material.  Regardless of the terrorists' sophistication, little is known about nuclear weapons made with MOX fuel or reactor-grade Pu and without prior thorough testing, the likelihood of an unsuccessful detonation is extremely high.  However, any thorough testing or preparation that takes more than a couple of days threatens the clandestine nature of its operations.

Despite these hurdles which terrorists would have to face if they chose to go nuclear, it is not to say that terrorist groups would not try and possibly succeed.  One of the biggest threats to fissile material safety is Russia.  Since the end of the Cold War, Russia has seen a steady decline in its ability to safeguard and keep track of its fissile materials.  The enormous military complex that once made it a superpower is now threatened under the grave economic situation in the country.  Faced with unstable paychecks and a meager salary, workers are tempted by the fissile materials black market that caters to terrorists groups.  Although the US and international efforts have been put in place to help Russia deal with some of these problems, the funding is not enough and the quality of Russian safeguards is highly questionable.  This makes Russia the point of most concern when talking about theft of fissile materials.
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[image: image5.png]surface some differences on how to carry on the fight against terrorism in the next
phase. The U.S. is steadfast on expanding the anti-terrorist operations to other
parts of the world while the general view of the international community is that the
war against terrorism should not be expanded at will but only with hard facts
available. Since last September, President Bush has implied military means to Iraq
on several occasions. In the State of Union Address on January 29, President Bush
claimed that the war on terrorism in Afghanistan is far from ending, it is only
beginning. He emphasized that the U.S. shall continue to fight terrorism: Its first
objective is to bring terrorists to justice, and the second goal is to prevent terrorists
from acquiring weapons of mass destruction and regimes who seek chemical,
biological or nuclear weapons from endangering the U.S. and the world. But in
this context, President Bush even went so far as to claim-that three countries, Iran,
Traq and DPRK constitute an "axis of evil", which has drawn criticism at home and
overseas . :

The statements. by President Bush to expand the war against terrorism have
caused ‘deep worries in the international community. Russian Defense Minister
argued that there is no evidence that the governments of the three countries support
terrorism. Russia states that the diplomatic means is the only way to solve the
problem relating to the UN's weapons inspections in Iraq. . During the visit to the
U.S., Egyptian Foreign Minister stated that Egypt supports the U.S. to fight
terrorism, however, the international community must adopt other methods rather
than military means to punish Iraq when it refuses to implement the UN Resolutions
and resists weapons inspections carried out by the UN. ‘Using military forces
against Iraq will only have "negative ramification” on the relationship between the

- U.S. and Arab countries:- . German Chancellor Schroeder stated in Berlin that if the
war on terrorism in .Afghanistan were to be expanded to other countries, it would
“create more difficulties for the global anti-tetrorism coalition”.: He also-pointed
out that ‘there is no need to expand.the antiterrorist war and the German government
will disagree to it.

Regarding Northeast Asia, it is a general view that labeling the DPRK as part of
the "axis of evil" is counter-productive and contradictory to reality. ~After the event
of September. 11th, the DPRK has made clear-cut. statements. of its consistent
opposition to international terrorism . and expressed readiness to conduct
consultations with the U.S. on nuclear non-proliferation matters, - The solution of
the non-proliferation issue on the Korea Peninsula requires international cooperation
and anti-proliferation should be based on.multi lateral efforts. The hard-line
policies on the DPRK by the U.S. will only exacerbate the present situation on the
Korean Peninsula, and generate adverse effect on “the sunshine policies” and the
stability in Northeastern Asia.

For the future anti-terrorist operations, some officials in the U.S. Department of
Defense argue that when necessary the U.S. would take actions without consulting
its allies in advance. The U.S. will set up "flexible" coalition in light of concrete
operations. However, the European allies of the U.S. stand for adopting multi-
lateral cooperation mechanism in future anti-terrorist actions and giving full play to
the leading role of the UN. Meanwhile, it is of the view in the international
community that the non-military means such as constant improvement of living
conditions is very important to root out terrorism. German Defense Minister




[image: image6.png]warned that uneven development, poverty, population explosion, shortage of
resources and other social factors are sources of terrorism.

IV Strengthening International Cooperation to Meet the New Challenges

. International terrorism is an increasingly grave challenge to mankind. In face
of such challenge, all countries should go beyond the traditional conceptions and
differences and make concerted efforts to deal with the common threat.

Firstly, In my view, it is of vital importance to bring into full play the leading
role of the UN and the Security Council in the fight against international terrorism;
all anti-terrorist actions should be in line with the objectives and principles of the
UN Charter and the universally recognized norms. At the present, there is the
possibility that any country and any region could become a victim of international
terrorism.  Therefore, it is necessary to strengthen the international multi-lateral
cooperation and maintain individual security through building collective security.
In tite meantime, it is also important that anti-terrorist operations should be carried
out ‘with hard evidence, clear-cut objectives, and should avoid harming. innocent
civilians.

‘Secondly, It is necessary to apply political, economic; diplomatic, military and
legal means to fight terrorisn.

Thirdly, In fighting terrorism, it is also necessary to tackle both symptoms
and the root-causes of international terrorism. At the moment, the international
community should attach more importance to the problem of development and
effective prevention of broadening of the gap between the rich and the poor in the
world with a greater sense of urgency.

Fourthly, Efforts should be made to handle regional conflicts in a just and
proper way. Clashes among civilizations should be effectively prevented. In the
final analysis, fighting terrorism is the trial of strength between peace and violence,
it is not a conflict between ethnic groups, among different religions or civilizations.
Therefore, the actual diversity of the world civilization should be recognized, and
different cultural backgrounds, diverse religious beliefs and development models be
respected.  All social systems and civilizations should coexist, learn from each
other through comparison and competition, and achieve common development
through seeking common ground while putting aside differences.

In a word, the international community should go with the trend of our times,
cultivate and promote new concepts of cooperative security based. on mutual trust,
mutual benefit, equality and coordination.
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The Korean Peninsula is geographically located between the Asian Continent
and the Pacific Ocean. Thus, for centuties the Korean Peninsula often played a key
role either as a bridge for cultural transmission or as a corridor for invasion for the
continental power, China, and the oceanic power, Japan. At the end of the Second
World War, the Korean Peninsula was divided into two zones, the North and South,
at the 38h parallel by the U. S. and Soviet Union forces under the pretext of
administering the surrender of the Japanese military forces on the Korean Peninsula.
Eventually, the demarcation line became a borderline for North and South Korea.
In 1950, the Korean War broke out, turning the Korean Peninsula into a theater of
warfare where the U.S., the Soviet Union, China and Japan all played a key role
along with many other countries.

As the time passed, the demarcation line became a symbol of the Cold War front
line between communism and democracy. Since then, the Korean peninsula has
become a buffer zone where major powers, namely, the United States, China, Russia
and Japan, appear to have attempted to maintain a balance of power in the East
Asian Region on the basis of the military deterrence strategies. Among the four
major powers, Japan is the only non-nuclear power. Under these circumstances,
the peace and stability in the relations between North and South Korea have become
a causal factor for the peace and stability for the balance of power among the four
major powers in the region of East Asia.

Against this background, North and South Korea agreed to the Inter-Korean
Joint Declaration for Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula at the end of 1991,
thus contributing to the easing of the tension not only for the relations between the
two Koreas but also for the promation of stability in the region of North East Asia.
To support the two Koreas' efforts for denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, U.S.
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Furthermore, delegations of the United States and North Korea held talks in
Geneva from September 23 to October 21, 1994 to negotiate an overall resolution of
the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula and signed the Geneva Framework
Agreement. They pledged for cooperation in the field of peaceful use of nuclear
energy and agreed to work Together to strengthen the international nuclear non-
proliferation regime.

When everyone thought the nuclear issue on the Korean Peninsula was in the
main resolved, North Korea test-fired the Daepodong-I strategic missile with the
range of approximately 2,500 kilometers on August 31, 1998, surprising the
international community and especially the U.S. and Japan. Now, it is expected
that North Korea will soon test-fire its Daepdong-II, which has an estimated range
of 4,000 kilometers or more. In addition, Admiral Dennis C. Blair, Commander-in-
Chief of the U.S. Pacific Command testified before the U.S. Congress on March 3,
1999 that "the Kumchangri facility could be completed in 4 to 6 years, which could
give North Korea the hidden and secure capabilities to produce materials for nuclear
weapons.”

It is apparent that the development of North Korean nuclear missile capabilities
has complicated the whole security situation in East Asia. In reaction to North
Korea's continued development of Duaepodong missile, the Japanese government
raised at once serious questions about the adequacy of their anti-missile defense
system, and decided to launch an independent intelligence satellite. At the same
time, these developments, together with the 1997 adoption of new guidelines for the
U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation, have strongly provoked China's negative reactions.
Furthermore, the U.S. and Japanese agreement in September 1998 on conducting
joint research on theater missile defense (TNM) has also strongly provoked China's
reactions.

Under these prevailing situations, the 1994 Geneva Agreement between North
Korea and U.S. governments on the replacement of the DPRK's graphite-moderated
reactors and related facilities with light-water reactor (LVR) power plants by year
2003 faces renewed difficulties. For the moment, the implementation by a target
date of 2003 certainly appears to be out of reach and may require a significant
number of additional years. In addition to the difficult problems in normalizing
relations between the U.S. and North Korea, the inspection of North Korean nuclear
facilities by the TAEA also remains as one of the key problem to be resolved.

North Korea and the U.S. started direct negotiations on the missile issue in 1996.
When the 6th meeting was held in Washington in September 2000, a- negotiated
solution between the two countries appeared to be feasible. In the first U.S. high
profile visit to North Korea from October 23 to 25, 2000, the US Secretary of State,
Madeleine Albright, conferred with Chairman Kim Jong I1 and appeared to have
reached a basic agreement on solving the nuclear and missile problems of North
Korea. Subsequently, in the missile expert talk held in Kuala Lumpur the
following week, both sides discussed details for the final agreement.

In this talk, they reached an agreement in which North Korea would freeze
missilé export on condition that western countries including the U.S. provide
economic aid and international financial agencies provide financial support to North
Korea. In addition, North Korea would abandon its medium- and long-range missile





[image: image9.png]programs, Nodong and Daepodong, if the U.S. would launch three North Korean
satellites a year in a third country. The issue of withdrawal of the deployed
missiles needed to be seitled prior to President Clinton's visit to North Korea.
Unfortunately, however, due to failure to reach the final agreement on time, he left
office without visiting North Korea and solving the problem peacefully. At the
moment, President Bush's "axis of evil" speech seems to have chilled the
relationship between North Korea and the U.S.

In any case, for those who sincerely wish for peace and stability on the Korean
Peninsula on a nuclear free basis, it is sincerely hoped that the DPRK and the U.S.
will soon reopen their dialogue in order to make any necessary adjustments on the
existing bilateral agreement for cooperation for the resolution of the nuclear issue on
the Korean Peninsula, and that they would reach an early agreement on the missile
issue, thereby making a great contributions to the promotion of peace and stability in
the region of North East Asia.

These situations on the Korean Peninsula deserve the close attention of the
Pugwash Conferences on Science and World Affairs from the point of view of
nuclear proliferation, arms control and stability and peace in the Asia-Pacific region.
It is hoped that this 2nd Pugwash Workshop on East Asian Security will provide the
international community as well as leaders of the concerned with its expertise and
wisdom to alleviate the tension on the Korean Peninsula and in the Asia-Pacific
region.
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On January 29, 2002, President George W. Bush delivered a blunt message in his State of the Union Address before a joint session of Congress and an international television audience: “North Korea is a regime arming with missiles and weapons of mass destruction while starving its citizens.”  Along with Iraq and Iran, North Korea constitutes “an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of the world.  By seeking weapons of mass destruction, these regimes pose a grave and growing danger.  They could provide these arms to terrorists, giving them the means to match their hatred.  They could attack our allies or attempt to blackmail the United States.  In any of these cases, the price of indifference would be catastrophic.”  The United States would respond to this growing threat, the President stated, by working closely with American allies and developing missile defenses.  And in an open-ended warning, he declared “America will do what is necessary to ensure our nation’s security…I will not wait on events while dangers gather.  I will not stand by as peril draws closer and closer.  The United States of America will not permit the world’s most dangerous regimes to threaten us with the world’s most destructive weapons.”    

Immediately dubbed the “axis of evil” speech, the President’s remarks caused tremendous anxiety among many commentators in the United States and throughout Asia.  Some critics feared that the President’s unvarnished rhetoric would antagonize North Korea and ruin, or at least further delay, any negotiations with the North on weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and other security issues.  Further, they argued that the President recklessness escalated political and military tensions in the region, thereby imperiling peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula.1   (Curiously, these critics never assailed Pyongyang for its routinely overheated rhetoric against the United States, Japan and South Korea.)   Others alleged that President Bush needlessly embarrassed President Kim Dae-jung of South Korea, undercut his “sunshine policy” of engaging the North and, more generally, weakened alliance relations with Seoul and Tokyo.  These dire predictions appeared at least partially confirmed when street protests and demonstrations in Japan and South Korea greeted President Bush on his visit to Northeast Asia in mid-February. 

The “axis of evil” remarks led many commentators in both the United States and overseas to argue that the President’s statement signaled a new U.S. policy towards North Korea.  A theme common among critics and supporters alike was that the United States had unilaterally changed its policy towards North Korea from one of cautious engagement to a more aggressive, bellicose posture of confronting the North.  In short, the United States now intended to “roll back” the North and reunify the two Koreas through military force.  

Has the United States in fact developed a new policy towards North Korea?  Is the Bush Administration purposely provoking the Pyongyang regime?  Does it want to abandon the October 1994 nuclear deal that has frozen the North’s declared nuclear weapons program?  Does it plan to launch a military attack against the North?  

The short answer to these questions is: No.  But to better understand the Bush Administration’s policy, it is useful to place it in a much broader historical context.  A review of U.S. policy over the past twenty years demonstrates that while differences in tone, skill and implementation have distinguished Republican and Democratic Administration approaches to the North, the United States has consistently sought both to contain and engage North Korea. A blend of containment and engagement remains U.S. policy today.  

Why Both Containment and Engagement?

Despite the end of the Cold War and the various diplomatic twists and turns in Northeast Asia during the past two decades, the United States has consistently followed a policy of containment and engagement.  What are the reasons for this unusual continuity?  

The case for containment is obvious.  Pyongyang’s military posture and programs threaten the security and stability of South Korea, Japan and the entire region.  The North has massed roughly seventy percent of its million-man army along the DMZ, with artillery and rocket launchers that can strike Seoul.  It is also believed to have developed chemical and biological weapons, along with a range of ballistic missiles.2

Slightly less obvious is the case for engagement.  Important reasons exist for this part of a two-track policy.  First, engagement has paid important dividends.  Most notable is the October 1994 Agreed Framework nuclear deal, which has made the events of the mid-1990s a distant memory.  In 1994, the DPRK had removed from its Yongbyon reactor nuclear fuel with enough plutonium for five or six nuclear weapons.  It was building two new and larger reactors that could generate enough plutonium annually for dozens of nuclear weapons.  Both the DPRK and the United States had mobilized troops and reinforced their positions along the DMZ.  There was panic in Seoul, as citizens rushed to buy gas masks and stockpile supplies of food.  Many observers believed there was a real chance of a second Korean War.

Because of the Agreed Framework, the spent fuel from the Yongbyon reactor was placed under international safeguards.  Pyongyang’s declared nuclear program remains frozen and under constant international supervision.  Without these measures, a full-fledged North Korean nuclear weapons program could today produce up to fifty-five bombs a year.3

In addition, in September 1999 the Clinton Administration persuaded the North Koreans to suspend all ballistic missile tests.  Pyongyang later decided to extend this testing moratorium until 2003.  

These steps, in both the nuclear and ballistic missile fields, are not irreversible, to be sure.  But together they have provided a measure of stability, security and predictability to the Korean Peninsula.  Containment alone would not have achieved these results.

A second argument for engagement involves the need for Washington to maintain close relations with Seoul and Tokyo.  These bilateral alliances remain the centerpiece of American strategy in East Asia.  Both South Korea and Japan are heavily invested in maintaining peace and stability in Northeast Asia.  To name just a recent example, South Korea established as its top priority for 2002 the furthering of intra-Korean reconciliation and cooperation.4   Both Seoul and Tokyo become anxious whenever the United States is perceived as taking too hard a line against the North.  Consequently, pursuing a pure containment policy would erode Washington’s position and influence in the region.  In this context, engagement with Pyongyang is a useful instrument of alliance management.

And finally, a dual policy embracing engagement and containment has been adopted by default.  There are few good offensive military options when dealing with North Korea.  There is no doubt that the United States would eventually prevail in a conventional war on the Korean Peninsula, but such a conflict would result in hundreds of thousands of military and civilian casualties.  Discriminate attacks or “surgical strikes” might well trigger such a war and, besides, well-entrenched or camouflaged targets may be difficult to identify.  Even striking the Yongbyon nuclear facility would not result in destroying the North’s nuclear weapons capability, as any weapons-grade plutonium produced there has by this time most likely been squirreled away somewhere else.  

Review of U.S. Engagement Policy Towards North Korea

A brief review of the past two decades of American policy towards North Korea illustrates how ingrained this engagement policy has become and its benefits for the United States and Northeast Asia.  

1.
The “Modest Initiative”

During the first Reagan Administration, North Korea accepted an American proposal for tripartite talks to discuss the future of the Korean Peninsula.  Although this trial balloon never went very far, Pyongyang continued to signal during the mid-1980s that it was prepared to explore ways to break out of its diplomatic isolation.  Before even tentative steps could be taken, however, the United States and South Korea wanted to ensure that the North would not disrupt the 1988 Summer Olympic Games, which would be held in Seoul.  Through a variety of channels, Pyongyang was told that if it did not interrupt the Summer Games, its good behavior would be rewarded.  

In the Fall of 1988, Assistant Secretary of State Gaston Sigur proposed what was termed the “modest initiative.”5  This proposal outlined initial steps to increase the level of engagement between the United States and North Korea, by encouraging visits to the United States by North Korean academics and by U.S. citizens to the North.  It also suggested that Washington would adopt a more generous policy of exporting U.S. goods to meet “basic human needs.”   The most important step was opening regular diplomatic contacts between the two parties in Beijing.  At these meetings, the United States stipulated five “conditions” that North Korea needed to satisfy before relations could improve further.6 The rationale behind the modest initiative was to coax North Korea into a broader engagement with the outside world and encourage it to become a more responsible member of the international community. 

2.
The Kantor Meeting
During the next few years, the DPRK responded positively.  Pyongyang dampened its anti-American rhetoric. In 1991, the North publicly stated that it opposed all forms of terrorism and would cooperate with international efforts to stop terrorist acts.  The first remains of American soldiers missing in action from the Korean War were returned the year before.  In a significant step, North-South prime ministerial talks had begun in September 1988.  

More problematic was the nuclear issue.  By the late 1980s, Washington had grown increasingly concerned over the North’s nuclear program.  In Spring 1989, Pyongyang shut down its 30MW(e) reactor for approximately three months, causing concern that Pyongyang had surreptitiously removed nuclear fuel rods from the core and separated plutonium suitable for a nuclear bomb.  It was not pressure but rather inducements that helped move this issue in the right direction.  In September and October 1991, the United States announced it would remove all U.S. nuclear weapons from South Korea, long a major objection of the North.  By the end of the year, ROK President Ron Tae Woo announced that there were no nuclear weapons in the South.  In January 1992, after consultations with the United States, South Korea announced that it would suspend its annual “Team Spirit” joint military exercise, another major irritant to the North.  Pyongyang announced the same day that it would sign its safeguards agreement with the IAEA, a move it had been resisting for over six months.

Washington also decided at this time to grant a high-level meeting with the North, a goal the North had long sought.  On January 22, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs Arnold Kanter met in New York at the U.S. Mission to the United Nations with Kim Yong Sun, the Korean Workers Party Secretary for International Affairs.  In addition to resolving questions about its nuclear program, Kanter explained the steps that the North would have to take to improve relations with the United States.7

3.
The Clinton Administration and the Agreed Framework
Starting in early 1993 when it first assumed office and lasting for most of 1994, the Administration vacillated between a policy of engaging the North and blustering against it. With the signing of the Agreed Framework in October 1994, engagement clearly won out.  

By mid-1994, the DPRK had removed from its Yongbyon reactor nuclear fuel with enough plutonium for five or six nuclear weapons.  It had expelled IAEA inspectors from the country.  Both the DPRK and the United States had mobilized troops and reinforced their positions along the DMZ.  There was panic in Seoul, as citizens rushed to buy gas masks and stockpile supplies of food.  Many observers believed there was a real chance of a second Korean War.  At this critical moment, former President Jimmy Carter arrived in North Korea, where he persuaded the “Great Leader,” Kim Il-sung, to freeze the country’s nuclear program and return to the negotiating table with the United States. 8

By October 1994, the two parties arrived at the Agreed Framework nuclear deal.  Under its terms, the United States would create a multilateral consortium; this later became KEDO (the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization).  KEDO’s mission was to build two 1,000 MW(e) nuclear power reactors in the North and provide 500,000 metric tons of heavy fuel oil annually until the first reactor was completed.  In return, the North agreed to freeze and eventually dismantle its declared nuclear weapons program.9  The KEDO venture marked an important institutionalization of the engagement policy, as it provided a forum where Americans, Japanese and, most importantly, North and South Koreans could meet for formal and informal discussions.10

4.
KEDO and MIA/POW Issues

During 1995-96, the Administration devoted time and attention to deepening its engagement with the North Koreans and especially to ensuring that the KEDO project succeeded.  But it should be noted that even during this period, which was marked by significant diplomatic advances with the North, the Clinton Administration had no larger policy -- no strategy -- towards North Korea other than pushing KEDO forward (which, of course, was not a strategy at all).  By early 1997, this second phase had ended, a consequence of the North Korean submarine incursion in September 1996 and personnel changes at the State Department. 

For the next two years, the Administration adopted a policy of benign neglect towards the North.  With the Asian economic meltdown in late 1998, Indonesia further displaced North Korea on the U.S. diplomatic agenda.  Contributing to this institutional reticence was the fact that North Korea was a diplomatic black hole.  Few U.S. officials were fluent in Korean, fewer still had ever met any North Koreans, and only a “privileged” few had ever visited North Korea.  

The severe famine in North Korea in mid-decade also contributed to this institutional neglect.  It seemed the game was not worth the candle as Washington came to believe that the North’s collapse was imminent.  Because the DPRK enjoyed no domestic constituency in the United States, and because of Congressional hostility (especially among Republican lawmakers) to the October 1994 Agreed Framework nuclear deal, many Clinton Administration officials avoided responsibility for this issue, believing it to be a political “loser” and “career ender.”  Senior officials ignored or delegated matters to junior officials, which often amounted to the same thing.  Contacts with the North decreased, and those that took place achieved little. The Agreed Framework became a faded memory; the KEDO project lost momentum.  For long periods of time, it appeared as if no one at the State Department was in charge.  Under these multiple disincentives, the initial burst of American engagement gradually surrendered to complacency.

However, one little-recognized success at this time was greater cooperation between the United States and North Korea over the recovery of the remains of U.S. soldiers missing from the Korean War.  Although there had been some cooperation between the two parties prior to the mid-1990s, the number and scope of joint recovery operations started to increase dramatically.  From 1996 to 2001, specialists from the U.S. Army Central Identification Laboratory have conducted twenty-seven joint recovery operations; more than 150 sets of remains have been found. 11

The North Koreans shook the Administration out of this complacency with its test firing of its Taepo Dong I ballistic missile in August 1998 and news reports of a secret underground nuclear complex at Kumchang-ni.  The Administration reacted by immediately re-engaging with the North on a host of issues, including food aid and ballistic missiles.   

5.
The Perry Review
The U.S. Congress, concerned about North Korean activities and frustrated by the Clinton Administration’s handling of the relationship, passed legislation in October 1998 requiring the Administration to appoint a senior official to conduct a review of U.S. policy.  The White House selected former Defense Secretary William J. Perry, who visited Pyongyang in 1999 and then issued an unclassified version of his review and recommendations.5 

The Perry Report outlined a “path of normalization” of relations between the U.S. and North Korea.  In very general terms it set out, for the first time, what the Clinton Administration wanted from the North and what the U.S. would be prepared to do in return.  It held out the promise of more normal diplomatic relations between the United States and North Korea if there was a “cooperative ending of DPRK nuclear weapons- and long-range missile-related activities.”

The Perry Report also recommended two useful policy changes.  First, it called for the creation of a long overdue, more formal coordinating mechanism among the United States, Japan and South Korea.  Second, the Perry Report placed a “floor” under U.S. policy, outlining the steps the United States should take if the North failed to respond to the economic and political incentives the Report recommended the United States offer Pyongyang.  Consistent with previous U.S. policy, the Perry Report embraced a combination of containment and engagement.

Finally, the Perry Report moved U.S. policy to where it was consonant with the new “sunshine” policy adopted by South Korea’s President Kim Dae-jung, who became President in February 1999 with a plan to more fully engage North Korea by inducing incremental and voluntary changes in the regime’s behavior.13 In June 2000, President Kim’s efforts led to the first-ever intra-Korean summit meeting in Pyongyang.

6.
The Clinton Endgame
Buoyed by the Pyongyang summit, engagement between the United States and North Korea moved to a higher level in the last year of the second Clinton Administration.  Perry’s visit to North Korea led the Clinton Administration to reciprocate by inviting the DPRK’s senior military officer, General Cho Myung-rok, to Washington, where he met in October with President Clinton and handed him a letter inviting him to Pyongyang.  The two sides issued an unprecedented joint communiqué declaring no “hostile intent” towards one another.  Two weeks later, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright traveled to Pyongyang, the most senior American official ever to visit the North.  Albright met with the “Dear Leader,” Kim Jong-il, and discussed measures to curb North Korea’s ballistic missile program.  According to subsequent reports, North Korea agreed to end its missile exports, including those under existing contracts, and freeze testing, production and deployment of all ballistic missiles with a range of 500 kilometers or more.  In return, they demanded compensation “in kind” (i.e., not in cash) for the lost revenue from curtailing exports 2-3 satellite launches per year.14

As the Clinton Administration’s time in office dwindled to its last few weeks, the White House struggled with the question of whether to send the President to North Korea to close a missile deal.  But the details of a deal could not be worked out in advance.  Clinton never went.  

7.
The Bush Administration Policy Review
After a six-month review of North Korea policy upon entering office, the Bush Administration came out squarely in favor of continued support for KEDO and for the larger process of engagement with the DPRK.  Yet leaks to the media revealed a bureaucratic struggle between those who favored a much harder line towards the North, even if this meant the end of the Agreed Framework, and those who wanted to continue to engage the North diplomatically, but on a broader range of issues, such as chemical and biological weapons, conventional forces and ballistic missiles.  The policy of continued engagement won, but in a significant reinterpretation of the Agreed Framework language, the new policy called for accelerated DPRK compliance before KEDO delivers a “significant portion” of the LWR project.  Upon announcing the recommendations of the policy review, Secretary of State Colin Powell stated that the United States would meet with the DPRK anywhere, anytime, with no preconditions.  

8.
The Impact of September 11 and the War on Terrorism

Even before the events of September 11, 2001, it was unclear whether this lull in U.S.-DPRK diplomacy marked a brief pause between negotiating rounds or the beginning of a longer period of cooler relations.  After September 11, that question became moot, as the Bush Administration’s primary attention was directed to fighting and winning the war against terrorism.  

With heightened scrutiny of all terrorist activities, a further complication was that North Korea remains on the State Department’s list of state sponsors of terrorism.  According to the State Department, during the past year the DPRK “continued to provide safe-haven to the Japanese Communist League-Red Army Faction members who participated in the hijacking of a Japan Airlines flight to North Korea in 1970.  Some evidence also suggests that the DPRK may have sold weapons directly or indirectly to terrorist groups during the year….”15  

This indictment is more complicated than it first appears.  According to some reports, Pyongyang was willing to return the Japanese Red Army members, but Tokyo has never decided how to accept them. During 2000, North Korea engaged in three rounds of terrorism talks with the United States, culminating in a joint statement in which “the DPRK reiterated their opposition to terrorism and agreed to support international actions against such activity.”16   On October 6, 2000, the two sides also issued a joint statement condemning international terrorism and pledging to exchange information to combat terrorism.17  And after the September 11 events, Pyongyang publicly denounced the terrorist attacks and sent a private message to President Bush pledging its “cooperation” in the fight against terrorism.18

9.
The “Axis of Evil” and its Aftermath
The focus on the military implications of the President’s “axis of evil” remarks has caused many observers to overlook the Bush Administration’s efforts to signal Pyongyang and others that it remains willing to return to the negotiating table.  After the President’s State of the Union Address, Secretary Powell denied that the United States had any plans for starting an armed conflict with North Korea and emphasized Washington’s willingness to meet with Pyongyang anywhere, anytime, and with no preconditions.19  Testifying before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on February 5, 2002, the Secretary of State testified that the United States has “made clear that both we and the ROK are ready to resume dialogue with Pyongyang…at any time the North Koreans decide to come back to the table.  The ball is in Kim Jong-il’s court.”20  The President’s National Security Advisor, Condoleezza Rice, made almost identical remarks around this same time.21

President Bush subsequently “elaborated” on his State of the Union Address before his trip to Asia.  Before leaving the United States and during his time in South Korea, the President reiterated Washington’s willingness to restart negotiations with the North.22  When in China on the next leg of his visit, President Bush reportedly requested Beijing’s assistance in persuading North Korea to return to the negotiating table.23  The President’s remarks on this trip were consistent with the larger pattern.  Since the Administration completed its North Korea policy review in June 2001, Secretary Powell and other senior officials have repeatedly and publicly stated that Washington is willing to engage with Pyongyang.  

Conclusion
A review of the past two decades of U.S. engagement with North Korea illustrates that this approach has registered some important diplomatic accomplishments, promoted close relations with South Korea and Japan, and has contributed, when coupled with a robust military deterrent, to enhancing stability and security on the Korean Peninsula.  It has served well U.S. interests in Northeast Asia.  For all these reasons, it is likely the United States will continue to employ a North Korea policy combining both containment and engagement.  

But it is not inevitable.  Depending on Pyongyang’s actions, a more confrontational policy could emerge.  One scenario would be if the North adopted a more aggressive military posture along the DMZ.  Another would be if the North resumed flight-testing of its ballistic missiles over Japan or increased sales of ballistic missiles to countries or sub-state actors that support terrorism.  And yet another would be if the North expelled the international nuclear inspectors and resumed reprocessing spent fuel for nuclear bombs or continued its nuclear weapons programs in other ways.  

The Bush Administration remains ready and willing to meet with the North Koreans to discuss these and related issues.  Whether Washington emphasizes containment or engagement more in its policy approach is largely up to Pyongyang.   Since January 2001, nothing has prevented North Korea from sitting down at the negotiating table with the United States.  Nothing prevents it from doing so today.
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Factors for Changing Situation on Korean Peninsula

 and Future Prospects

Yu Shaohua

 
The recent two years have witnessed major ups and downs of the situation on the Korean Peninsula. In 2000,the relationship among the parties concerned was moving to overall relaxation with some breakthroughs achieved. For example, the summit meeting between the DPRK and the ROK was held; the two sides signed the historic “Joint Declaration” and undertook a series of exchanges and cooperation for its implementation. The DPRK and the United States exchanged high-level visits and issued a joint statement on ceasing hostilities oriented to building a new type of relationship, which was taken as an approach to “break the ice” by media. After George W. Bush came into office in 2001, however, the DPRK-US relations rolled back by a large margin, and the relations between the DPRK and the ROK also came to a standstill. In his recent State of the Union Address, Bush referred to the DPRK as a member of the “axis of evil”, which led to more tensions on the Peninsula. This paper is trying to make some analysis on the causes of the frustrating situation on the Peninsula and thereby explores the prospect for development of the situation. 

 I. The Crucial Reasons

The rise and fall of the situation on the Korean Peninsula has once again demonstrated the complexity of this issue. Among many factors that impede the smooth development of the relations among parties concerned and of the overall situation, the crucial reasons may lie in the following three aspects:

1. Being the most pivotal driving force as well as the most important source of obstacles, the U.S. has added complexity to the issue.

 In resent years, the U.S. as a major power in the region has gained quite obvious influence on the Peninsula. The DPRK has been trying to develop and achieve a break-through of its relations with the U.S. so as to improve its diplomatic environment, strengthen its stance in dialogues with the ROK, completely break the economic blockade, and get more assistance to speed up its economic recovery. The ROK needs the U.S. uttermost understanding and support for its implementing cooperation and reconciliation policy towards the DPRK, and also regards the U.S. as the most important guarantor for its security. Following increasingly closer relations with the US in the last several years, Japan is likely to follow the steps of the U.S. when defining its policy towards the DPRK and to refrain from establishing diplomatic relations with the DPRK before the U.S. does. As far as the U.S. is concerned, it is in its interests to play an active or even dominant part in the affairs of the Peninsula and to stabilize the situation. What is more, one latent peril in the Northeast Asia would be eradicated if it could completely solve the nuclear and missile development issues with the DPRK through engagement. Nevertheless, the U.S. is not in favor of rapid reconciliation and reunification process between the two sides, which can not but challenge the legitimacy of the U.S. military station on the Peninsula, and also undermine the U.S. role in the region and deal a blow to the military cooperation rapidly growing among the U.S., Japan, and the ROK under the premise of“countering the DPRK threat”. However, the most practical issue is that, suppose the so called “DPRK threat” is not in existence any longer or the nuclear and missile issues with the DPRK are finally solved, the so-called Theater Missile Defense (TMD) program targeting on the DPRK will not be justified, and the entire U.S. security deployment in this region will be questioned. Given this background, it is of great importance for the U.S. to emphasize the existence of the “DPRK threat” and keep tensions at a proper level in the region and between the ROK and the DPRK in order to strengthen its strategic deployment in the Asia-pacific region. Apparently, the U.S. policy towards the Peninsula is, for the time being, a most crucial factor to facilitate relaxation in the region. It, however, is likely to become the major element to check the relaxation process when considering the nuclear and missile issues of the DPRK and the relationship between the two sides proceeding from the American global strategic interests.

2. The deep-rooted confrontation and difference between the DPRK and the ROK would determine the movement towards relaxation a lengthy process.

   Given the Peninsula being divided for more than half a century, it will take the DPRK and the ROK a long process to eliminate misunderstanding, decrease hostility and build up confidence. Meanwhile, with big differences in social system, ideology, policy and law between the DPRK and the ROK, frictions and disputes would be unavoidable in the course of their exchanges and cooperation. As far as the ROK is concerned, the traditional vigilance towards the DPRK among the citizens makes it easier for the conservative force to tie up the pro-reconciliation policies and makes it difficult for the ROK, whose economic recovery is still unstable, to offer more economic assistance to the DPRK. As for the DPRK, although expanding exchanges and cooperation with the ROK would be conducive to its economic recovery and development, however its policies and laws have to be adapted to an entirely different outside system step-by-step. To be more important, the DPRK is giving first priority to securing its political system rather than promoting economic development under the condition that it believes the U.S. and ROK are yet to give up the tactics of peaceful evolution towards the DPRK, and it is still very prudent towards the scale and speed of its contact with ROK. In addition, it should be emphasized that the Korean Peninsula is a place where the major powers have overlapping interests as well as the Americans pursue its own self-serving strategic interests, so many issues related to the DPRK are getting more and more “internationalized”. This would not only lead to complicate the situation on the Peninsula, but also make it much more difficult for both sides to find the solution of the Peninsula problems. The reconciliation and cooperation between the two sides have been undoubtedly affected negatively by the Bush Administration’s drastically policy changes adopted towards the Peninsula since early 2001, such as the pressure on the DPRK in the form of resolution by the U.S.-Japan-ROK tripartite policy consultation conference which requested the DPRK to cooperate with the international anti-terrorists efforts and to confirm the additional measures against terrorism, as well as its labeling the DPRK as a part of the “axis of evil” in the latest State of Union Address in particular.

3. The tipped regional security pattern would make the political reconciliation fragile. Although the Cold War pattern has already been dismantled in the world, its legacy is still in place in Northeast Asia. The benchmark is: (A). The diplomatic relations between the DPRK and the U.S. as well as that between the DPRK and Japan are yet to be normalized though China-ROK and Russia-ROK diplomatic relations have been established for some time; (B). The U.S. –Japan military alliance continues to expand in scale and scope while the U.S.-Japan-ROK military cooperation has made some breakthroughs and shown a tendency of being further reinforced in the name of dealing with the “DPRK threat”; (C). The Cold War mentality and power politics found their manifestations from time to time characterized by drawing demarcation line by ideology and interfering in other country’s internal affairs. Under such circumstances, the parties involving in the dialogue can hardly solve any problem through consultations on equal basis, and the agreements reached before can also be made vulnerable.

II. The Future Prospects for the Situation

To envisage the prospects of the situation on the Korean Peninsula based on analyzing the root causes for impeding the process of peace and stability, it should be born in mind the general trend towards relaxation remains unchanged while taking into full account the arduous nature and complexity of this process.

The DPRK-U.S. relations, which continue to be focused on the nuclear and missile issues, will remain the key factor for development of situation on the Peninsula. The core of the matter is how to assess the nuclear and missile issues of the DPRK and how to address the disputes and confrontation over this issue between the DPRK and the U.S. The fact worth while noting is that the views that the DPRK’s nuclear and missile technology does not pose any threat to the regional security or to the U.S. are accepted to some extent by the international opinion, even including the media from the ROK and the U.S. On the other hand, the tensions generated by American push to solve the nuclear and missile issues with the DPRK by exerting pressures is more worrisome in the region, at least at present stage, than the possible threats the DPRK may pose with its nuclear and missile research and development programs. In fact, conflict does not serve the interests of either side. For the DPRK, the escalating conflict or even military standoff will offset its diplomatic achievements and even threaten its survival. For the U.S., it also hates to see that the escalating of tensions will negatively affect its overall strategic deployment in the region. In addition, the policies of both the U.S. and the DPRK would be naturally under influence of the Peninsula surrounding countries, as tensions do not conform to their interests. Mr. Bush’s East Asian tour to Japan, the ROK, China has attracted much attention, of which one focal concern is what kind of consensus the U.S. may reach on the nuclear and missile issues of the DPRK with those East Asian countries closely tied to the Peninsula situation. It should be recognized that the U.S., however, failed to obtain any commitment for resolving the nuclear and missile issues of the DPRK by any means other than dialogue except for further strengthening U.S.-Japan alliance, the U.S.-ROK alliance and stepping up the U.S.-ROK security collaboration targeting on the DPRK. Meanwhile, Mr. Bush has clearly stated not to launch any military campaign against the DPRK and to seek a peaceful solution for the Peninsula problem, and willing now to hold a face-to-face dialogue with the DPRK. It is said that there still exists a possibility of seeking solution through continued dialogue between the U.S. and DPRK. Nevertheless, since there is little room for the DPRK to make further concessions and the broken confidence needs to be rebuilt, the resumption of the U.S.-DPRK dialogue for seeking compromise may face more difficulties than that during the Clinton Administration.

Secondly, the growth of the relations between the ROK and the DPRK, as explained above, will also be tortuous process. The status quo of the ROK-DPRK relations in 2001 shows that it is not only held down by the inside impediments, but also very vulnerable to the outside influence. After the event of September 11, the U.S. is adopting a hard-line polity towards the Peninsula, making the DPRK more concerned about its security environment and extremely sensitive to the policy coordination and collaboration between the ROK and the U.S. in the name of fighting terrorism. The reconciliation policy of the ROK, as an ally of the U.S., towards the DPRK can not but be checked by the fact that the U.S. links the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction in Northeast Asia with the campaign against terrorism and takes a blunt approach towards the DPRK. Besides, the ROK, as No.1 exporter fof the U.S., is likely to suffer a lot from the further slow-down of the U.S. economy after September 11, which is detrimental for the ROK to push forward economic assistance to and cooperation with the DPRK. At present, the support for Kim Dae-Jung’s administration is decreasing for various reasons and Kim’s tenure is drawing close so it is not easy for the ROK government to achieve much progress in its reconciliation and cooperation policy in a short period. Therefore, the relations between the ROK and the DPRK are likely to be subject to the impact of the U.S. policy readjustments for the region after the attacks on September 11, with the dialogue process unlikely to be completely broken, but fairly slim chance for any consistent progress or any meaningful breakthrough on the core issues.

Generally speaking, whether the trend towards overall relaxation on the Peninsula can be maintained, reversal and retrogression of the situation be prevented depends on the following factors.

1. Whether or not the parties concerned can adhere to their consensus to solve the Peninsula problem through dialogue. The consensus, reached after a long process of compromises and consultations, has proved to be effective in handling the “Nuclear Crisis” in early1990s.

2. Whether or not the national policies of the countries concerned towards the Peninsula can be comparatively stable and consistent. The facts in recent years have shown that the comparatively stable and consistent policies have proved to be vital to promotion of the dialogue on the Peninsula short of adequate communications and mutual trust. It is not only necessary for the ROK and the DPRK to have a stable policy, but also important for the countries on their peripheries to contribute in this regard.

3. Whether or not the DPRK and the ROK, as the core parties, can make independent decisions on reconciliation and cooperation issues, and the countries on their peripheries can pave a way for them to do so instead of interfering in or holding down their approaches. Particularly, the self-serving needs and considerations should not be made as the preconditions for the dialogue and cooperation between the DPRK and the ROK.

Peace on the Korean Peninsula--Problems and Prospects

Robert A. Scalapino


Nearly half a century since the end of the Korean War, Korea remains divided with little prospect for reunification in the foreseeable future. Only a collapse of the North or renewed conflict--neither desirable--could alter that assessment. Meanwhile, with respect to North-South relations, hope has alternated with despair in the remarkably volatile months since mid-2000. 


When Kim Dae-jung came to the Presidency at the beginning of that year, he set forth three policies in an effort to appeal to his own people and to the North: firm resistance to any military threat from the DPRK; rejection of any effort to absorb the North; and commitment to a wide range of engagement policies. The latter pledge became known as the Sunshine Policy, and to the surprise of many, it quickly led to the Summit meeting between President Kim and Chairman Kim Jong-il in Pyongyang in mid-June. 


The Summit seemed to provide evidence that advances in North-South relations were indeed possible. Kim Jong-il appeared in a different light than previously depicted. He seemed well informed, affable, and prepared to reach out, seeking a new path for his country, both in economic and in strategic terms. The Joint Declaration issued on June 15 emphasized five points: resolution of reunification by the two Koreas without outside involvement; recognition of common features in the reunification formulas previously advanced by North and South; settlement of humanitarian issues including visits of divided families; promotion of inter-Korean economic and cultural exchanges; and the holding of government to government meetings. In addition, Chairman Kim promised to visit Seoul for a second Summit.


In the ensuing months, a series of advances were recorded. Red Cross meetings between the two sides got underway in late June, and by the end of February, 2001, three exchange visits of divided families, with 100 from each side, had taken place. In July, 2000, the first inter-Korean ministerial talks were held, with four taking place by the end of the year. Cultural contacts expanded, featuring sports and musical performances, with a symbolic event being the joint march into the stadium of the North and South athletic teams during the opening ceremony of the Australian Olympics on September 15.  Military discussions also got underway between defense ministries in late September. 


Perhaps most important,  discussions regarding economic cooperation were accelerated at the end of the year with the creation of a Committee for the Promotion of Inter-Korean Economic Cooperation. According to ROK statistics, the inter-Korean trade volume in 2000 was US$425.15 million, of which $113.76 million was in humanitarian aid from the South to the North.  At the 5th meeting of the working-level military talks in early February, 20001, agreement was reached on a guarantee for the cross-border railway and road projects, programs of potentially major economic and strategic importance. Thus, on various fronts, the prospects for a significant improvement in North-South relations seemed promising.


These developments met with the approval of the four major powers concerning about the Korean peninsula. The Sunshine Policy obtained the support of China, Russia, Japan and most significantly, the United States. On all fronts, the Kim Dae-jung government improved relations, even with Japan--always a delicate relationship, but one advanced by Kim's visit to Tokyo. Perhaps the most notable adjustments to the new era, however, were attempted by the Clinton administration. The 1999 policy review drafted by former Secretary of Defense William Perry provided the basis for a renewed approach to dialogue, with the focus on nuclear weaponry and missiles. 


The Perry Report presented two alternatives, cooperation if the U.S. overtures received a favorable response; continue restrictions if the response was negative. In September 1999, the DPRK agreed to suspend its missile tests while negotiations proceeded, and in return, the U.S. agreed to remove certain sanctions involved in the Trading with the Enemy Act. 


The climax to these negotiations came in the final months of the Clinton  administration. Vice Marshal Jo Myong-rok came to Washington on October 10, 2000, and extensive talks centered upon the missile issue, with the U.S. insisting upon no exports, no tests and no production or deployment of medium and long range missiles, in exchange for which the U.S. would provide economic assistance and move toward diplomatic relations. Immediately after the Jo visit, Secretary of State Albright went to Pyongyang and met with Kim Jong-il among others. A proposal was set forth, the broad outline of which was for the North to abandon missile exports and freeze testing, production and deployment of all missiles with a range of 500 kilometers or more, with the U.S. agreeing to arrange for the launch of two or three North Korean satellites a year and provide compensation for the revenues lost by the abandonment of missile sales. Debate continues as to how close to agreement the negotiators came, but the barrier was compensation, with the DPRK wanting US$l billion yearly, and the U.S. prepared to provide considerably less, and in kind, not in cash. A plan to have President Clinton go to Pyongyang to finalize an agreement was abandoned, and the matter remained unresolved as the Bush administration came to office.


Meanwhile, both in South Korea and the United States, critics complained that the DPRK was being pampered, with aid and concessions unreciprocated. This complaint revealed the complex issue of humanitarianism versus bargaining strategy. In point of fact, North Korea has been a failing society economically, with millions of its citizens suffering from malnutrition and related ills. Some outside sources have estimated that since the early 1990s, several million citizens have died from starvation or diseases related to insufficient food. Energy supplies have also been wholly inadequate despite the agreement reached in 1994 for the United States to provide 500,000 tons of oil pending the completion of two light water reactors under the KEDO program. That program, funded by South Korea, the United States and Japan, has fallen far behind the original schedule due to a wide range of problems, much to the North's dismay. Even its feasibility has been questioned, but the commitment to continue it remains, and the DPRK has lived up to its original agreement thus far. 


Meanwhile, external assistance to the North remains indispensable. In the year 2000, external aid to North Korea from sources other than the ROK totaled US$181.77 million, and in 2001, increased by 53% to $277.84 million. Assistance from South Korea for those years was $113.76 million and $135.39 million, divided between government and private sector funding. This aid in the form of food, fertilizer, and energy was accompanied by technical assistance in a wide range of fields from agriculture to medicine. The United States, moreover, was among the more prominent benefactors, both in terms of direct supplies and aid in providing or funding advisors.


U.S. aid did not cease with the advent of the Bush administration, but an increased toughness was manifest from an early point. Bush stressed two themes--reciprocity and verification. It was asserted that Clinton had been lax on these requirements. At the outset of the Bush administration, however, no policy toward the North had been fixed as was made clear at the time of President Kim's visit in March 2001. While Secretary Powell indicated that negotiations with the North would be continued from the point where they had been at the end of the Clinton administration, the President contradicted him the following day by indicating that until a "thorough review" had been undertaken, policies toward the North would be on hold. Further, he asserted that he lacked trust in the North Korean leader. Kim's visit had obviously come too early, and events served to embarrass the ROK leader, already under increasing pressures at home. 


Naturally, the North was infuriated by Bush's comments regarding Kim Jong-il, and the media lashed out at the U.S. in a familiar fashion. Several months later, after the review had been completed, a policy was announced that did not differ significantly from earlier times: the U.S. was prepared to negotiate any time, any place with the North, without preconditions. The insistence on reciprocity and verification was not abandoned, but not stipulated; nor was the earlier assertion that North Korean ground forces near the DMZ should be reduced--which had produced a North Korean response that prior to any such action, U.S. forces should be withdrawn from the Korean peninsula.


While the new Bush policy was reiterated on various occasions, it was ignored by the North, and U.S.-DPRK relations remained stalemated throughout 2001 except for some modest contacts via the DPRK Mission to the United Nations in New York. Reportedly, a U.S. proposal for bilateral talks between U.S. State Department official Jack Prichard and Vice Foreign Minister Kim Gye-guan was rejected at the beginning of 2002, prior to Bush's State of the Union Address. 


North-South relations also experienced repeated difficulties despite continued activities on the economic and cultural fronts. Red Cross and inter-ministerial meetings were postponed or canceled, and no further visits of divided families took place. When the 5th Inter-Korean Ministerial Talks were finally held in mid-September, 2001 in Seoul, certain agreements were reached regarding divided families, construction to reconnect the Seoul-Shinuiju railway, and advancement of a Kaesong industrial complex. But the family visits were canceled by the North a month later, blaming the South for declaring a security alert in the aftermath of 9-11. No discernable progress on the part of the North with respect to the rail line took place during the remaining months of 2001, and in general, North-South official relations were at a standstill.


Notwithstanding the discouraging developments with respect to U.S.-DPRK and North-South relations during this period, evidence continued to accumulate that the DPRK government was determined to undertake substantial economic changes and broaden as well as strengthen its international contacts. These commitments were first signalled at an earlier point, especially with respect to the economy. In the aftermath of the Soviet collapse, a major source of external assistance for Pyongyang was removed, and no substitute was available. By the mid-1990s, the DPRK economy had entered a downward spiral, and while authorities blamed adverse climatic conditions, the root cause lay in the deficiencies of a Stalinist economic strategy. A call for "self-reliance" and appeals for heroic exploits would not suffice. 


Cautiously, officials led by Kim Jong-il began to explore market-oriented approaches. Even earlier, the effort had been made to set up a special economic zone at Rajin-Sonbong. However, under current circumstances, the DPRK was not competitive with its dynamic neighbors. Clearly, the most immediate opportunities lay with the South, and utilizing the traditional route of personal contact, Hyundai's president and Kim Jong-il opened an economic tie involving Mt. Kumgang tourism and support for other projects, including a Kaesong industrial zone. 


Meanwhile, the need for economic change was signalled in other ways. North Korea had very few individuals trained in modern technocracy except in the military field, and even fewer persons knowledgeable regarding modern economics and business management. To effect change successfully a new generation had to be cultivated. Slowly and carefully, small groups began to be sent abroad to engage in quick looks or somewhat longer studies. By 2001, DPRK officials stated that they had sent over 500 individuals abroad during the year for such activities. Subjects in recent years have ranged from business administration to law, and included agriculture, medicine, health care and even viticulture. The students and observers have gone to a widening range of countries from Australia, Canada and the United States to China, Southeast Asia and the EU nations. Other interaction is now taking place ranging from English language instruction at Kim Il-song University by British instructors to Western books furnished by the Asia Foundation for DPRK universities and centers. And most recently, e-mail and internet have been opened on a carefully supervised basis. 


The Supreme Leader himself has frequently indicated the need for a new approach. In his recent trips to China, especially the second one which took place in January, 2001, he paid special attention to Shanghai's industrial program, and in discussions with EU leaders, he evidenced keen interest in such programs as those prevailing in Sweden. Moreover, he joined in the call for "new thought" and an emphasis upon modern technology, applied both to agriculture and the industrial sector. Indeed, North Korean leaders have proclaimed that they have started a strategic plan for an IT Revolution in the DPRK.


To be sure, one must use correct terminology, including many traditional phrases. Until recently, to speak of "reform" was taboo, since it signified system change, and juche or "self-reliance" is still a dominant theme. Not surprisingly, North Korea's elite wants economic development with minimal political change, and there may well be divisions within that elite as to timing and degree. But change is on the way--the only questions being whether it will be sufficient and in time.


As an aspect of the ongoing process of change, the DPRK has sought and achieved diplomatic ties with a growing number of states and participation in such regional organizations as the ARF. After the Summit, relations were normalized with thirteen EU countries as well as Australia, New Zealand, the Philippines and Canada. It is a DPRK hope that it can be removed at some point from the U.S. list of terrorist states, and be given access to the IMF and the ADB. To this end, it has recently signed or concurred with a number of the international anti-terrorist agreements. Moreover, it has reiterated its commitment to preclude missile testing until 2003 while this issue and others relating to the KEDO operations are discussed. 


As a part of its efforts to advance its international position, the DPRK has made strong efforts in the recent past to strengthen its ties with China and Russia, historic allies. In the early 1990s, links to both countries were seriously weakened, as a product of their recognition of the ROK and in the case of Russia, domestic trends. In May 2000, just before the Summit, Kim Jong-il made a visit to Beijing, his first since 1983, and a second visit took place in January, 2001, as noted earlier. President Jiang Zemin reciprocated with a visit to Pyongyang in early September, just after Kim's return from Moscow. Eulogies about friendship were exchanged, and more importantly, China pledged significant aid in food and energy. 


Relations with Russia have also been advanced by high level visits. Foreign Minister Ivanov opened the exchanges in February, 2000, at which time a new treaty was ratified in place of the old alliance treaty of 1961. It did not reiterate the earlier pledge of Russian assistance in the event of an attack upon the North, but only consultation in the event of danger to either party. Ivanov's visit was followed by Putin's journey to Pyongyang in July en route to the G-8 meeting in Okinawa.  One year later, Kim Jong-il went to Russia via train in July-August, 2001. At the conclusion of Kim's visit and talks with Putin, a declaration was issued supportive of the respective international positions of the two nations, with Russia "understanding" the position of the DPRK regarding the necessity of American troop withdrawal from the south "to insure peace and stability" on the peninsula and in the region. This DPRK position, recently repeated on numerous occasions, raises an intriguing question. President Kim Dae-jung has insisted that in his private conversation with Kim Jong-il during the Summit, the Chairman agreed with him when he stated that the presence of U.S. forces on the peninsula was important for the peace and stability of the region. Further, former President Carter has asserted that Kim's father, Kim Il-song, told him precisely the same thing during their conversation in 1994. Perhaps someday, this mystery will be resolved.


In any case, during the Moscow meeting, Moscow evidenced strong interest in seeing the Seoul-Shinuiju railway reconnected, and an exploration of oil pipeline possibilities--both of importance to the Russian economy. Subsequently, Russian representatives have taken up these issues in-depth with both North and South groups.  


While DPRK relations with China and Russia have improved, it should be noted that privately, there are reservations on both sides. Neither the Chinese nor the Russians regard North Korea as having a suitable economic or political system, and both are concerned about the future of a region important to them. For their part, the DPRK does not truly trust either Moscow or Beijing, realizing that for them, larger interests are at stake. In truth, Pyongyang has no truly credible allies at present.


Meanwhile, another shock was delivered to all parties involved in the Korean issue when President Bush in his State of the Union Address of January 29, 2002, referred to North Korea along with Iran and Iraq as "an axis of evil." Naturally, Pyongyang responded to this incendiary language with its own verbal firebombs, declaring that such a statement was little short of a declaration of war, and referring to the United States as an "empire of the devil." At the same time, however, Ambassador Pak Gil-yon, newly appointed DPRK Ambassador to the UN, asserted a week later that if the U.S. were willing to pick up the dialogue with the DPRK on an equal basis and without preconditions," there would be no problem in resuming talks. In its turn, after the January 29th speech, U.S. representatives immediately made it clear that there had been no change in the proposal for a dialogue any place, any time without preconditions. Furthermore, in his trip to Tokyo, Seoul, and Beijing immediately thereafter, Bush played a softer line, insisting that the U.S. supported Kim's Sunshine Policy and was itself prepared for a dialogue. It was evident in his various speeches that he was seeking to assuage allies and others who had voiced deeply private--sometimes public--concerns that an improvement in U.S.-DPRK relations or those between North and South had been impaired, and Kim Dae-jung further damaged. Despite these developments, however, the messages from the North with regard to dialogue resumption have continued to be negative as February came to a close.


Given recent events, any firm prediction regarding either the immediate or long range future of the Korean peninsula would be extremely unwise. The variables are many, the uncertainties and unknowns are numerous. Perhaps one can commence with those "facts" that seem reasonably certain, and assess their possible influence on the course of events. 


First, looking at the domestic scene in both societies, an element of volatility is clearly present. Kim Dae-jung is now a "lame duck" President, in his last year in office. His popularity has declined considerably as evidenced by the recent by-elections and by the polls, both because of the economic malaise and the questions raised about the Sunshine Policy as a result of the recent impasse. 


Kim's most likely successor, at least if the elections were held now, is Lee Hoi-chang, head of the National Democratic Party, and a frequent critic of the Sunshine Policy. Lee has argued that aid and investment in the North must be reciprocated by a reduction in the North's military threat. He has asserted that while he favors a policy of engagement with the North, Kim's approach has been "overreaching, overgenerous," and there can be no "free ride." His "firm stance" emphasizing reciprocity, openness and verification--but a continuance of humanitarian aid--bears a close resemblance to the Bush position, and has been sharply criticized by the North, which alleges that Lee has been "reckless" and "provocative."   


The North made a serious tactical error from its standpoint in delaying its recent calls for a resumption of North-South dialogue until Kim Dae-jung had been seriously weakened. Its own interests would be best served if a dialogue were on-going and certain agreements had been reached by the time that the next ROK President comes into office, especially since the DPRK says that it wants to reduce U.S. involvement in North-South negotiations. 


In any case, it seems likely that at some point, such a dialogue will be resumed, and agreements will be reached on the easier issues such as a resumption of visits of divided families, the North's cooperation in rejoining the Seoul-Shinuiju railway, and the resumption of regularized official dialogues. Advances with respect to strategic issues are likely to be more difficult and protracted. Moreover, inevitably, they will involve the United States. 


At present, both the U.S. and the DPRK officials state that they are willing to resume their dialogue, as noted, Bush spokesmen, moreover, assert that the United States has no intention of taking military action against the North, and will continue to support the much delayed KEDO program. Further, as indicated earlier, food and other aid continue to be rendered. Yet the atmospherics of the U.S.-North Korean relationship remain dark, with growls responded to with barks. It has long been recognized that the only bargaining chip available to the DPRK is threat, and that complicates the picture. Now that the U.S. seems to be employing a similar ploy, the flexibility envisaged by the Perry Program appears to have been narrowed although that may not be the case if serious discussions are reopened.


Looking at the future of the Korean peninsula in its broadest dimensions, four possible scenarios can be envisaged. The first is the collapse of the North due to unending economic failure accompanied by rising political dissidence. At present, this scenario seems unlikely, although it cannot be completely ruled out. For some years, outside observers have predicted the North's collapse. Yet the political structure at present seems relatively firm despite the protracted economic problems. Kim Jong-il in close alliance with the military, buttressed by tradition, appears to be without significant challenge. It is likely, to be sure, that there are differences of opinion on matters that relate to economic change and on other questions. Given the seriousness and complexity of these matters, it would be astonishing if the elite were entirely of one mind. As change progresses and a stronger technocratic elite emerges, moreover, debate may grow sharper. At present, incidentally, one can detect certain struggles over turf. Moreover, a generational change at elitist levels has been underway for some time, with Kim Il-song's generation and those slightly younger passing from the scene. But unless a mishap were to befall Kim Jong-il, there is no indication of a political upheaval in the offing. 


In any case, collapse is not the desired scenario by any outside party including the ROK. The economic and political costs would be prodigious. Despite modest improvements in the past several years, the DPRK economy is only one-twenty fifth that of the ROK while being one-half its population, and per capita GNP is estimated at one-twelfth that of the South. The economic costs involved in absorbing the North would be horrendous for the South, especially at a time when it is facing its own economic problems. Further, the political costs would be equally awesome, given the extraordinary differences that currently mark the two systems, North and South. 


None of the major powers want a collapse, each for its own reasons. The prospects of an ROK-dominated Korea with the possibility of continuing American strategic alignment are distinctly discomforting to China, and only slightly less so to Russia. Japan has problems with a divided Korea, having failed to change greatly its image derived from the past. A unified Korea might prove more difficult with which to live. And the United States would be faced with a myriad of problems ranging from calls for major economic assistance to questions relating to its strategic role. Thus, neither the South nor the major powers are likely to support policies that consciously forward collapse.


A second scenario is conflict, and despite some of the rhetoric of the present, this scenario also seems unlikely. It is true that given the size and positioning of its military force, the DPRK represents a potential threat. The DPRK has an armed force currently estimated at over l million, with as much as 70% of its personnel positioned in the vicinity of the DMZ. Moreover, according to U.S. Defense authorities, it probably has various chemical and biological weapons in addition to a variety of missiles and possibly one or two nuclear weapons. The accuracy of these reports, to be sure, has been challenged, and some critics argue that such reports are self-serving, given the U.S. commitment to TMD and NMD. However, there can be no doubt that the North has a formidable military force and further, is engaged in the military sales to various states labeled by the U.S. as "terrorist" or "of concern." Such sales, it should be noted, are legal since the DPRK has signed no treaty outlawing them, and this will continue to be a matter of negotiation, but the demand for thorough inspections of various facilities will be a central aspect of U.S. policy. 


However, there is another side to this picture. Much of the DPRK military equipment is antiquated, and while the North has reached agreements with both Russia and China for purchases, resources are limited. If full-fledged conflict between the two Koreas were to ensue, the North could undoubtedly wreak great damage on the South. In the end, however, it would be pulverized by South Korean and American military power. Contrary to 1950, moreover, the United States is credible today in its alliance with Seoul. The goal of the DPRK elite is survival not suicide, and it is difficult to imagine the circumstances under which that elite would take actions that clearly spelled total disaster for them. Thus, concern regarding incidents and provocations is warranted, but the risk of all-out conflict seems considerably less than is sometimes implied. And contrary to some assertions of the North, the United States has made it clear that it is not contemplating unprovoked military action against the DPRK, the initiation of which would create a crisis in U.S. relations with virtually everyone.


A third scenario is more complex and difficult to define. It shall be labeled "minimalism." In this scenario, adjustments to the DPRK economic failure in the nature of reforms would be marginal, just sufficient to prevent chaos, and military rule would be tightened and extended as necessity required. In sum, hard liners would triumph, and the North would continue to pursue traditionalist policies to the extent possible, both economic and political. It would count upon aid from the South, and from its neighbors as well as international sources to make survival possible while accepting only those changes that could be absorbed without altering the basic system. 


While the minimalist scenario has its supporters in the North and will likely flavor Northern policies on certain matters and at certain times as it has up to date, its fundamental weakness lies in the fact that it has virtually no prospects for long-term survival. In this age of globalization, populations--even in hard authoritarian societies--cannot be kept from knowing more about the world and its possibilities. The DPRK is already embarked on the path of opening, and while there may be periodic retreats, a fundamental reversal of course would seem impossible. 


Thus, a final scenario, that of evolution toward modernity, seems most likely despite its multiple difficulties. Under these circumstances, one can be cautiously optimistic that peace will prevail on the peninsula whatever retreats and temporary crises occur. Both Koreas will face challenges, a "successful" South as well as a "faltering" North. As noted, it is unlikely that reunification will come swiftly, through some dramatic sequence of events. It is more likely that it will be the product of a lengthy process, with many steps and stages as two states that once shared a common culture, but now are products of a dramatically different evolution over nearly six decades, seek to rebuild their ties. It is in the national interests of all external parties to help in that process while being careful to allow the two parties directly concerned to take the initiatives.

China’s Policy towards the Korean Peninsula

Miao Weicheng

I. Change of strength centering around the Korean Peninsula in Northeast Asia

    During the Cold War, the power structure centering on the Korean Peninsula in Northeast Asia is basically maintained a dyad, i.e. on one side; there are the Soviet Union, China and DPR. Korea, and on the other there is the military alliance of the U.S., Japan and the R. Korea. This structure has maintained the basic balance and stability on the Korean Peninsula. After the Cold War, with the changes in the international and regional situation, the structural parity on the Korean Peninsula also changed profoundly. Both China and Russia have established diplomatic relations with the Republic of Korea and conducted all-dimensional cooperation in political, economic, military and diplomatic fields while maintaining their traditional friendship with DPR. Korea. Meanwhile, the U.S., Japan and the R. Korea still continue their basic structure of the relationship of the Cold War, with their military alliances further consolidated. This has tipped the balanced power structure and endangered the existing security mechanism in this region. The current feature is as follows: (1) In the security structure of Northeast Asia, the interests of China, the U.S., Japan and Russia are interwoven on the Korean Peninsula, and (2) The Korean Peninsula now is not only the geographical center in Northeast Asia, but also the focus of the geo-politics and geo-strategy and regional security in Northeast Asia.

II The importance of China’s relations with the Korean Peninsula

China is a close neighbor of the DPRK and the ROK on the Korean Peninsula. As an important part of the surrounding environment of China, the Korean Peninsula has far-reaching impact on all-facets and all-layers of China’s national security. 

First, the Korean Peninsula and the political security of China. The DPRK and China are connected by mountains and rivers, and share common land-borders of more than 1300 kilometers. The two countries share the fundamentals in their social systems, and maintain friendly political relationship and close strategic cooperation. The stability and development of the Korean Peninsula is directly related to the political stability of China. 

Second, the Korean Peninsula and the military security of China.   The military strength and war are the main traditional elements jeopardizing national interests and threatening national security, and military security is the fundamental and traditional aspect of national security. The Korean Peninsula borders with our Northeastern region, and adjacent to the Northern regions of strategic importance, therefore the Korean Peninsula is directly linked to the security of the Northeastern region of China, and also play a very important role in maintaining the stability of Northern region and the defense of the entire coastal line in the Northern part of China. 

Third, the Korean Peninsula and the economic security of China. The Korean Peninsula has a close relationship with China’s economic security. The economy of the ROK has maintained a continuous growth for several decades, with huge accumulations in capital and technology and strong momentum of development and potential of growth, and now occupies a position that cannot be underestimated in the global economy, especially in Asian economy. The trade and investment cooperation between China and the ROK is now being strengthened.

Fourth, the Korean Peninsula and the security of China’s border areas. Viewing from the ethnic relations between the Korean Peninsula and the border areas in Northeastern region of China, there is a very intimate ethnic and relative relations. The Korean ethnic group is widely scattered all-over the Northeastern region of China from the Eastern part of Liaoning Province to Jilin Province to the reaches of Heilongjiang River, with the Eastern part of Jilin Province most densely populated by the Korean ethnic. The people of the Korean ethnic group in China have lived in harmony with other ethnic groups inside the country and maintained normal and friendly relations with people of the ROK and the DPRK on the Korean Peninsula, which is rationally required by our political security.

III China’s Security Policies towards the Korean Peninsula  

Facing the new security situation and security structure of the Korean Peninsula, China should take some measures and also achieve some progress proceeding from its own security interests. China’s policy towards the Korean Peninsula in the 21st century should follow the spirit of its independent foreign policy of peace and reflect three characteristics. (1). To maintain peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula; (2).  To play a constructive role in the peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula; (3). To develop the comprehensive friendly cooperative relationship between China and the ROK while consolidating and strengthening the traditional friendship between China and the DPRK. Proceeding from the requirements for China’s security environment and safeguarding its security interests, China’s security policy to the Korean Peninsula should observe the principles as follows.

  Firstly, to continuously consolidate and enhance the traditional friendly and cooperative relationship between China and the DPRK. The two countries have common borders and are strategically interdependent on each other. Their bilateral security cooperation is beneficial to both sides and non-harmful to either side. In view of China’s national security interests, the security situation in the DPRK and its relations with China will exert direct important impact on China. There have been solid traditional friendship and sound strategic cooperative relationship between China and the DPRK. At the beginning of the new century, General Secretary Jiang Zemin and General Secretary Kim Jong Il paid official visits to each other, exchanged ideas and reached extensive consensus on further developing the relationship between the two parties and the two countries. This has laid a foundation for the development of the traditional friendly relationship of cooperation in the new century.  

 Secondly, to develop all-dimensional relationship with the ROK to expand our security space. Great changes have taken place in the diplomatic structure of the Korean Peninsula since the ROK and the DPRK entered the UN simultaneously in September 1991. The relationship between China and the ROK is normalized in September 1992. China has actively strengthened its relationship with the ROK on the basis of the Five Principles of Peaceful Coexistence while consolidating and developing its traditional friendship with the DPRK and is expanding continuously the political, economic and technological cooperation etc. with the ROK. There are potentials for two countries to develop their regional military and security cooperation. It’s in China’s interests to maintain friendly relationship with both sides on the Korean Peninsula, which helps to expand China’s security space, improve the security environment surrounding China, and is conducive for China to play a more positive role in Northeast Asia, all of which can positively promote the stability of the Korean Peninsula and the security in Northeast Asia positively.

Thirdly, to resolutely support the peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula. The division of the Korean Peninsula is unfortunate in its history. The reunification of the Korean Peninsula is a legitimate and reasonable demand of the two sides, who used to be one country.  China resolutely supports the peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula. However, in view of the current international situation and the regional security situation, the conditions for reunification of the Korean Peninsula are still unavailable now, which indicates that it still takes some time for the Korean Peninsula to complete the process of the reunification ultimately. Under the precondition that the will of the people of the two sides is satisfied, China stand for the peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula and is in opposition to the modes of reunification by force or annexation. 

Fourthly, to establish a multi-lateral security mechanism and ensure the endurable and stable peace on the Korean Peninsula. At the inception of the new century, the world major powers are competing to exert their influences on and play a role in the process of formulating the security mechanism for the Korean Peninsula so as to build a new security mechanism in light of their own interests, objectives and requirements. The new security mechanism must keep the interests of all sides concerned in balance, especially the will and interests of the people on the Korean Peninsula. In doing so, can the long-lasting stability on the Korean Peninsula be guaranteed. Before the new multi-lateral mechanism is in place, a multi-form, multi-channels and multi-layer security dialogue mechanism based on bilateral relations should be built so as to strengthen mutual trust and expand common points and create conditions for the new multi-lateral security mechanism.

Conclusion

The Korean Peninsula is a vital region to China’s interests. In the 21st century, China will maintain friendly and cooperative relations with both sides on the Korean Peninsula, and show mutual respect to the parties concerned, strengthen dialogue and cooperation, and make concerted efforts to build a new security mechanism in Northeast Asia.
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Introduction

North Korea’s potential for developing weapons of mass destruction and long-range missiles has been a concern for the United States and the international community for more than a decade.  In 1994, the U.S. almost went to war with North Korea out of fear that its nuclear capability would become a sword of Damocles hanging over America and U.S. allies in the region.  In August 1998, North Korea’s test of a long-range Taepo Dong missile sent shock-waves through the U.S. intelligence community, which did not then believe that North Korea’s capabilities were so advanced.  And in the last several years, the advocates of National Missile Defense have repeatedly cited North Korea’s potential for attacking the U.S. with long-range missiles as justification for a rapid and expensive build-up of defensive anti-missile systems.  Clearly, many experts in the U.S. take very seriously the North Korean WMD threat,1  even though countries like China regularly accuse the U.S. of highly exaggerating the danger that a poor, small and isolated state like North Korea actually poses.  

From the 1994 Geneva Agreement to the present time, the U.S. has used diplomatic means to constrain North Korea’s capability for developing WMD.  In fact, one could even say that the raison d’etre of U.S. policy toward North Korea (beyond deterring a conventional attack on South Korea) has been to reduce and ultimately eliminate North Korea’s WMD capabilities.  Former Defense Secretary William Perry’s fundamental review of North Korea policy in 1999 reaffirmed that eliminating the potential North Korean WMD threat was the primary objective of U.S. policy toward that country.  From hindsight, it seems remarkable that the Perry Review almost totally excluded a broader consideration of the security benefits that could flow to the U.S. from a process of inter-Korean reconciliation.  But, in fairness, one must recall that at the time the Perry Review occurred, North and South Korea had no apparent negotiating channels and the prospects for inter-Korea reconciliation seemed remote.

The Bush Administration, after conducting its own policy review, has now announced a modified approach to security issues with North Korea.  Unlike previous policy, the Bush policy does not solely focus on WMD but puts equal emphasis on negotiating with North Korea the question of conventional force deployments on the Peninsula.  Perhaps ironically, this overall approach to security issues with North Korea is more likely to bring positive results on WMD than a policy focusing exclusively on WMD.  With even the modest progress toward inter-Korean détente that has occurred since the historic June 2000 Summit, the opportunity now exists for the U.S. and South Korea to reach a package agreement on security issues with North Korea. As part of a settlement that addresses North Korea’s fundamental security concerns, North Korea is much more likely to abandon fully its WMD aspirations than if the U.S. simply offers aid (particularly food and energy) in exchange for North Korea’s WMD constraint.
U.S. Focused Approach on North Korean WMD During the Clinton Administration

In many respects, the issue of North Korea’s nuclear weapons potential was unexpectedly thrust upon the Clinton Administration and became a major foreign policy crisis during the first term.  Following a series of disputes with the International Atomic Energy Agency in 1993, North Korea announced its intention to withdraw from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty.  Relying on its own intelligence reporting, which assessed that North Korea was developing a nuclear weapons capability, the U.S. took the lead in moving toward international sanctions at the United Nations.  Although North Korea announced that it would consider such sanctions the equivalent of a declaration of war (and the U.S, according to former Secretary Perry, was within days of mobilizing for that eventuality), former President Jimmy Carter reached an understanding with North Korean leader Kim Il Sung that made possible the 1994 Geneva Agreement, negotiated by Assistant Secretary of State Robert Gallucci.

This first WMD-related agreement that the Clinton Administration concluded with North Korea has been largely successful.  Under the agreement, North Korea agreed to replace its graphite-moderated reactors (which had the potential to produce nuclear weapons material) with proliferation-resistant light-water reactors (LWRs) that have yet to be constructed.  To compensate the North for its loss of energy from the existing plutonium reactors, the U.S. explicitly agreed to supply heavy fuel oil and implicitly agreed to provide more humanitarian food aid to the famine-stricken state.  This trade-off – North Korean agreement not to reprocess spent fuel and not to proceed with construction of the reactors in exchange for U.S.-provided incentives and benefits – set the pattern for the remaining years of the Clinton Administration’s negotiations with North Korea on WMD. 

Even though the Geneva Agreement was a means of preventing North Korea from developing nuclear weapons, it opened up the Clinton Administration to attacks from conservative Republicans in the U.S. Congress.  Conservatives did not like the distasteful appearance of “paying” a so-called rogue state not to acquire WMD.  On most occasions, critics called such payment “appeasement.”  But in the world of nonproliferation diplomacy, providing incentives to suppress a WMD threat to the United States was entirely legitimate because it successfully reduced the threat of nuclear attack to the American people.   

The Perry Report, released in September 1999, and the process leading up to it, were in good part designed to blunt this political criticism from the Republican right-wing.  The Perry Report established the legitimacy, in mainstream congressional opinion, of pursuing a process of WMD threat reduction with North Korea that would draw on both diplomatic incentives and disincentives. 

After a period of probing and delay (following Perry’s visit to Pyongyang in Spring 1999) the Perry process – and the diplomatic threat reduction approach it endorsed -- culminated in several concrete achievements.  First, it arguably laid the basis for the U.S. agreement with North Korea, negotiated by Ambassador Charles Kartman, to send inspectors to the suspect reactor or reprocessing site at Kumchang-ri.  North Korea only agreed to this unprecedented on-site U.S. inspection after receiving the promise of additional U.S. humanitarian food aid.  The inspection was able to lay to rest U.S. fears that North Korea was secretly circumventing the 1994 Geneva Agreement by planning to produce nuclear weapons material in an underground reactor at Kumchang-ri.  Second, the Perry Process led to a North Korean diplomatic commitment to observe a moratorium on the testing of long-range missiles while U.S.-North Korean negotiations on related security issues were on-going.  Third, in both the communiqué issued during the visit of Marshall Jo to Washington in October 2000 and in Secretary of State Madeleine Albright’s visit soon after to Pyongyang, North Korea reaffirmed its commitment to the Geneva Agreement.  This reaffirmation, six years after the agreement was originally concluded, had significant diplomatic value in preventing a prospective North Korean violation. Finally, the Perry approach led to the conclusion of a draft agreement, negotiated by Assistant Secretary of State Robert Einhorn, whereby North Korea would give up its long-range and medium-range missiles exceeding MTCR limits, in addition to agreeing to halt all missile exports.  Reportedly, the agreement left unresolved some significant issues, including verification and the status of already deployed missiles.  This November 2000 draft agreement, reached during a meeting in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, was ultimately caught up in the transition to a new Administration in the U.S., and remains in limbo. 

Inherent Problems in the Clinton Administration Approach to North Korea’s WMD
The irony in the virtually exclusive focus on North Korea’s WMD by the Clinton Administration is that it limited the ability of U.S. negotiators to reach comprehensive agreements and in some ways conferred greater diplomatic leverage on North Korea.  This singular focus, largely forced upon the Administration by historical circumstances, also arguably made it harder for the U.S. and South Korea to coordinate their broad diplomatic security policy toward North Korea.  Why is this so?

In the first place, the narrow approach to negotiations with North Korea meant that the incentives the U.S. could bring to bear in the diplomatic negotiations were highly circumscribed.  U.S. negotiators started from the established principle of U.S. policy that the U.S. does not and will not compensate another country in dollars for curbing its WMD programs.  On more than one occasion when the North Koreans agreed to abandon their export missile program altogether, if the U.S. agreed to make up for the consequent financial loss, the U.S. flatly refused.  This U.S. principle meant that American negotiators had to rely on creative incentives within the constraints of existing policy.  So, for example, the U.S. proposed or supported programs i) to rapidly increase North Korea’s output of potatoes, ii) to organize a “clearinghouse” of information for foreign investors, and iii) to provide other forms of technical development assistance.  It subsequently tried to trade off these incentives with North Korea in exchange for WMD constraints.  The U.S. was also prepared to offer security guarantees to North Korea consistent with the declaration of “no hostile intent” in the joint Communique issued during the October 2000 visit of Marshall Jo to Washington.  If any of these incentives had exceeded a certain point, they would have subjected Clinton negotiators to attacks from the Republican right-wing in the Congress.  As importantly, some of them could have violated legal constraints (a number of which still exist) on trading and investing in North Korea.   The upshot of this situation was that U.S. diplomats seeking to curb pernicious North Korean behavior went into WMD negotiations carrying “shriveled carrots” (in diplomatic parlance) and minimal incentives.  More often than not, these negotiators lacked the tools they needed to achieve broad diplomatic success.  In the largest sense, since only WMD was on the table, U.S. negotiators could not address North Korea’s fundamental security concerns, which would have given the U.S. side considerably more leverage. Nor could the U.S. side hold out the promise of large-scale international development assistance through the World Bank and IMF that would arguably have induced much more North Korean negotiating flexibility.

It also seems apparent that the singular U.S. focus on the WMD threat from North Korea gave the North Koreans additional leverage over the United States in diplomatic negotiations. Each time North Korea wanted to play brinkmanship games to improve its negotiating position, it only had to threaten to stop canning spent reactor fuel, as required by the 1994 Geneva Agreement, or prepare to carry out some missile-related test (such as the ground-based test firing of missile engines).  Such measures greatly heightened concerns within the U.S. government about North Korea’s WMD intentions and capabilities. To the extent the U.S. diplomatic focus on WMD unnecessarily magnified the extent of North Korea’s threat to the United States, it effectively strengthened North Korea’s negotiating position.  Surely, this was not the intention of U.S. policy, but U.S. policy inadvertently had this effect.

Lastly, a singular U.S. focus on North Korean WMD arguably made it harder to develop a joint and comprehensive U.S.-South Korean approach to security issues with North Korea.  Instead of the U.S. and South Korea pursuing common and overlapping concerns vis-à-vis the North, a diplomatic “division of labor” occurred.  South Korea acknowledged that the U.S. had the lead in negotiating WMD-related issues bilaterally with North Korea; and the U.S. confirmed that South Korea had the primary role in negotiating conventional arms control and “tension reduction” measures with North Korea at the Four Party talks.  Rather than strengthening U.S.-South Korean diplomatic coordination, this “division of labor” arguably weakened the position of both sides in achieving their intended goals. South Korea often paid lip-service to the North Korean WMD threat in its diplomatic policy, but effectively did little to assist the U.S. in addressing it in on-going negotiations.2  More often than not, South Korea expressed concern that any new crisis over WMD could cause a conventional military confrontation on the Peninsula.  In the area of conventional tension reduction, lack of high-level U.S. attention to this issue virtually guaranteed that no progress could be made. As importantly, deep distrust of North Korea’s intentions – and a consequent unwillingness to pull U.S. and South Korean forces back from the DMZ – limited the perceived possibilities for draw-downs and drawbacks of forces. 
The Bush Administration Policy Toward North Korea

In a sense, it is premature to assess the Bush Administration’s policy toward WMD and security issues with North Korea, because that policy has yet to be put into practice.  For almost a year, North Korea has resisted resuming bilateral negotiations with the United States, and the two countries continue to spar on a rhetorical level, exacerbated by the tensions deriving from the U.S. war against terror in Afghanistan.3  Nevertheless, it still seems worthwhile to judge the potential benefits of the Bush policy once negotiations with North Korea resume, as I believe is likely.

To some extent, the changed nature of U.S. policy toward North Korea on WMD and security issues has been obscured by the Administration’s own rhetoric.  In June 2001, the Bush Administration reaffirmed the importance of pursuing diplomatic threat reduction talks with North Korea and in so doing continued the broad Perry approach.  While it underlined the importance of addressing U.S. WMD concerns, the new policy specifically added the issue of conventional force deployments to the agenda for U.S.-North Korea negotiations.  The decision to include this issue, following an intensive policy review, means that for the first time in nearly a decade U.S. security policy toward North Korea will not focus solely on WMD.  WMD and conventional force issues, presumably having equal importance, will be viewed together in the context of a more holistic U.S. approach to security issues on the Korean peninsula. Both before and after the announcement of this policy, President Bush made critical remarks about North Korean leader Kim Jong Il, which led many observers to believe the U.S. has adopted a “hard line” policy toward North Korea that relies more on military coercion than diplomatic negotiation.  But President Bush’s rhetoric (especially in October and November 2001 where he sought to ensure deterrence of North Korea in the context of the Afghanistan war) should not obscure the fundamental policy direction of his Administration.  Since announcing this policy in June 2001, senior U.S. officials have reiterated numerous times that the U.S. is prepared to resume unconditionally newly broadened negotiations with North Korea. U.S. spokesmen have specifically clarified that the addition of conventional force issues to the U.S. negotiating agenda is not a precondition to resuming the process of diplomatic threat reduction. 
The essential promise of the new Bush policy toward North Korea is this:  it seeks to transform the overall security situation and thereby lay the basis for long term peace and stability on the Korean Peninsula.  It charts out a policy direction that could lead to a package deal with North Korea on both conventional forces and WMD.  Ultimately, by approaching the security situation in a more holistic way, I believe the Bush Administration policy is likely to be more effective than the Clinton policy in addressing critical WMD issues.  This is so for several reasons.

To begin with, approaching security issues as a whole allows the U.S. to benefit from the process of inter-Korean reconciliation that has occurred in fits and starts during the last 18 months.  On a political and economic level, the two Koreas have laid the basis for long-term détente on the Peninsula at the very least.  President Kim Dae Jung and Kim Jong Il in June 2000 reached a compromise on a new political framework for the Peninsula that can lead to a mutually acceptable North-South political structure.  Under this structure, North and South Korea would acknowledge the unity of Korea while maintaining their separate political and economic systems for the foreseeable future.  On economic issues, North Korea has made it clear that it welcomes foreign investment and large-scale economic development just as South Korea and major South Korean business groups have expressed strong interest, over the long-term, in investing in North Korea.  Although a major flow of investment into North Korea has not occurred in the last 18 months, the two Koreas have tried to clear away legal and practical obstacles to its occurrence.  Once political and security conditions improve and the remaining obstacles are removed (especially those that prevent financing by international development institutions) there is every reason to believe that the economic development of North Korea can proceed apace. 

The progress of inter-Korean political and economic relations since the June 2000 summit arguably makes it easier for the U.S. and South Korea to pursue a major change in the security situation on the Peninsula.  They can now have greater confidence that important factions in North Korea have a stake in a future of peace and prosperity of the Peninsula and are willing to reach a compromise on the core inter-Korean political issues that have given rise to military conflict and provocation in the past.  On the one hand, the U.S. and South Korea can assess that North Korea now has strong reasons to seek a far more normal security situation, which would allow it to move forward with economic development.  On the other hand, the U.S. and South Korea can feel assured that a North Korea which is willing to reach an acceptable compromise with the South on political issues will not seek to use military force to overthrow the new arrangements.  Rather, North Korea would view these prospective political arrangements both as desirable for their own sake and for their value in facilitating large-scale economic development.

If the U.S. assesses that peace and stability can and will exist on the Korean peninsula at diminished force levels, the U.S. is more likely to show significant flexibility on re-deploying and reducing the numbers of its troops in South Korea.  U.S. strategic planners have already expressed the desire to reconfigure U.S. forces in Korea within the context of a re-shaped U.S. military presence in East Asia during the coming decades.  The long-range vision of these planners can begin to be implemented through an agreement on significant tension reduction measures for the Korean Peninsula that would result in lower risk of surprise attack and lead to redeployments and reductions of forces.  With this goal in mind, and in the context of the new Bush policy, the U.S. could offer material security incentives to North Korea that were not possible during the Clinton Administration4   – and thus make it far more likely to achieve an agreement with North Korea.

Even aside from the context of greater inter-Korean reconciliation, the Bush framework for security issues allows negotiators to more effectively address North Korea’s security concerns.  Doing so, I believe, is critical for the U.S. to achieve the security changes it seeks on both conventional forces and WMD.  U.S. officials often underestimate the fear and apprehension that North Korea has of the United States.  Although the U.S. has no plan to pursue the military conquest of North Korea unless North Korea threatens the U.S. with WMD or attacks South Korea, North Korean leaders deeply fear a surprise attack by U.S. forces at any time.  (This fear has been magnified several times over by the U.S. war against terror in Afghanistan and the accompanying U.S. rhetoric about the threat from North Korea).  A negotiating agenda that includes conventional force issues allows the U.S. to offer pullbacks, redeployments and reductions of its own forces as a way of inducing corresponding threat reduction by North Korea.  A broader negotiating agenda on security issues also allows the U.S. to more easily offer the kind of security guarantees against U.S. attack that North Korea has sought from the U.S. at least since October 2000.   

The Bush negotiating approach thus provides two major benefits as a matter of diplomatic strategy.  In the first place, it generally gives the U.S. a lot of “bang for the buck” in security negotiations because the value of any redeployment of U.S. forces on the Peninsula counts heavily in the minds of North Korea’s leaders.  Kim Jong Il and others are more likely to support fundamental changes in North Korea’s military posture if North Korea’s own core security concerns are addressed.  Second, this induced North Korea flexibility on security issues in general (made possible by greater U.S. flexibility on conventional force issues) can specifically be applied to WMD. The U.S. would make it clear that while it is willing to offer new security guarantees and conventional force redeployments, the U.S. expects not only conventional threat reduction vis-à-vis South Korea, but an end to the North Korean WMD threat as well.  If and when North Korea puts both these security issues on the negotiating table, the U.S. would feel justified in offering major economic incentives to North Korea.  Simply by agreeing to give the “green light” to World Bank and IMF programs to facilitate economic development in North Korea, the U.S. could trigger major international capital inflows to North Korea over time. Providing these economic incentives makes good sense in the context of a negotiation to reduce the overall North Korean threat to the U.S. and South Korea.  The reluctance that the U.S. has shown in the last several years to offering such incentives to North Korea (even for the sake of reducing the WMD threat) could be overcome if the security benefits the U.S. and South Korea receive from any new agreement, in reducing both the conventional and WMD threat, are considerable.  

The new Bush approach to North Korea potentially allows the U.S. to overcome the three obstacles noted earlier that hindered Clinton Administration diplomacy.  While Clinton negotiators could only bring to bear minimal negotiating incentives (largely in form of humanitarian aid, limited technical assistance and installments of fuel oil), the Bush Administration will be able to put on the negotiating table security guarantees, significant tension reduction measures (including redeployments and reduction of forces) and the provision of access to international development assistance.  The Bush Administration would be justified in offering these incentives in the context of a package deal that significantly reduced the overall North Korean security threat.     
Second, the new approach puts North Korea’s WMD capability in the context of broader security issues.  U.S. perceptions of the WMD threat will now more closely correspond to the reality of the danger these weapons actually pose.  As mentioned previously, to the extent that the virtually exclusive U.S. diplomatic focus on WMD unnecessarily magnified the extent of North Korea’s threat to the United States, it effectively strengthened North Korea’s negotiating position.  More accurate perception of the WMD threat will in turn reduce North Korea’s ability to exert diplomatic leverage over the U.S.

Third, an overall U.S. approach to conventional force issues and WMD allows the U.S. and South Korea to overcome their so-called “division of labor” in negotiating security measures with North Korea.  Instead of minimizing and even undercutting the pursuit of the other country’s primary security aims, the Bush policy should strengthen the ability of U.S. and South Korea to put their full diplomatic weight behind a fully-shared set of common negotiating objectives.  The diplomatic clout of each country can now be applied to all these objectives, not just the specific objectives assigned through the “division of labor.” Doing so will reduce the chance of misunderstanding between South Korea and the United States and should increase the diplomatic coordination between them.  It will also make it harder for North Korea to pursue its traditional strategy of “driving a wedge” between the two allies in diplomatic negotiations.

Conclusion  

After the nuclear crisis with North Korea in 1993 and 1994, the Clinton Administration began a lengthy effort to reduce the threat posed by North Korea’s WMD capability to the United States.  Using a limited set of negotiating tools and facing constant criticism from the Republican right-wing in the U.S. Congress, U.S. diplomats forged a series of agreements that helped to contain North Korea’s WMD capability.  The 1994 Geneva Agreement continues to serve as a barrier to any possible nuclear weapons program.  Other agreements negotiated by U.S. diplomats include the highly-intrusive inspection of a suspect nuclear site, a moratorium on North Korea’s long-range missile tests and, in draft form, an end to North Korean missile exports together with the imposition of MTCR limits on North Korea’s missile development program. 

Having said that, there is still major controversy today over whether the 1994 Geneva Agreement will remain in force and whether the U.S. will ever conclude a missile deal with North Korea.  Some U.S. officials have raised new concerns about North Korea’s biological weapons stocks.5    Rather than pursue the Administration’s broader approach to security issues with North Korea announced in June 2001, it seems that certain officials would again like to focus on a narrower set of exclusively WMD issues, which have defied full resolution for years.

Once bilateral negotiations with North Korea on security issues begin again in earnest, the new Bush Administration policy should stand the U.S. in good stead.  With a broader focus on both conventional and WMD issues, U.S. diplomats will be well positioned to address North Korea’s deep-seated fears about U.S. force deployments on the peninsula.  In seeking a package deal that covers conventional forces, WMD and international financial assistance to North Korea, U.S. negotiators are far more likely to obtain the changes the U.S. seeks in North Korea’s military posture than they would through an approach focusing solely on Pyongyang’s prospective WMD capabilities.
Notes:

1 As used in this paper, the abbreviation “WMD” which stands for weapons of mass destruction, includes missile delivery systems.


 This statement should not minimize the great importance of the South Korean contribution to the implementation of the 1994 Geneva Agreement.  South Korea has agreed to foot approximately 70% of the cost of building the LWRs mandated by that agreement.

 For a full discussion of the impact of the war in Afghanistan on U.S.-North Korea relations, see my recent article in the January 2002 issue of Comparative Connections, published by Pacific Forum/CSIS.

4 Such incentives were “not possible” largely because of the bitter opposition of the Republican right-wing in the U.S. Congress at the time to compromise with North Korea and because the process of inter-Korean reconciliation was at an early, tentative stage.

5 At the U.N. Conference on Disarmament in Geneva in mid-November 2001, U.S. Under Secretary of State John Bolton highlighted the biological weapons programs of North Korea and other states that have shown enmity to the U.S. in the past.
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East Asia’s Security and Missile Defense

It is a surprise that after Sept. 11, the Bush administration still insists on protecting the US from missile attacks as a top priority. It shows that the basic concepts on arms control and international security have many different views. During the Clinton administration, the US planed to develop a TMD system and a NMD system, the later only has a capability of mid-interception, but the Bush administration is trying to extend BMD to multilayered Defense Interception System. A new Star War project is coming back. A lot of experts have interpreted that the real goal to deploy missile defense system is to occupy the commanding elevation of space in the future. The Nuclear Posture Review issued on Jan. 9 this year by DOD of the US announced a new triad strategy, and one of three pillars is Defense, The strategic nuclear forces are still a kernel element but enhanced with non-nuclear forces. To rebuild defense industry is another pillar. That not only means that the US government has made a final decision on Missile Defense despite of strong opposition at home and in world, but also given the world a clear signal of arms expansion and war preparation. The NPR explains that the new triad strategy is based on analysis of new security environment, which the US should meet. But the NPR does not consider the impact on international security of the new triad capability to be built. This is a fundamental challenge for arms control and international security to meet. So how to ensure the international and regional security is the top priority for every state and every policy-maker.


We know that East Asia is an important region in world economy, and also a very sensitive region for international security. Three out of five nuclear states are in this region. The US although is not an Asian country, it deploys a strong nuclear and non-nuclear forces in East Asia. Japan is under the US nuclear umbrella, and Japan, South Korea and Taiwan are also under the protection of the US TMD system. The historical problems on Korea peninsula and independent attempts by some Taiwan’s leaders are sources of instability in East Asia. The military approach could not resolve the region’s security. We think that all counties in the region could play an important role to maintain East Asia’s peace and stability through dialogue, consultation and cooperation, but interference into others internal affairs and use of military deterrence including deployment of missile defenses certainly can’t resolve any issue at all.


We also know that defenses and offenses can’t be differentiated in nuclear strategy, so it is not beneficial for building strategic stability in East Asia among three nuclear states, because deploying BMD could encourage preemptive strikes. The state that has a BMD may feels much safer, but other states would certainly feel less so. We are also strongly against the sale of TMD and other advanced weapons to Taiwan, it does not help Taiwan return to the motherland. Neither BMD helps the reunion process on the Korea peninsula.

Terrorism and Missile Defense


Terrorism is in existence for a long time. After September 11 event there are common acknowledgements that to eradicate terrorism and its organizations is top priority of the international security. We should support all necessary measures and activities to root out terror.


The international communities expect the US to have drawn a lesson from September 11 event. So it is highly important to identify what tricks are more likely to be used and what means are available to terrorists. According to a recent report, the intelligence of CIA has signaled that the US is more likely to suffer a nuclear, chemical or biological attack by terrorists using ships, trucks or airplanes, or even by “rouge states” using long-range missiles. The report also said, “ an unauthorized or accidental launch of a Russian strategic missile is highly unlikely”. Unfortunately, new security environment analysis by Nuclear Posture Review issued on Jan. 9, 2002, did to consider those estimates, and missile defense is still a key pillar of new triad. Under these circumstances, there are adequate reasons to study the real intention of NPR and the impact on international security by deploying BMD system.

The Cold war and Missile Defense


On Dec. 13, 2001, President Bush declared that the US would withdraw from ABM treaty. which would pave the way for developing and deploying BMD. The Bush administration claimed that the ABM treaty was a product of the Cold War. Now, the Cold War has ended, so the treaty should be abandoned. It also raises some questions. What is the Cold War? Should we give up all arms control treaties signed during the Cold War? 


During the Cold War, the two military blocs-Warsaw Treaty Organization and North Atlantic Treaty Organization-were confronting each other. They viewed each other as an adversary. Both blocs possessed huge nuclear arsenals, and more than thousands nuclear weapon, aiming at each other, were deployed with hair-trigger status. Nuclear arms race escalated and could not be brought under control. The world stayed on the verge of terrible nuclear war.


The world people and international community strongly appealed to them to stop the Cold War. The US and former Soviet Union also recognized that there is no winner in nuclear war, and huge nuclear arsenals have brought heavy burden for the two countries’ economy bear. Both superpowers were aware that it was necessary to negotiate arms control and disarmament. In Sept. 1991, former Soviet Union disintegrated, which mark end of the Cold War. Since 1991, a lot of important arms control treaties have been signed, but most of these treaties negotiated or initiated before 1991, such as ABM, INF, SALT, START-I, START-II and CTBT, CWC. It is common understanding that all of the treaties are beneficial to control nuclear arms race, and also to end the Cold War. So, they are not products of the Cold War. Today, scraping ABM treaty and taking a series of unilateral activities regarding the arms control process in excuse of the end of the Cold War can’t hold water, on the contrary would bring the world back into the era of the Cold War.


The NPR claims that the US has ended relationship with Russia based on mutual assured destruction (MAD) strategy, but 1,700-2,200 operational deployed nuclear weapons supported by huge hedge and to deploy a multiplayer BMD system are to place greater emphasis on advanced conventional weapons. The doctrine is still based on MAD. If the new triad is built, it would assure that the US will has sufficient capability to destroy any one. It is typical idea of the Cold War and the international arms control process will confront a big challenge!

Strategic Stability and Missile Defense


Do we need strategic stability or strategic equilibrium after end of the Cold War? There are different views. If we review the historic development of variety of theories on nuclear deterrence and nuclear strategy, we can find that the strategic stability and strategic equilibrium are a scientific and objective theory, which is the basic theory of nuclear era so long as nuclear weapon are still existing in the world. This theory is a product of international security requirement, and it is not a product of the Cold War. Strategic stability theory is based on scientific calculations and analysis. It concludes that only stability can ensure security. If the stability is broken, the world will face insecure environment, so will the superpowers without exception. Despite of the fact that stability or equilibrium is symmetrical or asymmetrical, the theory also gives evidence that it would not avoid retaliation that would conduct preemptive nuclear striking. In practice the US and Russia have declared that they would reduce strategic forces to 1,700-2,200 or 1,500-2,200. I think that this number never do as one pleases, they discussed and analyzed on the basis of the theory of strategic stability and equilibrium for a long time. The basic principles of the theory are as follows:

Offensive and defensive forces can’t be separated. They should be considered together for strategic stable calculation. The ABM is a cornerstone. It would bring big potential danger by breaking it.

Asymmetrical stability is also important to international security. A world in which only one is a lion and all the rest is sheep is not stable.

NPT, CTBT, BWC and counter-proliferation are vital to international security.


The Cold War has ended, but the strategic stability is still needed. Unipolar world is unstable world. Though the US government has decided to deploy missile defense system, I still wish the US to reconsider this decision, to weigh the advantages and disadvantages to the US and to the international community.


Now, the US is busy fighting the war on terror. It is supported by China and vast majority of states in the world. At this time, we need dialogue, transparency and cooperation. To keep arms control and disarmament process will strengthen the struggles against terrorism. Missile defense and unilateral activities can do nothing but harm today’s and future’s international security. We are happy to note that the summit of President Jiang Zemin and President Deorge W. Bush has reached important consensus, both sides express the will to strengthen high-level strategic dialogues. President Bush has also declared that the US is willing to talk with the DPRK, which increases the confidence on maintaining the international security. We hope this momentum shall continue.

Arms Control and Disarmament
Process Without ABM Treaty 

Zhai Yucheng, Ph.D.

China Defense Science and Technology Information Center

President George W. Bush announced in December 2001 that the United States planed to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in six months. The focus of world concerns has accordingly been shifted on the next steps the US will take, the New Frame-work between the US and Russia, possible reactions of other countries, the fate of arms control and disarmament regime, and other possible consequences following the US withdrawal.
I. New Worries behind Quietude 

Contrary to general expectation, September 11 terrorist attacks and the following War on terrorism in Afghanistan provide no chance for President Bush of reexamining his unilateral policy, or even postponing his decision for withdrawing from ABM treaty, but serves as an accelerator in speeding up his missile defense program in a favorable atmosphere of sympathy abroad and the common bitter hatred of terrorism at home. Bush’s logic is: if terrorist attacks can be delivered by conventional tools, and certainly can by missiles with WMD; if terrorists can inflict destruction, the so-called rogue states might inflict a more serious one. So the necessity of missile defense is not lowering down but greatly increasing. While Bush’s withdrawal does not trigger a vehement reaction from Russia and other countries, I’m afraid that this situation might send a wrong message to the US that the loss of ABM treaty does not necessarily lead to an nuclear instability, a restoration of arms race, or a collapse of arms control and disarmament regime. Both NATO’s air strike against Yugoslavia and the withdrawal from the ABM received Russian’s strong warning and critics, and ended with silence. So it is natural for the US to conclude that backed by incomparable power, it can do whatever it wants, and the others can do nothing but accept it.  

II. ABM Treaty Abandoned, Cold War Thinking Remains  
The rationale for Bush’s withdrawal is that ABM treaty is a relic of the Cold War era, an embodiment of Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD). As an important document reflecting the Bush government’s views on security environment and so-called new “Frame-work”, the latest Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) shows that Cold War thinking remains in Bush’s mind. The declared nuclear reduction plan is no more than a confidence building measure, for it has no substantial stockpile reduction both in warheads and delivery vehicles. Its deployment would still be kept at a level of 1700~2200 and slow in coming. Warheads downloaded will be preserved as responsive forces and could be drawn back at any time. Such a posture is apparently not designed for the so-called rogue states, no wonder Russian media says, the US is still skeptical of Russia. According to new force structure described by the NPR, while the US reduces its reliance on nuclear forces, the threshold of using nuclear weapons is also lowered; while the deployment level is going down, its stockpile remains and its deterrent effectiveness is enhanced with the introduction of advanced conventional strike capability into the new triad. If something reflecting post-Cold War characteristics must be drawn from the NPR, it is the US pursuit of absolute security without worrying about counter reaction from its strategic rival any more. 
In fact, the viewpoint that ABM treaty is a Cold War remnant cannot stand. Because ABM treaty was not only concluded on the basis of Mutual Assured Destruction, but also with an aim to achieving Mutual Assured Reduction. When Bush abandoned so-called MAD, his aim is in fact to achieve Unilateral Assured Survival of the US and Destruction against any other country. 

III. The Risk of Outer Space Weaponization 
The death of ABM treaty means an expanded missile defense system and weaponization of outer space. The direct consequences of withdrawal from ABM treaty are lifting the legal constraints on missile defense system. According to Bush’s May 1 speech, the planed missile defense system will be a comprehensive one including land based, sea based, and space based subsystems. Although the missile defense system will inevitably meet many technical, political and financial challenges, NPR also shows that the system will be an effective and limited one, it can be certain that the system will be an open one, because the word effectiveness is a soft criteria, which will define the final scale of the system. After Bush took office, many important steps have been taken concerning the missile defense system, such as the merger of NMD and TMD, readjusting the structure of the system, speeding up the preparation in Alaska and the most important moves of reviving the researches on space based weapons abandoned many years ago. As ABM treaty prohibits deploying components in outer space, it is widely believed that US missile defense system will be a dangerous step toward weaponization of outer space. 

Actually the United States is on that path already. The U.S. military documents stress not only defense but also "control" and "domination" of space and the Earth below. "Vision For 2020" Report of the Space Command, for example, announces clearly that the U.S. Space goal is “dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment”, “Integrating Space Forces into war fighting capabilities across the full spectrum of conflict". 

IV. The Increasing Risks of Arms Race 

Theoretically speaking, defense system provides the US with defensive superiority in addition to advanced offensive conventional and nuclear superiority. The loss of military balance among major countries will certainly be followed by readjustment of military strength, which will be soil for new arms race.  

It may be argued that Russia has no intention and capability to compete with the US at present, and China has also repeatedly stated that it will not join any form of arms race at any time. In deed, there may be no “mirror effect ” of arms race between the US and Russia contemporarily, but unsymmetrical arms race is likely to happen. There may be no arms race in quantity, but in quality. In a sense, arms race is a process of acquiring military superiority, and has long been a reality, not with a rivalry in existence, but with an envisioned one. Withdrawal from ABM treaty is to develop an advanced system, which will set a bad example for other countries to follow, especially when the US repeatedly demonstrates its powerful advanced weapon system. 
Regarding Russia, it is very hard for it to accept the withdrawal if strategic stability couldn’t be well addressed, the possibility of recovering its armament build-up which is compatible to its strategic status and ambition will always be there. 

V. Uncertainty of International Arms Control and Disarmament Regime
As the US withdraws from ABM treaty, an important pillar of arms control and disarmament regime has also been done away with. ABM treaty has always been linked with nuclear reduction, nonproliferation and other arms control arrangements. Although we do not expect in near future a collapse of the regime, it has already been seriously damaged. It exists not because of legal obligations, but of their judgments on their security environment. Any negative development in world security situation would knock this fragile regime out. 

As the biggest military and political power in the world, the US attitude is very important for the progress in arms control field. The unilateral policy makes the US more and more reluctant to join multilateral arms control efforts, morally weak in pushing other countries joining into arms control regime. Accordingly other countries will lose their confidence both in arms control regime and arms control agreement. As a result, the observance, and ratification of existing treaties and the conclusion of new treaties will face an unprecedented difficulty. Mr. Bolton said recently in the CD, the US still supports and upholds many multilateral arms control agreements, however, the question is whether one country will achieve its goal while refusing to deal with other countries’ concerns. It is possible that the US may rely on other regimes such as export control groups, bilateral arrangements or even unilateral enforcement to achieve its goal, but that will in turn create new troubles.
VI. An Agenda to Repair the Regime

 As the US withdrawal has not been thoroughly accepted by Russia and China (perhaps its allies as well), Both China and Russia are still questioning the US strategic intention, and in turn it will be very sensitive if the US makes any efforts in modernizing their strategic forces. Although Russia preserves a right to withdraw from all of arms control agreements in connection with ABM treaty, it did not respond in such a way, on the contrary, it is trying to find a New Framework in substitute of ABM treaty. Russian President Vladimir Putin stressed that there shouldn’t be legal vacuum; Chinese President Jiang Zemin has also expressed his wishes to keep international strategic stability. This provides a chance for the US to launch serious strategic dialogue with countries concerned so as to rebuild trust in strategic cooperation and minimize the negative effect of the withdrawal.
 A. Concerns of related countries must be well addressed

 Russia’s main concerns are to prevent its long-term strategic interests from being damaged by US’ defense system. So its top priority is to achieve irreversible nuclear reduction and try to impose some restrictions. These concerns should be reflected in the coming New Strategic Framework between the two countries. However, their aims are different. Russia wants to achieve a new military balance, at least prevent the gap with the US from further widening, make sure equal security and irreversible nuclear reduction while the US wants to fix up the imbalance reality so as to perpetuate the US superiority. Of course, compromise on this issue will be finally reached even if Russia is not fully satisfied with the US. However, Russia has no other choice, its moderate reaction to US withdrawal is only a reflection of Russian embarrassing position. If Russia’s most important concerns were not fully resolved, future cooperation of the two countries would inevitably be limited.       
 China is not a Party to ABM treaty, but its interests are closely linked to the treaty. As a big developing country, China is concentrating itself on economic development, its long term and fundamental interests lies in global strategic stability. As located in the region, China’s security interests is closely linked with East Asian situation. Missile defense will greatly upgrade the US-Japan military alliance; encourage Japanese militarism, on which Asian countries have always been keeping a high vigilance. Protecting the US from the missile attack by the DPRK is a main justification for missile defense system. In this context, the DPRK has in fact been fixed as an enemy, the “axis of evil” doctrine further limits the US buffering space of Korean peninsular policy, which certainly runs counter to the peaceful process going on there. The direct impact of missile defense system on China is the possible inclusion of Taiwan into the system. The US has already transferred PAC-II plus systems to Taiwan, agreed to sell Kidd class destroyer to Taiwan. These are not bad enough. The US has recently decided to sell Pave Paws long-range radar to Taiwan. The above-mentioned developments show clearly that Taiwan is being gradually included into the US missile defense plan, at least in terms of hardware. The policy the US is pursuing is undoubtedly an encouragement to the Taiwan extremists and a serious damage to China’s peaceful reunification efforts. That also increases the risk of the US being involved in the possible conflicts across Taiwan Straits.
 B. The Idea of Unilateralism and Absolute Security Should be Abandoned    

In fact, every country’s security is closely linked with others. One country can never achieve security in disregard of others security concerns. Missile defense move is also a heavy blow to the countries hoping for a multi-polar world. In the Munich Security Meeting closed recently, even European allies have expressed their worries about widening defense gap between the two sides of Atlantic Ocean. 
The US government is trying to convince the world and its people that the US is facing unprecedented dangers and more fragile than ever before in 21st century. Based on the exaggerated threats and an aim for absolute security, we can see a vicious circle: Suppose there is an advanced conventional force, there also needs a nuclear deterrence to support; given a most advanced nuclear deterrence, there needs a conventional strike capability to support; given a most advanced strategic offensive capability, there also needs a missile defensive system; given a outer space superiority, there needs a space weapon system to protect outer space assets. Once outer space is weaponized, there must be new system to protect the previous system. It is highly suspicious to base permanent security on endless armament buildup. 
C. Further Damages to Arms Control and Disarmament Should be Avoided 

At present, the most urgent task is to repair the fragile and weakened arms control regime. The biggest threat to the regime does not come from Russia, China, or any other regional powers, but from the US. In a strict legal sense, the US remains in ABM treaty until this May. And it will take time to build up an effective defense system. During this period, countries will make assessments of their security environment changes. As arms control policy is closely related with security, countries are generally apt to be very cautious about it. There will be no sudden collapse of the regime unless the world security situation deteriorates greatly. The Nuclear Posture Review makes clear that the Bush administration will not push CTBT to be ratified and quicken steps in nuclear test preparation, and has implied that the US is open to developing low yield nuclear weapons. Another bad news comes from Under Secretary of State Bolton, who said on February 22 that the US no longer abides by its commitment made in 1978 of no use of nuclear weapons against non-nuclear states. All of this runs counter to the US rhetoric of preserving existing arms control regime and strengthening strategic cooperation with other countries.

The fact that ABM treaty has been abandoned does not mean a consensus between the Democrats and the Republicans within the US. The debate over missile defense system will continue especially after anti- terrorist war closed. Any way, ballistic missile attack is unlikely to be a choice for terrorists, missile defense can never be a tool against terrorists. President Bush said on last Friday that the effectiveness of missile defense system is unclear. We hope the domestic debate and outside critics may exert a positive influence on Bush’s decision in this regard. 

Japan and Missile Defense: Road to Alliance Missile Defense

Futoshi SHIBAYAMA

(Aichi Gakuin University)

Preface

On August 6, 1945, Masako FURUIYE, my mother, saw a mushroom cloud 20 miles away from the point of atomic explosion in Hiroshima. Then, she was a mobilized worker at the Kure Aircraft Factory, just after she graduated from her high school. 45 years later, she told me this story. Why, 45 years later? There has been a lot of discrimination against those who were exposed to radioactivity. Especially the exposed women had to confront with a merciless discrimination in marriage, since the other people suspected if they might deliver A-bomb babies, babies with birth defects and/or atomic disease. I believe that she had been scared about a possible discrimination against her and possibly me, so that she did not explain this for the 45 years. It is not just well-publicized catastrophic stories of atomic massacre, but a lot of hidden and miserable stories-still most of them are hidden. This is a power of atomic bomb, still going on. I also believe that so many Japanese people have lived with a genuine hope of eliminating nuclear weapons from the earth. I recommend that the Japanese government should link Japanese stand on missile defense with this hope.


This paper argues that the Japanese government should promote the missile defense with a view to realizing three objectives. First, Japan should start a long process of replacing American nuclear umbrella with Japan-U.S. missile defense. Second, Japan should use the missile defense as one of necessary measures against threats of ballistic and cruising missiles as well as those of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Third, Japan should take an initiative of organizing an international defense arrangement of missile defense, which might contribute to realizing the world free from threats of ballistic and cruising missile, possibly with WMD. This paper presents a new concept of introducing Alliance Missile Defense (AMD) as the first step for establishing the international defense arrangement.

I. Road to Ending Japanese Dependence on American Nuclear Umbrella

For the last 55 years, the Japanese had lived with a twisted reality, i.e., a combination of Japan’s cause for eliminating atomic bombs and its dependence on U.S. nuclear umbrella for guaranteeing its security. No matter how powerfully our miserable stories we may present and appeal to the world, so many would state that, “After all, Japan relies on American nuclear power, and it is not qualified to be a leader of anti-atomic bomb movement.” This clear-cut contradiction has prevented the Japanese from presenting a crystal stand on anti-nuclear weapons. To the Japanese, finding a solution to this problem is indispensable for appealing our national cause to the world, now without any hesitation and reservation. At the same time, this solution must not endanger the security of the Japanese people, and it must not undermine Japanese economic and cultural contribution to the world.


Japanese technological potentials and American promotion of missile defense could pave a way for the Japanese to replace American nuclear umbrella with non-atomic defense measures. American missile defense might not provide a perfect magic shield or SF barrier of denying any incoming ballistic and cruising missiles. But, the missile defense could become powerful enough to deny the missile threat, once combined with a recent revolution in military affairs (RMA), deriving from rapidly growing IT technology and advanced conventional weapons systems. It is not a story of ten years, but it might be a story of twenty or even forty years. However, Japan should choose this way rather than a nuclear armament. A bond of U.S.-Japan defense relationship should be based upon the missile defense, a defensive weapon system, rather than the nuclear umbrella.


However, Kenneth N. Waltz, in his recent article, wonders how long Japan can continue its nuclear inhibitions arising from the Second World War.

Increasingly, Japan is being pressed to enlarge its conventional forces and to add nuclear ones to protect its interests. India, Pakistan, China, and perhaps North Korea have nuclear weapons capable of deterring others from threatening their vital interests. How long can Japan live alongside other nuclear states while denying itself similar capabilities?1

This view is not yet acceptable for most Japanese people, and, at the same time, this easy choice of introducing nuclear weapons might not be reasonable in view of a remarkable success in RMA. However, the promotion of missile defense and RMA, based on much closer U.S.-Japan military cooperation, might become the final alternative to Japanese possession of nuclear weapons.

After all, nuclear armament of Japan is not totally a ridiculous idea. Some scholars in Japan, though I hesitate to identify, now expect that, 20 years from now, Japan might become the only country without atomic bombs in East Asia, so that Japan might be forced to choose nuclear armament. Now, China, Russia, and the U.S. possess a large number of nuclear weapons, and the Japanese scholars expect that, 20 years later, unified Korea would acquire atomic bombs and ballistic missile technology, and that even Taiwan, inspired by this Korean choice, might choose nuclear armament as the final resort of its security, which would certainly complicate the Taiwan issue. Without any reasonable alternative available, who could convince the Japanese to stay away from atomic weapons? Much worse, possible Japan’s choice of nuclear armament would invite a disastrous result, i.e., proliferation of more nuclear weapons all over the world. Japan must hold on its present position of denying nuclear armament, but it also needs an alternative for guaranteeing the security of second technologically advanced country of the world. Without it, our self-restraint on denying nuclear armament and our patience in waiting for nuclear-armed countries eliminating nuclear weapons would reach to the limit.

II. Japan should use the missile defense as one of necessary measures against a dangerous proliferation of ballistic and cruising missiles as well as that of weapons of mass destruction (WMD).

After the incident on September 11, 2001, the Universe changed. Dozens of terrorists shook the world economy, not just the American society. This certainly affected currently struggling Japanese economy, since Japan’s economic prosperity depends on stable international flows of money, goods, and peoples. Moreover, to most Japanese, the collapse of World Trading Center symbolized the end of taboo. From now on, anyone can become a victim of senseless foreign attack. Despite Betts’ insistence on the significance of terrorism rather than a ballistic missile threat, it would be wrong to ignore the threat of ballistic missile possibly with WMD. From now on, it would not be surprising that non-state groups, not just threatening states, acquire missiles as well as WMD and launch them to harmless non-combatants.2   Japan should be prepared to protect its population from the threats of ballistic and cruising missile attacks, possibly with WMD.

Posing the threat of ballistic missiles with WMD is not a new phenomenon in military history, but this threat has been controlled by responsible big powers. Now, this relatively stable situation ended, and this threat is directly related with new style of warfare. Lawrence Freedman, in his recent monograph, warned a rise of “asymmetric wars.”3   He illustrates cases of Saddam’s new warfare in the Gulf War and the Bosnian Serbs’ warfare in the mid-1990s, i.e., undermining “the political cohesion of the coalition,” encouraging “wishful thinking on the scope for a diplomatic compromise,” promising “the mother of all battles” or Tito-style partisan warfare, threatening “a campaign of terror against the coalition’s home populations,” and indicating a use of WMD.4   He conceptualizes the nature of new warfare and new strategies as follows:

These alternative strategies reflect those that the weak have consistently adopted against the strong: concentrating on imposing pain rather than winning battles; gaining time rather than moving to closure; targeting the enemy’s domestic political base as much as his forward military capabilities; relying on his intolerance of casualties and his weaker stake in the resolution of the conflict; and playing on a reluctance to cause civilian suffering, even if it reflects military options. In short, whereas stronger military powers have a natural preference for decisive battlefield victories, the weaker are more ready to draw the civilian sphere into the conflict, while avoiding open battle5.

This conceptualization is attractive, but it is possible to explain these phenomena from a different perspective.

American dominance in RMA, particularly after the Gulf War, became so obvious that challengers to American world order shifted their strategy, from winning a ‘real victory’ by waging an ordinary frontal confrontation to seeking for ‘other kind of victory’ by adopting new style of warfare and new romantic ‘military philosophy.’ The former was based on an introduction of economical foreign weapon systems and the maximization of numerical advantage. This strategy became a history, since the collapse of the Soviet Union meant the disappearance of economical arsenals for the challengers, and, moreover, American victory in the Gulf War completely discredited the quality of Soviet-bloc conventional weapon systems and tactical doctrines. At the same time, the challengers became free from any communist ideological bondage, which was usually required for getting access to Soviet weapons. This meant that the challengers did not anymore have to respect lives of the proletariat in their enemy country, and that they did not have to mind international public opinion or simply international reputation anymore.

The quest for the ‘other kind of victory’ means that the challengers now intend to achieve ‘a kind of victory,’ not a real victory which is understandable in Western political vocabularies. Once the challengers are freed from the ideological bondage, they naturally become excessively nationalistic, ‘super-religious’ and ethnic than ever. They have to re-establish their political ‘legitimacy,’ by using or inventing different political vocabularies and new nationalistic or religious myth. The challengers accordingly change their philosophy of military strategy from ideological or pseudo-ideological nature to super-nationalistic, super-religious, and even romantic one. They would not anymore have to care for a well-being of opponent’s proletariat and their international reputation. Freedman’s simplistic dichotomy of “Western Way of War” vs. other ways of war is misleading, but this new trend reminds us of Hitler’s and Mussolini’s way. It seems that the only difference is non-existence of the Luftwaffe and powerful German Army. The only available means for them are ballistic missiles, WMD, and terrorism, designed for exploiting a vulnerability of non-combatants. In short, this style of warfare is of terrorist, not of ambitious world conquest, but the ballistic missiles, possibly with WMD, are the foremost weapon systems, threatening the well-being of the mankind.


Saddam’s Scud attack on Israel, Oman, and Saudi Arabia was the only highlight in Iraqi war efforts. Only 88 Scud missiles greatly undermined a unity of the U.S. formed alliance against Iraq. Without vigorous Scud hunting and a creation of ‘Patriot’ myth, Iraqi scheme might have succeeded. General Chuck Horner of the U.S. Air Force, who was in charge of air war in the Gulf War, regretted that even American air dominance failed to stop the Scud threat.6   This Scud hunting was possible only after the U.S. established air dominance by a massive destruction of Iraq air defense system and air power. It is easy to imagine how difficult this hunting will be for the U.S. and its allies, particularly when they have to simultaneously destroy the challengers’ air defense system and air power. Even the U.S. suffered from the threat of ballistic missiles to this level, and then, it is not so hard to imagine how much American allies became scared about the threat.


The U.S. allies are not as diplomatically powerful as the U.S. First, it is obvious that even Japan and Germany, though being economically powerful U.S. allies, can play only minor roles in controlling threatening states and non-state groups. Second, they do not certainly possess any nuclear arsenal and dominant conventional military power, which means a lack of credible deterrent. In the case of Japan, it continues a longstanding policy of “defense only” (senshu bouei) for the purpose of relaxing a military tension in the Far East and fulfilling an alleged cause of the Japanese Constitution. But, this policy now becomes questionable in terms of maintaining Japanese security and prosperity. Without a success of American active deterrence, the Japanese did not own any military means to retaliate any challenger. Third, much less, they did not have any pre-emptive attacking capability at all. In the Japanese case, the stand of “defense only” precludes any possession of reliable offensive capabilities in the Japanese Self-Defense Force. Fourth, there is no so-called ‘Scud wall’ for geographically exposed U.S. allies, including Japan. Moreover, fifth, for some challengers, Japan is politically a convenient target. Since they have propagated an image that Japanese invasion in the past was not yet revenged, they might publicly use the threat of ballistic missiles for winning a public popularity. This possibility is more threatening, when they face crises of their political regime and political legitimacy. To them, even launching a dozen of ballistic missiles with conventional warheads can achieve a mission of satisfying egotistic nationalist sentiment or diverting their public attention from their domestic crises. Neta Crawford emphasizes that any traditional (rational) deterrence theory has failed to consider a significance of emotional aspect in fear. 7  But, it must be added that this theory has also failed to evaluate a significance of hunger for revenge. To Japan, this kind of threat is the most difficult to deal with, since the U.S. cannot probably start an all-out war against the challengers just for this minor scale of attack. What about a case of using chemical warheads? It is hard to believe that the Japanese people will be satisfied with a token American offensive action against the challenger. This possibility might be a new part of new deterrence, which deserves more scrutiny in developing a new deterrence theory. To the U.S. allies, an introduction of anti-ballistic missile system is indispensable for securing their security.


To ‘neutral’ countries outside a network of American-led alliances, the threat of ballistic missiles is far more serious. First, without the alliance network, they cannot diplomatically control threatening states with ease, except desperately asking for a help of the United Nations and/or international public opinion. Second, very few countries or none of them possess a nuclear deterrent as well as a credible conventional offensive capability for possible pre-emptive strike against the threatening states. Third, to them, being militarily weak without any international assistance means that the threatening states can easily exploit weak countries in terms of ‘proving’ their strength and ‘winning a prestige.’ Fourth, some of them, certainly subject to their geographic locations, cannot enjoy the ‘Scud wall.’ They were most likely to become victims of missile attacks, and their desperate military situation will invite the collapse of stable world order. The internationalization of missile defense might be able to save these countries from living in ballistic missile horror. Japan must play a certain role for saving these countries from the threat, by developing technologies and means for denying the threat.


From this perspective, it is totally unacceptable to transfer missile technology and WMD technology to irresponsible states and groups. We must acknowledge an outstanding contribution of an international regime for controlling a spread of missile technology, specifically the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), though some people may disagree to this evaluation. It is easy to point out the regime’s failure in some cases, but Japan has to continue a promotion of this regime. In the context of Far Eastern affairs, the most indispensable for a future success of this regime is winning North Korean participation in it and Chinese willingness to its own 1994 commitment. (In 1994, China made a written pledge to America that it “would abide by MTCR rules.8) As long as there is already a wide-spread of missile technology all over the world, Japan cannot solely depend on MTCR, but it must continue its efforts of winning the supports of neighboring countries.

III. From MAD to AMD


On May 1, 2001, President Bush proposed the world a new vision of global ballistic missile defense. This symbolizes a clear-cut departure from a longstanding dependence on strategic mutual assured destruction (MAD). Now, the MAD system’s infrastructures started to collapse. Expected U.S. future dominance in technology, military power, economy and finance brings about this incredible change. One of the key factors for this change is a revolution of information technology and computer software. China and Russia cannot technologically catch up with American advance, and, at the same time, they cannot financially afford to do so. 10 years from now, or 20 years from now, imagine how much the U.S. will improve its technological level of ballistic missile defense. No one can stop or control this American advance, since this revolutionary change is based upon a constant and limitless American civilian technological advance, not any administrative choice of adopting a certain military technology.


After the U.S. decision to abandon the ABM Treaty, America might restart a technological progress of anti-ballistic missile systems in space, and it might make a more rapid technological advance in detecting and tracking systems. As commonly known, the MAD system among the U.S., the U.K., France, and Russia has worked under a premise that one strategic nuclear power can retain a second strike capability to deliver a substantial number of nuclear warheads to another power, even if the latter starts a nuclear strike under the most favorable circumstance. However, will even Russia be able to continue maintaining the second strike capability? 10 to 20 years later, the U.S. would possess a formidable capability to shoot down a large number of second-strike missiles, and it would own an overwhelming conventional capability to devastate any country’s command, communication and intelligence system. Russia would not probably be able to retain the second strike capability. Moreover, for the next twenty years, Russia should economically depend on American assistance. It should be reasonable to regard that Russia would not start any strategic arms race with the U.S. Suppose Russia would not choose to maintain the MAD system, who else would and could choose to do so? Shortly, the MAD system would cease to exist.


Fortunately, the U.S. is willing to utilize its power for a further advance of ballistic missile defense and a promotion of more reduction of nuclear arms, rather than an acquisition of the first strike capability, i.e., a perfect American nuclear strategic dominance. President Bush already started making efforts for this direction. According to “Nuclear Posture Review” (January 2002), the U.S. decided to introduce “the New Triad” consisting of nuclear/non-nuclear offensive capability, active defense capability of missile defense, and passive defense capability.9  This is still a transitional defense posture, moving from the MAD-style defense posture to a more flexible RMA one. At least, this new posture would enable the U.S. to take more flexible measures against not just a limited nuclear missile strike against U.S. homeland but also that against U.S. allies.

After the U.S. abandons the ABM Treaty and Russia cooperates with the U.S. for re-establishing a stable strategic circumstance, TMD weapon systems of next generation will surely acquire a capability to shoot down ICBM and SLBM. U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Ramsfeld allegedly now believes that there is no substantial distinction between NMD and TMD in the future. NMD is now directly linked with an American vision of providing a missile defense over Western alliances even against ICBM and SLBM. As long as this system depends on American allies’ participation, NMD is not an appropriate term anymore, but alliance missile defense (AMD) is probably a better term. Hereafter, AMD is used as a term of evolutionally integrating TMD and NMD, and possible additional defense systems.

At the same time, this formulation of AMD will dictate who will become American allies in the 21st century and in what level. This will become a great opportunity to reorganize American-centered defense system, which will certainly promote more military integration and cooperation among the U.S., NATO allies and Japan, and possibly invite Russia as a new Western ally to this system. Whether or not NMD can be effective, this rearrangement of American-led defense system for AMD will secure a stable military relationship among the participants. Most certainly, a successful arrangement of this system will easily guarantee a stable military order, particularly by providing a formidable deterrent system against any challenger. To Japan, this American proposal, if proposed, is the most welcome not just in terms of promoting more active U.S.-Japan alliance, but also in terms of realizing a long-term Japanese dream, i.e., an elimination of nuclear fear from the mankind.

Japan and the U.S. should start TMD and NMD without waiting for a beginning of AMD. AMD is an evolutional integration of TMD and NMD. At first, Japan and the U.S. should start TMD system in East Asia, and the U.S. and NATO allies, with possible Russian consultation, should start another TMD system in the Mediterranean area. Even now, Japan cannot rule out a threat of intermediate-range missiles, and it should prepare for the worst possibility. At the same time, the U.S. should continue its efforts to develop NMD system. Only after the U.S. and its allies become confident about an effectiveness and interoperability of NMD system and a feasibility for expanding its geographical coverage, they should start integrating TMD and NMD into AMD. This is a grand project of establishing a global missile defense ‘belt.’

A sketch of possible organization of world-wide AMD system is as follows. The top administrative organization is an AMD council of top governmental leaders and defense ministers (possibly with foreign ministers), though this organization will make no operational decisions and take no operational command. This simply manages an organization and coordination of a whole system of AMD. Below this, a global headquarters for intelligence and information, regional command and operation centers, and regional headquarters of intelligence and information will be in charge of daily operational and intelligence activities. Any information related with missile threats has to be collected and analyzed at the global headquarters for intelligence and information, but it will not organize any specific operation. Due to a limited available time before deciding to shoot down ballistic and cruising missiles, a regional command and operation center should make decisions of whether or not it should shoot them down. From this perspective, regional headquarters for intelligence and information must be established for collecting necessary operational information and supply it to regional command and operational center. It will be reasonable to establish four regional operation centers in the world, i.e., East Asia, Russia-Canada-U.S., the Middle East and the Mediterranean, and Western Europe. Any countries of AMD, related with each region, should participate in each regional command and operation center and regional headquarters for intelligence and information.

In terms of choosing participants in AMD, as far as the first stage is concerned, a level of technology will be the most significant. However, for the time being, the AMD system should open its membership to other peace-loving countries. In acquiring the membership, three requirements must be satisfied: first, strict observance of the MTCR rules; second, a firm commitment not to become or not to remain being a nuclear superpower; third, a genuinely cooperative posture of serving for the AMD system.

Besides these organizations, AMD should introduce a notion that a regional command and operational center should be in charge of operating conventional alliance offensive capabilities for attacking threatening missile launchers and related air offense and defense systems. Certainly a real-time agreement of the AMD council is desirable, but, in an emergency, the center should follow an offensive plan, regulated and approved by the council. As for nuclear retaliatory capabilities, the AMD council should make the final decision on whether or not it should use them and how to use them.

Conclusions

From Japanese perspective, the promotion of missile defense would save Japan from a longstanding contradiction of its stand on anti-nuclear movement and its dependence on American nuclear umbrella. This promotion could also serve for the security of Japanese population. Now, ballistic and cruising missiles, possibly with WMD, might arrive in Japan, anytime, from any place and by any group. Since mankind is exposed to this common threat, Japan should take its own initiative in organizing an international defense arrangement, AMD, as the first step for saving mankind from the threat.


Any insistence on acquiring the second strike capability or any attempt to start arms race by any big power would be old-fashioned, and it would certainly invite a disastrous result to its own economic prosperity. After all, it will be impossible for any big power to militarily and financially compete with the U.S. Moreover, this kind of defense posture might encourage the U.S. to pursue securing the first strike capability and change its current posture of reducing nuclear warheads to the level of 1700 to 2200. To mankind, what is not welcome is the establishment of a competitive superpower against the U.S. and returning to old U.S.-Soviet MAD system, but what is necessary is the establishment of the international defense arrangements in which the U.S. would serve for mankind and the U.S. have to cooperate with other major powers. Japan, as one of the best American friends, should encourage the U.S. to pursue the latter. This Japanese initiative would certainly contribute to the security of the world and the eventual elimination of nuclear weapons.
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Nuclear weapons are different from all others, as Mac Bundy used to remind us.  Chemical and particularly biological weapons are potent terrorist threats, but nuclear weapons stand alone in terms of utter destructiveness.  While any division of the nuclear-weapon world by geography is artificial, it is convenient at times.  This paper focuses on nuclear weapons and Asian security since South Asia directly effects East Asia.  In addition, the presence and consequences of nuclear-weapons outside Asia are readily apparent within.

There are eight nuclear-weapon states in the world, but three (United Kingdom, France and Israel) do not have immediate Asian connections.  The five Asian nuclear-weapon states, by order of capability, are United States, Russia, China, India and Pakistan.

The key differential between nuclear-weapon and non-weapon states is the availability of sufficient amounts of either highly enriched uranium or plutonium.  With large supply of plutonium, its engineering know-how and its manufacturing base, Japan is a near nuclear-weapon state.  South Korea and Taiwan had nuclear-weapon programs in years past which were stopped.  The blocking of reprocessing capability in the middle and late 1970s ended South Korea’s ambitions.  North Korea continues to have an ambiguous nuclear-weapon capability (  past, present and future  (  with reprocessing at the center of its conflict with the IAEA.  The future of the 1994 Agreed Framework is very uncertain.

Nuclear weapons can be delivered by a variety of means.  Land-based or sea-based ballistic missiles are the most sophisticated military systems with variable ranges.  Aircraft, cruise missiles and artillery are other military means.  Trucks, ships or civil aircraft could be used as delivery vehicles, particularly by terrorists who gain access to nuclear weapons.1

Missile defenses against ballistic missile delivery of nuclear weapons must be near perfect to be effective.  The effectiveness of missile defenses against conventionally-armed missiles depends on offensive-defensive exchange ratios.

While some current US weapons programs are classified, or black, the public discussion in the US of its programs exceeds that of the rest of the world combined.  A current example is the Nuclear Posture Review (NPR), with a summary in unclassified form that is continually supplemented.2   Much of the discussion of the programs in the rest of the world still echoes the Soviet practice of the 1960s and 1970s of discussing its systems in terms of US public estimates.

Asian Nuclear Weapon CApability is Currently Changing and Increasing

The US is ostensibly reducing its strategic nuclear systems (ICBMs, SLBMs, bombers) to between 1700 and 2200 warheads by the year 2012, but the actual reductions are limited.  The reduced number of warheads which will be with “operationally deployed forces” will be backed up by a total stockpile that is several times larger.  The “operationally deployed forces” will include four Trident II submarines in the Pacific.  The US strategic forces in reserve can be activated in the course of weeks, months or years, depending on the particular weapon system.3 The US seeks to be able to resume production of nuclear weapons and to test them (if decisions were made to do so in the future) in shorter times than at present.  Flexibility is the name of the game.  Finally, the US will maintain a significant number of tactical nuclear weapons, but none deployed in Asia.

Russia is reducing its operationally deployed strategic nuclear warheads, probably to 1500 or fewer within the decade.  It will not have the reserve and resurgent capacity the US foresees.  Pursuant to the INF Treaty of 1987, Russia and the US destroyed all their intermediate- and shorter-range (500 to 5500 km) land-based ballistic and cruise missiles and associated launchers.  Russia maintains a significant arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons.  It has the largest amount of highly enriched uranium and weapons-grade plutonium in the world.

The US and Russia may enter into a “legally binding” agreement on strategic nuclear weapons at the May 23-25 Summit in Moscow and St. Petersburg.  While the form may be legally binding, the limits on the warheads on “operationally deployed forces” will probably be in the form of reciprocal unilateral measures (RUMs).  The forces in reserve will not be covered at all.  Russia may be extremely disappointed with what the US is prepared to accept.

China is modernizing its minimum nuclear capability.  This will include solid-fuel, mobile ballistic missiles, perhaps 75 to 100 deployed over the next 10 to 15 years.4  Whether China will maintain its future ICBMs with warheads deployed (they are now kept separate from the missiles), whether it will MIRV them, and whether it will adopt various countermeasures is uncertain.  China maintains the larger portion of its current nuclear-weapon capability on missiles with less than strategic range.

India is increasing the number of its nuclear weapons, and is developing the  capability to deliver nuclear weapons by short and intermediate-range missile.  India is no longer dependent on aircraft delivery alone.  Pakistan is also increasing its number of nuclear weapons, but is expected to continue to have less than India.  It is also developing or acquiring missiles for delivery systems.  Both have received assistance on missile development.  Prior to the current and ongoing confrontation in Kashmir and along their common border, both are believed to keep nuclear weapons separate from the delivery vehicles.

South Korea and Taiwan have no active nuclear-weapon programs.  The nuclear-weapon capability of North Korea is uncertain, both whether it has reprocessed enough plutonium for any, one or two nuclear warheads and whether it will resume testing of longer-range ballistic missiles after the current moratorium ends in 2003.

Exports of nuclear and missile technology by North Korea, China and Russia are matters of intense concern to the United States.

In sum, while the US is largely maintaining its strategic nuclear-weapons capability, Russia is sharply reducing its strategic arsenal.  China, India and Pakistan are increasing theirs.  

Asian Missile Defenses are Currently Non-Existent

Russia has deployed an operational ABM system around Moscow since the 1960s.  It includes nuclear warheads on its defensive interceptors.  The capability of that system remains marginal and the warheads may now be separated from the interceptors.  The US has not deployed an ABM system in the United States since 1976.  There is no realistic prospect that the US can deploy an effective nationwide ABM (NMD) system, utilizing non-nuclear interceptors, over the next ten years.  Nevertheless, the NPR calls for an emergency defense capability in the period 2003-2008 involving air-based lasers, a minimalist Alaskan ground-based system, and sea-based Aegis system for TMD.  However, the SBIRS-Low (space-based infra-red system, low earth orbit), which is a vital component to all its advanced missile defenses, is behind schedule, over cost, technically lagging and lacking strong political support.

The US and Russia continue to develop anti-tactical, or theatre missile systems (TMDs), but none are yet proven effective.  All US TMDs are and will be non-nuclear.  While Patriot TMDs are deployed in Japan and South Korea, they do not provide effective homeland defense to either country.  Nor does Taiwan’s system.  Finally, Seoul is vulnerable to DPRK artillery and short-range missiles armed with conventional warheads that are deployed north of the DMZ; Patriot cannot conceivably defend Seoul against them.

India has expressed interest in missile defense, including discussions with Russia.  China has never demonstrated interest in developing or deploying NMD/TMD against ballistic missiles.

While Taiwan does not have an effective missile defense, it continues to be interested in acquiring advanced TMD systems, specifically the sea-based Aegis, from the US.

In brief, effective missile defense (NMD and TMD) is much talked about, could dramatically change the future in Asia in a decade or so if proven effective, but is presently not a factor.

Asian Space Weaponization is Currently Dormant

The weaponization of space is currently a non-issue.  The US has approximately 100 national security satellites in space, Russia about 40, and the rest of the world about a dozen (with China about 3).  None of these  satellites are weapons (i.e., kill vehicles).

The US could theoretically use its ground-based, exo-atmospheric, non-nuclear, hit-to-kill weapon (EKV) being developed for NMD for ASAT purposes, but has not sought to test it for that purpose.  The termination of the ABM Treaty will remove the thirty-year legal barrier on testing space-based ABM and ABM-capable ASAT weapons.  

At present, the potential weaponization of space is another large question mark that is a decade or more away.

Global NUCLEAR Arms Control Treaties are Withering Away and Asian Ones are Non-Existent

The SALT/START treaties are things of the past.  The reduction obligations to 6000 accountable deployed strategic warheads of START I have been met.  START II will not enter into force.  The new US-Russian agreement expected to be signed at the May Summit will almost certainly not have firm binding limits on operationally deployed strategic nuclear systems, and none at all on reserve systems.

The ABM Treaty terminates at midnight, June 13, 2002, without much more than a whimper todate from the world.  The US has no interest in future limits on missile defenses.  The US has indicated that the 1967 Outer Space Treaty suffices, and would oppose new negotiations involving space.5 That treaty does not, in the US view, limit any non-nuclear ASAT programs based in space or otherwise.

The CTBT has not entered into force and probably will not for the foreseeable future, although the norm against nuclear testing will hold for the present.  A fissile materials convention, which the US seeks, is a non-starter at the CD because of Chinese linkage to outer space negotiations.  Article VI of the NPT does not, in the current US view, effect its plans as set forth in the NPR, which assume nuclear weapons with US forces over the next fifty years and implies a new triad introduced in 2020 (ICBMs), 2030 (SLBMs) and 2040 (bombers).  The US also implicitly rejects the negative security assurances as traditionally interpreted.6  The totality of the stark situation summarized above could undermine the fundamental consensus that was necessary for the indefinite extension of the NPT in 2000.  The viability and near universality of the NPT will be central issues at the Review Conference in 2005.

The European-specific INF Treaty remains in force, but there is little likelihood key Asian countries will join or emulate it.

There have been no efforts in the past, and no apparent prospects in the future, to replicate the global or European nuclear arms control treaties to give them an Asian focus.

Nuclear Weapons HAVE Not Been Used in War Since 1945, but . . .

Nuclear weapons have not been used in war since August 1945.  Perhaps the closest the world came to nuclear war was the Cuban missile crisis of 1962.  Revealed history shows how poorly US and Soviet leaders understood each other in key aspects during the confrontation.

The greatest current risk of nuclear war remains the India-Pakistan confrontation.  It raises unwanted reminders of Barbara Tuchman’s World War I masterpiece, The Guns of August.  Because neither India nor Pakistan has the kind of air- or space-based intelligence assets that would provide timely tactical warning, the danger of misunderstandings or unauthorized acts remains high.

The most calamitous sequence of events imaginable could involve the US and Russian strategic nuclear arsenals, since many of the thousands of weapons are on hair trigger.  The near collapse of the Russian early warning system and continuing concerns over its command and control raise urgent but unaddressed issues.

Conclusion

The risk of nuclear war in Asia is current and real.  The number of states with nuclear weapons in Asia is increasing.  While neither effective ballistic missile defenses nor ASATs are or could be currently deployed, the prospect that they might be during the next decade or two are major uncertainties that could lead to new action-reaction cycles.

The US-led war on terrorism and efforts to deny WMD, particularly including nuclear weapons, to suspect states, is necessary, even though frequently divisive in action.  This will continue to involve continuous international cooperation and daily vigilance.

The full implementation of the 1994 Agreed Framework, including resumed IAEA inspections, and agreements with North Korea both on exports of ballistic missiles and testing its own systems, are vitally important.

International norms reflected in treaties on arms limitations and non-proliferation are being selectively rejected by the US, the leading architect of the post-World War II Treaty structure.  This could eventually destroy the NPT, the foundation of the nuclear non-proliferation regime, beginning as early as the 2005 Review Conference, if others suspend or terminate their obligations.  Preserving and then strengthening the NPT regime raises a host of urgent and inter-related issues.

At the moment, there is an opportunity for non-governmental groups, which could include establishing Track II exercises, to step into the governmental voids or blockages.  Is there a role Pugwash can fill?     
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Beyond the Endgame of the ABM Treaty:

An Unfinished Story for Missile Defenses
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In his May address at the National Defense University in Washington DC last year, President Bush said, “unilateral decisions (were) already made”. He was referring to the US decision to press on with the US National Missile Defense (NMD) program in disregard of the 1972 US-Soviet Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty. Senior US officials said, the planned testing and development programs would violate the treaty within months, not years, which means that the NMD program could not go ahead if the ABM is still binding. As the treaty prohibitions pose an insurmountable obstacle to the NMD program, the question left in the ensuing months was what to do with the treaty? Thus, the Americans began an endgame with their Russian counterparts. The proposals tabled by the US side included: a) (both sides) to quit the treaty; b) to substantially amend it in such a way as to permit the US NMD testing, development and future deployment; c) to keep the treaty in force (in name only) while essentially ignoring US violations. After many rounds of hectic consultations and negotiations between Bush and Putin and their security teams, the Russians still refused to budge under US pressures. Finally, the Russian side acquiesced to the US unilateral withdrawal from the treaty with the tacit understanding that it would not affect the warming bilateral relationship between the two countries.

With the success of the US-led international coalition in the war to topple the Taliban regime and uproot the terrorist bases in Afghanistan and his rising popularity rate at home, Bush seized the opportune timing for the withdrawal announcement in mid-December. To the delight of the Bush Administration, reaction from international and domestic ABM upholders and NMD opponents were notably mild, cautious and low-keyed. In three months’ time when the ABM Treaty is finally buried, the Pentagon will have a free hand in testing and developing MD systems of any type in any mode. This is the end of the endgame to the US-Russian dispute over the ABM Treaty, but definitely is not the end of the story for the Missile Defenses. I think the controversy over the issue of MD both within the United States and in the world arena will last for an unspecified period of time. There will be no plain sailing, and many uncertainties remain in the years ahead.

For one thing, experts say that despite technical advances in recent years, many MD-related technologies are far from being mature today. Difficulties in achieving numerous technological breakthroughs will be enormous. Even if a system or a component is successfully tested in the designed circumstances, its success rate in actual operational war conditions will still be uncertain. A strategic defense shield against incoming long-range ICBM must be leakproof, which is extremely difficult, if not impossible.

The second uncertain factor is cost. No one can tell how much effective MD capabilities will finally cost. A 5-year budget for an initial, limited NMD deployment for defending the US homeland was estimated to be about US$60 billion in the Clinton Administration. How many times as much is required for funding adequate, broad-scope MD systems capable of defending the US, its allies and friends and US overseas forces? Estimates range from US$100 billion to 500 billion within an unknown timeframe. How much more if it includes routine cost overruns for sophisticated weaponry? Moreover, if countermeasures to be taken by Russia or China are effective, how much will the US spend on counter-countermeasures. Generally speaking, defensive technologies are far more costly than offensive technologies.

Thirdly, if the MD programs are not proceeding smoothly in the next couple of years, you must also factor in US domestic politics. Democrats who are opposed to the MD programs will whip up a new debate, hold up funds and make a big campaign issue in the next General Election. Public support for MD would possibly wane. In an unpredictable, fast-changing world, future international environment and relationship are as difficult to fathom.

One should not overlook the long-term negative impact that will be caused by the US elimination of the ABM Treaty and its MD programs though the world is relatively calm for now and may be so in the near term.

The ABM Treaty has served to preserve the strategic balance between the US and the Soviet Union/Russia for the past three decades, and as a matter of fact also maintain the “asymmetric” strategic balance between all nuclear weapon states. The US deployment of NMD would upset this balance and jeopardize the security interests of other countries, create mistrust among major powers and impede their coordination and cooperation in international and regional affairs.

International arms control negotiations have stalled for some years mainly due to the US negative and unilateral approach. The scrapping of the ABM Treaty will touch off a new qualitative race of defensive and offensive arms. And as the United States is planned to test and develop space-based lasers, sensors or other components, it will inevitably accelerate the militarization of outer space, which will eventually lead to the weaponization of outer space. That will further erode the interest and confidence of the international community in the arms control process. The prospects for the negotiations at the CD in Geneva will be probably remain bleak.

Moreover, MD will seriously undercut international efforts to reinforce the nonproliferation regimes. Missile defenses will probably stimulate, rather than check, the spread of ballistic missiles and related technologies. The MTCR would become less, not more, effective. Missile defenses will not make the United States safer if they are at the expense of other countries’ security. Only common security for all nations can remove “the missile threat“ through international cooperation in reducing international and regional tensions based on normal and stable state-to-state relations.

Finally, NMD is not conducive to peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. The DPRK “missile threat” and the deployment of China’s short-range missiles in East China are used as pretexts for US-Japan joint research and development of TMD systems and for US providing advanced arms to Taiwan including PAC II, long-range radar and possibly PAC III and Eagies missiles, etc. This will lead to further strengthening of the Japan-US military alliance and enhancement of its capabilities to intervene in regional affairs by military means. When Japan deploys TMD, it will enable Japan to have a stronger military force that exceeds its self-defense requirements and embolden it to embark on the path of becoming a military power. A remilitarized Japan would pose a real threat to Asia and the Pacific region, far more serious than “the emerging ballistic missile threat”. The cooperative relationship between China and the United States, the two giants on both sides of the Pacific is of vital importance to peace and stability in the region in both short and long terms. The US arming Taiwan with TMD is even more dangerous, because that will lead to a de facto US-Taiwan military alliance and encourage the Taiwan independence elements in their separatist activities, thereby greatly damaging Sino-US relations.

I should conclude by saying that US missile defenses are an unfinished story and will perhaps open a new Pandora’s box for mankind.

The Sea-based NMD & Its Impact on East Asia
Xianjun Yang

Institute of Applied Physics & Computational Mathematics

P. O. Box 8009-22, Beijing 100088, P. R. China

In his speech on May 1, 2001 at Defense University, Mr. Bush advocated an expanding and robust national missile defense. The So-called ballistic missile defense (BMD), which is no longer limited to the land national missile defense (NMD) proposed by the Clinton Administration, includes the sea, the air and the space NMD dimensions that are ambitiously planned to shoot down incoming intercontinental ballistic missiles on their way before they may fall on the land of the United States of America, allies, and friends and its overseas forces. To pursue this system, which, though not perfect at their initial stage, improves with time, and the layered intercepting scheme has been proposed. The Layered Architecture includes the mid-phase interception (MPI), the boost phase interception and the reentry phase interception schemes. Except for the reentry phase interception, which is currently attended by the theater missile defense (TMD), other two-phase interceptions can be used for NMD purpose. The land-based NMD is focusing on the mid-phase interception, which is designed to protect CONUS mainly while the sea-, air- and space-based NMD dimensions can be used for boost phase interception (BPI) and MPI against ICBMs to protect its overseas forces, allies, and friends. 
The Concept of the Sea-based NMD Dimension

Because the air-based NMD and space-based NMD are not available in the near and mid-term due to technical and financial reasons, the sea-based NMD dimension is a rational alternative to air and space NMD that can solve the problem of countermeasures easily. In addition, the sea-based NMD can not only add the boost phase to the whole NMD architectures, but can also take account of mid phase and boost phase interception in the same dimension.
In addition to the reasons mentioned above, the inherent mobility of the sea-based NMD dimension is the main reason for the decision makers of the United States to choose the sea-based NMD dimension as a supplement to the land–based NMD. 1  1) The sea-based NMD can extend sovereignty of the United States to open sea, which will lead to the implementation of the ballistic missile defense mission, especially the defense mission out of CONUS by the United Sates. 2) The sea-based NMD dimension can take advantage of its special characteristic of moving freely to strengthen the survivability of platform of ballistic missile defense system. 3) The sea-based NMD dimension has the merit of operational reach to deal with the potential crisis in all possible places in the world. 4) The sea-based NMD dimension can enhance the operational effectiveness of the entire NMD system.

The proposal for expanding land NMD to the sea-based NMD has been in place since 1996.2  Since that time, quite a few persons have suggested using the sea-based boost phase interception to replace the land NMD.3  According to Jane’s Defense Weekly report on April 5, 2001, the US Navy has proposed to deploy a near term BPI in Asia. Short time later Mr. Bush announced on May 1, 2001 at Defense University to build “…the sea-based capability… especially the ability of boost phase interception ”. Inside Missile Defense on August 22, 2001, says that the Bush administration is asking the Congress for US$50 million in the fiscal year 2002 and BMDO plans “Hot Fire test of the sea-based booster near end of FY02”. Meanwhile, in order to accelerate the entire NMD plan including the sea-based NMD, New York Times (NYT), Sept. 26, 2001 reported that the sea-based BPI was planned to deploy in 2009 with other dimensions. On Jan. 25, 2002, the US Navy conducted a successful sea-based mid-phase interception test, according to NYT report. Following up this event, a report by NYT on Feb. 1, 2002, the Congress Budget Office estimated that the Navy NMD would cost US$44-$55 billion to develop and field by 2015. Another report says that the United States will build a missile shield using 7 to 9 Navy destroyers, each armed with 35 interceptor rockets, which will cost $43 billion to $55 billion to develop and field by 2015. Running the system would cost about $1 billion a year after that.4

The Possible Technical and Military Option

There are two possible sorts of the Navy NMD dimension. The first one is focusing on the mid-phase interception, which is easily modified by the current Navy Theater Wide System (NTW), and can take advantage of the mobility of the sea-based system. But this branch cannot deal with the problem of countermeasures. The other one, being attended, can deal with the problem of countermeasures, supplement the land NMD and replace the air & space BPI before they are available. The boost phase interception is the core of Navy NMD dimension because it can eliminate most of countermeasures, and the attack missiles are vulnerable to be shot down by it due to their bright flame and relative slow velocity at the ascent stage.
There are four key components of Navy NMD dimension. The first can be used for the purpose of early warning, tracking, discriminating and guiding system. The current Defense Support Program satellite is designed to be an early warning that is planned to be replaced by SIBRS- high in 2005. Another constellation called SBIRS-Low is planned to be deployed by 2012, which is used for warning, tracking, discriminating and guiding, especially for discrimination. The land radar system includes X-Band radar that will be built in South Korea in near future. Probably the Pave Paw radar that will be sold to Taiwan may be able to enhance these abilities. Besides these, the proper tracking and guiding radars will be stationed on the board of ship. The second component is the interceptor system (Kinetic Kill vehicle). To use mid-phase interception, the interceptor may be upgraded by NTW or a new type of the interceptor may be designed to accommodate both land and the sea-based interceptors of the same design.  Moreover, the boost phase interceptor can be improved with the land interceptor, or a new type of interceptor can be designed, but the “hot” discrimination problem need to be solved in both. The third one is the launching system (booster, tube and platform). The booster needs to have enough power to reach the higher acceleration and higher burn-up velocity over 6.5 km per second at least in 60-80 second and the tubes need to be big enough to hold the related boosters which are at least over 1500 pounds. The platform needs to deploy the components on the board mentioned above at the designed time. Launch system of the sea-based BPI can be rebuilt from the cargo ships or Aegis destroyers that need to upgrade the vertical launch tubes. But other ships should be deployed to protect these ships at the same time and it may cost much money and take more time. The other possible option may use a refurbished Trident submarine in the retiring pool as the platform for BPI while it needs to use other surface ships to obtain the critical tracking data needed for guidance of interceptors. Two submarines would probably be needed so that one can always be assured on station. The last component for BPI is the relevant C3I and Information system, like other NMD dimensions, which can be shared.
The Bush administration emphasizes the sea-based NMD dimension by means of three approaches. Firstly, it may be supported by big fund. According to the report from NYT and AP, Feb.1, 2002, CBO estimates that the ground-based missile defense will cost US$26-74 billion. On the other hand, the sea-based missile defense will cost $50-64 billions that will support developing and fielding 7-9 Navy destroyers, each armed with 35 interceptor rockets while the space-based system will cost $82-100 billion by that time. Secondly, the Bush administration pays more attention to the sea-based NMD dimension than the Clinton administration did. Except for the main reasons mentioned above,  another reason is the sea-based NMD system can be integrated to the land NMD system to be a layered system that can play an important role in enhancing the whole NMD operational effectiveness. The other one is to take advantage of the inherent mobility of the sea-based platform. Thirdly, it may keep the ambiguous demarcation between TMD & NMD for the Unite States may keep the big flexibility to take advantage of current TMD related progress by developing and deploying the sea-based NMD system. For example, by the so-called Enhanced Air Defense Plan, the Navy has proposed the use of Japan (Yokosuka) based Aegis class destroyers to intercept the DPRK ICBM launches, which are stationed 12 to 30 nm off the DPRK coast. Deployable within 12 to 18 months the estimated cost as forecast by the Navy is $150 to 200 million.5  Other option called the Enhanced Theater Wide Tactical again involves enhancing the NTW. It would take six years to deploy with cost in the range of $3.5-$4.5 billion. The system would employ about sixty SM 3s and would possess limited BPI capability.6  The final option called the Navy Regional Defense as long-term solution. It is designed to be a sort of an adjunct to the land-based NMD. Unlikely to be at sea before 2010--2012, just the technology would at least cost $8-$12 billion while each new ship dedicated to the NMD would require another $1.6 billion with their amount not being stated. These ships would carry 27-inch interceptors capable of a 6 to 8 km/s velocity burnout for BPI or ascent phase interception. The interceptors are likely to be equipped with the Exo Atmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) or its successor, the Advanced Technological Kill Vehicle (ATKV).7

The Implications for East Asia

The sea-based NMD dimension would definitely affect the security environment in East Asia more than the land NMD dimension because the former can focus more on the local affairs than on the global affairs. On the one hand, it could be used against ballistic missiles of all ranges. And it is the effective way to use to the fullest extent possible naval assets in a theater and national missile defense architecture.8  On the other hand, the sea-based NMD has one more dimension than the land NMD has. This means it can enhance, rather than replace, the planned land based NMD architecture.9  Therefore, the security and strategic implications of NMD in its future manifestation will hold for the Asia Pacific region,10  especially for East Asia. The influence of the sea-based NMD may come from the follow four aspects.
1) It may damage the peaceful environment in East Asia, even any local place in the world.

2) It may induce new tensions on the Korea Peninsula; 

3) It may neutralize the Chinese minimum nuclear forces;

4) It may affect the peaceful reunification process across the Taiwan Straits.   
First of all, in the peaceful time, the sea-based NMD, especially the sea-based BPI, may threaten the peaceful satellite launch and non-military attack launch because a decision to intercept has to be made in an exceedingly short time and may be subject to error. Moreover, in the period of tension, it may threaten the commercial cargo ships or may be perceived to conduct the preemptive attack resulting in a crisis or a war.

Secondly, South Korea President Kim Dae-jung has practiced the “Sunshine Policy” to the DPRK for a long time. It also got the support from the former administration of the United States and had achieved some diplomatic progress with the DPRK during the Clinton administration. But it looks like the Bush administration is taking the hard line to the DPRK. One of the possible reasons, it seems, is that the Bush administration wants to have an excuse for developing and fielding the sea-based NMD in East Asia. But this may generate more suspicion from the DPRK, and a crisis may occur under some negative circumstances.   
Thirdly, it is well known that the minimum nuclear forces of China can be overwhelmed by the current planned land NMD of the United States. But few people pay attention to the effect of the sea-based NMD. Obviously, the land NMD plus the sea-based NMD is more effective than either of them independently. But the impact of the sea-based NMD on the little nuclear forces of China should not be ignored because it may not only push Chinese ICBM range back to a relative far and limited territory, but also encircle Chinese strategic force if US ties up with other countries around China. Therefore it may finally neutralize Chinese minimum nuclear defense. 

Finally, the sea-based NMD and relevant components may affect the process of peaceful reunification across the Taiwan Straits. Taiwan has shown great interest in joining TMD program formally for a long time. In fact, the United States has sold quite a lot of TMD components to Taiwan. The upper tier NTW components of TMD can be used for the potential crisis of Taiwan, according to David Wright, July 2001, Berlin. There is a word that there will be some possible cooperation between Taiwan and the US to share the Early Warning system. Furthermore, the planning Pave Paws radar sold to Taiwan recently can be perceived to deal with Chinese strategic forces due to detective distance over several thousand kilometers that is not useful to warn any short missile defense purpose.11  In fact, any possible deal to sell Aegis destroyer or other ballistic missile technology or components to Taiwan will be concerned by China because these are harmful for keeping the balance and peaceful situation across the Taiwan Strait.    
Conclusion

It is true that the fictiveness and deployment of whole layered NMD system, even of the sea-based NMD shall take some time, but I am not doubtful of the negative impact of this program on the security situation in East Asia. This unilateral ambitious program of the sea-based NMD plus space NMD and land NMD by the Bush Administration is not good for any one. The solution should be “cooperation and limitation”, not “unilateralism and missile defense expansionism”. 
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     To establish a nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ) is an approach toward a nuclear weapon free world. So far, the nuclear-weapon-free zones that have been set up include: Antarctic Treaty (1961), Latin American Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone (Treaty of Tlatelolco, 1968), Pacific Nuclear-Free Zone (Treaty of Rarotonga, 1986), African Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone and South East Asian Nuclear-Free Zone. The establishment of a nuclear weapon-free zone has proved to be helpful for regional peace and stability as well as the improvement of nuclear non-proliferation regime.

     Although there is a long history of the idea of the Northeast Asia NWFZ, it is only recently that more or less feasible proposals have emerged.

I . A Limited NWFZ: The main points in the proposal for a limited NWFZ in Northeast Asia by the Center for International Strategy, Technology and Policy (CISTP) at the Georgia Institute of Technology is as follows:


⑴ The original concept for a limited NWFZ in Northeast Asia envisages a circular area, centered on Demilitarization Zone of Korean Peninsula and extending outward 1200 miles in radius. It encircles the entirety of Japan, the ROK, the DPRK, Taiwan district and a portion of China, Russia and the USA. This concept calls all nuclear weapon states to remove all nuclear weapons from this zone.


 ⑵ The second concept envisages an ellipse area, which would have its western border located in Northeast China and its Eastern in Alaska, the USA, encompassing a portion of Eastern Russia. While the exact boundaries have not yet been delimited, the concept in this suggestion is to include some territory of all members in the region.


⑶ The third concept (North-Pacific Zone) draws on the notion that certain “areas” within the North-Pacific, i.e. a portion of Northeast China, Eastern Russia, Western United States (Alaska), Japan, the Korean Peninsula, and Mongolia, would initially be in the non-nuclear zone. 

     A time phased approach to implementation of removing weapons from the zone would have to be allowed, and during initial phases, emphasis would be placed on nuclear weapons associated with non-strategic missiles and nuclear warheads of “Tactical” application.  

     There has been no official response by parties concerned on this proposal. Discussion on track two is still at academic stage. To establish a limited nuclear weapon-free zone with nuclear states included is a new idea, there exist a lot of questions which have not been thoroughly studied. For example: 

----- Is it permitted that a country joins a NWFZ with a nuclear umbrella?

----- Will the U. S. which neither admits nor denies whether nuclear weapons are carried on its submarines or warships agree to accept verification when its submarines or warships sail on the sea in this NWFZ?

----- Will all the nuclear states assure not to attack the NWFZ portion of China, Russia and the USA with nuclear weapons?

----- Why delimiting the zone boundaries with a circle or an ellipse? The establishment of a NWFZ is a very complicated political and military issue, it is not a geometric problem. 

     After examining the structure of the zone, it is clear that this limited NWFZ-NEA is unacceptable to several parties, thus unrealistic. Now, the expanded senior panel plenary meeting on limited NWFZ-NEA, which is held every year, focus the discussion on CSBMs in this region and the early realization of denuclearization in the Korean Peninsula.     

II. Three plus Three Nations Arrangement: proposed by Hiro Umebayashi of Pacific Campaign for Disarmament and Security, based upon the recognition that the most critical objective of a Northeast Asia NWFZ is to contribute to preventing a potential competitive escalation of nuclear development among Japan, the ROK, and the DPRK, or between Japan and a reunified Korea. The scheme proposed in it is to conclude a trilateral NWFZ treaty among the three nations of Japan, the ROK and the DPRK with protocols for negative security assurances by the surrounding three nuclear weapon states, namely the United States, China and Russia.  This approach could avoid difficulties associated with the involvement of territories of the nuclear weapon states. Specifically, one of the three key states, Japan, has long-standing “three non-nuclear principles”, which state that Japan will not manufacture, posses, nor allow the bringing-in of nuclear weapons. Also its “Atomic Energy Basic Law” of 1955 prohibits the military use of atomic energy. Regarding the Korean peninsula, the DPRK and the ROK signed the “Joint Declaration on the Denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula” in 1992, in which they agreed that they “shall refrain from the testing, manufacture, production, acceptance, possession, stockpiling, deployment and use of nuclear weapons”, and that they shall use nuclear energy only for peaceful purposes.”  It is true that there have been various problems with their positions since they were announced; nevertheless, their declared positions currently remain on record and could serve as the basis for a trilateral treaty for a NWFZ-NEA   

     Comparing the above two approaches, it is obvious that the second one is more realistic and feasible. According to the statement of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China, China’s Position on NWFZ is as follows:

   “The Chinese Government has always respected and supported the efforts by non-nuclear-weapon states to establish nuclear-weapon-free zones in line of the situation in their own regions, and on the basis of agreement freely arrived at among themselves. At the same time, China maintains that the nuclear-weapon states should respect the status of nuclear-weapon-free zones and undertake relevant obligations. China is of the view that a nuclear-weapon-free zone treaty should be in conformity with the purposes and principles of the UN Charter, and should not interfere in the internal affairs of the states outside the zone. The geographic scope of a nuclear-weapon-free zone should not cover continental shelf, exclusive economic zone or areas of disputes on territorial sovereignty and maritime rights and interests between the state parties to the nuclear-weapon-free zone treaty and their neighboring countries. The relevant security arrangements should not compromise the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zone. A state in the nuclear-weapon-free zone should not exempt itself from treaty obligations under the pretext of military alliance.”

I don’t think that China, more likely also Russia and the USA, will agree with the first approach. Mr. Wu Chengjiang of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of China spoke at the 3rd Symposium—Peace, Disarmament and Symbiosis in Asia Pacific in 1997 as follows, I think it unrealistic if you intend to establish a Northeast Asia NWFZ including China and Russia. If you insist on such idea, we have to think you have no sincerity to set up a NWFZ. If you really want to set up a NWFZ in Northeast Asia, I think it won’t be so difficult. Besides the difficulties related to the United States and Japan, there are no other difficulties with that. For instance, there are three nations in Northeast Asia—namely Japan, the ROK and the DPRK—and all these are members of NPT, committing themselves neither to develop nor to possess nuclear weapons. Making a NWFZ for these nations will not create any additional obligations. Instead, it will strengthen the mutual trust among them, bring about peace and stability, and make better ground for cooperation in the region.” I consider, China, Russia and the United States will prefer the second approach. What they should do is to respect the status of the nuclear-weapon-free zone, undertake relevant obligations, and at the same time speed up nuclear disarmament process.  The implementation of the three plus three arrangement could be divided into two phases. During the first phase, the main task is to realize the denuclearization on the Korean Peninsula. Regarding the DPRK, it is a member of the NPT and has the obligation to observe the clauses of the NPT. Regarding the United States, it should take positive steps to improve its relations with the DPRK, and abandon the concept of "axis of evil", and the relaxation of tensions on the Korean Peninsula is the key to make it denuclearized. During the second phase, the three nations of Japan, the ROK and the DPRK sign the Northeast Asia NWFZ Treaty with protocols for negative security assurances by the surrounding three nuclear weapon states, namely China, Russia and the United States. The most difficult problem might lie in Japan, which should give up its US nuclear umbrella. Many people are of the view that if the USA did not provide nuclear umbrella to Japan, Japan would go nuclear. This is not correct. A Northeast Asia NWFZ can guarantee more security to Japan than a nuclear umbrella. At present, Japan is very active in nuclear disarmament. It would be especially appropriate for Japan to take the lead in the creation of a Northeast Asia NWFZ.

Nuclear non-proliferation in Asia: issues and proposals

By Jiang Zhengming

It’s not surprising that Asia is in the limelight of world’s nuclear non-proliferation. Historically, many Asian countries had intended to develop nuclear weapons. After NPT took effect, the only two countries that publicly stepped over the nuclear threshold are in Asia. The countries that are supposed to have secret nuclear weapon plans are also in this area. And the several nuclear free zones that have been set up or are planned to be set up are also located in this region, which equally attracts the attention of the politicians and strategists worldwide. It’s not exaggerating to say that nuclear non-proliferation in Asia decides the prospect of the global nuclear non-proliferation to some extent.

Issues:

Fortunately, a chain reaction did not take place in the adjacent areas after the nuclear tests in South Asian Subcontinent in 1998. However, it does not provide sufficient grounds for optimism. Some developments in or out of this region pose innegligible challenges to the nuclear non-proliferation in Asia.


1.
The wide spread of requisite techniques and materials of nuclear weapons


At the time NPT came into effect, the requisite techniques and materials were the insurmountable barriers for many Asian countries to develop nuclear weapons. However, with the fast development of economic globalization and information technologies nowadays, especially with the wide uses of nuclear energy in the civilian field, it’s much easier to design and produce a nuclear weapon today than 30 years ago. Though currently only India and Pakistan have chosen to develop nuclear weapons, many Asian countries can acquire related techniques from the open sources and can procure various kinds of materials in the international market. Some countries have already accumulated a large quantity of fissile materials such as uranium and plutonium. To these countries, whether or not to develop nuclear weapons is not a question of techniques and materials, but of political will. They have not chosen to develop nuclear weapons because they either deem it unnecessary or think the benefits unmatched to the losses. However, we can not exclude the possibility that one day their strategic environment or strategic judgments change, these countries may reconsider their policies.

On the other hand, though these countries are not nuclear powers , they are de facto nuclear suppliers with the possession of related techniques and materials. With the increase of the number of these countries, the situation of non-proliferation becomes more and more complicated. In short, the usual effective way to achieve the goal of nuclear non-proliferation by containing the spread of nuclear weapon techniques and materials does not work effectively today.

2.
The challenges posed by the countries outside of nuclear non-proliferation regime

Currently, there are 4 countries remaining outside of NPT, 3 of which are in Asia. These 3 countries are all nuclear armed overtly or covertly. Their posture casts a shadow over Asian nuclear non-proliferation situation.

After nuclear tests in 1998, India and Pakistan had vigorously developed the nuclear weapons’ delivery vehicles as well as improved their nuclear explosive devices. Meanwhile, neither of them is accepted as being qualified   to join NPT or CTBT. India and Pakistan’s remaining outside of the world’s nuclear non-proliferation regime and free of legal responsibilities of nuclear non-proliferation caused lots of concerns. The inability of international community to effectively respond furthermore discredited the authority and credibility of international nuclear non-proliferation regime. Recently, the relations between India and Pakistan became continuously constrained and the South Asian Subcontinent is covered by the shadow of the nuclear arms race. Under the circumstances, it’s hardly possible for these two countries to adjust their posture on the issue of nuclear weapons.

Israel is a country widely supposed to possess nuclear weapons, and it also refused to join NPT. Israel’s position not only poses a challenge to the nuclear non-proliferation, but also has a negative effect on its neighboring countries. Due to its negative role, the efforts by the Arab nations to establish Middle East Nuclear Free Zone came to a standstill. The relations between Israel and Palestine got sour again recently and furthermore complicated the situation in Middle East. The prospect of non-proliferation in that area is gloomier.

3.
The deviation of U.S. policy in this sphere

No doubt U.S. nuclear non-proliferation efforts in Asia have made some achievements, mainly demonstrated in its success of stopping some countries from developing nuclear weapons, including some of its allies.1  Since the end of Cold War, three consecutive Presidents of the U.S. have listed nuclear non-proliferation at the head of their agenda of foreign affairs and national security and have concentrated their attention on Asia. It’s especially worth mentioning that the U.S. concluded a Framework Agreement with the DPRK in 1994, and by thus effectively relaxed the nuclear tension on Korea Peninsula.

However, in the last year the U.S. government changed its positive attitude toward the DPRK and gravely disrupted the smooth development of the U.S.-DPRK relations. Due to U.S. delay of delivering light water reactor to the DPRK, the Framework Agreement underwent a crisis and as a result IAEA’ safeguard inspection in the DPRK was blocke.2  Recently, U.S. government denounced the DPRK as a member of  “axis of evil”.3  This will not only severely damage the image and dignity of the DPRK, but also have a negative effect on U.S.-DPRK relations, the détente of the Peninsula and the nuclear non-proliferation situation.

Furthermore, the U.S. has double standards on Asia’s nuclear non-proliferation issue. When it wants to improve its relations with a country, over which it may relax its control. When it faces an ally, it may take a “laissez faire” attitude. But to a country with which it has disputes, it is prone to pose sanctions on unwarranted charges. Obviously, this is not conducive to Asia’s nuclear non-proliferation efforts.

4. The negative factors in nuclear arms control


Nuclear non-proliferation and nuclear arms race are closely connected and mutually affected. It’s hard to imagine a nuclear superpower presses ahead with its nuclear deterrence capability and at the same time its nuclear non-proliferation efforts progress steadily. According to the American media, the U.S. DOD proposes to develop new kinds of nuclear weapons in its recently released Nuclear Posture Review and actively prepares to resume nuclear tests in a shorter time.4  If the U.S. carries out the above plans, it will strike a heavy blow to nuclear non-proliferation situation and set up a bad example to other countries. At the same time, the U.S. planning to develop MD system together with some Asian countries may pose a challenge to Asian security and may stimulate some countries in this region to develop WMD, including nuclear weapons, to enhance their self-defense capability.

Another thing we should note is, in implementing its nuclear reduction plan, the U.S does not want to destroy the nuclear weapons reduced from its nuclear arsenal, but to store them for future possible use. If the U.S. takes such a measure, Russia may follow suit. Consequently, thousands of nuclear warheads will be kept in reserve. Some terrorist groups based in Asia such as “Al-Qaeda” have expressed interest in acquiring WMD. How to keep these “hedge” warheads out of reach of the terrorists will become another thorny problem in nuclear non-proliferation sphere.

Proposals:

If only viewed from the negative sides, the picture of Asia’s nuclear non-proliferation is rather dismal. But there are bright colors also. Like other parts of the world, most of Asian countries adhere to the principle of non-proliferation, which is the basis for confidence. 


1.
The regional security environment should be improved to reduce the incentive of proliferation

A peaceful and stable regional environment is the basis of non-proliferation progress and the lack of security is a primary incentive for a country to acquire and develop nuclear weapons.  Non-proliferation can go nowhere in a unstable regional environment. The current status of nuclear non-proliferation in Asia is closely related to the wide divergence of political interests and the imbalance of economic development. So, to push Asia’s nuclear non-proliferation toward positive direction, we must proceed from improving regional security environment and turn this region into a peace-loving and prosperity-seeking land. The divergence and disputes should be resolved in a peaceful way and the interference of other countries’ internal affairs should be stopped. And efforts should be made to establish a fair and just new regional political and economic order. Only in such a way can each and every country, large or small, rich or poor, strong or weak, with or without nuclear weapons, enjoys a sense of security, thereby removing the incentives for countries to acquire and develop nuclear weapons and can nuclear non-proliferation efforts have a long-lasting effects.

3. The issue should be dealt with in a cooperative instead of unilateral manner 

   Nuclear non-proliferation is an issue of common concern of the international community and relies on the joint effort by the international community. Non-proliferation can succeed only in the framework of cooperative security. There is a wide divergence of national characteristics and strategic interests in Asia and it’s especially important to promote joint international efforts in this region. No country, no matter how strong it is, can secure the success of non-proliferation single-handedly or only with the help of a few allies. So, unilateralism must be abandoned and the interests of a certain country should not be established as the standard to make choice.

3.
The peaceful uses of nuclear energy should be given due attention

To make the nuclear energy a blessing instead of a disaster to human kind is of vital importance and also the pursuit of the great scientists who invented the nuclear energy, including Einstein, who was one of the founders of Pugwash. International cooperation in peaceful use of nuclear energy and nuclear non-proliferation are two sides of a coin and should be treated with equal attention. But there is a tendency that while some countries pursue nuclear non-proliferation vigorously, they take a very negative attitude towards international cooperation in the peaceful use of nuclear energy. If such practice is allowed to continue, nuclear non-proliferation efforts will lose the support of a vast number of developing countries. Experience has shown that every major step forward in nuclear non-proliferation is closely linked to enhanced international cooperation in related technology. The development of Korean Peninsula is a good example. So, while attempts are made to strengthen the non-proliferation regime, it’s important to implement the provisions on the nuclear cooperation and exchanges contained in the treaties of arms control and nuclear non-proliferation.

4.
The complete prohibition and thorough destruction of nuclear weapons are the fundamental way 

    The current nuclear non-proliferation regime is discriminatory in nature. It allows a few countries to monopolize the nuclear weapons and deprives most countries of the rights to possess them. Most of the non-nuclear states have accepted this arrangement but it does not mean they regard it as sensible. On the contrary, they demand that this discrimination be eliminated and the nuclear powers do away with their nuclear arsenals thoroughly. This was clearly reflected in the NPT review conference in 2000. The U.S. and Russia possess the biggest nuclear arsenals in the world and bear special responsibilities in nuclear weapons reduction. Their policies and practices have a deep influence on the global nuclear non-proliferation situation. It’s good news that these two countries have promised to reduce their strategic nuclear weapons by a large margin. But even after they fully carry out the reduction plan, their nuclear forces still leave other nuclear countries far behind and are sufficient to annihilate the entire human race. And it’s far way from the demand of the international community to completely get rid of nuclear weapons. The U.S. and Russia should conclude legally binding agreement to further reduce the nuclear weapons and secure the irreversibility of the nuclear reduction process to pave the way for the multilateral nuclear reduction and prepare the world for the denuclearization at the earliest date.

Notes:

1 Brad Roberts, “Nuclear Future: A Long-Term View of Threat Reduction”, IDA Paper D-3641.

2 “North Korea May Withdraw Framework Agreement”, China Daily, May 17, 2001.

3 “Bush State of the Union Address” Http: //www.cnn.com/2002/ALLPOLITICS/01/29/bush.speech.txt

4 Special Briefing on the Nuclear Posture Review, http/defenselink.mi/news/Jan2002

Ruminations on the Utility of 

Nuclear Weapons and Missile Defenses

George W. Rathjens

This paper is predicated on a belief that in consideration of international security issues, it is likely to be more useful to focus on what government leaders are likely to believe to be their own short-term interests and/or their narrow national interests, and on what their constituencies will likely support, than on what others might believe would be in the broader, long-term interest of mankind or the world community.

I here take up three related topics: the motivation of states to acquire and retain nuclear weapons; the utility of defenses, mainly, but not exclusively, against the delivery of such weapons; and the utility of arms control agreements relating to such weapons.

On nuclear offensive forces

I begin by rejecting two views held by many about nuclear weapons: that, without major political changes in the international system, they can be, and should be, eliminated by agreement(s) binding on all states; and that they can have utility or legitimacy only as a deterrent to the use of nuclear weapons by others.

One might hope that with each passing year since World War 11 of non-use of nuclear weapons the norm of non-use will become more widely accepted and firmly established.  It may, particularly among the status-quo powers, but with the prospect of continuing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and the continuance of serious continuing grievances over sovereignty and self determination most notably in Asia, I have my doubts.

Odious as the prospect of world government is to me, I do not see how the world can be made assuredly free of nuclear weapons without such government and, indeed, without a highly intrusive one.  I grant that this must now be seen as a remote prospect, in my view probably not realizable within at least the next century, unless possibly as a reaction to the use of nuclear weapons; but, I believe that it is the price we must ultimately pay for the discovery, and exploitation in them, of nuclear fission.

The second proposition, implying that nuclear weapons can have no utility against states not armed with such weapons, is inconsistent with history: to wit, the reality of the United States' having used them against Japan, and almost certainly with the desired effect of shortening World War II.  Moreover, we have seen evidence since then of states acquiring nuclear weapons, and considering using them in war against adversaries not possessing them: Israel in the Yom Kippur War of 1973.

Of relevance to the subsequent parts of this paper is the likelihood of some states being motivated to acquire nuclear capabilities as a deterrent to the use of force, nuclear or conventional by stronger states (or coalitions).  It is the case of the weak against the strong.  Examples are Pakistan against India; Iraq, Iran, Russia and China against the United States; and, more remotely, perhaps Taiwan against China.  I shall make no attempt here to justify such action by the weak, no to question the legitimacy, rationales, or wisdom that might underlie such action.  Rather, I argue simply that the likelihood of some relatively weak states being so motivated should be taken seriously in contemplation of international security questions.  Without considering here whether their concerns might be justified, I would suggest:

1. That Pakistani leaders might feel that they should keep, and further develop, Pakistan's nuclear capabilities to deter attack by India and to deter the Indians from bringing overwhelming conventional force to bear against Pakistan in war, regardless of the circumstances of initiation;

2. That the leaders of China might, in considering its nuclear weapons posture, feel similar needs to deter the United States from intervening, with, say, its Seventh Fleet, to prevent a forced unification of Taiwan with China; and,

3. That Russian leaders might want to continue to maintain nuclear forces, capable of striking at the United States and/or other NATO countries, as a deterrent to NATO military intervention that might be triggered by Russian actions with respect to what used to be called its "near-abroad".

The question arises as to what might be done to counter the impetus of the weaker states in potentially confrontational dyads to rely on nuclear weapons for deterrence of feared actions by the stronger states.  Leaving totally aside efforts, through constraints on access to technology and critical materials, to prevent nations from acquiring nuclear capabilities, here are the possibilities: 

1. Force might be used to prevent weaker states from acquiring nuclear capabilities, as Israel did in its attack against Iraq's Osirak reactor, and as the U.S.-led coalition did, again against Iraqi nuclear facilities during the Gulf War.  Experience suggests, however, that the stronger powers may not be willing to do this in all--maybe, even many--such cases.  Neither the United States nor the Soviet Union was willing to preemptively attack China's nascent weapons production facilities prior to its getting "the bomb", nor was any power willing to attack North Korean facilities during the last several years, even though North Korea was a party to the Nuclear Non-proliferation' Treaty and in violation of its NPT obligations, and was--or at least was reported to be--continuing with its nuclear weapons-related efforts.

2. Positive inducements--bribes--might be offered, as the United States eventually did in the case of North Korea, to weaker states to forego nuclear capabilities.  Yet this is not a universally popular non-proliferation approach, nor, given continuing uncertainties and doubts about North Korean intentions (reflected in the Bush Administration's continuing to raise the

Specter of North Korean nuclear-armed missiles as a justification for its national missile defense program), an obviously successful one.

3. The conflicts between states in a confrontational dyad that might motivate the weaker of the two to acquire and/or retain nuclear capabilities as a deterrent to aggressive action by the stronger might, through the "good office" efforts of a third party, be resolved, or at least be mitigated sufficiently so that the weaker state's perceived need for nuclear capabilities would be allayed.  Arguably, the Camp David accords between Israel and Egypt, facilitated by President Carter, might have been a factor in reducing whatever motivations Egypt might have then had to acquire such capabilities, though, at least in this case, US commitments to both countries, and large amounts of aid, suggest that this might be just another example of some state, in this case, the United States, being willing to pay enough to induce the two parties to bury or at least sublimate their differences.

4. Stronger states might reduce their intervention-capable forces or re-deploy them so that they would appear to be less threatening, or they might take other actions indicative of a reduction in interest and/or commitment in areas of potential conflict.

5. Third parties, nations or coalitions, might guarantee the security of the weaker of the two states in a dyad against attacks by the stronger, as the United States did in respect of its NATO partners and Japan against the Soviet Union.  But would the United States, any other strong state, or any coalition, be prepared to guarantee the security of Pakistan against India or of India against China?  And, would even an explicit guaranty of Israel's security by, say, the United States suffice to induce Israel to give up its nuclear capabilities?

I shall say no more here about the first three of these approaches to the nuclear nonproliferation problem.  I have raised them mainly to suggest that, in a world without major political change, they are likely to have only limited utility.  The last two are, in my view, of greater interest here because of the relationship between what might be done in respect of them and missile defense questions.

Regarding options four and five, I would note that the propensity of the United States to intervene in places remote from its own shores in support of the weak against the strong, or for other, perhaps less noble reasons, ought logically to depend on whether or not such intervention might result in a devastating nuclear attack against the United States proper--or against its intervening forces.  Proponents of a US national missile defense generally hold that National Missile Defense (NMD) might thwart such an attack.  To the extent that one believes that this might be the case (I later question this assumption), there arises an interesting and potentially portentous and difficult trade-off question: can it be expected that the pay-off of intervention will justify the direct costs, and, in addition, the costs of NMD, or should the United States forego NMD and not respond to intervention challenges that it might take on, if it did have NMD?  Or, to put it more bluntly and succinctly, would/should not buying NMD imply a retreat towards an isolationist American foreign policy?

I turn to these and related questions in the next section after some observations about the technical feasibility and political implications of defense against ballistic missile delivery of nuclear warheads.  In the interest of brevity and because the only possibility of deployment of an NMD now of concern, is that by the United States, I focus mainly on it, believing that most of what I have to say would also be appropriate to other NMD programs, the principal purpose of which would be to deal with possible nuclear attacks.

National missile defense

I address, first, three questions that are of particular concern in defense of populations and social infrastructure against the effects of ballistic-missile-delivered nuclear warheads:

Might defenses that can be developed be effective enough so that they could be policy relevant in crises?

Can defenses be developed and deployed that are actually likely to be effective against missile attack?

What might be the impact of development and deployment of defenses on the pre-crisis policies of other states?

My answer to the first question is an unqualified 'no'.  This follows because (1) nuclear weapons are so powerful and cities and societies so fragile that the delivery of a single warhead against any large city would be catastrophic, and because (2) there is not the slightest possibility that any American NMD could guarantee that some nuclear warheads--at least one--could not be detonated over, or in, an American city, if for no other reason than because of the possibility of their being delivered by means other than ballistic missiles.  Thus, I would not expect that any American president would, when confronted with a crisis, decide on a different course of action should the United States possess NMD--and no better capabilities than are now available for preventing delivery of nuclear weapons by other means--than if it had no NMD.  And, even putting aside all other means of delivery, a defense on which a US president could rely with such confidence as to base policy on it is not in the cards, not only because of the technical problems discussed in other papers for this and previous workshops but because of two other considerations which make the problem more difficult than in bygone years, when, even then, it seemed hopeless: (1) the fact that the United States is pretty well committed--and may well remain so--to using non-nuclear warheads on its interceptor vehicles, thereby making mid-course interception of adversary warheads accompanied by penetration aids much more of a challenge than would be the case were nuclear-armed interceptors to be deployed; and (2) that in the post-Cold War context, where the principal task of US NMD would presumably be to deny "rogue states", and perhaps some others, a deterrent capability against the US, the rogue--or other--state(s) would have the advantage of being able to select a very small number of American cities to hold hostage--maybe only one-while the defender, here the United States, would have to defend all of its major cities.  In the jargon of the trade, the attacker would have what we call the advantage of "preferential offense".

Having said that I would not expect any American president to take actions, which he would not otherwise take, based on the assumption that an NMD would work with I 00 percent effectiveness, the possibility of a president coming along who would be so naive or foolish as to do so can not be completely excluded: a good enough reason for me for the United States to forego building such a defense.)

If an American NMD is likely to have as little utility to the US in crises as I have suggested, there would seem not to be much of case for a military reaction by other states to it.  Assuming that Russia--or China--might feel the need for a nuclear deterrent to American intervention around its periphery, the more critical consideration for sizing and deployment of its offensive capabilities would likely be having a force, some small fraction of which could likely survive an American preemptive attack. (This does not necessarily mean that Russians China-would not improve its offensive forces if it could afford it in reaction to a US NMD deployment.  It might well do so as a result of overestimating the effectiveness of the defense.)

Any such military response would, of course, increase the strains on a thinly stretched economy and would, ceterisparibus, increase the likelihood of accidental use of nuclear weapons.  And, whether or not there were direct military responses to an American NMD deployment, there could well be political consequences that would be adverse from the perspective of the United States and some of the other--perhaps all--major powers: a worsening of the relations between the United States on the one hand and Russia and/or China on the other might make it less likely that conflicts involving the United States and either of the others could be resolved amicably, and less likely that these three great powers could act in concert in dealing with crises involving other parties.

I believe the answer to the second question above is a highly qualified 'yes'.  I can envisage a defense that might be able to intercept a few missile warheads that otherwise would destroy life and property, particularly if a putative adversary had not taken actions-- increasing the weight of its attack or adding penetration aids-- to negate the effect of the defense.  The possibility of the defense being able to destroy at least some incoming warheads would also be enhanced if the defense included a significant boost-phase component; if there were some tactical warning of attack; if the attack were very light, as might be the case if it were by a rogue state or the result of 46 accidental" launch of a few missiles by a better-armed power; and/or if the attacker's interest were not in "preferential offense", but instead in the destruction of a very limited number of specific targets, with the defense pretty well knowing which targets to defend.  With some of these conditions obtaining, a "prudential" defense could conceivably be worth buying.  The critical question would be that of "opportunity cost": would such an investment in NMD make more sense, with all uncertainties considered, including possible reactions by other states, than investing equivalent resources in other ways: for example, in defense against nuclear weapons being delivered clandestinely, in defense against biological weapons, in hedging against global warming, or in improving public health or education?  What else?  Maybe even in defense against asteroids?  My belief is that any NMD would fail this opportunity-cost test miserably, certainly for the United States and probably for all states.

In addition to NMD, two other missile defense possibilities merit at least a little discussion: (1) defense against ballistic missiles carrying conventional--or chemical--warheads, and (2) defense of offensive missile launch facilities, particularly hardened missile silos.  For these kinds of defense the demands will generally be dramatically lower than for defense against nuclear warheads aimed at cities, and the balance between the offense and defense in any confrontation might even shift to favor the defense.

As to (1), since the amount of destruction that can be caused by an ordinary high explosive warhead will generally be orders of magnitude less than that which can be caused by a nuclear warhead, a moderately effective and not very costly defense might drive the cost of destroying targets up to the point where it would exceed the sum of the value of the targets destroyed and the cost of defense, a point at which it would no longer be cost-effective to attack targets, assuming, of course, comparable resources available to both sides. (The last condition aside, this was the situation that obtained in the Gulf War when American Patriot interceptor missiles were employed in defense of Saudi and Israeli targets against attacks by Iraqi-modified Soviet Scud missiles, carrying conventional warheads.  The results were hardly, however, exemplary of what might be expected with well-designed ordnance on both sides.  The Patriots had been optimized to defend against aircraft, not ballistic missiles; and the Scuds had been modified by the Iraqis to extend their range, one of the results being their failure in many instances to survive the stresses of reentry.)

As to (2), the demands on the defense are much reduced from those for defense of urban targets for three reasons: (a) whereas the objective of defense of cities against nuclear attack will presumably be to achieve very high levels of survival, moderate, or even low, levels of survival could well be acceptable in the case of offensive missiles: twenty percent survival of a force of fifty nuclear-armed missiles would leave a nation with a very powerful retaliatory capability; (b) given that the defense might tolerate a relatively high level of destruction of its missiles, it might concentrate its efforts on defending only a small fraction of them, while the offense, not knowing which ones were to be defended, would, almost perforce, be driven to allocate excessive numbers of warheads against undefended missiles, or inadequate numbers against defended ones, or very probably, both--such are the advantages of "preferential defense"; and (c) because missiles can be deployed to resist the destructive effects of nuclear explosions--and generally have been to an extreme degree by the United States and the Soviet Union--they are likely to be able to survive nuclear bursts that take place more than a kilometer or so away, whereas cities, and people, are inherently incapable of surviving such explosions several kilometers away.  This means that the interception of warheads aimed at missile installations, particularly at hardened missile silos, can be delayed until they are well into the atmosphere, by which time it will be relatively easy for the defense to distinguish between real warheads and simulated ones (decoys)--and between warheads likely to impact close to their targets and those that will not--and so concentrate its defensive efforts against the worrisome objects, whereas in the case of defense of cities, much defensive effort is likely to have to be wasted on objects that are, in fact, non-threatening.

There have been, and are, people who have been quite generally critical of ballistic missile defense, and there have been and are, advocates who have been quite generally critical of BMD opponents, often charging that such opposition has its basis in a misguided belief that the maintenance of a mutual hostage relationship between adversaries is desirable.  I have included these last few paragraphs in reaction to such thinking: specifically, to warn against such generalizations.  In the world in which we now live it seems to me that the case, if there is any, for an American NMD is exceedingly weak, but it does not necessarily nor obviously follow from this that all other kinds of BMD deployments would be without merit.

Concluding Remarks

Mr. Niu Qiang
CPAPD Secretary General
Mr. Chairman,


I have the pleasure to make some concluding remarks from my personal perspective on behalf of the host organization the CPAPD

    After 3 days of hard work, now we are coming to a successful conclusion of this workshop. Let me say that it is very meaningful and important that Pugwash has held consecutive workshops on East Asian Security at the very beginning of this new century. The first was in Soul last year and the second one in Beijing. This manifests again the vision and wisdom of Pugwash. Although this workshop is coming to a end, which also means a new beginning, the new beginning for further exploration of the issue of common concern, for promotion of mutual understanding, friendship and cooperation for the sake of regional stability, prosperity and world peace as a whole.

 I am happy to see the success of this workshop, and would like to express my sincere thanks to each and every participant here for your important contributions. In this last 3 days, in a spirit of seeking common ground while reserving differences, enhancing mutual understanding and consensus, and in line with the principles of Pugwash, we exchanged views on issues of common interest with sincerity, frankness and openness, and had in-depth discussions, even arguments. Let me go through quickly the topics we discussed.

1. With regard to international  terrorism and East Asian security

On this topic, we exchanged views on such issues as international terrorism, characteristics of terrorism, nuclear terrorism and the fight against international terrorism, discussed the definition of macroterrorism and its various manifestations, the consequences of nuclear terrorism in different unpredictable scenarios, and touched upon the principles that should be followed in combating international terrorism. Terrorism has not only threatened the United States, but also cast a dark shadow over countries in Asia or even the world as a whole. The fight against terrorism calls for joint efforts of all the countries in the world. Meanwhile, equal attention should be given to the terrorism issue in every country. Double standards in the anti-terrorism struggles can only undermine the hard-achieved international cooperation on combating terrorism. 

2. With regard to future prospect of Korean Peninsula

For the first time, the participants from the DPRK and the ROK met at a Pugwash Workshop. As the host, I am very happy that CPAPD has been enabled to offer such an opportunity. Maintaining peace and stability on the Korean Peninsular is the common aspirations of all participants. Taking an optimistic attitude, many of us held that the reunification of the Peninsular would be a long, incremental process. In spite of some twists and turns both sides cherish the desire for peace and are willing to make efforts to push forward the peace process on the Korean Peninsula.

3. With regard to nuclear weapons, missile defense and Asian security. 

    The workshop also discussed the changes of nuclear capability in Asia, the real threat of nuclear war and U.S. missile defense system as well as its impact on Asia. Some participants are interested in knowing what kind of strategic balance the United States and Russian would form after U.S withdrawal from the ABM Treaty and how to maintain the strategic balance at the global level. It seems difficult to give clear-cut answers to those questions at this time. Hopefully satisfying answers will be worked out with all the common efforts of the participants here in particular, and all the peace loving people the world over in general.

4. With regard to the roundtable discussion
At the roundtable, we discussed the international cooperation on security after September 11, which was very stimulating and enlightening to each other, and ended up with gratifying results and useful recommendations. 
Finally, I would like to express my special thanks to those who have made major contributions to the preparation and success of this workshop.  To begin with, I would like to thank Pugwash President, Prof. Atiyah and Pugwash Secretary General, Prof. George. Such an event would be almost impossible to be held in Beijing without their active support and also Mr. Chen Jifeng and Prof. Mark Suh for their good suggestions and efforts.  Secondly, my thanks also go to Prof. Jeffry Boutwell, although at present he is far away from us. Prof. Jeffry made a lot of imput in this workshop but unfortunately he was not able to be here due to some unexpected problems. I also want to say thanks to Ms. Claudia Vaughn for her very effective work, and it was so nice to meet her again after ten years. Thirdly, I would like to thank my team of staff, including the interpreters, for their contributions. Last but not least, I thank Diayutai Hotel for its excellent service for our event.

The Workshop coincides with the year of horse according to the Chinese Lunar Calendar.  As an old Chinese saying goes: a hard working horse will never stop on its hooves. Not stop galloping and pressing ahead with the work, some participants will soon fly to India for an even more important meeting after the Workshop. On behalf of the CPAPD, I wish all of you a pleasant journey to India or back home. I also wish the Agra Conference a full success.

    Thank you!
Speech at the Farewell Reception

  For the Pugwash Workshop Participants 

Zhou Guangzhao

Vice-Chairman, Standing Committee of the

National People's Congress'

Honorary President, Chinese People's Association

For Peace and Disarmament

Dear Professor Atiyah, president of the Pugwash,

Dear Professor Rathjens, Secretary General of the Pugwash,

Distinguished participants and friends;

Tonight, I am very happy to meet all of you here and give the Farewell Reception to the Pugwash Workshop Participants. I am quite familiar with the Pugwash and I have some friends active in the Pugwash activities. At the beginning of the new century, it is significant that the Pugwash has held consecutively workshops on East Asian security in East Asian countries.

 The Pugwash is composed of renowned scientists in the world. In decades, the Pugwash has been making unremitting efforts to advance the process of nuclear disarmament, explore ways to settle regional conflicts, and roads for sustainable economic development in the world, and appealed to the conscience of mankind to maintain peace, hence, has made contributions that have attracted world-wide attention and won the Nobel Peace Prize. I have learnt that you have reprinted and distributed the Russell-Einstein Manifesto issued almost fifty years ago. This is very meaningful.

Over the past three days, our distinguished experts and scholars on international affairs from abroad and at home have engaged in in-depth, frank and open discussions on anti-terrorism, Korean Peninsula and East Asian security and other related issues, which have helped to promote communications and enhance mutual understanding and friendship. I wish to express my sincere congratulations on the encouraging and productive results you have achieved. 

My predecessor and late President of the CPAPD Professor Zhou Peiyuan made important contributions to the development of friendly and cooperative relations between the CPAPD and the Pugwash. As former Vice-President and now Honorary President of the CPAPD, I have had impressive exchanges with Professor Rotblat and Professor Calogero. Tonight, I am delighted to meet so many new friends. I wish the exchanges and cooperation between the CPAPD and the Pugwash will continue to develop with more productive results in the future.

    Dear Pugwashites, some of you after the Workshop will continue your journey to India to attend the Annual Pugwash Conference. I would like to take this opportunity to wish you a pleasant journey and good health, and wish the Annual Pugwash Conference in India a complete success.

Thank you!

� Ammonium Nitrate Fuel Oil mix.


� Li Bin, Ph. D., Associate Professor, Director of Arms Control Program, Institute of International Studies, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China 


Tel: 86-10-62773391, 62788801, Fax: 86-10-62773173, Email: libin@tsinghua.edu.cn 


Website: http://learn.tsinghua.edu.cn/homepage/S00313/index.htm


� This paper reflects only the views of its author who welcomes all comments and suggestions.
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