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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The NACD regime faces no inherent threat from the prospect of a national missile defence
system now in development by the United States. Radical changes in the intemnational security
environment following the end of the Cold War make it impossible for the United States and its
allies to rely on the principles of deterrence alone in order to avoid major military conflict. Due to
the alarming proliferation of ballistic and cruise missile technology over the past decade, a
combination of defence and deterrence offers the best prospect both of averting conflict and
revitalizing multilateral non-proliferation commitments. Missile defences, at the strategic and
theatre level, will increasingly become a fact of life in international security. Their technologies
can make a contribution to intemational peace in the short term by ensuring the security of
multilateral peace-support operations. Over the long term there is also the prospect that the
surveillance technologies inherent in a strategic missile defence system could enhance
transparency and confidence-building among potential adversaries ---- with the net effect of
reducing the appeal of offensive missile capabilities.
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THE NACD: DEFENCE AND DETERRENCE IN A POST-ABM WORLD

I-The Missile Threat

The Bush administration’s decision in December 2001 to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile Treaty (ABM) and to begin the construction of national missile defences (NMD)' reflects
a fundamental loss of faith in the logic of deterrence underlying U.S. nuclear strategy toward the
Soviet Union for most of the Cold War. It is potentially the most important change in global
security since the advent of the nuclear arms race, with enormous implications for the
international non-proliferation, arms control and disarmament (NACD) regime. Bush’s decision
was foreshadowed by twenty years of debate about missile defence in United States, but NMD
gained a new relevance with the terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on
September 11, 2001.

The attacks, unprecedented in method and impact, were almost wholly unanticipated by the
advocates of missile defence. Still, the proliferation of ballistic missile technology internationally
has been a growing concern for the United States over the past decade. That concern has been
heightened by the news that China and Russia have sold ballistic missiles to a number of states in
Asia and the Middle East, some of which, such as North Korea, have begun to manufacture
missiles and related technologies for export. Anxieties increased when it became known that the
states which bought such delivery systems were working on weapons of mass destruction
(WMD).? North Korea, Iran and Libya now have missiles which could carrv “WMD, if not to
North America at least to American allies in the Middle East and Europe. In the mid-1990s the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) charged that North Korea was reprocessing
uranium to manufacture nuclear weapons. In response, Pyongyang expelled inspectors, threatened
war, and denounced the JAEA. Then, in 1998 India and Pakistan tested nuclear weapons, further
bolstering the position of missile defense advocates critical of the value of arms control
agreements to international peace.’

During the 1991 Persian Gulf War, Iraq fired Scud missiles at Israel in order to push Tel Aviv
into a military response and so break up the coalition between the Arabs and the Western states.*
Whereas a 1989 study of the Asia-Pacific region dealt with the Soviet presence there and only
peripherally with Chinese or North Korean ballistic missile capabilities, the experience of Iraqi
missile strikes during the Gulf War discredited the traditional arguments against missile defense.
It brought attention to the acquisition of missile technology by Third World states willing to use
ballistic weapons in a regional conflict and possibly uninfluenced by the deterrent value of the
American nuclear forces that had kept the Soviet Union at bay. Iraq was deterred neither from
invading Kuwait by any rational calculation of American response nor from attacking Israel with
ballistic missiles despite Israel’s nuclear capacity and its reputation for swift retaliation. Henry
Kissinger, a principal architect of the ABM Treaty, observed that in light of the Gulf War
experience, “limitations on strategic defense will have to be reconsidered,” because “no
responsible leader can henceforth deliberately leave his civilian population vulnerable.” To the
Washington policy community supporting the development of missile defenses, a decade’s
experience in post-Cold War international affairs has demonstrated two things:

¢ Deterrence theory applied by the United States to the Soviet superpower during the Cold
War cannot be applied to emerging Third World states armed with ballistic missiles, not
because their leaders are assumed to be less “rational” than that of the Soviet Union but
rather because the mutual attention, communication, and understanding developed by



bilateral superpower relations is unlikely to emerge between the United States and the
various regimes now possessing ballistic missiles.

e The proliferation genie is out of the bottle. To an alarming extent worldwide proliferation
of missile technology, along with the proliferation of WMD, has already occurred,
despite non-proliferation agreements such as the 1970 Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty
(NPT), the 1972 Biological Weapons Convention (BWC), the 1987 Missile Technology
Control Regime (MTCR), and the 1993 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC).

Missile defence, in other words, is considered by its enthusiasts to be a response to a security
environment already fundamentally altered rather than a policy in anticipation of radical change.®
The terrorist attacks on civilian and military targets in New York and Washington of September
11, 2001 vindicated rather than undermined this perception. While missile defences could not
have prevented the attacks, their impact was to intensify the Bush administration’s commitment
to national security against a wide spectrum of threat, including missile attack. By linking NMD
to homeland security, the Bush administration was able to secure $7.8B in funding missile
defence in the Senate’s most recent defence authorization bill.”

It is important to note that U.S. determination to proceed with some form of missile defence has
survived three administrations, Democratic and Republican, since President Reagan announced
the Strategic Defense Initiative in 1983. It has now been given renewed vigor from a fourth.
Missile defence has also acquired a constituency outside the United States. The U.K. Missile
Proliferation Study Group chaired by Lord Chalfont stated that “the government has failed to find
a response to the rapidly maturing missile threat to British centers of population™; their report
criticized Britain’s 1998 Strategic Defense Review for failing to take a more holistic view of the
nation’s sundry security interests and raised “serious questions about whether British intervention
forces can ever be used against an enemy possessing missiles armed with WMD.™® In the spring
of 2001 Foreign Secretary Robin Cook defended his government’s support for U.S. missile
defence plans with the observation that the countries of greatest concern with regard to
proliferation were already well out of step with the NPT regime. Secretary of Defence Geoff
Hoon has since revealed that Blair government’s thinking roughly parallels that of the Bush
administration.”

Due to the comparatively high profile of NMD in the Bush administration’s defence goals, it gets
the lion’s share of public attention and is most often the object of uninformed and contentious
debate. However, theatre missile defence (TMD)' is in two respects more urgent and significant.
- First, it is in TMD that the available and emerging technologies approximate a practical answer to
existing threats rather than a security vision for potential threats. Second, TMD may be critical to
the viability of peace-support expeditionary missions the international community has taken on in
the post-Cold War world for which American participation or support has been vital, because
“U.S. foreign and national security policies in troubled regions will henceforth be hampered
without missile defenses.”"' The NATO alliance’s “southern strategy” in the Mediterranean could
easily face threats from states in the “arc of crisis” running through the Middle East and Northern
Africa.”” Moreover, TMD represents the thin edge of the missile defence wedge, as the first tier of
the “layered” missile defence architecture Washington is now pursuing.

II The Symbiosis of Deterrence and Defence
That missile defense has the attention of the United States to a far greater extent than

Washington’s allies is a product of a half-century’s strategic thinking about the peril of nuclear
war between the superpowers. In the late 1960s and early 1970s Moscow and Washington
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investigated defense systems against missile attack but rejected the option for interrelated reasons
of strategic philosophy and technical practicality. The United States adhered officially to the
doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD), according to which peace between the

superpowers was based on mutual vulnerability to nuclear destruction, no matter which side
chose to initiate an attack.”

The Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty of 1972 was a symbol of superpower stalemate
institutionalized by the doctrine of MAD. The attractiveness of the doctrine was always
dependent on the fact that the available technology of the time was too primitive to permit the
development of an effective defence system. When the Reagan administration unveiled the
Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) in 1983, MAD and the ABM Treaty came under scrutiny, again
for reasons philosophical and practical. Ossified thinking about the ABM Treaty made SDI seem
radical, because, as Colin Gray captured it at the time, “this was the first presidential endorsement
of the idea of defending the country to have been issued in more than twenty years.”"* The
administration viewed arms-control agreements skeptically, but it additionally charged that
Moscow had violated the ABM Treaty and thus the principle of mutual vulnerability upon which
the treaty was based."” Equally, the emergence of laser and particle beam technologies, high-
speed battle-management computers, and high-grade optics had made the development of
strategic and tactical missile defenses more plausible than had been the case a decade earlier. The
political momentum behind SDI faded as the Reagan administration and the Cold War drew to a
close. The first Bush administration and the Clinton administration both reduced the resources
committed to strategic defence and reordered its priorities.

Continuing progress with new technologies alone nonetheless sustained an articulate missile
defence policy community in the United States. Because the initial commitment to the ABM had
been informed by the technological limitations of the time, a strategic philosophy favoring missile
defense capabilities and the revolution in new technologies fed off each other. By the late 1989s
security scholars were discussing missile defence with regard to the emergence of China and
potential security contingencies over Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan.'® Their apprehensions
were vindicated when in March 1996 China attempted to intimidate Taiwan by conducting
missile tests in the Taiwan Strait and the Clinton administration felt obliged to dispatch a naval
task force to the region in answer to Beijing’s threats."” Like North Korea, moreover, China has
been an agent of missile proliferation. In the early 1990s the Clinton administration applied
economic pressure in order to bring Beijing into compliance with the MCTR yet made only
incremental progress in getting China to commit to the “parameters” of the regime. After the
terrorist attacks of September 11, the Bush administration sought Beijing’s cooperation on anti-
terrorist intelligence, law enforcement, and proliferation issues but made little headway, much
less a breakthrough.'®

Whereas President Clinton gave only reluctant attention to missile defence --- yet committed a
good deal of public rhetoric to the threat of the missile capabilities, not only of revisionist states
such as China but also of the “rogue states,””® such North Korea, Iran and Iraq --- the
administration of George W. Bush has accorded high priority both to NMD in principle and the
threat posed by rogue states in particular.’ The reemerging missile defence debate of the 1990s
took place against a backdrop of continuing erosion of faith in arms control agreements in the
U.S., symbolized most clearly on the Senate’s rejection of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in
October 1999. The commission report tabled by Donald H. Rumsfeld, now Secretary of Defense,
in July 15, 1998 is the comerstone of the Bush administration’s policy on missile defences. Many
of the report’s concerns are integrated in to the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review?' Together
with the congressionally mandated Nuclear Posture Review, these reports testify to American



determination to achieve maximum military flexibility in dealing with an international security
environment of flux and uncertainty.

As noted above, the September 11 terrorist attacks deepened administration’s commitment. The
QDR announced a refocused and revitalized missile defense program, “shifting from a single-site
‘national’ missile defense approach to a broad-based research, development, and testing effort
aimed at deployment of layered missile defenses” to protect forward-deployed forces, the U.S.
homeland, and American friends and allies.”

Washington’s announcement of its withdrawal from the ABM Treaty in December 2001 thus
represents the final act in the process of the treaty’s eroding relevance to U.S. security priorities
in a post-Cold War world, notwithstanding the warnings from Moscow. Prior to the move, the
Treaty of Moscow signed by Presidents Bush and Putin in May 2002 possibly testifies to a
stronger appreciation of this fact in Russia than has been evident among Washington’s Western
critics.” The ABM made a virtue of necessity, but the emergence of technologies that make
missile defense more practically plausible than ever --- combined with the nature of new missile
threats --- gives a fundamentally new cast to the issue of responsible security policy. As long as
deterrence was the best of the unsavory options, adherence to it was not inherently irresponsible.
As one of the more thorough studies of U.S. nuclear policy of the 1990s concludes, “choosing to
base deterrence indefinitely on the threat to unleash a nuclear holocaust is immoral” and “a
refusal to explore potentially viable altematives is bizarre.”** The United States is committed to
missile defence. Given its resilience from the mid-1980s to the present, it is a prudent assumption
that Washington will remain committed to it in one or another form. The practical political
question properly concerns what form this will be and where it will lead.

The most frequent assertion made by opponents of missile defence is that the deployment of
missile defenses by the United States will provoke a new international arms race. While such a
negative response from major powers such as Russia and China is certainly possible, there is no
inherent threat to internationally accepted non-proliferation principles stemming from the
advancement of missile defence technology. A choice for defence is not of itself a choice against
deterrence. Having attempted unsuccessfully to persuade the Bush administration to abide by the
ABM, President Putin has felt politically compelled not to expand Russia’s offensive arsenal but
rather to make sweeping cuts to it according to the terms of the Moscow treaty.25 Putin would -
have preferred a revision of the ABM treaty, but countermeasures such as an increase in offensive
weapons would be of little strategic benefit and would be financially onerous for a government
dealing with Russia’s current problems.”

Additionally, the Russian military and civilian leadership are aware of the nature of Western
concemns. As early as 1995 a dangerous trend of proliferation among developing states was well
underway. A policy response ought necessarily to supplement traditional non-proliferation
mechanisms such as the NPT and MTCR with programs to address the emerging threat directly,
including counter-proliferatior_l.27 The MTCR in particular is based on partly erroneous
assumptions about what is required to manufacture ballistic or cruise missiles. Prominent among
the trends in proliferation of the 1990s is the fact that countries seeking a missile capability need
not possess cutting-edge science in order to reach that goal.”® Iraq is not unique. Syria’s Scud-B
missiles are indigenously produced and have become the backbone of Syria’s strategic
calculations vis-a-vis Israel. Iran successfully tested a Shihab-3 missile in July while Israeli and
Palestinian leaders were negotiating at Camp David.” Yet while traditional non-proliferation
agreements have not contained the growth of the missile threat, they need not be discarded as
failures.



A sober approach to missile defence is to view it as one of many responses to the new variety of
perceived threats to international peace -— and one that may contribute to arevitalized and
renovated non-proliferation principles. First, when deterrence fails, missile defences can offer
protection to population centers against the use of missiles armed with WMD. In this case missile
defences provide a safety net against deterrence failure, especially when an opponent is armed
with only a small number of missiles, the case with most rogue states. They also offer a chance
to deter in a less traditional way. Even the limited defense of Israel by U.S. Patriot missiles during
the Gulf War prevented Tel Aviv from taking retaliatory action against Iraq --- with possibly
catastrophic consequences. Second, the ability to defend forward-deployed forces operating with
a NATO or UN mandate against the missiles of a regional belligerent may well become critical to
the political will of the international community to project power for humanitarian, peacekeeping,
or peacemaking missions. Indeed, a TMD capacity could in time become critical to the very
legitimacy among Western publics of multilateral military actions which during the 1990s were
considered morally defensible but politically risky. Third, international cooperation on TMD
may actually provide a vehicle for improving relations between potential adversaries. Precisely
this was once proposed by President Yeltsin and other Russian officials concerned to promote
U.S.-Russian cooperation in the area of missile defence. Considered together, these arguments in
favor of effective missile defences can contribute to traditional non-proliferation measures,
“specifically, by decreasing the military and political utility that many states attribute to
missiles,” thereby reducing the incentive to acquire them.”® This principle, deterrence-by-denial,
essentially denies an adversary the ability to achieve his goals by military means --— or at least
blunts the effectiveness of those means.

In the current international environment a choice benveen deterrent and defensive principles is
unrealistic and not at all helpful to the beleaguered cause of non-proliferation. In a recent article
on the cruise missile threat to the United States Michael O’Hanlon concluded that:

If we rule out, as we should, both technological impossibility and technological
inevitability arguments, and if we recognize that resources for defense are far more
elastic in national crisis than almost anyone thinks they are in normal times, then the
question of cruise missile defense falls into the familiar and proper context of political
judgments about competing needs.’ !

Missile defences have something to offer against a tangible and growing peril. Governments need
to focus on the question of the fiscal resources and the political capital they are willing to commit
in return for the kind of security that missile defences offer now and may offer in the future. They
need, in other words, to engage missile defence as political choice, rather than a philosophical
argument.

III Missile Defence and Global Surveillance

Under the general label of missile defence, a variety of systems for the detection and interception
of missiles at a theatre, regional, and strategic level are currently in research and development. A
comprehensive national missile defence “architecture” on the order advocated by the Bush
administration is far and way the most ambitious, aiming in principle at an “astrodome” shield for
the United States against any and all contingencies of ballistic missile attack. Such a system
consists of three elements: boost-phase, mid-course, and terminal phase technologies. Critics of
the administration’s program, though not of missile defence in principle, point out that the current
state of the technological progress across the three elements is uneven®? The U.S. NMD system in
development features radar or satellites (detection and early warning); ground-based radars to
track warheads and decoys (tracking); and multi-stage, rocket-powered interceptor missiles



launched from underground silos and armed with an exoatmospheric kill vehicle that the
interceptor deploys after being boosted to high speed by its rocket stages (interception). Because
the kill vehicle does not carry a warhead and is designed to destroy its target by the force of
impact alone, absolute precision in identifying the target and distinguishing it from any counter-
measure decoys the target might deploy is essential to a successful intercept.

The most reliable element in the system is its early-warning component, composed of radar,
satellite or both. ** A theater system can prov1de a missile shield in a regionally-specific format
and simultaneously represent the first element in a larger missile fence system. There are two
principal merits to promoting boost-phase detection on the one hand and TMD on the other —
one diplomatic, the other practical. Such a system is least likely to arouse the opposition of China
and Russia, while it would offer defence against rogue states with smaller arsenals in those
regions where the United States, its allies, and the United Nations are likely to have forces
deployed. Hence, TMD can be regarded in the long-term as the thin-edge of missile defence
technology because it could well lead to more ambitious plans in a “layered” missile defence
architecture. In the short-term it is represents the perfect symbiosis of defence and deterrence. It
could shield forward-deployed, multilateral expeditionary forces involved in peace-support
missions from missile attack in regional settings while leaving nuclear deterrence as the principal
stabilizing element between the U.S. and the Chinese and Russian great powers.

Governments with forces involved in humanitarian and peace-support operations should look at
TMD carefully. European governments are becoming more sensitive to threats emanating from
the “arc of instability” extending from the greater Middle East and Persian Gulf into North
Africa. Parts of Northern Eumpe, after all, are within range of Iranian or Iraqi missiles with a
reach of more than 3,500km.>* A TMD system for defense against ballistic missiles with less than
intercontinental range would be less contentious politically and diplomatically than a “global”
system to shield North America and Europe. A comparatively modest system would involve
lower costs, and would entail less pressure on the fiscal resources of participating states, but
would also feature the virtue of avoiding the argument that the deployment of a more
comprehensive system would provoke with China and Russia over their respective positions in
the global strategic balance. A theater-level defense could protect ports and cities against short-
range missile attack and, under certain conditions, against strategic missiles. Additionally, it
could protect NATO troops deployed in or near conflict zones, the Balkan region coming to mind
as a long-term European security mission that could be imperiled or terminated by vulnerability
to missile attack. The progress of missile defense technology and the trajectory of change in
international security converge on the question of the viability of humanitarian operations, a fact
-that should focus all sober discussion of missile defense in the present tense to its theater
dimension. This is true too for non-European NATO states such as Canada, in light of a
continuing Canadian role in international peace-support.”®

Among the theatre-level systems which may be able to offer a shield for multilateral peace-
support operations are the U.S. Navy’s Aegis system, the Theatre High Altititude Air Defence
System (THAAD), the upgraded Patrlot (now referred to as PAC-3) and the European Principle
Anti-Air Missile System (PAAMS).*® But other systems are in development as well. In June 2001
NATO selected two industrial teams to examine the future of trans-Atlantic cooperation.
American collaboration with Germany and Italy on a medium extended air defense system
(MEADS) has survived multiple setbacks while Germany, Italy, and the Netherlands are
considering a joint effort for developing ship-based tactical missile defense systems, and Italy is
pursuing lower-tier defenses with Turkey.>” Much of the political contention inherent in land-
based facilities would be circumvented by deploying Aegis technology for theater defense in a
multi-layered format. Aegis platforms deployed in the eastern Mediterranean, the Baltic Sea,



English Channel, or North Atlantic would “fill the gap” between forward-deployed systems and
U.S.—based midcourse systems for homeland security.*® Moreover, recent studies indicate the
threat to expeditionary and peace-support forces may be greater from cruise missiles and
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) than from ballistic missiles, in so far as both could be made
available to a spectrum of unsophisticated adversaries, ranging from rogue states to drug lords
and terrorists.” But again, the need for a missile shield in regional and theatre settings far exceeds
the urgency of NMD.*

In a larger, “layered” missile defence system the early warning sensors of TMD could in principle
be the first layer of a globally integrated surveillance system. Data from widely dispersed radar
installations and space sensors can, after all, be used to provide accurate tracking of any flying
object. John Steinbruner has noted that the United States and its allies are for the time being the
only countries with the technology and financial resources required to undertake the building of
such a global surveillance system, which means that they are also in a position to dictate its
purpose.’’ Research in the early warning aspects of missile defence holds out the political
promise of transparency and confidence-building among potential adversaries. Spaced-based
surveillance assets are particularly intrusive. “At some point on the spectrum of development not
far from what has been accomplished already,” Steinbruner points out, “the degree of
intrusiveness will introduce new forms of military interaction that will generate new principles of
security.” * The objections of emerging missile states to global surveillance can be allayed by
making them beneficiaries of it. Global surveillance therefore has considerable potential as a
confidence and security building mechanism. The signatories of the MTCR should embrace TMD
for the purpose of ensuring multilateral intervention operations, while promoting diplomatically
the development of a ground and space global surveillance integral to NMD for the purpose of
enhancing transparency among states with ballistic missile capabilities. The acceptance or
rejection of global surveillance among the emerging missile states could indeed more accurately
sort out the “rogues” from the states which have developed missiles solely for defensive and
deterrent purposes.

Some sensors are common to a wide variety of civil and military programs now in development,
while others are unique to missile defence. A forward-deployed ground-based radar such as X-
band radar is multi-functional and supplies target tracking data. High frequency and advanced
radar add detailed information in order to distinguish missile warheads from decoys. Upgraded
early wamning radars (UEWR) are fixed phased array radars capable of detecting and tracking
missiles in mid-flight prior to cuing the more accurate X-band. Space-Based Infrared Systems
(SBIRS), by contrast, give a missile defence system an over-the-horizon capability to detect a
launch long before a ground-based radar can do the same. The point here is that sensor
technology for detecting and tracking is diverse and advancing rapidly, while sensor technology
for interception is less diverse and less mature. Those who doubt the viability of missile defence
doubt above all the reliability of the mterceptmg kill vehicle, but sensors are make-or-break
component of any missile defence system.”?

The idea of global surveillance is not new. The first Bush administration proposed a program for
Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) in 1991. The GPALS program is now
obsolete, but the notion of global surveillance for security against WMD deliverable by missiles
remains attractive, due particularly to the problem of proliferation. The prospect of terrorist
organizations and the states which host them employing crude ballistic missiles has heightened
interest in global surveillance and in international cooperation in the pursuit thereof. Russia, a
state gunlty of both deliberate and inadvertent proliferation yet equally troubled by terrorists and
rogue regimes armed with missiles could play a plvotal role in this regard.* At present
collaboration between the United States and Russia is represented by the Russian-American



Observations Satellite (RAMOS) project, the successor to GPALS. Lieutenant General Ronald T.
Kadish, the Director of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency, describes RAMOS as a “space-based
remote sensor research and development initiative that engages Russian early waming satellite
developers in the joint definition of aircraft and space experiments.”” The RAMOS project has
had troubled history due in part to changing definition of its purpose on both sides. Still, Russia
was recently cited by Deputy U.S. Secretary of Defense, Paul Wolfowitz, for its potential in
sharing early warning data and joint development of missile defence technologies.*®

Moreover, the possiblities for international collaboration in early warning and space sensors 1s
significant in light of the nascent state of new and diverse technologies and problems embedded
in even the most favored programs. The SBIRS project pursued by the Pentagon since the mid-
1990s is plagued by cost overruns, funding instability, management conflicts and “poorly
prioritized system requirements.””*’ The last item, translated from bureaucratic jargon, means that
the various branches of the U.S. military and intelligence services have piled on requirements for
SBIRS to the extent that its mish-mash of tasks imposes complications on the system’s
technology. In the spring of 2002 parts of the project were in danger of outright cancellation.®®
There is sufficient reason to believe that the early-warning and space-based sensors aspects of the
NMD program will be subject to changing priorities.

Moreover, the United States will also be faced with a choice between expenditure on replacing its
offensive nuclear systems and improving its NMD capacity, all at the same time as it shoulders
the costs of the war against terrorism at home and abroad. The demonstrated appetite of the Bush
administration for unilateralism can and will be mitigated by the mounting financial and political
burden of challenges facing it. But equally, the trend of change within the NACD regime will be
toward growing acceptance of missile defence as a fact of life rather than a de-stabilizing
hypothesis. A sea change is underway in international thinking about security from nuclear arms
and other weapons of mass destruction. It will progressively feature a greater balance between the -
principles of deterrence and defence as positive agents in the cause of non-proliferation.

Viewed from this perspective, there is no inherent threat to the NACD regime stemming from the
advancement of missile defence technology. Indeed, if the research and development of such
technologies is combined with a diplomacy stressing its potential benefits to global security,
missile defence can give a much-needed new life and practical prescience to arm control.

IV Conclusion: Diplomacy over Theology

- Missile defence should be approached in terms of its possible political and diplomatic benefits
rather than from the theological perspective common to its enthusiasts and its detractors alike.
Countries with an interest in multilateral peace-support operations have a stake in TMD systems
to ensure the safety of interventionist missions against ballistic and cruise missile attack; the
shortcomings of the MTCR, meanwhile, makes the development of the global surveillance
technologies integral to NMD of equal long-term interest to countries with a strong arms-control
tradition. Canada, a country with a continuous commitment to overseas peace-support —— yet also
a country sharing coastline and airspace with the United States in a way which applies to no other
NATO ally --- can afford neither to evade the challenge missile defence poses nor to pass up the
opportunities it offers.

Missile defence, whatever its incarnation, cannot provide the United States or its allies with
hermetic security from WMD, but Washington’s commitment to it is firm. The Bush
administration’s thinking on the precise architecture for such a system remains unclear. The
ambiguity has more to do with the relative immaturity of much the available technology as with a
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lack of forthrightness regarding the administration’s intentions.” Moreover, American
interpretations of the potential threats to the United States and its allies have broadened so
radically since September 11 that the rank order of NMD among Washington’s defence and
security priorities is anything but immutable. Prior to the September 11 attacks a poll conducted
by the Pew Research Center indicated that public opinion on missile defences ranged between
ambivalent and negative; after the attacks the same organization found that the public favored
offensive and preventive action over homeland defence as the best response to terrorism.” In
other words, President Bush’s policy of preemptive action has potential support among the
American public but the popular appeal of missile defences among the array of security policy
choices facing the United States is comparatively weak. As the American domestic debate
focuses more closely on cost-benefit questions, the proponents of an ambitious missile defence
program are likely to find progress more difficult. Congressional resistance is indeed already
sharpening, in the continuing concern of the Senate Armed Services Committee over the
administration’s various NMD research projects -—— most notably in the area of “systems
integration” for linking the various technologies into a single system.”!

In the current international security environment deterrence, defence, and diplomacy represent
complementary aspects in practical multilateral efforts to cope with missile proliferation,
whatever the natural tensions between them theory. Both the uncertain direction and pace of
scientific progress and the domestic politics of missile defence in the United States testify to the
probability that Bush administration will readdress the emphasis it has placed on the principle of
defence and the fiscal resources it has allotted to NMD.* For democratic states with a nuclear
capacity deterrence will remain effective against a good many opponents who have recently
acquired crude missile capabilities. But the past decade’s experience in the proliferation and use
of missiles is such that it would be folly not to pursue in the short-term technologies such as TMD
which can shield peace-support operations in some of the most dangerous regions of instability.
Equally it would be irresponsible not to advocate in the long-term a global surveillance system
for transparency and confidence-building among potential adversaries. This latter goal calls above
all for creative diplomacy in moving beyond traditional arms-control vehicles such as the MTCR
and the NPT, possibly to focus international attention on states of particular concern but certainly
to cultivate cooperation among states interested in sharing early-warning data in pursuit of
transparency and calculability.

All is not lost, lastly, for traditional arms control. Despite the weaknesses of the MTCR, states
from regions as volatile as the Middle East, such as Egypt and Iran, have made incremental steps
toward accepting its spirit and guidelines.”®> The transparency offered by global surveillance
systems should be incorporated in to a reconstituted and more broadly multilateral MTCR, geared
above all to enhance confidence and calculability among potential adversaries, while identifying
and isolating states which refuse cooperation in a new regime of truly mutual benefit. As a
suppliers cartel, the MTCR has failed the cause of non-proliferation.

The reality is that missile defences are now necessarily an integral part of responsible thinking
about arms control by civilized states in a post-ABM world --- to degrade the value of ballistic
and cruise missiles to rogue regimes and terrorists on the one hand and to protect peace-support
operations on the other. The sharing of early waming data and the development of global
surveillance, in a limited format to begin with, holds out the possibility of still greater security
from WMD and the proliferation thereof.
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