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HANDLINGAR

New Starting Point for NMD
The new US administration’s position on
a missile defence has led to a polarization
of political attitudes, going far beyond
purely military issues or technological
feasibility aspects of the decision.

The US move provided a new start-
ing-point. During the 37th Munich con-
ference on security policy on 3rd–4th
February 2001, US Defense Secretary Do-
nald H. Rumsfeld stated:

The United States intends to develop and
deploy a missile defense to defend our
people and forces against a limited
ballistic missile attack and is prepared to
assist friends and allies threatened by
missile attack to deploy such defenses.
These systems will be a threat to no one.
They should be of concern to no one, save
those who would threaten others. And let
me be clear to our friends in Europe: we
will consult with you. The United States
has no interest in deploying defenses that
would separate us from our friends and
allies... We see [the defence] as a new
opportunity for a collective approach to
enhance security for us all.

Missile Defence: Political and Legal Aspects

Lecture presented  to the Security Policy Section of the Royal
Swedish Academy of War Sciences on 24th April 2001,
by Dr. Adam Daniel Rotfeld, Director of  SIPRI

The main message of this first public
address by the US Defense Secretary was
the following:

1 The United States is determined to
build a new anti-missile system.

2 The United States does not see the sys-
tem as exclusively “national”, but as an
instrument of consolidating a cooper-
ative defence of friends and allies (one
can surmise that apart from NATO,
such a system could provide defence
to other states friendly towards the US
around the world, for example, South
Korea, Australia, Israel etc.).

3 The building of a new “limited” sys-
tem will make it possible to shift the
strategic stability emphasis from deter-
rence and the threat of retaliation to-
wards defence, a drawdown of nuclear
high alert and eventual reductions of
the US nuclear arsenal.

Allied Reactions
In response to Rumsfeld’s statement,
NATO Secretary General, Lord Robert-
son, said:
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We have to take the sincerity and com-
mitment of the United States seriously.
But we must also recognize that the US
is not alone in seeking to deal with the
threats posed by missile proliferation.
NATO is already engaged in a large-scale
examination of extended air defence and
theatre missile defence. And Russia has
made its own proposals about developing
a co-operative European theatre missile
defence. We all know there is a security
problem there. The world has changed
substantially since the early 1970s. So we
must get on with addressing this problem
with maturity and realism. That is why I
welcome the US commitment to putting
this issue on the agenda, and to consulting
closely with its Allies on how best to find
a common response.

Similarly, German Federal Chancellor
Gerhard Schröder observed in Munich:
“We should look for joint answers to
current and future threats.” And his Fo-
reign Minister Joschka Fischer added:
“We want to sit down together and soberly
analyze and examine with an open mind
the conclusions to be drawn. NATO is the
forum in which we can appropriately ass-
ess this and look for the right solution.”
Fischer admitted that the question of a
missile defence is first and foremost a
matter for the USA to decide, and the in-
ternational consequences of the missile
project will be far-reaching. “We there-
fore”, Fischer went on, “gladly accept the
offer by the US to carefully consider with
them the manifold implications of the
development, construction and deploy-
ment of a missile defence system for the

Alliance’s security and for the future of
international disarmament and arms
control”. In this context, according to the
German Foreign Minister, three issues are
of a fundamental importance:

1 The security and cohesion of the
Alliance.

2 Staving off a new arms race and initia-
tion of further disarmament steps.

3 Preservation of the network of disarma-
ment and non-proliferation agreements
as well as their strengthening and ex-
pansion.

The European allies welcome the growing
awareness in the USA that major nuclear-
weapon states should not see the new
defence system as directed against them.
In this context, Joschka Fischer called for
careful examination of the arguments put
forward by Russia; a new arms race, for
example, in Asia or in outer space, or an
accelerated proliferation of weapons are
bound to diminish rather than enhance
security worldwide. One should remember
that an arms project of such magnitude has
a political impact long before it is put into
effect.

I elaborated a bit on the German po-
sition because it reflects the attitudes of
other EU member states to the American
concept of building an anti-missile sys-
tem. Likewise France – as a rule, critical
of  US moves – is not keen on antago-
nizing Germany and Britain as well as
Washington in this respect, especially in
the face of the plan for a “European army”
Paris is pushing forward. Therefore France
claims that it is ready to wait for further
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details of the missile defence “architec-
ture”.

Russia’s Position
Russia’s position is another challenge. The
then Secretary of the Russian Security
Council, Sergey Ivanov (in late March
2001 appointed as first “civilian” Minis-
ter of Defence of Russia) stated firmly in
Munich:

We oppose the US plans to set up a sys-
tem of national missile defence not only
because of [our] national considerations
(we are sure of finding our own, Russ-
ian, response). We oppose them because
they undermine the foundations of glo-
bal strategic stability. Essentially, de-
ployment of an NMD would, by defini-
tion, make the Treaty on anti-ballistic
missile systems (ABM treaty) senseless.
And the destruction of that treaty, we are
quite positive about this, would result in
the annihilation of the whole structure of
strategic stability and create prerequisites
for a new arms race, including one in
outer space. Restraining the so-called
rogue countries (according to American
terminology) may be carried out more
effectively – in terms of costs and con-
sequences – by means of common politi-
cal effort. (The case of North Korea is
the best illustration here.)

In view of this, asserted Ivanov, Russia
had put forward an alternative program for
strengthened strategic stability, nuclear
disarmament and missile non-prolife-
ration, as contained in Vladimir Putin’s
statement of 13th November 2000. Once

again, Ivanov warned what consequences
would be like once the United States
embarks on the path of building a missile
defence – Russia would withdraw from
START II and the whole network of dis-
armament accords. At the same time, he
announced the holding of two conferences
in Moscow, one on a Global Control Sys-
tem for Missiles Non-proliferation and
Missiles Technologies (February 2001),
and the other for prevention of milita-
rization of outer space (April 2001). Rus-
sia has also expressed its willingness to
share its substrategic missile defence
technologies. The latter could help form
an effective defence against potential
threats for such countries as Iraq and North
Korea. During Lord Robertson’s visit to
Moscow on 19th February, the Russian
side proposed to establish an alternative
European missile defence system, which
would not violate the terms of the ABM
Treaty.

What are the Motives of the Main
Opponents – Russia and theUSA?
Russia’s opposition to the American plan
stems from the fear that:

• Implementation of the missile defence
concept would start off a definitive un-
dermining of Russia’s position as the
strategic partner of the USA and insti-
tutionalize a new unipolar world secu-
rity idea.

• The concept would legitimize US
military superiority and make the Ame-
rican territory a “sanctuary”; this would
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effectively limit the remaining elements
of strategic balance based on the
principle of Mutual Assured Destruc-
tion (MAD).

For economic reasons, Russia cannot af-
ford to compete with the Americans in this
field and therefore resorts to various pos-
sible ways and means of preventing the
putting of the missile defence scheme into
effect.

For the new Republican Administra-
tion the construction of a new anti-missile
system is a matter of prestige and of a poli-
tical and economical significance. In
terms of prestige, this would testify to the
efficiency of the new administration in im-
posing its own will on the allies and over-
looking the views of others. It stems from
the strong belief of the US that it is able to
deal alone with problems (unilateralism),
and that adequate material and technical
resources will suffice to do the job. In poli-
tical terms, the missile defence concept
would enable to undo the concept of secu-
rity predicated on the capability to deal a
retaliatory blow to the adversary. (In the
new world, after the collapse of the bipolar
system, new tenets should be laid down,
better suited to the present-day reality.)
And in economic terms, huge public in-
vestments amounting to at least 60 billion
dollars earmarked for the missile defence
project would lead to elaborating new
technologies, thus giving the USA an even
greater technological edge over the rest
of the world. This would help maintain
economic prosperity and promote infor-
mation technologies. Military motives are

at present of a secondary importance.

The Main Threats
The reservations of the US allies regarding
the missile defence system are variegated.

First, and most important, the Euro-
pean states fear that the construction of a
new defence system would decouple its
security from that of USA’s. This is why
in 2000 virtually all US allies were critical
of the scheme for a new system.

Second , implementation of the
decision would negate not only the ABM
treaty of 1972, but also the whole elabo-
rate set of arms control and disarmament
agreements. Indeed, the call of arms
control, which was a response to the threat
of a sudden and unexpected attack in the
Cold War period, has recently diminished
in the United States. On the other hand,
the influence of the proponents of unila-
teral responses, without consent from
other international actors, is growing.

Third,  the US decision has given rise
to critical reactions not only on the part of
the European allies and Russia, but also,
and to an even greater degree, in Asia – in
Japan, India, and especially in China. The
latter believes that China is the main
(though unnamed) target of the American
policy aimed at building a strategic
“shield”, which would call into question
the Beijing’s strategic capabilities (some
20 ICBMs). In turn, Russia is afraid that a
possible deal between it and the USA
aimed at modification of the ABM treaty
would put it at loggerheads with China and
undermine the Russian–Chinese strategic
partnership.
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US Attempts to Gain Support for
its Missile System
Although one cannot rule out an accord
between Russia and the USA to revise the
ABM treaty, the thrust of US efforts is
aimed at getting NATO allies and other
friendly governments round to its missile
defence concept.

A warranted concern arises with
regard to Russia’s cooperation with such
countries as Iran, India or China, resulting
in supplies of sensitive nuclear technolo-
gies and materials to those countries. En-
hancing proliferation tendencies, this
cooperation makes the United States basi-
cally doubtful about Russia as a credible
partner in the search for optimal and effec-
tive anti-missile defences.

As from the February 2001 Munich
conference on security policy, new ele-
ments have appeared in the US argumen-
tation:

1 The missile defence system is to be of
a joint, cooperative character, consul-
ted with the allies and “friends” who
would get access to new technologies.
The criteria and details of participation,
the scope of access and the size of the
system are not known yet. In US offi-
cial statements, the term “national”
effectively disappeared.

2 The new system is to respond to new
proliferation threats – weapons of mass
destruction and long-range missiles
capable of their delivery – from states
that are not parties to achieved agree-
ments (Iraq, Iran, Libya) or those
which, being a party to the agreements,

deliberately fail to abide by their terms
(North Korea). Threats should be pre-
vented at the initial stage, when they
are potential; later it may be too late.

3 The system would be limited, pro-
tecting, in Rumsfeld’s words, “people
and forces against limited ballistic mis-
sile attack”, not against a mass-scale at-
tack. In other words, Russia is not to
be a potential aim; it is unpredictable
terrorism-supporting regimes that will
be targeted. “Keeping the ABM regime
after the end of the cold war would be
immoral”, claimed Henry Kissinger in
Munich – it would mean that MAD as
the basis for security is still in place.
Rumsfeld added: “No US president can
responsibly say that his defense policy

The United States is determined to implement
its missile defence system. The questions are
how, when and with whom, rather than
whether it will be implemented. The picture
shows an anti-ballistic missile being launched.
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is calculated and designed to leave the
American people undefended against
threats that are known to exist.” Let me
come to some conclusions.

Implementation of the Missile
Defence
The new US approach is both determined
and persuasive. The decision has already
been made and the questions are how,
when and with whom, rather than whether
it will be implemented. The NATO Euro-
pean allies are in essence reconciled with
the fact that the USA will embark upon
the scheme. It is an enterprise more am-
bitious than that envisaged by the Clinton
administration. Building the system will
embrace land- and sea-based installations
(maybe in space, too). NATO will be con-
sulted regarding how, when and with
whom to carry out the project. From the
European perspective, two things are
critical:

1 The USA declared its readiness to
embrace Europe by its missile defence
umbrella.

2 Implementation of the scheme will be
consulted with the allies who will take
advantage of the technologies used.

The Defence and Security of
Europe
A new element is that no one in America,
Europe and Russia calls into question the
existence of new threats stemming from
the risk of proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and their means of deli-
very. What is more, Europe is more
exposed to such threats than the United

States, because of its vicinity to the states
from which an attack can come. The very
fact that Russia proposes Europe a mis-
sile defence system of its own bears wit-
ness to the fact that the former recognizes
the potential threat as real. NATO will
consider the Russian proposal. However,
it is not clear whether the American tech-
nology will be rendered available to Rus-
sia and China.

As a result of the recent debate, certain
rapprochement occurred between the Uni-
ted States and its European allies. Most
European allies grudgingly agree that
some missile defence system will sooner
or later be deployed. The Americans, in
turn, take a more benign look at the con-
cept of the common European Security
and Defence Policy – ESDP. ESDP will
not be identical with the vision of Euro-
pean identity within NATO, but fairly
close to the assumptions of the alliance’s
idea of European Security and Defence
Identity. In the transatlantic bargain, the
US reluctant consent to ESDP is a sort of
price for Europe’s support for the missile
defence plan.

At the present stage it is a debate about
a “virtual” missile defence system. This
has become an increasingly important in-
ternational issue, since its outcome is seen
as affecting the security interests of many
states. A key question is whether a co-
operative, multilateral approach to missile
defences can be forged that will address
US threat perceptions and at the same time
allay the security concerns of Russia,
China and other states in Europe and Asia.

As evidenced by the discussions held
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during the Nobel Sympo-
sium on “A Future Arms
Control Agenda” orga-
nized by the Stockholm In-
ternational Peace Research
Institute (SIPRI) in the
autumn of 1999, the arms
control process stands at a
crossroads. The specific
choices to be made with
respect to missile defence
and the future of the ABM
treaty will for some time to
come shape the possibilities
for elaborating a nuclear or-
der marked by stability,
restraint and continuing
deep reductions.

Post Script
Since the time of this presentation, several
political events have occurred, which are
either the follow-up or responses to the
evolution of the US defence missile
initiative. On 16th July 2001 in Moscow,
Russia and China agreed on the statement
calling for maintaining the ABM Treaty
“in its current form”. (Under its current
provisions, only limited ground-based
tests can be carried out.) The day before,
the Pentagon announced that a prototype
interceptor succeeded in destroying a
dummy warhead far above the Pacific. On
22nd July at their meeting in Genoa, Pre-
sidents George W. Bush and Vladimir Pu-
tin agreed to consider the further deve-
lopment of missile defences in the con-
text of major cuts in their nuclear strate-
gic arsenals. As a result, US and Russian
officials began formal consultations in

August 2000, initially in Washington, and
then in Moscow (between Defense Secre-
tary Donald Rumsfeld and Defence Mi-
nister Sergey Ivanov) on ballistic missile
defences and possible cuts is their strate-
gic forces.

The new round of US–Russian con-
sultations will lead to negotiations on pa-
rallel deep cuts in offensive nuclear arse-
nals of the two powers, on one hand, and
a possible modification or revision of the
1972 ABM Treaty, on the other. The main
sticking point is that Russia would prefer
further sizeable nuclear reductions under
a new agreement reflected in the START
III Treaty while preserving the integrity
of the ABM Treaty, and the USA aims at
a scheme with radical unilateral cuts of
nuclear warheads on both sides and a
significant revision of the ABM Treaty.

Secretary of Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld (left) talks with Mi-
nister of Defence Sergey Ivanov (right) during their meeting at
the Ministry of Defence Headquarters in Moscow, Russia on
13th August 2001. Rumsfeld was in Russia to meet with defence
leaders and discuss the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty.


