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Introduction

BASIC welcomed the publication of ‘Missile Defence: a public discussion paper’ by the
Ministry of Defence on 9 December 2002 and the call for views and opinions on the issues to
be sent to thed¥cy Director We regret, however, tha there was no indid#on of how long

this piocess wuld un, no mention of‘consultéon’, nor ary indicéion if the Goremment will

be making aofmal esponse to the submissiohslgohone calls to a MoD ess diicer meely
suggested thiathe pocess as‘open-endedand th&a submissions should be magethe end

of February or ealy Mach 2003.

This short period of consideration of the US request for the upgrade of RAF Fylingdales (17
December to 5dbruary) and the manner inhich it was dealt with g& us little confidence in

the \alue ofthis pocessTwo yeas ajo, a senior @il sevant,commenting on thexpected

formal equest fom the USadmitted thiait would be unthinkale to eject it once it had been
made pulic. During those two years, however, the Defence Secetary maintained tha

the Gorernment could have no position on missile defnce until it had been inbrmed of

US plans In effect, substantve debate was stifled by administrative evasion.

Missile defnces became aoprinent aga of reseath for BASIC thee yas go. Since then

we have regularly disseminated materials on the issue to European government officials, the
media, and the general public, primarily via our monthly e-mail updates of significant
developmentsWe hae also sought to bring Eypean viess into the onging déate in

Washington.

For examplein ine 2001BASIC and our paner oganiséions commissioned an opinion poll

of the UK pubic’s dtitude tavards missile dehce The suvey, completed inuly tha year

was the fist detailedteempt to assess the opinionstioé gneal public on the UKS possile

role in enabling US missile defence plans to proceed. Results indicated that 70% of people in
Britain beliged tha the US plans euld lead to a neams iace and 62% thought thahe

credion of National Missile D&ince (as it & then knan) would mak disamament hater

to achieve.

More recenty, we produced aaport of the curent positions ohine Euopean gvemments on

missile defencdeOn 3 December, we wrote to the Defence Secretary inviting him to be a

keynote speaker at a missile defence conference that we offered to organise at his convenience
in either March or April 2003. His reply of 23 December indicated that, due to diary
commitmentsit would not be possié for Mr. Hoon to accpt our ofer.

BASICS submission to the Minigtof Defence is anxéended ersion of our submission to the
House of Commons Defence Committee inquiry into Missile Defence. This was included as
Appendix 13 ofthe committes’report.2 Our submissioneviews ecent deelopments in

missile defnce in the USvithin NATO and in the UKIt then adiresses the thd assessment

to Europe and the UK.



In the next three sections of this document, we address the strategic, theatre and space-based
systems othe BushAdministetion’s nulti-layered goproad to missile deihce and the

proposed UK ole We briefy considerdasibilitycost and the sltegic consequencesr fthe

UK before outlining alteraive gpproates to esponding to missile g@iferation. Finall, we

offer our conclusions and summary of recommendations for further consideration. Comments
from three US Conmgssmendrm the ppendix.

Recent Developments

Within the United States

8

10

11

Since the US Deifise Seetal, Donald Rimskld,dropped the eference tdnational’ in what

the Clinton administtion termed Nadional Missile D&nce the possibility oexpanding the

missile defense system to protect “friends and allies” has been repeatedly mooted. The use of
European adar bases @hule in Geenland and Fylingdalesymrkshiie has long been a high

priority for US missile dehce plannarHowever, with the Bush administron promising to

have a system in placg B004and the haks fimly in contol of policy formulaion, the US

has been promoting a greater level of allied involvement. This path was further smoothed by
US withdawal from theABM Tready (in December 2001) ang tonsidedble inceases in US
spending on missile defence research and development in 2002 and 2003.

The range of options being considered includes the stationing of interceptors in one or more
central European countries, an idea first put forward by House Republican and missile defence
advocde Cut Weldon,R —Renn.,in February 2001 The Rentayon is also intested in using

European shipbaore adar telnolagy, paticulaty tha deployed on Britaiis forthcomingType-

45 Figates to detect missile lates In order to @mer allied suppofor its plansWashington

Is also promising greater involvement for European defence contractors in the development of
the requied tebtinologies

The issue of missile defence was reintroduced into the public arena on 14 October 2002 when
the - US Missile Defense Agency announced successful completion of a flight test by the
ground-based midcourse defence (GMD) programme. A press release stated that the
Department of Defense “...will continue to pursue this testing regime to achieve a layered
approach to missile defenéeAt the same time the US Congress appropriated $7.4 billion for
work during fiscal year 2003.

During the summer 2002, representatives of the Bush Administration visited European capitals
to promote the concept of missile defence and encourage active support and participation in
the pioject.bhn Bolton,US Undesecetar of Stde for Arms Contol and Intendional

Securityput the caselbntly to a Ryal United Setices Institute coefence on 18 Neember

“It is no longer a question okhether missile defice will be implemented and timeuisning

out for allies to climb on boaré.”



Within NATO

12.

A NATO communiqué was released on 22 November 2002 during the Prague Summit. This
indicated that Member States had agreed to initiate a new NATO Missile Defence feasibility
study and to conduct further research into the desirability of pursuing missile defence research
and deelopment.Colldorative work was alkkad undenay, as detailed in ally press elease

from the European Aeronautic Defense and Space Company (EADS). The release followed the
signing of a research and cooperative agreement with Boeing [a major US missile defence
contractor]: “The transatlantic team effort will focus on creating end-to-end products for global
ballistic defence.”

Within the UK

13.

14.

15.

Pubicaion of the MoD5 discussion par on 9 Decemberas sviftly followed on 17
December $ the announcement af formal lequestin a letter fom US Deénse Seetay

Donald Rumsfeld, for the early warning radar at RAF Fylingdales to be upgraded for missile
defence pyposesin his written esponseDefence Seetay Geof Hoon said!T he

Govemment will nev consider the USquest &ry serious] agreeing to it oyl if we ae

sdisfied tha it will ultimaely enhance the security thie UK and the RTO Alliance’® Mr.

Hoon's full response &as eleased to the plib but the MoD delined to elease thexeof Mr.
Rumselds request

On the same day the Defence Secretary made his announcement to the House of Commons,
President Bush made a statement of commitment to proceed with the deployment of “ground-
based inteeptors, sea-based intaptors adlitional Rtriot (PAC-3) unitsand sensagrbased

on land, at sea, and in space” — to be operational in 2004 ahdrB8@President went on to

say that as these 21st century threats “also endanger our friends and allies around the world, it
is essential that we work together to defend against them.” Missile defences, therefore, will be
developed to potect the USas vell as USdrces dployed orerseas and countries thmale an

industrial contribution to this effort.

The Detnce Seetay told MPs onMednesda 15 aruary, tha the Goremments peliminay
condusion vas thait was in the UK inteests to gree to the USequestdr the upgade &
Fylingdale$ Later tha day, Mr. Hoon gave ol evzidence befre the House ofCommons Select
Committee on D&nce as pairof their inquiy into missile dehce The ¢airman,Bruce

Geome MR doseY questioned himbaut his edier paliamentay stdement as it seemed to
foreclose the public debate he himself had initiated, before the Committee had published their
report. Mr Hoon detined to ge a timetale for a brmal decisiondtt indicded he wuld tale

the Chaimaris comments into consi@gon and thathere would be a full piementay

debate before that decision was taken. When other members of the Committee closely
questioned MiHoon on a ang of relded issuee angered moe fuly than in the pasHe

stated that any decision to accede to the US request would “not cost the United Kingdom
anything at all” and would not necessarily result in further UK participation. Any decision on a
system to protect the UK “would inevitably [cost] considerable sums” but that would be “an
option open for the future”.



The Defence Committee Rport
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17.

18.

19.

20.
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Aware tha the Goremment might maka brmal esponse to the U&dministetion bebre the

end of the month, the Defence Committee Report on Missile Defence was published on 29
Jaruary. The eport conduded th&a*...the UK should gree to the upgde ofa US ealy

warning radar on British soil for use in the US missile defence ¥ystem”

The Committee also Galy agreed with the Minisyrof Defences assessment tie gowing

threat from ballistic missile proliferation. Their report acknowledges that an upgrade to
Fylingdales may draw Britain into active participation in deployed missile defence systems and
expressed hope for UK industrial participation and benefit. However, the report also
questioned whether the overall missile defence system would work.

The eport was alsoxremey critical ofthe Govemments consultdon processstding: “T he
Committee strongly regret the way in which the issue has been handled by the Government.”
The Committee also noted that the Ministry of Defence “...has shown no respect for either the
views of those affected locally by the decision or for the arguments of those opposed to the
upgrade in principle.” The Committee noted that it “...will also wish to follow up those matters
relating to the upgrade of RAF Fylingdales which could not be addressed fully in this report.”

In the Ministy of Defences response to the Defice CommitteedRort, the MoD stées tha

“...by agreeing to this upgrade, the Government believes it will ultimately enhance the security
of the UK and the NATO Alliancé? BASIC notes that the Defence Secretary has indicated

that the requested upgrade at Fylingdales would not provide cover for the UK against missile
atadk. We also note thhahe Goremment efuted the Defnce Committeg'asséion of lak

of respect for opponents of missile defence and local people. In its defence, the Government
cites thépubic discussion per’, puldic meetings in Ndin Yorkshie and the “encoagement

of full and efectve Raliamentay and pubc discussion’As dose obsefers of these

developments, we find it difficult to concur with this assessment.

In a Raliamentay Stéement on 5 ébruary, the Deence Seetal said!| am theefore

replying todg to the US Seetay of Defense Donald nskld,conveying the Gegemments
agreement to the US requést&n MoD press officer explained to BASIC that the decision to
upgrade Fylingdales “does not bring their public consultation to a close as this is but a small
patt of the wider deae on missile dehce which will go on for yeas”

Assessment of the Threat

We concur with the siement thaithrea is both a déctor of cgability and intentionWe also
agree thathe poliferation of wegons of mass destiction and ballistic missile dety
systems is a major congeas stied in pazgraph 9 of the MoD discussion par. We do not
conclude, however, that the capability is as advanced as claimed by missile defence proponents
or that the named states (Irag, North Korea, Iran and Libya) intend to attack the US with
intercontinental ballistic missiles, much less the UK. Even if that were the case on both
counts perhas in the futug we sugest tha altenaive means otontmolling and countering
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‘the threat’ would be more effective, less contentious, considerably cheaper and provide better
prospects of sustainable security for all.

Today, intermedide-range ballistic missiles (IRBM) caad tamgets up to 2,400kmnay,
while intecontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMyéa ang of mary thousands okilometes
The former Seiet Union completed the diropestive ICBMs in 195&nd the USeacting to
a supposetmissile gp’, gained @erwhelming missile superiority b962.In temrms of
accuacgy and pgload,this supemag contirues

The Missile Technology Controls Regime

23.

24.

In an efort to stop the poliferation of ballistic missilethe UK, France United Stees Italy,
Canadajpan and Genary (the G7 stas) estalished the Missil€ednology Contol

Regime (MTCR) in 1987. The MTCR is a voluntary co-operative undertaking among states to
limit the proliferation of nuclear, and, since January 1993, chemical and biological-capable
missiles with a range of over 300km. It works through the national enforcement of agreed
guidelines to cordt exports of equipment and thoology tha could be used toudd sut
missilesSince 198MTCR has in@ased its memltsdip to 32 stas™

There are several major weaknesses in the MTCR. First, It is not a treaty and is not legally
binding Secondit does not inade all the supplieof missile components andhaology

(eg China,North Korea,Iran,India and Bkistan all opete outside othe MTCR,though

China has pledged to work within MTCR guidelines). Third, the regime contains no provisions
for reducing xisting missile st&piles anddurth, it denies dual-use ewlogy to dereloping
countries ér peaceful pyroses

But missile proliferation continues

25.

26.

27.

In the early 1980s, only the Soviet Union and the seven original MTCR member states had the
cgpability to export entire ballistic missile systerfigday, however, it is estimied tha 31

nations have an operational short-range ballistic missile capability (with a range up to 600km),
with North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Syria and Libya identified by the US as particular ‘states of
concern** However, none of these so-called states of concern currently possess missiles able
to reat the US or the UKalthough parof the teritory of NATO (i.e Turkey) is within ange

of short-range missiles from Syria, Iran and Iraqg.

In his Parliamentary reply of 15 January and under questioning during his subsequent oral
evidence before the Defence Committee, Mr Hoon stated that North Korea could flight test a
missile with the potential of flying 4,000 miles over the pole to hit the UK. While Mr Paul
Taylor, Director of Stietegic Tedinologies athe MoD affirmed thishe sugested thiit might

take to the end othe decade bafe the/ could be daoyed.Based on vhat information is

the claim made?

The threat to regional stability and ultimately global security from the proliferation of ballistic
missiles isxacerbeed Ly the dangr thd these wapons coulddll into the hands dierorists
However, as the Dutch Advisory Council on International Affairs recently concluded, “...the
US is the only NATO ally that has a strong view on the threat from ballistic missiles”.



The threat perception gap between the US and Europe

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

There are several reasons for this more relaxed approach among many European analysts and
govemments First, a long-ang missile is one dhe least li&y means oflelvery for wegons

of mass destiction.For a county or oiganiséion tha wants to strik the US (or UK) with a

wegon of mass dedtiction,there is moe Iagic in the use obther tednologicaly less

advanced and thefore moe accessi§ means ofdelivery, sut as agraft or sea contaireA

missile defence system does not provide protection against attacks with weapons of

mass destuction using other means ofdelivery.

Second, It is hard to imagine that a ‘state of concern’ would, out of the blue, attack the US or
UK with missiles aned with vegons of mass destiction,as suic a county would hae to

expect a deastéing responseéWVhile somedrms of delvery ma undemine deterence ly

masking pgretrators missiles @& easy to &k from souce Deterrence not necessary

nuclear deterence will in general work in relation to states of concem threatening with

ballistic missiles.

Third, European policy makers and intelligence officials tend to see the so-called ‘rogue-nation
missile thed’ as one ofmary threds to Euopean andlgbal securityand one thiais less

immediate and acute than others, such as terrorism and instability on the eastern and southern
borders of Europe.

Fourth, most Eupbpeans tend taafour a limitedthedre’ missile defnce optiongdesigned
primarily to defend forward deployed troops, and employing a small number of land or sea
based missileShis system auld join with the mar traditional pproat of strengthening
multilateral non-poliferation regimes diplomag and economic sanctions

While there is some explanation in the MoD discussion paper of the nuclear, chemical and
biological weapon capability (or aspirations) of Irag, North Korea and Iran, there is very little
detail ofhow far davn the pad to vegonisaion eab is BASIC sugyests tha the MoD

first produce more convincing evidence of these programmes before arguing for the
advisability of moving forward on the development of missile deence systemsWe also
suggest that it would be helpful to drop all reference to the generic and emotive phrase
‘Wegpons of Mass Destuction’ and return to the more specific'nuclear, chemical and
biological weapons’ designations.

The MoD discussion paper does not mention the potential threat posed by states with existing
nuclear weapons capability and the means to deliver them - Russia, China, Israel, Pakistan and
India — whose intentions may change in the future. While Russia eventually acquiesced with US
deteminaion to withdaw from theABM Tredy and seemsekn to be seen as asyic

partner in the development of missile defence systems, the perception remains that missile
defence could be directed against them. Russia had indicated, but recently denied, that it might
develop MIRV/s for its long-ange TOPOL-M missiles

While less openly hostile, many in China believe that missile defence could be directed against
them, either from ICBM interceptor missiles or from theatre interceptor missiles based in



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

Taivwan.They too were reportedly considering deloping MIR/s and enlging their ICBMs
cgpability, again receny deniedand their SLBMsStietegic and go-political considarons
will have an impact on the other nuclear weapon capable states in the region and beyond.

Missile defence is meant to provide protection against a threat scenario may or may not become
a reality in the na 10 yas The outcome will geend to some dpee on a umber of

important technical questions and on the extent to which the countries that have the

tednolagy for long-ange missiles will shart with stées of concen. On the one handhere

are signs that Chinese and Russian authorities, out of understandable self-interest, are more
cautious in thisaespect than the US supposas the other hand;ontiols on tebnolagy

sharing by governments are rarely watertight. However, unlike most European assessments of
this threat, the US analysis rarely addresses the circumstances in which a ‘state of concern’
might be pepared to actuall deloy its missile potentiafj@nst the US

What Type of Missile Defence:Theare or Stategic?

Trans#antic tension on missile date is not based simgn Euopean opposition to the

concept of missile defence, but on the scope and strategic implications of what is being
proposed. While most European governments and large swathes of public opinion think (as far
as can be known since few politicians actually care to ask) that building a defence to protect
the US mainlanddm missile ttad is cosf and unnecesgamary anajsts and decision-

makers in key European states agree that there might be a need to develop limited ‘theatre’
missile defnce systems

In fact, US and European missile defence programmes are motivated by vastly different
strategic concars While the BusiAdministetion is detemined to push ahead with an
ambitious ‘multi-layered’ system to guard against a long-range missile attack, Europe is
primarily concemed with potecting érward-deployed brces and nal fleets fom cuise

missile and short-range ballistic missile attack.

Mary European countriegnduding Fance Gemary, Italy, The Nethelands and the UKare
curently eng@ged in deeloping some kind dimited missile dehce cpability. For the most

pat these & sea-based point date systems designed tot@et gainst cuise missile and
ballistic missilattack. These have a more limited capability than similar sea-based systems
being researched by the Pentagon.

Proposed UK Role in Multi-Layered Missile Defence

In his statement of 17 December, President Bush said that the US “...will seek agreement from
the United Kingdom and Dennkatio upgade edy-waming adas on their taitory.”'® Soon

aftervards JD. Croud, Assistant Seetay of Defense ér Intemaional Securifyand Geneal
Kadish,Director of the US Missile DehseAgeng, gave a moe detailed briefing on the
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41.

42.

43.

44,

plan!” Mr. Crouch stded \ery firmly tha the US is ging to utilise drward-deployed adas in

the UK and Geenland to enhance the peniance oftheir inteceptors and thathey will pa

for the upgrade needddrom this, and other statements, it is clear that the US regarded
their proposed use of Fylingdales as a ‘done deal’ in advance of any debate in the UK.

General Kadish indicated that the primary missile threat to the US would come from Northeast
Asia in 2004 and the Mile East in 2009.0 combéa sud a thed, he agued tha“...we need

the UK radas and thél'hule mdar’ He also stad tha the initial gound-based integptors in

Alaska had ang ony suficient to potect the continental U®/hile forward deployed Aegis

defence systems wilheoeticaly, be dle to piotect dployed forces or allied tians aainst

attack from medium range missile attack, they would not be effective against ICBM (inter
continental ballistic missiles). In response to a question about X-band radar, which would be
needed to make the ground-based missile defence system effective, General Kadish said that
they had decided to staoy putting X-bandadar on sea-basedtfdams

MoD spolesman Bul Banad confirmed a Guatian nevspaer ieport that the subject of
European-based interceptor sites was a matter for ongoing diséussimmding to a slide
presentation by Boeing at the RUSI conference in November mentioned above, an interceptor
battery in the UK could provide coverage from an Iranian missile launch to all but a small area
of southeast Europ®&ASIC believes that it is likely that plans already exist for forward-

based interceptor sites in Europe and that a request to build an X-band radar at

Fylingdales or elsavhere in the UK, might well be forthcoming in the second phase of
development. Mr Hoon'’s evasive responses have had a negative effect on the wider

missile defence debate.

Space-basedVegoons

Space-based satellites and space-based weaponry are envisaged as a final element in the multi

layered missile defence system. US officials have indicated that THAAD (Theater High
Altitude Area Defense) airborne lasers will operate “...on the edge of the atmosphere, almost
in outer spageand th& space-basedjissile detectingtsdites designed togide impoved

early warning of missile launches will be deployed after 2004. The Pentagon wants to push
ahead with the testing and development of “space-based defenses, specifically space-based
kinetic eneagy (hit to kill) inteceptors and adanced taget traking séellites’*®

Sut developments wuld undemine the wrk of the UN Committee on theeBceful Use of
Outer Space (CORPUS) and the Outer Spazly. This tredy, accoding to USAdvisor to

the UN Geneal Assemby, Kenneth Hodgkindhas “...tuly stood the test afime;its
provisions remain as relevant and important today as they did at the inception of space
exploration.?

In addition, Jayantha Dhanapala, UN Under Secretary General for the Department of
DisammamentAffairs? andTheresa Hitbens Vice-Pesident ofthe Centerdr Defense
Informaion?? have wamed @ainst the wagonission of outer space and its potentideef on
much needed economic and social development.

10
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These wrries ae aygravated by an emaying US space palitha stresses the ingability of
conflict in the hegens Given this pereved initability, US polig calls ér powerful

American deteence to the tlad induding if necessgrplacing waons in spacés the
high-level Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and
Control reported in druary 2001*We knav from histoy tha every medium—ajrand and
sea—has seen conflict. Reality indicates that space will be no different. Given this virtual
cettainty the US mast deelop the means both to deter and tceddfgainst hostile acts in

and from space. This will require superior space capabilities.... The Commissioners believe the
US Government should vigorously pursue the capabilities called for in the National Space
Policy to ensug thd the Pesident will hae the option to daoy wegons in space to deter
threds to andjf necessgrdefend @ainst &adks on US intersts' 23

In Rebeccadhnsors pager, ‘Missile Deénce and thévegoniséion of Space’'she said tha
these deelopments could prvoke “asymmetric tieds” or even a n& ams race esulting in
greder vulnegbility and insecurityshe callsof a ban on the testindeployment and use dll
wegons in spaceg ban on anti-&&lite wvegons (ASAS);and an interaionally ayreed code
of conduct ér the peace-supporg uses ofSpacé* It is clear, therefore, where some in the
US Administration and the Pentagon intend to go — to ‘space, the final frontier’. By
failing to place the US request for the use of Fylingdales in this wider context, the UK
Government risks both the Igitimacy of existing arms control agreements and ap
prospect of preventing the weaponisation of space.

Will it Work?

In the past, missile defence systems developed by the US and the Soviet Union have been
abandoned due to the technical hurdles involved. Despite billions of dollars spent on the
Strategic Defence Initiative in the 1980s, very few of the promised industrial benefits have
mderialised in allied countri€&evelopment ofcurent tetinolagies has been subject to
setbaks despite some limited succéds paticular US congessional critics e raised

concens dout the Pesidens curent plans to ddoy the poposed initial missile @efse

system, noting that the administration is prematurely deploying a costly unproven system,
rather than addressing other pressing security threats (see appendix 1).

The ecenty released Dmitment of Defense FY 2002nnual Report confirms this tend of

aspietions being soméha in adrance ofactual deelopmentsThe Giound-based Midcose

Defense (GMD) system “...has yet to demonstrate significant operational capability” and “a
deployable booster vehicle has yet to be developed. Integrated flight tests have used boost
vehides with lever burnout \elocity and gility” Aegis Ballistic Missile Daise is stilltahe

early development stage as “...significant capabilities [have] yet to be demonstrated before the
engagement conditions can be considered operationally realistic.” Theater High Altitude Area
Defense (THAAD)which is intended to integot ballistic missiles using kinetic gndras

made only limited progress and has “...no operational capability because there is no deployable
hadware” The Ririot (PAC-3) made @pd piogress bt the Medium Extendedlir Defense

System (MEADS), supposedly being developed with NATO partners has made only limited

11
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54.

progress and “...has demonstrated no operational capability to date.” The Airborne Laser
(ABL) has met with some passive testing successes but it is too early to predict whether it will
have “Bdtle Mangement” cgability.

In his intoductionThomas ChristjeDirector of Opefional Test and Ealudion & the
Pentagon, said:*One of my chief concems is the potential br systems to cicumvent the
rigorous acquisition process and enter into full-rate production or into the hands of our
warfighters without leaming the operational capabilities and limitations demonstiated

by adequate operational testing and evaluatior?®’

Even if an operational missile defence is technically possible, the effectiveness of any system
must always remain in doubt. Vital radar stations and satellites, placed beyond the protection
of the defence system in order to give adequate warning of hostile missile launches, are
especiafl vulnegble. In theory, a missilettad against the US could beqmeded Y an #adk

against these unptected &cilitiesIf sud an #adk came fom something other than missiles

the deénce systemawld be useless

Another ppoblem:mary countemeasugs can be easédled to a hostile missile to deeeor
overnwhelm a mid-coge inteception systemkor example a singge missile could be equipped

with many readily available technologies, such as decoy warheads, multiple warheads, chaff,
radarabsorbing meerials or lov-power jamming tdmologies Although the US testinggime

is dtempting to @ercome some othese meases StgphenYoung of the Union of Concened
Scientists points out that a problem of principle remains: “It is substantially easier and cheaper
to deploy simple and &ctve countemeasugs gainst missile defces than it iof the

defence to respond to thefi.”

Thus the advantage is always with the attacker, which means that even if an operational missile
defence system became possible, it could not be reliable. As President Jacques Chirac of France
has agued:If you look & world histos;, ... theres a pemanent ace beteen sord and

shield. The svord alvays wing?

How Much Will it Cost?

In his oral evidence before the Defence Committee, Geoff Hoon indicated that the cost of any
decision to move forward with deployed missile defence systems for the UK would be
“considerable”. While such a decision may be “for the future”, the debate should be engaged
now with full inbrmation placed in the plib domainEven if estimées of cost ae inevitably
speculative, that is no justification to decline to comment on them.

The cost argument fits into a wider debate over the respective defence budgets of Europe and
the US European gvemments a being placed under iaased mssue to fulfil a lager

number of cgabilities with adily stgnant pool ofresouces While missile dehce figugs on

the list of priorities br some Eurpean member s&s of NATO, mary other cpabilities

appear much higher on the list, including strategic lift, air-to-air refuelling and precision-guided
munitions Europe$ dility to commit to anxpanded missile dafce system will also be
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55.

56.

hampered by the inability — or unwillingness — of many European NATO member states to
increase theiraspectie deénce lndgets European gvemments a& inceasinty undle to
significantly raise taxes owing to the constraints imposed by monetary union, while domestic
pressues ensw thd funding br eduction and healthetain pecedencever the amed brces

This dilemma was reflected in comments made by the UK Chief of the Defence Staff, Sir
Michael Bgce:“T heres no point in completelimpoverishing owseles in oder to povide

ourselves with a defence against one particular system and not being able to do anything else ...
As far as I'm conceed thee is no wy I'm in the position to siggst ve can pgfor ary

missile defnce telenology from within the gisting degénce lidget and cawy on doing \Wa we

are doing at the momerit.”

The US is desloping lage, ready extenddle missile dehce using ang of tednolagies If

all programmes now under development become operational, the Congressional Budget Office
has estimated the cost of such a system at $238 billion by the y&ar®2@®nt joint

report by the Centerdr Arms Contol and Non-Poliferation and Economistallied for Arms

Reduction concluded that such a system could cost from $800 billion to $12 trillion.

Inclusion of Britain within the defensive range of the US system would reportedly cost the UK
taxpayers £10 billion, more than 40% of the entire UK defence Bu@jeen the potential
magnitude of the UK’s financial commitment to missile defence, the National Audit

Office should be askd to undetake a‘Value for Money Audit’ in advance of any major

MoD procurement of missile defence capabilities.

Strategic Consequences otJK Involvement in Missile Deknce

57.

58.

59.

Having reviewed the capability and intent of proposed adversaries and been appraised of the
current and emerging threats to the UK, it would seem appropriate to ask if deployed missile
defence systems will or will nasult in moe insecurityndionally and tpbally: Key

considerations:

The use of British early warning bases is likely to make Britain more, not less of a target for
terrorist attack — with chemical, biological or conventional weaponry via unconventional
methodsThis is especiglthe case len considering missile eete in teans of forwad

defence or pe-emptie militay striles

One of the possible missile systems under consideration would involve intercepting a missile
during its boost phase. The ‘boost phase’ system is supposed to destroy the booster but may not
‘kill' the warhead, which could fall short of its intended target. According to some researchers,

a nuclear missile fired from Iraq might strike Britain or mainland Eéi\éle the impact of

a stray missile could have a devastating outcome causing possibly millions of causalities, such &
risk, though improbable, is easier to conceive of than that posed by the radioactive or chemical
fall-out from an intercepted missiléne absence of any thorough assessment of the

impact for the UK populdaion and others from fall-out after interception warrants a full

investigation, especially considering the widely documented health and environmental

effects of nuclear wegpons and enegy.
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61.

62.

63.

64.

While seeking to reassure its allies that the proposed global missile defence system is purely
protective in nature, the new US policy of sanctioning first-strike attacks against terrorists and
hostile sties suspected gfossessingegons of mass dediiction sugests completglthe
oppositemissile defnce as a tool afffensve paver-projection.The nev US security polic

as put érward in the Quad¥nnial Deénce Rview (October 2001) and the Near Pstue

Review (January 2002), therefore places great emphasis on the necessity for planning and
responseléxibility; missile defnce is one ofhe ey components in thadministetion’s ‘New

Triad’. The US militar will enjy geder freedom to ladk when and Wwere it pleases it

believed the homeland were secure against ballistic missile attack. Diplomacy and multilateral
arms contols ae likely to talke a bak seato unilderal force of ams

The developing US agenda diverges even further from the cooperative security model that most
European gvemments suppar To some obseers, the UK Gavemment has pled a

modeeting, reining-in ole in its'special eélaionship’with the USTo othes, UK reluctance to

be caught asking the difficult questions and its evasive behaviour on missile defence decision-
making mad it gpear as ithe UK no longr has an ingeendent éreign and deince polig

Our view is thatinsufficient reasons have been presented to date to reject the non-
proliferation regime as suti. On the cont@ary, the systems architecture must be

prevented from deteriomating further. Important shortcomings must also be ecognised

so tha the system can be updad and rinforced. The UK Government should male a

case br reinforcing the curent non-proliferation regime and consistenty propagate this

case in negotiations, including those with the US.

Other Approaches to the Threat of
Ballistic Missile Proliferation

Europes contiued fith in the paer of multilateral greements and pcesses oénggement

to check the spread of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and their delivery systems
constitutes anothetear dvision betwen Euope and the USMary Euopeans & concened

by the atent to wich the US is psuing thedrmer gproad and nglecting the ker.

In the field of ballistic missile control, one focus of attention is the Hague Code of Conduct
against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, agreed in November 2002. This Code establishes both
intemaional noms @ainst poliferation and modest confidencailding meases and has

garnered a great deal of diplomatic support (the number of Subscribing States to the Code
currently stands at 93). At this meeting, the Netherlands was appointed as the first Chair of the
Code or a period ofone yar and Subscribing $a hae areed to egular meetingé

technical meeting is planned for Spring 2003.

However, no attempt has been made to date to commit signatories to legal obligations, with the
focus emaining on lmrad principlesather than detailed action plaihke Foreign Seataw,

Jdk Staw, rightly agues thiathe Codewhile impotant, represents onl “a tentéive first st@

to developing an internationally agreed redtme.”
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66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

Mary obsevers hare complained thdhe Code ders no eal enticements to &ta sub as

North Korea and Iran to abandon missile development. In short, with sticks or carrots, the
agreement is unlikely to be very effective. Moreover, some signatory countries, above all the
US strondy oppose the intiduction of sud incentves believing tha they would actuajl

encourage continued ballistic development by ‘states of concern’ to force further concessions
and benefits

Nonetheless, the Code offers an opportunity to limit the proliferation of ballistic missiles
through a cooperative, multilateral agreement. In creating a Code that is acceptable to MTCR
membeg and especiglithe USthe esulting document isther thin on substanckelowever,

its importance as a multilateral initiative should not be overlooked, and the opportunity for
developing regional or bilateral measures in the spirit of the Code will add to its significance.
How doesthe UK Government plan to encouage nev Subscribing Stées and to widen

the scope and nature of The Hague Code?

More bioadl, we note a stmg contast betwen the willingness tiie US and Ewpe to

engige with so-calletbtaes of concen’. For example Britain and the EU arcurently

emplying a polig of ‘constuctive enggement’'with Iran,which has inluded einstéement

of diplomadic relaions and dialgue on encoaging demodaisdion of the county. The

Foreign Se@tay has twice visitedan in the last twvyeas and kamal Kharazi,Iraris Foreign
Minister visited London in ébruary 2003The EU hasecenty goproved a poposal ér a

trade and co-operation agreement with Iran. Chris Patten, EU High Commissioner for External
Affairs, has voiced his regret over the decision by the US Congress on 27 July 2001 to extend
sanctions@ainst lan r five moe yeas*®

The EU delgation to North Korea is anotherxample of‘constuctive enggement’tha is
likely to piove moe pioductve than‘aggressie interwentionism’in the medium ten, while a
the same time potentially rendering missile defence an expensive irrelevance.

Conclusions

Missile defnce adocaes hae yet to cowince the majority obpinion brmers and decision-
makers of the merits of the more expansive, multi-layered system, particularly in Europe where
corvictions aout the effectveness ofmultilaeral ams contol and intenaional tedies hae
deger 0ots Undoubted), more intrusive \erificdion measuwes and prhibitions br non-
compliance arneeded to maintain andesigthen xisting ams contol and non-poliferation
regimesas ag stricter contls on the mnsér of missile-elaed tetinology. Additionall, it is
increasinty gprecided tha traditional intestdae ams contol agreements do not ihfence
the behgiour of cetain non-stee actos

However, the concentrated drive to deploy missile defence systems overshadows the important
work of cooperative threat reduction programmes to safeguard nuclear, chemical and biological
materials, the MTCR and the Hague Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation.
Meanvhile the Non-Poliferation Tredy, the Compehensie Test BanTreay, the Chemical
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71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

7.

Weagons Conrention and the Biofpcal androxins Wegons Corention stgnde in the
current climate.

It was disingenuous of the MoD to pretend that the only issue for discussion and decision was
the formal equest fom the US to upgde wrk a FylingdalesThe MoD said theequest

“...would entail installation of new hardware and software, but we would not expect it to
involve ary significantltange to the outwrd gppeaance ofthe adar We would not &pect

any material environmental impact to be involved®.lrideed, the content of the discussion

pagoer itselfundemines thaamgumentlt is far more honest br the Defence Seagtary to

be openly suppottive of the principle of missile deence and be pepared to ague his

case as he has dongbelaedly, since the end of2002.

The other major UK facility which will be required for a fully operational missile defence
system is Menwith Hillhis facility has nelgr30 stellite commnicdions dishes and isim

by the US National Security Agency (NSA). In 1997 the UK Government announced that
Menwith Hill would become the Ground Relay Station for the Space based Infra Red System
(SBIRS)BASIC believes that proposed developments at Menwith Hill must be included

in the public discussion.

US Defence Secretary Donald Rumsfeld summarised his assessment of the challenges to future
peace and security to ANO meeting:‘We knav this nuch for cetain:it is unlilely tha ary

of us hee even knavs vwha is likely”3” While the poliferation of ballistic missiles anddear

chemical and biological weapons ought to arouse international concern, the US Defence
Secetay's comment betys the &ct tha the reafirmaion of nudear vegons and missile

defence is based on a fear of the unknown, rather than a ready willingness to tackle insecurity
at its source through diplomatic engagement.

Nuclear weapons and missile defences are at best a misguided response to a genuine security
concern. At worst, they are part of a cynical attempt to maintain US strategic supremacy and
dispioportionae access to theovid’s stained esouces

US missile deénce ambitions ae symptomdic of broken intemational relationships.
Such ambitions do nothing to fix such problems; they are more likely to increase
international division and cedae even more instability .

Future security lies in multilateral approaches based on the building of international consensus
through the authority and stitues ofthe UN and interaional lav. The uniléeral US

approach, including its ability “to impose the will of the United States and its coalition partners
on ary adrersariesinduding stees...”®® usups the UN in its function and authority

It is now surely time for the UK Government to stg badk, take stodk and seriousy
consider the wider implicdions for international security tha will follow from the Bush
Administration’s detemined, but ultimately futile, pursuit of invulnerability for the
homeland, along with unhampeed intervention overseas
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Summary of Recommenddions

BASIC suggests that:

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

the UK Government consider reverting to the more specific ‘nuclear, chemical and biological
wegpons’designgons ither than gneric\Wegons of Mass Destrction (WMD)'terminology.

the Ministry of Defence produce more detailed evidence of stggability of producing
nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and the means to deliver them.

the UK Government be more forthcoming on its plans for the use of Menwith Hill for missile
defence and the prospect of deployed X-band radar and missile interceptor systems in, or
around the UK.

as the weaponisation of space appears to be an objective of the current US Administration, the
UK Government should make a clear and unequivocal statement of its strong commitment to
maintaining the prohibition on placing weapons in space.

as Missile Defence is but one aspect of a new foreign and defence policy drive by the Bush
Administetion, the implicéions br ams contol and eduction tedies ae seriousThe UK
Govemment should ge a higher mfile to its commitment to thesgreements andddies

the UK Goremment suppdrand pusue policies ofconstuctive enggement'rather than
‘aggresste intewentionism’Mary opinion brmers and decision meis in the USdvour the
former gproad, i.e The Coopeative Thred Reduction Pogram initided by Congessmen
Nunn and Lugr.

the Nadional Audit Office be astd to conduct a full cost assessmerthefUKS diect
participation in deployed missile defence systems before any decision is taken.

research is required into the possible implications of intercepting missiles in their boost phase
ift they ae carying rudear chemical or biolgical varheads

the Ministry of Defence needs to deal with this wider debate on missile defence rather better
than it did with the USeguest to upgde Fylingdaled/ke would like to see fuller

parliamentary debates rather than ‘point scoring’ Q & A exchanges, a willingness to engage with
NGOs and a clear indication that submissions to the ‘public discussion paper’ will be given due
consideration.
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Appendix 1:US Congessional Concens on Missile Detnce

Includes:

. Sen.Cat Levin, D-Mich., (Ranking Senar Armed Serices Committee) “Untested missile
defense setup poses risks” Detroit News, 29 December 2002 (text below)

. Rep. Thomas HAllen, D-Maine 1% District, Representave Allen: Administietion NMD
Deployment DecisionAll Politics Little Defense”17 December 200@ext belaw)

. Rep. Edward J Makey D-Mass 7" District,"Markey Missile Dednse is Expen& Lesson in
False Securityl7 December 2002(text belaw)

1) Senator Carl Levin

“Untested missile defense setup poses risksDetroit News, 29 December 2002
By Democdtic Sentor Cat Levin (Midchigan), Ranking Seniar on theArmed Serices Committee

President Bus$’decision to geoy a limited ni@onal missile dehse system stizig in 2004 befre

it has been tested and proven to work violates common sense. The Pentagon will spend large
amounts of money to deploy an unproven defense, money that could be better used to fight more
likely and imminent threats of terrorism.

Mary of us hae resevations dout deloyment ofa naional deénse gainst long-ainge ballistic

missiles because 1) the intelligence community says such missiles are one of the least likely threats t
our security (in part because use of such missiles would leave a “return address” that would
guarantee a devastating response from the United States); and 2) because deployment of a national
missile defnse is lidy to unleash an s ace with other countries

However, even ardent proponents of a national missile defense should not support deployment of an
untested, unproven system.

The United States may eventually succeed in developing a national missile defense system that will
actually work against real world threats, but we have not done so yet. According to the Pentagon, the
national missile defense system to be deployed in 2004 requires a new booster rocket that has never
been tested against any target.

The 2004 systemowid rely on a adar inAlaska hilt in the 1976’thd was neer designedf

missile defense, that has no capability to differentiate the target warhead from decoys, that has never
been tested against a long-range ballistic missile, and that the administration never plans to test
against a long-range missile.

No part of the system has been tested against realistic targets, and there are no plans to test the
integrated system as a whole before it is deployed. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has said
that this is just an “initial capability” in a program that “will evolve over time” and will ultimately
“look quite diferent than it bgins’
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What the Pentagon has tried not to emphasize is that this “initial capability” is likely to be marginally
effective, if it works at all. Declaring this untested, marginal system ready to deploy is like declaring
a newly designed airplane ready to fly before the wings have been attached to the airframe and the
electronics installed in the cockpit.

In his previous tenure as Secretary of Defense, Rumsfeld had to preside over the dismantling of the
Safeguard missile defense system which he had inherited and which was operational for less than six
months because the technical limitations of the system rendered it ineffective. The development,
deployment and dismantling of the Safeguard system cost the taxpayers tens of billions of dollars
without enhancing our ti@nal security in gnThis is anxperience thiave should not ant to

repeat.

Since thiatime Congess has institutedforms in the Defnse Dpatment to help pvent the

premdure and cosyl fielding ofunproven system&ongess estdished the éntayjon's Director of
Operational Test and Ea&ludion to oversee major defise ppgrams and enserthg/ ae adequaly

tested and demonstrated to work before they are deployed — in other words, that any new system is
proven to “fly bebre we kuy”

Congess also edtisshed theaint Requiements Oegrsight Councilwhich gives the militar sewices
oversight wer wegons pograms to ensertha they perbrm well enough to be useful on the
battlefield.

The Bush administration, however, has unwisely exempted all missile defense programs from the
normal oversight of these impdant oganizdions As a esult,these ppgrams ag not subject to

normal eview by senior militar and arilian acquisition @tials and thg ae not subject to the

normal opegtional test andvaludion process

Instead, the secretary of defense has delegated many of the functions of these offices to the Missile
DefenseAgengy, effectvely making thiaageng responsile for overseeing itselHistory shavs tha

without real oversight, major weapon systems don’t work well, suffer serious schedule delays and
hase major costweruns

The Bush administration should re-establish effective oversight of missile defense programs by the
Director of Opertional Test and Ealudion, the &int Requiements Ogrsight Counciland other

oversight oganizdions within the Dpatment of Defense Rather than ushing to dgloy an

unproven national missile defense system, the administration should focus on completing the
development of a missile defense that will be effective against likely threats and that is shown to
work through poper testing
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2) Representative Thomas H. Allen

“All Politics, Little Defense:Pentagon has testified ley national missile deEnse components
will not be ready by Fall ‘04", 17 December 2002

“T he BushAdministetion’s announcement toglaf its plan to ppceed with dadoyment ofa

naional missile dehse systemylfall 2004 is all politics and little efef¢ U.S Representave

Tom Allen said on 12/17T he Fall ‘04 de&e sgs it all.The Rentagon's missile dehse dictor

acknowledged in Congressional testimony last July that key components of the system will not
undergo realistic testing and will not be ready by that politically motivated deadline. Our policy
regarding this critical national security decision should be based rigorous, successful testing resulting
in proven tedinology, not to meet an arbéry deadline on theve of the net Presidential electidn.

Representative Allen cited testimony by General Ronald Kadish, Director of the Missile Defense
Ageng/ (MDA), during hearings bak two HouseArmed Serices Subcommittees am@ 272002

and then gain bebre the House Gemment Rform Committes Subcommittee on Manal
Securitylntemaional Relaions andvVeteansAffairs on dily 16,2002.

Responding to a series of questions from Representative Allen, General Kadish testified that the
MDA anticipged cpabilities of the Gound-Based Mid-Cose system (also kmo as naonal

missile defnse) § Fall 20041n responseGeneal Kadish a testified thay Fall 2004the MDA

does not plan to have in place an X-Band radar, identified as a key component needed for advanced
tracking and engagement of an incoming missile; will not have in place either the SBIRS-High or
SBIRS-Low satellite systems, designed to provide improved early warning of missile launches; will
not have conducted a flight test from the actual deployment site in Ft. Greely (since the booster
segments could fall on populated areas in Alaska); will not have conducted operationally realistic
flight tests in Wwich the tajectoy, speedlaund time of or countemeasugs accompamg the

target missile were unannounced and unknown to the interceptor; and may not have conducted
realistic light tests with a fullng of countemeasugs accompamg the taget designed tabl the
interceptor, including a tumbling re-entry vehicle, a decoy designed to mimic the warhead, radar
jammes, and a arhead thiadivides into sub-omitions

"It is ironic but hadly coincidentakha today’s announcement came less thamrekvafter gt

another notele NMD test &ilue” Representave Allen said:l have long said thane test success
does not alidde the tebnology, and one dilue does not walidde it. But the December 11th test
failue involved the most basic dhe oerall systers’engineeringhallengs— successfull

separation of the interceptor from the booster rocket. With failures at this basic level of system
developmentijt is troubing tha the BushAdministetion is basing its defise sategy on a system

that has yet to be proven reliable.”

"America was attacked on 9/11 by terrorists who crashed civilian airliners into national landmarks,

killing moe than 3,000 peopleRepresentave Allen said*Our defense priorities and our decisions
on deense spending shoukflect the most lidy and imminent tleds to our ndon. The US
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intelligence community has identified attack by the long range missiles as the least likely threat posed
to Americas securityThough NMD mg eventualy be poven as an &ctve deénse gainst sule a

threat, we have many more pressing defense needs that are not dictated by politically transparent
election gar decisioris

Representative Edward J. Markey

“Mar key Missile Defense is Expensie Lesson in Rlse Security 17 December 2002.
(http://lwww .housegov/markey/iss_nonpoliferation_pr021217.pdf).

Failed System Dodénk, DoesrPiotect Americangidgl Imminermrdrist Attks

Representave Edvard J Markey (D-MA), a senior member dhe House Engy and Commee
Committee and Co-Chair tfie Bipatisan Congessionalask Brce on Non-Poliferation, today
released the following statement in response to press reports that President Bush will deploy a
national missile defense system:

The BushAdministetion is ushing headlong to pley a missile defise system thaimpl doestt
work. It failed a test last week, and it has failed many tests before. How can the Administration claim
the proposed system will protect the United States if it doesn’t even work?

I will be introducing legislation in the next Congress to require realistic testing of any missile defense
system to ensure that it works before it is deployed.

The Administration claims that “we can hit a bullet with a bullet”. The record of past missile defense
system tests show that we can only hit a bullet if we know exactly when the bullet was fired, exactly
whetre it was pointedand if the hullet told us xactly where it was aall times

Finall, the BushAdministetion has made thalse @im tha a missile dehse systemowld piotect

the United Stas flom terorist goups amed with vegpons of mass deatiction. This system is

designed to protect against missiles; it does nothing to protect against dirty bombs, anthrax, chemical
agents eleased in a swhy, or hijaked planes

The missile defense system that the Bush Administration plans to deploy will do nothing to increase

the saéty of the United Stas Insteadjt wastes taxpars’ dollas and lulls us into alte sense of
securityl urge the Pesident to@consider this decision.
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