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Abstract

This paper will build on ballistic missile defenge Europe. In the first part, a brief historical
overview will place the current public managemessug into light. This is followed by a discussion
of the main actors in the international debate,ptablems that arise and the available options and
recommendations to address missile defense. Iseitend part, differences between George W. Bush
and Barack H. Obama will analyze under the titlalfBtic Missile Defense in Europe: Evolving

Problems during Change in Presidential Adminisbréti
Program, Options and Recommendations

Historical Overview

Missile defense is a relic of the Cold War. Witle #scalation of nuclear threat between the
United States and the USSR, the United States sauglay to prevent full-scale nuclear
destruction of key infrastructure and the homeldr@sident Johnson began the rough draft
of a plan to fix the issue with rockets that exglddo disrupt and possibly destroy any
incoming nuclear missil&The plan largely remained a side-project in thewtision until the
Reagan administration proposed a new space bas®deption system. The system, when
proposed by Reagan, was very theoretical withoytrextessary technology to implement it,
and as a result was dubbed by the media as Stas. \B¥war1988, the system had produced a
system called Brilliant Pebbles to ram satellite® iincoming missiles with the total of all
space based funding estimated to be around $106ntilNeedless to say, the USSR was
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less than thrilled of the prospect of their nuclearheads being ruled as not an option,
although with the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty G@B72 ruled out the use of ballistic missiles.

When the USSR fell, lots of pressure for missileedse went away since the biggest
threat at the time being vanished. George H.W. Biighnot want to abandon the effort,
however, and he changed the purpose and strategyssfle defense away from the Star
Wars shield model to the Global Protection Agalistited Strikes (GPALS). GPALS was a
much more limited focus on actual ground baseddefgion systems as opposed to space-
based systemsWhen Clinton took office in 1993, he changed thena of the program to
the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDQhe goal and focus of missile defense
plans over the years remains the same; to prdtecirmed forces of the United States and its
allies and eventually protect the United StateslfifsWhile the funding was constantly an
issue, research on the possible defenses usetid@mystem continued, and achieved some
marginal results at best. Hitting a rocket out led &ir with another rocket was incredibly
difficult to do, and the lack of concrete resules/g fuel to critics in Washington and abroad
of the practicality of a missile defense systemt e potential benefits of being protected
against such a devastating attack enticed the tUfitates to keep researching the issue. But
while this was happening in the United States, Rusgas still concerned with the
development of a defense system, particularly leyWhited States through NATO, feeling
that the system would be used against them, phtiguwith NATO’s involvement in
Yugoslavia®

The game plan changed when George W. Bush tookeoffilthough the opposition
to missile defense was gaining momentum, 9/11 adnte picture drastically. Much
opposition to missile defense changed dramaticaléysecurity was a huge concern. The
Bush administration used that to gain support faarllamissile defense system, as opposed to
a limited one that had been pursued in the pastd#ec he Bush administration’s first major
step of the change was unilaterally backing ouhefABM treaty in June 2002 (although it
was announced in December 2001, as per the defdite treaty). Russia had some issues
with it, but Putin remained confident that the feseould not bother US-Russian relatichs.
In the meantime, North Korea had decided that mlaidegin to test fire ICBMS and pursue
its ICBM project. However, US-Russia relations beeastrained when Bush began to say
that the missile defense system would protect tkis &f Evil, when Russia had signed a ten-
year agreement for nuclear power plants in‘lramd concerns over if the missile defense
shield would be given away. Tensions began thedwmtries grew more and more with the

United States invading Irag. Despite growing inational concerns over the missile defense
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shield, Bush began looking for suitable spots faadar site in the Czech Republic and a
missile silo in Poland. The Polish government wdntiee silos while its citizens were
concerned over environmental and health is8uéXficial talks began to allow the
construction of the silos and radar in 2007, amd@aech government agreed in 2008, while
negotiations had failed in Poland, whose governniemt changed parties and opinidns.
Russia responded by threatening to take actioneiftteaty was ratifietf. In the meantime,
Europe was back and forth on the issue, ultimateyning about if it could support the
system, although it was designed to help them. NAN®@the EU saw themselves as being in
the middle of a brewing battle between Russia hedtS™*

The scenario changed again during the Obama admatin®. Obama wanted to scale
back the focus of the problems with the missileedsé shield. Obama sought to address the
issue of defense more proactively, by using dipliecrend economic means to deter Iran and
North Korea instead of a military solution. As auk, Obama scrapped the idea of a large-
scale land-based systémThe new system would put smaller missiles on Nships, and
might possibly lead to land based systems, buuntt 2015 While Russia saw this as a
huge step forward to easing concerns, there waliraction of action to take sanctions with
Iran. At the current time, Iran and Russia stilvéaglans for nuclear enrichment for power

plants, while the US is concerned about it.

Actors
The goal set by the Obama Administration will inx@lseveral domestic and international
actors. In order to validate a proposed plan, adtléhree nations will need to ratify the plan
in their respective governments. As it stands tpd@gland and Czech Republic are both
engaged in conferences with the United States d¢ableshing ballistic missile defense
locations in their counties. From the sound of O#&amsuggestions for a sea-based
component, the United States is also in conferemdttsthe United Nations as well. Both
Poland and the Czech Republic are eager to didogasions in their countries for both
protection and the economical benefits to two nevitary facilities in their country,
however conferences and international ratificaimm slow process. In an ideal sense, the
Ministry of National Defense from Poland and theniMiry of Defense from the Czech
Republic are the key negotiation players with leadeom the Department of State and the
US Missile Defense Agency.

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and SecretaryDefense Robert Gates have been

instrumental in pushing Obama’s plan forward in dp& and at sea. President Obama is
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guoted as stating “the new missile-defense ardhitecin Europe will provide stronger,
smarter, and swifter defenses of American forced America's allies* Both have
represented Obama and the United States abroadrsoipof international agreement for a
short-ranged ballistic missile defense based at sea

Domestic federal departments and agencies arebalsp asserting their muscle for
the plan in the United States Congress. The Depattrof Homeland Security and the
Department of Defense have equal incentives talgeeplan through as a means to defend
the United States. Assuming that an internatioggeement is made on the location and
scope of the defense system, there will be manyeraotors thrown into the situation. The
Army and Air Force were central to the Bush Admir@son’s plan and will remain so in
Obama’s plan, however the Navy will now be necegsdar maintain sea-based defense
systems. The Army Corps of Engineers will stillneressary for construction of the sites in
Poland and the Czech Republic.

There is opposition to the plan coming from leakigrén Russia. Vladimir Putin and
Dmitry Medvedev argue that a ballistic missile asie station constructed in Poland is a sign
of aggression towards Russia by the United Stdtkeere seems to be little weight to this
argument, as the sites are designed for defensiygopes only and not as a strategic site to
launch a ballistic missile offensive. Even if thwgre the case, the United States would not
choose Russia as its main target in the region apyand so their argument has no merit.
Sergey Lavrov Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lawaid in a speech before Obama's
ballistic missile defense announcement that MosealW continue to oppose any new
sanctions over Iran's nuclear program. Sergey hagcan essential actor in the Russian
Administration. International opposition to the @im Administration’s plan will further
impede the agreement process.

Problems

Russia opposed the Bush Administration’s missileersge plan, fearing it would violate
existing arms control mechanisms and shift the dzamaof power in Europe. Russian
President Vladimir Putin strongly cautioned agaarsiding the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty,
which was signed in 1972.The Kremlin believed the U.S. plan would weaken dfals
nuclear deterrertf Russia further warned that it was considering @mgnits rockets at the
proposed U.S. missile defense system. Russia lkedlieS. military installations, placed in
former Soviet satellite states, could pose a thteaits security’ As Russian Defense

Minister Ivanov put it, “I have every reason to shgt there are no ICBMs in Iran or North
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[Korea], nor are there going to be any [in the $exable future]. So the real question is,
against what countries will this system be us&dThe unspoken answer, of course, was
Russia —and everyone involved knewit.

The United States experienced further resistands taissile defense plan within the
parliaments of Poland and the Czech Republic—thepgsed sites for a ground-based
system. In Poland, the left-leaning Civic Platfquarty won national elections and pledged to
renegotiate the missile treaty. While the Czeclideship approved a missile defense treaty
with the United States, the Czech parliament refuseratify the treaty® Without a defense
system in place, the Czech government expressezegmiabout Russia’s intentions.Czech
Deputy Foreign Minister Tomas Pojar said, “[w]e aatking with Russians. We are very
open with Russians. But they should not have veter @ur security and over NATO’s
security issues and decisiorfs.”

The financial scope of the problem has posed al@gmobjor the plan. In 2002, a
selected acquisition report (SAR) that was serth&oU.S. Congress projected the cost of a
missile defense system as $47.2 billion for 200@ugh 2009. One year later, a SAR
indicated the cost would be $62.9 billion over teame period. According to the
Congressional Budget Office, the Bush plan woulgeheost $9-$13 billion per year and still
would not have fully protected Europe from an leanimissile attack® The U.S. Congress
refused to grant funding for the program until fhans were ratified® Since ratification
never took place, the DoD and MDA were at an im@aBgrhaps out of concern caused by
widely varied cost estimates, U.S. lawmakers vateldectly to delay the missile interceptor
system. Congress cut nearly $139 million from tiseal 2008 budget request for the Polish
missile site?*

The large interceptor system advocated by the BAgiinistration has only been
tested to this date eight times, and not agaimstyghe of missiles that would likely be used in
an attack® This created debate among legislative and dipleniiaes, especially when the
successes and failures of the three-stage confignraas tested, were consideféddany
were hesitant to invest in unreliable technologyisitoncern was shared by the nations set to
ratify agreements at the international le¥/efccording to physicist Richard Garwin, who
served on a panel studying ballistic missile dedertie system “would have added only
marginally” to existing missile protection and do“at high cost.®

The ground-based system was a derivative of a nagstem which had already
proved problematic for the MDA and could not begdsuntil at least 201%. Even the most

optimistic estimates concluded that the missileelshivould not be fully operational until
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2013, leaving future administrations with the respbility of operating the Bush

administration’s missile shiefd.

Options
A ballistic missile attack presents a “peak load3kgem in which a threat is not necessarily
likely, but will be devastating if it materializeBecision makers are faced with a double-risk

dilemma, as shown on the table below:

A missile is not launched A missile is launched
Not preparedMINOR DEFEAT (?) MAJOR DISASTER.
for an attack [The status quo: Thousands, if not millions of people

U.S. and its allies remain safejand are injuredA political (and publi
long as no attack is launched. |management) failure.

Prepared forMINOR VICTORY (?) MAJOR SUCCESS (?)

an attack Some groups will be satisfigf a missile is destroyed before it réas

believing that a missile shieldthe U.S. or an allied nation, few will arg
preventing an attack. that the missile shield is worth
However, this option requirexpenseHowever, others may argue t
billions of dollars which could fdiplomacy or sanctions could have ave

spent elsewhere. an attack.

1. Do nothing
If the United States decides to cancel its migi@tiense plans, tensions between the United
States and Russia will almost certainly ease. Heweallies such as Poland and the Czech
Republic—who feel threatened by Russia—will beli¢vat the United States has left them
abandoned. Other nations may view the U.S.’s clgpitun as a sign of weakness.

2. Proceed with Bush Administration plan (Land-based technology)
If the U.S. proceeds with the Bush Administratidanp Poland and the Czech Republic will
feel more secure against a potential Russian thiteat and North Korea may become
hesitant to advance their ballistic missile progsaklowever, Poland and the Czech Republic
would need to ratify the treaties. The U.S. woulvdn to resolve its funding impasse and

technology gaps.
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3. Useonly Sea-Based Technology
The U.S. could proceed with an entirely sea-bagstés1. Most of the technology is in place,
with U.S. Navy Aegis ships prepared to employ SM1&rceptors. This option avoids the
diplomatic problem of treaty ratification and cowtso ease tensions with Russia. However,
without the use of land-based radar, the systemldvoaot be as accurate. The U.S. would
have to maintain a constant naval presence in défgem, requiring extensive and costly
logistical support.

4. Phased-in approach
The Obama Administration has decided on a four@hgsproach. The first stage, to be
completed by 2011, will be the deployment of Navgghk ships equipped with SM-3
interceptors to the eastern Mediterran&afihe second phase (scheduled to be in place by
2015) will be the development of an upgraded, lbased SM-3 in allied countries with radar
systems, possibly in the CaucastiBiscussions are currently underway with Poland taed
Czech Republic on basing the missiles in theiittey. The third phase (scheduled to be in
place by 2018) will deploy a larger and more capapbund-based system, which will allow
the shield to protect Europe and the United Stafgminst short and intermediate-range
rockets and, eventually, ICBM&1n the fourth phase, the U.S. would deploy the $Block
lIB interceptor to cope with medium-and intermeeieinge missiles, as well as potential
ICMB threats™

The phased approach pacifies Russia in the shomt-terhile providing European
allies with a sense of security. It also holds pemTas a deterrent against aggression from
North Korea, Iran, and other nations with ballistissiles.

However, this approach has some disadvantages, fhiesprogram relies on a less-
accurate sea-based system through at least 201b.UT&. and its allies will remain
vulnerable for at least five more years, providangvindow of opportunity for nations who
may wish to attack. Second, while Russia’s leadeesappeased for now, they will likely
voice opposition to the large ground-based systenh draws closer to completion in 2018.
Finally, the phased approach relies on successivelse-capable systems that do not yet
exist. What if the SM-3 Block 1IB interceptor is theeady in time, or does not work? The

Obama Administration’s plan leaves these questimrsiswered.

Recommendations
There is no one action that the Obama administratan make that will address this issue.

Our recommendation is a four-step process; scalek baallistic missile defense
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implementation, develop flexible systems, continegearch and development, and increase
diplomacy.

1. Scale back large-scale missile defense implementation
The current ground-based missile defense systemevielopment are not ready to create an
effective missile shield. Even if they had highsgs rates, countries with large stockpiles of
missiles would not be deterred by the threat oéw &ilos scattered around the globe. If
anything, this would encourage countries that aeelbping missile technologies to make
sure they have large stockpiles of weapons befoeg tarry out an attack. This would
encourage a new form of arms race, which would lirevonany more actors than what we
experienced during the Cold War.

2. Develop flexible systems
An alternative to putting large bulky ground basgsgstems in place is to consider
implementing more flexible systems. For a landaptthis could be a highly mobile piece of
equipment — which could be mounted on a truck brsggtem. On sea, the focus should be
putting a missile defense system on smaller andlemaessels, capable of travelling into
shallow waters in short notice. By air, planes dolbé equipped with missile defense and
could stand guard over high priority areas. Threatshe United States and its allies are
constantly changing and our defenses should belaiertough to deal with emerging threats.
With more flexible systems it would reduce the antaef time it would take to respond to a
threat and also be a better deterrent to advessarie

3. Continue research and devel opment
Missile defense technology is a continuing cat-araiise game. As anti-ballistic missiles
become faster, smarter, and more accurate, sogildaremissile systems. Many countries
may not be able to do any sort of missile defelse, may still have the capability to
effectively launch deadly weapons. Iran in paréecus developing missiles with solid rocket
boosters which are reaching speeds faster thamwangnt missile defense system would be
able to destroy once launch&Before complete deployment of a missile defenseesy it is
necessary to continue research and developmergdover better ways of countering threats.
The program should not be cut completely, but @&dsemore time to perfect.

4. Increase diplomacy
Work together with other actors to develop baltistiissile defense technology. Instead of
closing off to the rest of the world the United t8&ashould embrace help offered by other
nations who have a stake in protecting themselr@s fissile attacks. Other nation-states

sometimes have more direct threats against thendeserately need a missile shield. The
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U.S. scale-back its laws dealing with dual-use nettgies and seek out help from the rest of
the world to deal with this global threat.

Using diplomacy also offers an opportunity imprae&ationships so the system will
never have to be used. The missile defense sydteaidsbe used as a last resort. The best
possible outcome is that it will never have to Beds The U.S. should engage its adversaries
and increase diplomatic relations so it will nottbeeatened by missile attacks. This goal is
the hardest to achieve but it has the largest fmy@bama’s recent Nobel Peace prize
demonstrates not only Obama’s commitment to diptypbut perhaps more importantly the
positive light that the rest of the western worldws the United States in with the change of

administration.

“Ballistic Missile Defense in Europe: Evolving Prollems during Change in Presidential

Administration”

As mankind continues to develop sophisticated wegs®ystems, there is a continual cat-
and-mouse game to also create effective counteuresador the new weapons systems.
Some of the most destructive weapons are ballistissiles. The corresponding
countermeasure is ballistic missile defense (BMIBis can be thought of trying to hit a
bullet with a bullet. But with Intercontinental Hatic Missiles (ICBMs) the bullets are
travelling up to 17,000 miles per hour in outercgand a miss could mean the destruction of
life as we know it. BMD technology has been largetguccessful and incredibly expensive.
Many Americans believe the United States is coreplgirotected against ICBMs, but this is
not the case. Past Presidential administratione httempted to implement a fully functional
BMD system. While they have provided limited susass it is not fair to say in the event of
an ICBM strike the U.S. could not be hit. Along lwitechnological complications come
diplomatic issues, as new potentially threateniatjom-states develop ICBM and nuclear
capabilities. Since the Septembef"t&rrorist attacks, the United States and the Eranp
Union have been working together to reduce the aslanother offensive from terrorist
organizations and military combatants. Growing lligence reports from the Middle East
suggest in the near future Irag, Afghanistan arah Imay be capable of launching an
offensive on the European allies or even the cental United States. The two
administrations that have occupied the White Hossee 9/11 have created different
strategies to defend against a missile strike. Tase study will compare the missile defense

plans for Europe in the Bush and Obama adminietrati
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The Bush administration determined that long-rabg#istic missile attacks were
likely to occur based on a number of intelligeneparts. Secretary of State Condoleeza Rice
argued that North Korea and Iran both posed setioests to the U.S. and the EU. North
Korea and Iran have been considered unpredictadulettaeatening nations, despite reports
from the U.S. National Intelligence Estimate thainl discontinued missile weapons in early
2003%°The Iranian government asserted ICBM research aexkelopment have been
discontinued, but this was never confirmed. Undsmar&ary of State John Rood spearheaded
the U.S. negotiations for European missile defemswersations with NATO. He argued that
the status of missile development in any singleonatvas irrelevant, as a comprehensive
ballistic missile defense system would yield betsetegardless of the type of instrument used
in a strike®” Reports also indicated that Iran was very likelgévelop technology that would
make long-range ballistic missile deployment inglvié as early as 2015.

Based on the threats of potential ballistic misdigloyment from North Korea and
Iran, President George W. Bush centered his opai@tplan on long-range ballistic missile
defense. In 2006, it was publicly announced thatWhS. would construct ten ground-based
interceptors in silos in Poland and a radar sith@éCzech Republic. Formal discussions of
the plan began in January 2007. The missile defpnsgram became known as Ground-
based Midcourse Defense (GMD). ICBMs have threesgéraboost phase, midcourse phase
and re-entry phase. The missile travels in spapecapnately 25 minutes in orbit during the
midcourse phas® GMD uses ground-based interceptors to take outMERuring the
midcourse phase.

The task to implement BMD in Europe fell to the Mis Defense Agency (MDA),
whose mission is to “develop and field an integtatayered, ballistic missile defense system
to defend the United States, its deployed forc#gsaand friends against all ranges of
enemy ballistic missiles in all phases of fligit.The plans for the interceptor site in Poland
consisted of ten two-stage silos with the intentiomprotect both the U.S. and the EU from
ballistic missile attacks from the Middle East. Tiadar site plans were set to be operational
at the Body military training area in the Czech &a. The Department of Defense (DoD)
put the MDA in charge of delegating responsibitibtythe Army (at the interceptor site) and
the Air Force (at the radar site). The Army CorpsEagineers was given instructions to
spearhead construction at each site. A third compoof the Bush missile defense plan was
a mobile, forward-based radar network. This wasnhéa provide radar support closer to
Iran and had land-based mobile capabilities. Theilm@adar component was in the internal

discussion stage at the DoD; no formal internatiaakks took place about the staging of
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land-based mobile radar stations in Eastern Euespkthe Middle East. Reports in May
2009 suggested that this third option was unnecg#séight of Iran’s threat capabilitie®.

Agreements among the United States, Poland, andChech Republic were
negotiated in 2008. Each country signed the BMDeagrents. The plan, however,
encountered domestic obstacles in both Poland &ed Gzech Republic. The BMD
agreements required ratification from the Polisti @aech parliaments. The agreements were
never ratified, so the DoD and the MDA reached mpasse when requesting a defense
budget for the project. The Army Corps of Engineges asked to prepare cost expenditure
assessments for each site. This could not take piatil the plans were ratified. Diplomatic
requirements brought the project to a standstilenvithe U.S. Congress refused to grant
funding for the program to the DoD until the plamesre ratified** Since one site was meant
to aid the other, ratification was required fronthh&oland and the Czech Republic before
construction began at either site.

In 2002, a selected acquisition report (SAR) thaisveent to the U.S. Congress
projected the cost of a missile defense systemd@2dbillion for 2002 through 2009. One
year later, a SAR indicated the cost would be $®2lbn over the same period. The total
was included in the fiscal year 2004 budget requmsgtwas not broken down into discreet
elements. At least $18 billion of the increase w#sbuted to engineering changes required
after President Bush announced the need in Dece®®@2 for a “layered systeri®
According to the Congressional Budget Office, thesiBplan would have cost $9-$13 billion
per year and still would not have fully protectedirépe from an Iranian missile
attack**According to physicist Richard Garwin, who served @ panel studying ballistic
missile defense, the system “would have added andrginally” to existing missile
protection and do so “at high coét.”

Perhaps out of concern caused by widely varied estghates, U.S. lawmakers voted
indirectly to delay the missile interceptor systé&bongress cut nearly $139 million from the
fiscal 2008 budget request for the Polish misstie 8ush responded: “Missile defense is a
vital tool for our security, it's a vital tool fodeterrence and it's a vital tool for counter
proliferation. Despite all these benefits, the EdiStates Congress is cutting fundirfg.”

There are a number of criticisms surrounding thelBAdministration’s plans. The
interceptor site planned for Poland was rooted irtwa-step configuration of missile
response, which is different than the operatioheg¢d-stage ballistic missile interceptors in
the United States todd§The large interceptor system the Bush Adminisirativanted to

use has only been tested to this date eight tianas$,not against the type of missiles that
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would likely be used in an attaék.This created debate among legislative and diplimat
lines, especially when the successes and failuréiseothree-stage configuration, as tested,
were consideredf Many were hesitant to invest in unreliable tecbggl This concern was
shared by the nations set to ratify agreementseainternational lever’

Russia in particular opposed the missile defenge pécause it would violate existing
arms control mechanisms, reluctance to shift thanoa of power in Europe, escalating
tensions between the U.S. and Russia and the kekdefined threat. In 2001, President
Bush expressed a desire to begin a dialogue betiRassia and the United States on BMD.
Russian President Vladimir Putin welcomed the ofymaty, but strongly cautioned against
eroding the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, whichéhwo nations had signed in 1972. The
Bush administration did not agree with Russia’erptetation of the treaty mainly because it
was originally signed between the US and the Sdwigon.*°

Putin stated Russia’s main defense priority wastaaiing its strategic forces, which
he defined as “guarantee[ing] the neutralizatioraimy potential aggressor, no matter what
modern weapons systems he possesseRiissian Defense Minister and Deputy Prime
Minister Sergei Ivanov said Bush'’s missile defeplsms did not make “political sense, to say
nothing of military sense.® The Kremlin believed the U.S. plan would weakers$tais
nuclear deterrent Russia further warned that it was considering mgnits rockets at the
proposed U.S. missile defense system. Russia kdli¢hat such a response would be
justified because U.S. military installations, m@dcin former Soviet satellite states, could
pose a threat Russian securitppefense Minister Ivanov pointed out that the Rars§iopol-

M ground-based missiles could “reliably overcomg amssile defense systems. Thus, we
take these [U.S.] plans in strid&.”

Officials familiar with the competing proposalststh that a key difference between
the U.S. and Russian governments was the percemednence of an Iranian missile
threat>® President Bush said that a missile system wasntlygeeeded to guard Europe
against a potential attack from Iran. Russia, om dather hand, downplayed the thr¥at.
According to Russian estimates, Iran was fifteetwenty years away from creating missiles
with the range necessary to successfully attacktéke€Europe or the United Stat8sAs
Russian Defense Minister lvanov put it, “I have rgveeason to say that there are no ICBMs
in Iran or North [Korea], nor are there going todwe [in the foreseeable future]. So the real
question is, against what countries will this systee used?”

Even U.S. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates douhtedranian attack was

imminent, suggesting that the U.S. might delayvation of the shield until there was
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“definitive proof” of a threaf® “We have not fully developed this proposal,” Gasai, “but

the idea was we would go forward with the negatiai we would complete the negotiations,
and we would develop the sites, build the sites peunaps would delay activating them until
there was concrete proof of the threat from I¥nGates also dismissed the argument that
the U.S. missile defense system was designed &vceyit missiles from Iran and North
Korea®® According to the Congressional Research Servi®®S|C Iran had suspended all
efforts to build an ICBM?

The United States experienced further resistandéstaissile defense plan within
Poland and the Czech Republic—the proposed sitea firound-based system. In Poland,
the left-leaning Civic Platform party won natiorelections and pledged to renegotiate the
treaty allowing the construction of U.S. missileesi Several polls indicated that the majority
of Polish citizens disapproved of a U.S. missiledsa’ Polls in the Czech Republic revealed
that 70% of its citizens opposed the Bush plan. Chech government in place at the time
later failed to gain reelection, in part becaussujtported the U.S. missile shield pfahe
new Czech government approved a missile defensgytrgith the United States, but the
treaty required approval from parliament, wherfaded strong opposition. Opposition parties
criticized the plan and demanded a national retner?®

According to Czech Prime Minister Mirek Topolanaiyominor details remained to
be resolved by early 2008. Topolanek stated tratmhin point amounted to discussing the
environmental impact of a potential U.S. missilee,si[w]e are actually looking for the
standards which would be the strictest possibledstals to be applied in terms of ensuring
and guaranteeing environmental protection. Tha igchnical matter that is going to be
resolved very soon™ At the same time, the Czech government maintaitiptbmatic
relations with Russia. According to Czech Deputyekgn Minister Tomas Pojar, “[w]e are
talking with Russians. We are very open with Russid@ut they should not have veto over
our security and over NATO’s security issues anclgiens.”®® To ease tensions between the
U.S., Russia and the Czech Republic, Defense Segr&ates offered to allow Russia to
maintain a presence at the Czech site. This propasasubject to the Czech government’s
approval®®

The United States was not able to fully implemdsat Bush plan by the time he left
office. The ground-based system could not be tagtéitiat least 2011, and that system was a
derivative of a larger system which had alreadwgdoproblematic for the MDA Even the

most optimistic estimates concluded that the nassklield would not be fully operational
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until 2013, leaving subsequent administrations il responsibility of operating the Bush
administration’s missile shield.

President Obama’s BMD plan is based on the Iratimeat, much like the Bush
administration, but the actual approach differsatiye Both presidents recognized the threat
of missiles fired from Iran and the U.S. shouldtpabitself and its allies against the thr&at.

The Obama administration prefers a smaller scatdilenBMD as opposed to a big
and bulky defensive systeth.The new BMD plan is made out to be cheaper, quiekel
more effective against the threat from Iranian ités$* One of the sharpest breaks with
Bush administration policies is that the new apphowould offer a stronger, swifter and
smarter defense system for the US and its dfti@he ballistic defense would focus on the
threat posed by Iran’s short and medium range hagssiather than its ICBM and nuclear
capabilities’® Another new approach is to remove Czech Republit Roland facilities to
attempt to get Russia’s help to guard againstarahtheir missile prograf.

The Obama administration’s plan can be brokenfiotio parts. First, the new missile
defense system is designed to confront Iran’s eimgrmilitary might more directly® A
shield based on the Navy’'s Aegis system will beggaphically closer to Iran and can be
deployed sooner and more cost-effectively thanldine-based system put forward by the
Bush administration. NATO Secretary-General Andeéogh Rasmussen says the system
would provide Europeans and Americans with protectigainst a real thre&t.

Second, the Obama plan will be replaced by a né&twbrsmaller, more modern
missiles based on ships with eventual land fagditiDefense Secretary Gates has said that
“[t]he intelligence community now assesses thatttireat from Iran’s short- and medium-
range ballistic missiles ... is developing more rapithan previously projected. This poses
an increased and more immediate threat to our$aynehe European continent, as well as to
our allies®

Third, the plan is based upon a healthier U.S.-Ros®lationship, specifically to get
Russia to support tough U.N. economic sanctionsnagdran if it continues to pursue its
nuclear ambitions. Thus far Russia appears relut¢taprovide any more sanctions against
Iran for anything* However, BMD sours relations between the U.S.Rnssia, with Russia
believing the shield would ultimately erode itsastgic nuclear deterrefft.Removing the
proposed facilities from the Czech Republic andaRadlwill help ease Russia’s perceived
threat. This has already been demonstrated as dRugziesident Dmitry Medvedev’s

claiming that “so far, | can say that a possiblew of the U.S. position on missile defense
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would be a positive signaf® By getting Russia on bard with the U.S., Iran \b#l isolated
and will have to comply with U.S. and EU demands.

Fourth, the plan gives a larger role to the Navye fiew defense plan will be based
on ships, so the Navy will have an integral rol8MD.

Based on the plan as described by Secretary Ghtesgw missile defense plan will
unfold in three stages. The first stage will be dieployment of Navy Aegis ships equipped
with SM-3 interceptors in the eastern Mediterranéldre second phase (scheduled to be in
place by 2015) will be the development of an upgdadand-based SM-3 in allied countries
with radar systems possibly in the Cauc&suBiscussions are currently underway with
Poland and the Czech Republic on basing the méssileheir territory. The third phase
(scheduled to be in place by 2018) will deploy eyéa and more capable ground-based
system, which will allow the shield to protect Epecand the United States against short and
intermediate-range rockets and, eventually, ICBRMBensions are still high between the U.S.
and the Russian Federation, but the Obama adnaitiistrhas taken a more engaging and
cooperative approach to improve relations. The athtnation’s BMD plan is part of a larger
vision to improve relations with the rest of therdo President Obama’s international vision
has even earned him the Nobel Peace Prize foydhis

President Obama’s missile defense plan continuesdme basic idea of defense that
the Bush administration attempted. It is importemtkeep in mind that President Obama
seeks to have a much more diplomatic and cooperafproach to this defense. In addition,
the administration emphasizes that the new plars dme¢ mean that he is stepping back
against the threats. Instead, the development mezing more flexible against the threat of
modern missiles.

As the United States and its allies attempt to ame@gainst the threat of an ICBM
attack, BMD is one method which is being implemdnés a countermeasure. Since the
invention of the ICBM, BMD technology has not besie to stay ahead of the power curve.
This case study looked at two administrations’ apphes with how to deal with BMD in
Europe. In the Bush administration, the Presidaléd for a ground-based system in Eastern
Europe to protect against long-range Iranian ICBBssides the technological challenges to
the program, the system also increased tensiors etiter nation-states. In the end the
administration failed to implement its vision. Undlee Obama administration, the threat was
still seen to come from Iran, but probably from ghand intermediate-range missiles. This
prompted a quick end to the large system outlingdhle Bush administration. The policy

change came to the delight of several nation-statest notably the Russian Federation, who
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perceived it as an improvement over the last adstration. The jury is still out if the Obama
administration will follow through with its plan af BMD will be seen as a top national
security issue. No President has been able to fulbyect the United States and its allies
against the threat of a missile attack, so it ballimportant to closely monitor the progress of

the current administration.
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