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Abstract

In 2002, the United States abandoned the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty and began 

constructing a missile defense system in Alaska. Questions about how missile defense 

will contribute to U.S. security remain. Moreover, beliefs about what constitutes security 

are expanding to include considerations of global environmental stability. According to 

environmental security theories on arms control, non-proliferation, and environmental 

degradation, deploying missile defense may make the U.S. and the world less secure.

This analysis addresses the issue by exploring the military’s role in Alaska and resulting 

environmental damage, followed by a history of missile defense systems and a 

description of the Alaskan project’s components. Arguments for and against missile 

defense are explained, and the history of Kodiak Island’s rocket launch facility illustrates 

how these issues are evolving in Alaska. The conclusion discusses why pursuing the 

system is seen by many as a risky policy choice in both traditional and environmental 
security contexts.
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Chapter One: Introduction

Missile Defense goes North

The U.S. military has been researching and developing various types of anti-ballistic 

missile defenses for over fifty years. In the 1990’s, the Ballistic Missile Defense 

Organization, known until 1993 as the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization, began 

concentrating on ground-based interceptor missiles that could defend against incoming 

missiles by directly impacting them in space, a technique known as ‘hit-to-kill’ 

technology. In the summer of 1999, President Bill Clinton, pressed by a Republican 

Congress and with a national election approaching, signed into law an act mandating 

deployment of an effective National Missile Defense system as soon as technologically 

possible. In part due to concerns voiced by Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens that a system 

should protect all fifty states, planners for the proposed National Missile Defense system 

were soon considering interior Alaska as a likely location for the project.

The Department of Defense estimated that a decision in 2000 to go ahead with 

National Missile Defense deployment would mean that the initial phase of the system, 

with one hundred interceptors, could be operational by 2005. In 2000, the National 

Missile Defense Independent Review Team, chaired by retired Air Force Chief of Staff 

Larry Welch, produced its third report criticizing the status of U.S. missile defense 

programs. The Welch report concluded that the National Missile Defense project’s 

schedule was a “rush to failure,” and that the plan to deploy the system by 2005 was an 

extremely high-risk approach. President Clinton had listed four criteria upon which he 

would base his ultimate decision to deploy National Missile Defense: threat, cost, 

technological status, and adherence to a renegotiated Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty. 

In September o f2000, he decided to postpone deployment, citing problems with the 

program’s technology, concerns of America’s allies, and Chinese and Russian opposition.

After making missile defense promotion a central theme of his candidacy, President 

George W. Bush soon affirmed his plans to abandon the ABM treaty and develop an 

ambitious, multi-layered missile defense system -  land-based interceptors, shorter-range



“theater” missile defenses, and space-based systems. In July o f2001, the Pentagon 

announced its decision to proceed with construction of a scaled-back ground-based 

system with facilities for five interceptors in Alaska (rather than the 100 interceptors 

planned for the initial phase of NMD) as part of a Pacific-wide missile defense test bed. 

Contractors began clearing ground for the interceptor silos, command and control center, 

and other components at Fort Greely, Alaska, the following month.

Congressional opposition to the fast pace and high costs o f the program was subdued 

after the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington D.C. on September 11,2001. In 

December of that year, after Russian President Vladimir Putin had refused to renegotiate 

its terms, President Bush announced his intention to withdraw from the ABM treaty in six 

months. In January 2002, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld replaced the Ballistic 

Missile Defense Organization with the higher-ranking Missile Defense Agency and 

exempted the program from normal Pentagon oversight.

The contract for missile defense construction in Alaska was awarded in April of2002, 

and by mid-June of that year crews began building missile silos, a command and control 

center, and other facilities at Greely. The Missile Defense Agency plans to have a 

rudimentary version of its Ground-based Midcourse Defense system in place for testing 

and contingency or emergency deployment purposes by September o f2004.

The Security Debate

Construction of a missile defense system in Alaska has reinvigorated a central strategy 

debate of the nuclear age: whether or not these systems contribute to the nation’s 

security. Conventional military logic has at its core the defense of the nation from 

established threats, and the benefits of missile defense have been hotly debated within 

that traditional sense of national security for decades. Modem, expanded notions of 

national security complicate the current debate. These beliefs incorporate global social, 

economic, and environmental concerns, and the U.S.’s new defense system is especially 

at odds with these “environmental security” values. Traditional military concerns of the 

nation-state still have primacy within the government, but there is an increasing
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acceptance that global environmental and social threats can constitute legitimate national 

security concerns. A debate is evolving over whether we can define and use terms like 

“environmental security.” At one end of the spectrum, the view is that even 

acknowledging such a proposition and including nonmilitary threats in policy 

considerations poses a danger to our military readiness. At the other end, analysts 

consider that national security should be redefined to reflect the primacy of 

environmental problems. Those who occupy the middle ground among security scholars 

argue that the traditional, narrow, “realist” approaches to international relations ignore 

and distort critical global environmental problems. Many are concluding that 

conventional geopolitics may be inadequate to manage the increasingly complex 

international situations that arise when certain aspects of security are global. Evaluating 

the issue of missile defense within the wider framework of environmental security 

notions answers questions about what impacts missile defense will have on Alaska, what 

type of policies would achieve security for the Arctic, and whether missile defense will 

provide such immediate security that other concerns are moot.

Alaska’s role in national security: the military, the Arctic environment, and missile 

defense

Alaska’s contributions to national security during World War II and throughout the 

Cold War illustrate the state’s strategic significance to the military. From enemy 

invasion to the creation of the Northern Defense Perimeter and experimental weapons 

testing, the military has provided Alaskans with infrastructure, employment, and a 

measure of political clout. Reviewing Alaska’s military buildup provides an 

understanding of basic Cold War defense systems and a wealth of information relevant to 

modem missile defense.

The consequences of military activities in Alaska include a legacy of environmental 

degradation that persists to this day. Questions of military accountability are central to 

this study, and of particular interest are examples provided by the military installations 

that are now slated to become missile defense sites. Environmental problems in Alaska



and a consideration of the Arctic region’s unique environmental problems are included in 

evaluating the tradition of the military in Alaska and analyzing the prominent threats to 

Arctic health and welfare.

Today Alaska is asked once again to play a vital role in the nation’s security by 

hosting the new missile defense system. The current missile defense system is only in the 

first stages of construction, yet understanding the history of these systems, how they 

work, and examining the particular components under construction in Alaska are critical 

steps towards understanding the larger arguments surrounding missile defense.

The missile defense debate

The debate over missile defense includes a series of different focuses. Initially 

reviewing the events leading up to the passage of the National Missile Defense Act sheds 

light on the political issues behind missile defense. After considering the new weapons 

system vis-a-vis traditional security standards and analyzing the threat posed by ballistic 

missiles, national missile defense already appears problematic. U.S. allies and arms 

control advocates also have strong arguments about how the system will impact global 

security. The history of missile defense’s testing program reveals test rigging and 

deception, and explorations into simple measures to defeat the system expose the flawed 

technology behind missile defense. The program fails the mission feasibility criteria of 

security analysts who claim it distracts energy and funding from more realistic threats. 

These accumulated details lead to revelations that missile defense technology may be less 

than effective as a defensive shield, but could be quite effective as an offensive weapons 

system Relevant military planning documents reveal that, indeed, the ultimate goal of 

missile defense and related programs is complete U.S. military dominance of earth and 

space. Environmental concerns now extend out to space and its potential degradation 

from warfare. Evidence that missile defense represents more than just a weapons system, 

the opinions of religious leaders on the morality and ethics of the policy enter the debate.



The case of Kodiak Island
As an ideal opportunity to test these opinions and claims in the real world, the history 

of missile defense on Kodiak Island is presented as a case study. The Alaska Aerospace 

Development Corporation built the launch complex on Kodiak just in time for the missile 

defense boom, although the corporation was created by the state of Alaska to develop a 

commercial space industry. Although the launch complex is only seven years old, its 

history reveals a great deal about what missile defense could mean in terms of military 

accountability, public trust, economic opportunity, and environmental degradation.

Far north missile debate

Concerns about military contamination in Alaska and the risks posed by missile 

defense have been brought to light largely by the work of various environmental groups 

in the state. The arrival of Alaska’s oil-based economy in the early seventies 

corresponded with a considerable increase in Alaskan environmental activity. By the 

year 2000, there were over ninety significant environmental organizations statewide and 

several of them focus on issues that bring the military directly into the debate (Ross,

2000, p. 307).

In the 1980’s, an organization called Alaska Community Action on Toxics helped 

citizens in communities like Nome take part in Alaska’s first voluntary cleanup of a 

Superfund site. In 1987, the Alaska Center for the Environment sued the Environmental 

Protection Agency under the Freedom of Information Act to make data on toxic-waste 

sites in the state available. The disclosure provided details on more than 2,000 toxic sites 

in Alaska that existed into the late 1990’s, including six superfund sites, 500 sites with 

contaminated drinking water, and at least thirty-eight hazardous waste dumps that 

continued to pose a serious health and safety hazard to Alaska’s native and urban 

communities (Ross, 2000, p. 304; AC AT, 2001). These groups obtained mounting 

evidence suggesting that the military’s presence in Alaska had created a large portion of 

this problem. She decades of military construction and experimentation had resulted in 

toxic and radioactive waste problems at over six hundred military installations in Alaska
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(Nielson, 1988, p. 179). Alaskan environmental justice and arctic monitoring 

organizations feared that these military practices throughout the circumpolar north could 

contribute to a transnational health threat for arctic residents.

Alaska Community Action on Toxics and similar groups across Alaska are currently 

promoting opposition to deployment of the missile defense system and to ongoing missile 

defense testing. They contend that there is a risk that the project will create significant 

environmental damage, while distracting federal agencies from obligations to clean up 

past military waste sites. Some of these Alaskan groups are affiliated with national and 

international organizations that oppose the system because they believe missile defense 

threatens to make the world less secure. Their main arguments are that an effective 

system is technologically infeasible, and that an unreliable missile defense is worse than 

none at all. They claim that deploying missile defense will damage arms control efforts, 

provoke other nations, and create a new arms race—this time extending into space.

Missile defense could be the largest, most expensive weapons system in history and is a 

proportionately important issue in the environmental security debate. By the Department 

of Defense’s own calculations, the production, testing and disposal of weapons account 

for eighty percent of the toxic and hazardous waste that the military creates (DoD Annual 

Defense Report, 1997). The United States military is among the world’s largest polluters. 

Concerned that the world’s environment can no longer afford a continued nuclear and 

military buildup, these groups contend that without a global perspective and dedication to 

conservation, no nation will enjoy true security.

On the other hand, the environmental, social, and economic catastrophe resulting from 

a nuclear attack is incalculable. It has been demonstrated that terrorist organizations are 

willing and able to inflict massive damage on U.S. soil and kill thousands of innocent 

civilians. There is little disagreement that nuclear proliferation does create an 

unacceptable risk to our country, and proponents of a missile defense system contend that 

tailing to provide for every possible defense against this danger is morally reprehensible 

and politically naive. They argue that creating a missile shield is the best method to 

protect the nation from this very serious threat, and that cost is not an issue when we
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consider what is at stake. The fact that some critics claim an effective missile shield is 

impossible only seems to challenge the traditionally bold Alaskan spirit. Alaskan state 

and local officials overwhelmingly support the economic boost from missile defense 

construction and honor the state’s proud military tradition and Alaska’s role in defending 

the nation. As Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens described it, “the sooner we can deploy the 

system, the better I’ll sleep” (Moran, 2001).

It is difficult to imagine how this missile defense debate can be productive when, in 

addition to the intimidating technical and political information involved, arguments are 

not based on a shared definition of security. For many people, the principle threats to our 

security are not national or military—they are global and environmental. A 

comprehensive evaluation of missile defense begins with a basic understanding of both 

traditional national security beliefs and more modem environmental concerns.



Chapter Two: Changing Concepts of Security
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Security and pacifism in the nuclear age

The world’s traditional notions of security were dramatically altered in the 1940s and 

‘50s by the introduction of nuclear weapons. Humankind’s capacity to devastate the 

planet at the touch of a button radically affected the power of the military in policy 

making, and fundamentally altered the worldviews of generations to follow.

Since the 1950s, mutually assured destruction (MAD) has been the only deterrent 

against nuclear exchange. In 1983, president Ronald Reagan offered an alternative to 

MAD when he announced the development of a missile defense program called the 

Strategic Defense Initiative, commonly known as Star Wars. Reagan told the nation that 

the missile shield would “render nuclear weapons impotent and obsolete.” This appeals 

to the majority of people, who would feel much safer in a world without nuclear 

weapons. Barring disarmament, a defense against nuclear weapons appears to be the next 
best thing.

Deployment of missile defense represents a new paradigm inserted into the security 

context in the nuclear age, but today’s debate over the system harkens back to the original 

effort to maintain atomic power under cooperative international civilian control. In 1945, 

liberals argued that unilateral American control of the bomb would commit the U .S. to a 

“vicious form of isolationist foreign policy” (Herken, p. 120) that would worsen 

international rifts and make it difficult for others to believe in the U.S.’s faith in 

international organizations.

Historian Gregg Herken compared strategic defense to the original “w inning weapon:” 

the A-Bomb. While the U.S. still had a monopoly on the atomic bomb, the country 

formulated its policies upon the idea that America’s decisive advantage would create total 

security. Herken argued that this was only a powerful illusion, and that nuclear 

hegemony has never created security for the U.S. The illusion contributed to the 

militarization of the Cold War and heightened tensions not only between the U.S. and the 

USSR but with America’s allies as well. The bomb was supposed to be effective in



diplomacy and have the capacity to avert military confrontations. Herken noted that this 

myth survives to the present even though American foreign policy since the 1950s has 

tended to confirm the opposite. U.S. nuclear advantage, according to Herken, is not what 

won the Cold War in the end, and overall had surprisingly little political utility in the real 

world other than as a bargaining chip in negotiations (Herken, 1981, 1988). A shield 

against nuclear weapons is sold by its proponents as the new “winning weapon” that will 

give the United States the ultimate advantage—immunity from the threat of nuclear 
attack.

The promise of peace through missile defense draws upon ancient concepts of 

Western thought. The drive to prevent war by guaranteeing the peaceful settlements of 

disputes inspired a school of pacifist thought during the Renaissance and Enlightenment 

that was further developed by many of Europe’s most prominent intellectuals.

(Dougherty, 1973). Christian history offers recurring examples of pacifists who hold that 

all war is evil. These strong influences laid the foundations for a modem yearning for 

disarmament. Arms control scholar James Dougherty admires what he sees as the 

“abiding optimism of the Western intellectual” (Ibid, p. 6) who continues to have faith in 

a logical reason that can reorder the universe and make things right. He is surprised that 

they are not more shaken in their optimism by all the evidence to the contrary: the rise of 

nationalism, revolutions, totalitarianism, and the tragedy of two world wars in the last 
century.

The missile defense debate is, like many nuclear issues, one that inspires strong views 

on either side of the political spectrum. Like Reagan’s 1983 announcement, promoters of 

missile defense offer the kind of security that nuclear abolitionists have wanted for 

decades: freedom from the fear of nuclear attack. Nuclear abolitionists, however, are 

among the strongest critics of missile defense. A central difference between proponents 

and critics of missile defense is in their respective understandings of security. Missile 

defense promoters believe the way to achieve true national security is through military 

superiority, or ‘peace through strength.’ Human history offers a great deal of justification 

for this belief. Arms control and disarmament promoters believe that military superiority
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alone will never bring true security, which can only be achieved by a global dedication to 

massive reductions in nuclear weapons, among other fundamental policy shifts. A great 

deal of scientific information supports that belief. Evaluating the current missile defense 

proposal according to environmental security beliefs requires a review of traditional 

notions of national security and an understanding of modem environmental security 

theories.

The emergence of an environmental security concept

The traditional view of national security focuses on the primacy of the military in a 

state-centered world where conflict and opposing forces are the central concerns. At the 

core of conventional military logic is the defense of the nation-state from established 

threats. According to classic strategic thinking, the goal of the nation-state is to enhance 

its power vis-a-vis other states using military force and political alliances. What one 

gains another loses, and power is the only resource for pursuing state goals. Stephen 

Krasner (1990) summarized the conventional meaning of security as “the defense of 

territorial and political integrity,” which was understood as the fundamental and 

immutable objective of the state. For the greater part of the twentieth century, 

international relations were concerned with security in this narrow sense.

United States’ national security thinking and practices during the Cold War focused 

above all on militarization. This policy was crystallized in the 1947 National Security 

Act, and the results of this strategy are as clear in the Arctic as anywhere. Military 

activities in Alaska resulting from the National Security Act and the Cold War followed 

the general trend of subordinating non-military and civil cooperation to the task of 

gaining and maintaining global strength over the adversary. The overarching threats of 

Soviet expansion, military attack, and nuclear war shaped all national security discourse. 

Although most threats of communist expansion and high-level nuclear tensions changed 

significantly with the end of the Cold War, the primacy of the statist, military focus in 

U.S. national security policy remains (Butts, 1996; Griffiths, 1997).
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By contrast, the roots of the modern environmental security ethic lie in the explosion 

of scientific knowledge about the complexity and vulnerability of the earth’s biosphere. 

Lynton Keith Caldwell (1990) explained that, regardless of scientists’ intentions, the 

understandings their discoveries have made possible are changing people’s beliefs about 

how human action affects the planet’s environment. Along with advances in scientific 

knowledge, the debate over evolving concepts of security has grown in recent decades. 

Especially with the end of the Cold War, the range of notions about what problems pose 

the most serious threats to our national security and how we should address them is 

expanding.

According to Franklin Griffiths (1997), even during the height of the Cold War power 

struggle there was an interesting “latent awareness” of the values of an extended security 

outlook. The policy of containment was an early example of a kind of preventative and 

less reactionary defense. Although containment strategy was due to an underlying push 

for military superiority, the economic aid and supportive alliances with other countries 

reduced the number of situations demanding actual military conflict. This example 

caused Griffiths to express a measure of confidence in the ability of U.S. security policy 

to adapt to modem methods of addressing threats. Although the United States’ supreme 

interest guided the policy, containment involved a global awareness that is at the center 

of notions of environmental security. Griffiths sees it as evidence of the U.S.’s capacity 

to act on extended notions of security even before they are articulated.

Griffiths (1997) provided further evidence that the U.S. government never saw 

security in purely military terms. Decades ago, security expanded to include civil matters 

like scientific research, highway construction, and education. A major shift in the 

traditional notion of national security occurred in the 1960s with the emergence of 

nuclear arms control negotiations and detente. The idea of collaborating with the enemy 

to achieve joint gains enriched notions of security, and signing the 1963 Limited Nuclear 

Test Ban Treaty was the first major policy decision that was wise strategy according to 

environmental security theories.
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Both Griffiths and Geoffrey Dabelko agreed that Richard Ullman’s early 1980s 

writings marked the start of a clear articulation for an extended security concept. Tillman 

noted the modem concerns that were combining to form a new kind of security theory, 

including the changes taking place in the USSR, the increase in environmental problems, 

and ideas of sustainable development that were soon defined by the World Commission 

on Development and Environment. Known as the Bruntland Commission and established 

by the United Nations in 1984, the Commission was designed to “examine the critical 

environmental and development problems on the planet and to formulate realistic 

proposals to solve them, and to ensure that human progress will be sustained through 

development without bankrupting the resources of future generations,” (Caldwell, 1990, 

p. 180). Dabelko claims that by adding non-military issues, Ullman in effect redefined 

what could be considered as threats to national security (Dabelko, 1995; Griffiths, 1997).

From that point, in both intellectual and political arenas, the debate rapidly expanded 

and inspired major changes in security policy language. In 1986, the Department of 

Defense Reorganization Act amended the 1947 National Security Act to require an 

annual U.S. National Security Strategy report (NSS). The NSS is intended to clearly 

articulate what the U.S. needs in order to ensure the survival of its vital interests.

Prior to the Cold War’s end, the National Security Strategy reports reflected the 

primacy of the Soviet threat. They emphasized military resources and plans to avoid 

nuclear holocaust. They were therefore in agreement with the security notions that 

revolved around the military and its use to deter aggression and defend national territory 

and interests (Butts, 1996). From 1991 on, however, the NSS reports emphasized 

regional, economic, demographic, and environmental threats, reflecting a major shift in 

global politics. The end of the Cold War reduced the risk of strategic nuclear attack and 

the policy of containing communism was, for the most part, outdated.

Accordingly, the 1991 National Security Strategy report stated: “We face new 

challenges not only to our security, but to our ways of thinking about security.” The 

report recognized protecting the global ecology as a top priority on the agenda of 

international cooperation. It noted specific environmental priorities such as extinguishing
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the oil fires in Kuwait, preserving the rain forests, and solving water disputes. Global 

environmental concerns that might constitute security threats, according to the report, 

included stratospheric ozone depletion, climate change, food security, water supply, 

deforestation, biodiversity, and treatment of wastes. Since that year, every NSS report 

has included environmental issues. This transition came about when core U.S. values 

faced new threats that required the country to use its political, economic, and military 

power differently. The reports have historically recognized America’s economy as a vital 

national interest, and now they give credit to environmental issues for being a source of 

conflict that threatens that interest. Any issue that the NSS reports describe as 

threatening U.S. interests is by definition a national security issue (Butts, 1996).

This transformation of security threats was global. After the Cold War, the North 

Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) modified its Strategic Concept and changed its 

primary mission. NATO’s Strategic Concept reports recognize social, ethnic, economic, 

and environmental problems as significant new threats. NATO changed its mission to 

include mitigating environmental problems in the former East Bloc, Middle East and 

Africa that threatened European democracy and political stability. Although there is little 

agreement over how relatively dire these issues are, Butts points out that now, with both 

U.S. and NATO reports, there is a critical global recognition by world leaders that 

broader environmental concerns do pose security threats. Debate over the level of their 

importance should continue, but with this basic understanding, he argues that institutions 

must move beyond the arguments to start addressing the new threats (Butts, 1996).

U.S. political institutions have, at least in words, begun to make the effort. The 1995 

National Security Strategy states that “not all security risks are military in nature” and 

that “an emerging class of transnational environmental issues are increasingly affecting 

international stability and consequently will present new challenges to U.S. strategy,”

(1995 NSS quoted in Griffiths, 1997). Although NSS reports still hold that military  

threats are fundamental, they do authorize action on new dimensions of security. For 

example, the National Security Council created a global environmental affairs directorate. 

Also, the Department of Defense established a Deputy Under Secretary of Defense for
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Environmental Security, whose duties include collaborating with Russia and Norway to 

address the issue of Russian nuclear waste in Arctic waters.

Security scholar Jack Goldstone (1996) attempted to categorize the chaotic list of 

emerging environmental problems and possible security issues into three main groups. 

Global systemic environmental changes that are extensive enough to affect habitability or 

productivity for large areas or large population groups would constitute the primaiy 

environmental security issue. The second kind of possible security issue arises from 

regional or national violent conflicts or humanitarian crises resulting from resource 

depletion or degradation. The third category is local events or trends that threaten to 

destroy valuable environmental resources, creating significant disruptions or 

irreplaceable loss to the world’s future welfare. The example Goldstone gives for this 

last category is major oil spills in vulnerable ecosystems such as Alaska.

Recognition of these threats in many sectors of the population and government did 

not, however, result in a smooth implementation of programs to deal with them.

Naturally, institutionalizing a complex expanse of environmental concerns is difficult.

Each issue is dealt with in an ad hoc manner. A single, concrete paradigm that combined 

all environmental issues could compete with the traditional security vision, but certainly 

none of them individually can supplant the primacy of the nation-state self-interest. By 

1996, the U.S. no longer had an integrated national security concept (Griffiths, 1996).

One of the values inherent in many new security concepts is a global perspective. The 

idea of globalism is directly opposed to the historic, state-centric view of national 

security and this constitutes a central reason why there is no general consensus on an 

integrated post-Cold War security concept (Griffiths, 1996).

Thus, while there has been an evolution of national security threats, ua transition from 

the nation state paradigm to a global security paradigm has yet to occur. Perhaps it never 

will,” (Butts, 1996). Nation-state security interests are clearer, easier to frame, and 

reflect a definitive culture. Global security interests and a global security strategy are 

more complicated and difficult to define. Many globalist concepts and transnational 

organizations are severely restricted by domestic priorities and isolationist rhetoric. The
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circumpolar North provides an example of this with the Arctic Council, whose potential 

for multinational cooperation is limited by the self-interests of its member nations. As 

the most powerful member, the U.S.’s interests often effectively trump the Council’s 

agenda (Butts, 1996).

Naturally, giving priority to individuals and to non-governmental, transnational and 

global issues is at odds with unilateral, military notions of security. Global views hold 

that cooperation between states, rather than competition between states, is the best 

strategy to address these issues. Promoters of a global ecology standpoint prefer to treat 

environmental and security agendas holistically. They see the fundamental issue as a 

transformation in the relationship of humankind to nature. For promoters of 

environmental security, humankind must radically restructure its social priorities for man 

to be reunified with nature. Environmental security theories contend that a global respect 

for the biosphere must become as common as the reverence for life, and only than will 

institutional changes reflecting that shift be possible (Caldwell, 1990).

Defining ‘Environmental Security*

Extended notions of security include a shift upward from statist concerns to a 

planetary focus, as well as downward to each individual. What are referred to as 

environmental security notions expands to include traditional military alongside social, 

economic, and environmental issues. A core premise of environmental security theories 

is that human actions today will determine the quality of life that will be possible in the 

future, and humankind must radically restructure its priorities and reunify with nature to 

assure a livable future. Humans now have the power to destroy the entire planet through 

contamination and pollution. Man’s industrial might is by its very nature equal to that of 

nuclear weapons. Therefore, the central environmental security concern is whether we 

will be able to make the changes necessary to conserve the natural systems upon which 

life depends (Caldwell, 1990). These beliefs lead to non-traditional approaches to threats 

in an attempt to achieve sustainable national and global security.

15



The contention is that, in the future, environmental issues will form the core security 

threats. Already, environmental tensions that transcend national borders are beginning to 

break down the boundaries of national sovereignty. One school of environmental 

security thought contends that even seemingly traditional national security problems will 

be rooted in environmental change (Homer-Dixon, 1996), and its members advocate that 

a “whole new paradigm of national security is required to safeguard our future”

(Goldstone, 1996). Their holistic view of security focuses on the individual’s well being. 

Each citizen should not only be protected from harm, but should have access to basic 

requisites—food, water, shelter, health, and employment. It is the collectivity of these 

human needs-overall safety and quality of life-that should figure prominently in a 

nation’s view of security.

Security scholar Marc Levy (1995) promoted a significantly weaker definition of 

environmental security, but he was pleased that scholars are linking research on 

environmental and security issues together. When these issues were separate, he found 

the first environmental security writings were “dominated by purple prose and bland 

bromides” (Levy, 1995). According to Levy, this nascent philosophy was full o f useless 

rhetoric and brought no new definitions of security. Levy dismissed arguments that a 

direct physical link exists between the environment and U.S. security. These concepts 

are compelling, he said, but remain unsupported by rigorous analysis. He admitted that it 

has been successfully proven that environmental degradation is relevant to political 

conflict, but thought there was no evidence that U.S. involvement in key environmental 

issues will prevent most conflict. Levy claimed that a rigid definition of environmental 

security is hardly unique or useful in its conclusions, which he characterized as 

“repeating slogans in the name of policy advice,” (Levy, 1995). It would be more useful 

to isolate patterns of conflict and explore their causes than to isolate one particular cause 

(environmental degradation) and explore the conflicts that result. Scholars of 

environmental security should not see the world through this narrow environmental lens, 
he cautioned.
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Dabelko (1995) described other reasons that policy makers should not consider 

environmental degradation as a security threat. It may be prudent to keep the narrow 

definition of security focused on military threats even though we identify environmental 

degradation as a major concern, he said. The post-Cold War world presents a multitude 

of threats that require military responses, according to Dabelko, and it would be safest to 

maintain a traditional, military notion of national security. Widening the scope of 

security would undermine the ability of our defense forces to conduct traditional military 

missions. This view opposes, for example, using the military in humanitarian aid 

missions, since this is not the duty for which the military is trained. Dabelko warned that 

taking on these additional operations threatens the full preparedness we need for our 

primary mission—fighting wars. Using organizations like the military which are 

designed to protect the state with force, to cooperatively address transnational 

environmental problems is inappropriate, he concluded (Dabelko, 1995).

Some security analysts simply do not view environmental threats as national security 

threats. Environmental problems and their solutions have nothing in common with 

traditional national security focuses on interstate violence, according to these analysts.

They also believe it is highly unlikely that environmental problems will cause wars.

They see the environmental movement trying to mobilize environmental awareness by 

including their issues in the national security context, which threatens our global political 

sensibility. Security analyst Goldstone (1995) contended that especially since military 

actions and the arms industry are a main cause of environmental woes, the military 

should have no role in addressing appropriate solutions. According to Goldstone, the 

growing environmental awareness is a rich, emerging worldview that should not utilize 

theories of national security to advance its worthy goals (Goldstone, 1995).

Further complicating a clear definition of environmental security are suggestions that 

the term should not be used at all. Deudney (1991) claimed that it might be dangerous to 

lump all the disparate political and environmental concerns together as ‘threats’ when 

they are fundamentally different, even if both kill. Grouping them together could muddle 

the whole conception of security, rendering it boundless and the term effectively
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meaningless. Since there is no accepted single working definition for environmental 

security and the term is so broad and abstract, he thought that using it in policy could 

undermine its value. Deudney suggested that environmentalists forcing their issues into a 

national security context could be a tactic to get resources from military budgets. The 

military institutions then attempt to maintain their budgets by taking on “green” missions, 

and this process threatens to divorce environmental security from real environmental 

problems. Deudney warned against changing institutional rhetoric to endorse 

environmental security, because this does not necessarily result in institutional priority 

changes or a real acceptance of the new concepts of security. Therefore, national security 

thinking should not be appropriated to address critical environmental issues because it 

does not serve environmental goals to try to force fit its issues into the security conflict 
matrix.

With all this fairly serious disagreement over the concepts of ‘national security’ and 

‘environmental security,’ how can employing them lead to any useful discussion of an 

actual project such as missile defense? Fortunately, Goldstone (1996), Gleick (1991), 

and Shaw (1996) cut through this morass of disparate theories to provide a reasonable, 

workable framework for the issue. Goldstone and Gleick reviewed the various 

definitions of national security and concluded that the extreme examples are nonsense. 

Goldstone stated that there is only one meaningful definition of national security, and that 

it is not inherently military, environmental, or anything else. “A national security issue is 

any trend or event that either threatens the very survival of the nation or threatens to 

drastically reduce the welfare of the nation in a fashion that requires a centrally 

coordinated national mobilization of resources to mitigate or reverse,” (Goldstone, 1996). 

Not every threat or diminution of welfare, according to this definition, constitutes a 

national security threat. Goldstone conceded that what does constitute such a threat can 

be matter of perception, judgment, and degree. This ambiguity can make each 

prospective threat a legitimate subject for a national debate, but it is not the definition of 

national security that should be assaulted.
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Goldstone summarized the debate over defining national security as an “empirical 

assessment, within an existing and long-reasoned definition, of whether environmental 

trends, because of their threat to our survival or welfare, must be given attention 

according to this definition,” (Goldstone, 1996). He stated that arguments over whose 

definition of national security should prevail are useless and irrelevant. The only thing 

that matters in the real world is whether a particular environmental trend poses threats to 

our survival. If it does, it is ipso facto a national security concern.

Environmental Security in the Arctic

Both Griffiths (1996) and Jandl (1998) used the Arctic as a setting for exploring 

notions of environmental security. According to Griffiths, the Arctic is a particularly 

appropriate region for an inquiry into whether and, if so, how new concepts of U.S. 

security would operate in the management of transnational environmental issues. Griffith 

and other preeminent Arctic scholars contend that the U.S. has little interest in the 

circumpolar north other than as a source of raw materials. At the same time, the U.S. 

would be the one arctic country that has the potential to address serious transnational 

issues in the region. Its capabilities in areas of Arctic science, research, and 

understanding the physical environment exceed the capabilities of all other circumpolar 

countries. Nevertheless, U.S. government action in the Arctic is shaped by security 

considerations and conflicts that originate elsewhere. For example, the reasons to build 

missile defense have little to do with the concerns of circumpolar residents and 

everything to do with security concepts in Washington D.C. Still, the major missile 

defense components are under construction in the Arctic, which will then be the region to 

suffer from any localized environmental damage.

Jandl noted that nowhere is the connection between environmental protection and 

national security closer than in the case of weaponry as polluter. The primary polluters 

are weapons of mass destruction (WOMDs). This problem is particularly obvious in the 

Arctic, where weather patterns result in concentrated amounts of radioactive fallout and 

contaminants like PCBs and POPs. Many toxins concentrate in the fat of sea mammals to
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be consumed by indigenous inhabitants, and increased shipping and industrial activity 

around the Mediterranean-like Arctic Ocean are compounding the problems from decades 

of nuclear power and weapons industries on Russia’s arctic coast. The production and 

storage of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons create truly global pollutants, Jandl 

noted, as their materials tend to affect neighboring countries to the same degree as the 

originating country through the transportation of contaminants in ocean currents and the 

atmosphere. WOMDs present classic environmental problems-health risks and threats to 

species—but they also threaten economic well-being as funding for social needs is spent 

on weapons. The environmental problems have spread into the commons, and Jandl 

warned that separating them from international security policy will come back to haunt 
us.

While the end of the Cold War may have reduced the risk of a nuclear strike, the risk 

of an environmentally disastrous accident due to those Cold War activities is Higher than 

was previously known or admitted, according to Jandl (1998). The dumping or 

inadequate storage of nuclear weapons and other contaminated materials are issues 

directly related to environmental and national security concerns created by military 

activity. The U.S. Department of Energy’s ongoing problem with the decommissioning 

and storage of nuclear waste is one example. Even the world’s largest defense contractor, 

Lockheed Martin, cannot fulfill its contract to clean up a contaminated storage site in 

Idaho Falls, where the estimated clean-up cost has risen to $600 million Large amounts 

of nuclear warheads, nuclear bombs and nuclear submarine reactors as well as chemical 

mines and other contaminated items are presenting a significant challenge in the United 

States. This enormous American problem is a warning about similar challenges in 

Russia. Environmental concerns have only begun to gain publicity in the past few years 

in Russia, and all indications are that it is a much graver problem there. Russia has 

higher numbers of submarines, bombers, and missiles to manage than the U.S., and 

Russian economic problems preclude proper funding for even the most basic storage 

needs. The Russian Northern Fleet has taken approximately 130 nuclear submarines out 

of operation and plans to decommission another 150. Eighteen percent of the world’s
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nuclear reactors are on the northerly Kola Peninsula, where there are eleven radioactive 

waste sites. All the sites are full, solid waste is stored in open containers with no 

protection against the elements, and there are no permanent or immediate storage sites.

The liquid waste is in unguarded concrete containers, and experts claimed in 1997 these 

would increasingly crack and leak (Jandl, 1998).

Jandl (1998), therefore, saw provisions for dealing with the dangerous side effects of 

the disarmament process as central to environmental security in the Arctic. He the 

case that providing funds for overseas cleanup of radioactive and toxic military sites 

should not be undervalued as burdensome foreign aid, but esteemed as an investment in 

national security. He noted that to provide security for the Arctic, programs would have 

to be included in the third Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START III). The START III 

negotiations were to deal with many of the dangerous side effects of the disarmament 

process, including Russia’s radioactive waste. Negotiations for START II, however, 

were ended by unilateral U.S. abandonment of the ABM Treaty. Jandl remarked that this 

particular Arctic environmental problem will perhaps only finally be recognized as the 

security issue it is when the first irradiated fish shows up in Alaska.

Griffiths was not optimistic about the probability of security policy evolving to reflect 

Arctic environmental issues. “Overall, U.S. efforts on behalf of environment and security 

in the Arctic will be heavily conditioned by the evolution of the bilateral relationship with 

Russia,” (Griffiths, 1996). Griffiths assumed that a closer, more cooperative relationship 

between the two powers would bode well for transnational environmental security 

regimes in the Arctic. The U.S. and Russia are currently collaborating as allies in the war 

on terrorism, but their relationship and its circumstances have not led to bilateral 

environmental programs. The effects that missile defense might have on the northern 

environment are a new concern. Any negative impacts will be exacerbated by the 

concurrent abandonment of arms control and related treaties involving clean up, which is 

certain to affect the Arctic ecosystem. Griffiths thought that the Senators from Alaska 

were in the best position to influence the Administration toward action on arctic 

environmental issues, but notes that they were embroiled in a permanent push to develop
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North Slope oil reserves and “are not much taken with environmentalism,” (Griffiths,

1996). Alaska’s Senators are also avid supporters of Alaskan missile defense activities, 

and do not appear much taken with that activity’s environmental issues either.

According to Griffiths, the needs of the Arctic are best met by an emphasis on 

ecological concepts of security. He notes that the Arctic is a region whose physical and 

social issues, especially for native peoples, are heavily influenced by transboundary 

pollution, requiring cooperation among non-governmental groups as well as all levels of 

government. In 1994, the United States announced a new post-Cold War Arctic policy 

that emphasized environmental protection, environmentally sustainable development, and 

the role of indigenous peoples. It separately recognized U.S. national security interests 
(Griffiths, 1996).

Using environmental security concepts to analyze missile defense in Alaska

The main environmental security elements that are relevant in analyzing the role of 

Alaskan missile defense are arms control, non-proliferation, and environmental 

degradation due to continued military build up. To a lesser degree this analysis will 

examine how the issue of missile defense raises concerns about illusory security, the 

diversion of funding from social programs, and the larger, moral crisis at the heart of 
humanity’s environmental security problem.

These particular environmental security notions provide the theoretical framework for

this analysis of missile defense, and Alaska—its military history and its environment_

provides the physical context for evaluating the program. Alaska has played an important 

role in national security, and locating missile defense in the state perpetuates that role.

What are the benefits of this military significance to Alaskans? Is Alaska of any strategic 
importance in non-military senses?

Determining what kind of environmental impact is consistent with the type of 

traditional militaiy activity that missile defense represents is the next step. The wealth of 

information and examples provided by the military history of Alaska can assist in that 

type of determination. Also, the Environmental Impact Statement for National Missile
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Defense can help address this question in relation to immediate, tangible local impacts on 

the land, air, and water. Do the environmental impacts consistent with this military 

activity present a true national security threat?

Environmental security thinking accepts that environmental problems are important, 

but that they are not necessarily more important than all other values. Even if deploying 

missile defense has negative environmental impacts, other threats may be valid and may 

have primacy over environmental values. Therefore, evaluating missile defense in 

Alaska requires two separate threat assessments. Missile defense is designed to defend 

the nation against the threat of ballistic missiles. That ballistic missile threat must be 

analyzed to determine its gravity and its relation to other threats. Both environmental 

security guidelines and traditional logic require a thorough, scientifically sound, and 

logical analysis of the best way to manage and mitigate that threat, taking all possible 

issues into consideration. Only once the best method of addressing the ballistic missile 

threat is determined can the benefits and disadvantages of the anti-ballistic missile 

defense system that is currently under construction in Alaska be analyzed.

If a missile defense system could provide the nation with a true defense against 

intercontinental ballistic weapons, its deployment would present a security unimaginable 

in the nuclear age. The logic of environmental security requires a determination that a 

functional missile shield is truly in the long-term interest of the planet, or whether it may 

have consequences that are not as clearly defined and apparent as the present ballistic 

missile threat. If missile defense does not provide the nation with a reliable defense 

against ICBMs, several issues arise: the consequences of illusory security; the cost of 

diverting the significant funding from other programs; and the environmental impact of 

the actual manufacturing and installation of the missiles and components.

There is a great deal of information available on the impacts consistent with this type 

of development and opinions on the ramifications of missile defense in terms of military 

security, economic security, and global social well being. Science of all kinds is drawn 

upon to study answers to these questions, including traditional native knowledge,
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ecology, biology, psychology, sociology, economics, political science, military strategy, 

physics, and theology.

Caldwell’s (1990) environmental security theories help assess missile defense in 

terms of whether it is a use of science and technology that advances human welfare in 

ways compatible with the integrity, diversity, and continuity of the biosphere. The issue 

of missile defense raises questions about traditional national security beliefs that may 

have to be abandoned or revised, and even questions about whether the military industrial 

complex is an institution that will have to change if human relations with the earth are to 

be sustained at high levels of economic and environmental quality. Examining the 

immediate impacts of missile defense via the case study provided by Kodiak Island will 

assist in the final evaluation: Is missile defense a strategy that diminishes the potential 

choices for life in the future and, if so, what are the international security strategies for 

managing the threat of nuclear weapons that will be necessary to enlarge and safeguard 
future options?

24



Chapter Three: Alaska’s contribution to national security
25

Pre-World War II

Alaska has played an essential role in the defense of the nation ever since the events of 

World War II turned the isolated territory into a battleground. As evidence of how 

significantly war changed Alaska’s status, the issue of whether Americans supported 

Alaskan statehood didn’t merit a Gallup poll question the year before World War II. Five 

years later, 64 percent of those polled supported the idea of Alaska entering the union. 

Historian John Whitehead argues that Alaska became a state in 1959 because it had 

evolved into “an integral part of the extension of a permanent military defense perimeter 

thousands of miles into the far north,” (Whitehead, 1989, p. 192). World War II brought 

enemy occupation to the territory. The ensuing Cold War brought the threat of 

communist expansion to the Pacific theater. Both brought Alaska to a position of lasting 
strategic importance.

Alaska’s territorial politicians in the years before World War II found it difficult to 

convince Washington that their sparsely populated hinterland was worthy of any 

attention, much less enormous military expenditures. Military activity had declined in 

the territory since the initial tum-of-the-century federal investments in exploration, 

communication systems, and gold-rush law and order. At the outbreak of war in 1939, 

the population of Alaska was a mere 72,500. The only garrison in the territory was an 

immobile 250-man installation in Haines (Naske, 1987, p. 121), and annual defense 

expenditures amounted to less than $1 million (Whitehead, 1989, p. 192).

Despite Alaska’s undefended position, the new era of aviation promised to change 

life drastically in the territory. Air power advocates as early as 1935 envisioned that, as 

General Billy Mitchell prophesied, "in the future he who holds Alaska holds the world, 

and it is the most important strategic place in the world" (Nielson, 1988, p. 95). Alaskan 

territorial delegate Tony Dimond was one person who understood why. In the age of 

airplanes, Dimond wanted to be prepared for a war in the Pacific Ocean, where Alaska’s 

Aleutian Island chain claims distinction as the midway point on the shortest air route



from Tokyo to Seattle. He relentlessly warned Congress of the threat of a Japanese attack 

(Naske, 1987, p. 121). To no avail, he requested that bases be constructed in Anchorage, 
Fairbanks, and in the Aleutians.

An increase in federal funds supported some military construction in 1940, but not for 

defense as Dimond had urged. Alaska received $4 million for a cold-weather testing 

laboratory in Fairbanks (Whitehead, 1989, p. 192), but Congress denied further 

appropriations mere days before Hitler's armies occupied Norway and Denmark.

Suddenly, the prospect of Nazi bombers flying over the pole helped restore increased 

spending for new airfields. Alaska’s military construction boom began in earnest, but the 

territory was still far from prepared for war in December of 1941 when the Japanese 

struck Pearl Harbor. The Pacific arena about which Dimond had warned was exploding. 

“For the first time since its purchase by the US Government, thousands of Americans 

were shocked into the realization that Alaska was a part of America and the full 

awareness of their northern possession’s strategic proximity to Asia and Japan,” (Mills, p. 

57). Six months later, on June 3,1942, Japanese forces attacked Dutch Harbor, Alaska, 

in the Aleutian Chain and occupied two of the most distant Aleutian Islands-Attu and 
Kiska.
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World War H

The occupation of U.S. territory by Japanese forces kept Alaska active in the Pacific 

Theater for the better part of World War II. With financial investment and population 

growth, the military activity during the war transformed Alaska territory. In record time, 

federal forces constructed significant airfields, army forts, and naval installations at over 

thirty separate locations. Anchorage and Fairbanks became bases for the largest 

permanent installations. The military discovered and dealt with many of the peculiarities 

of arctic construction, such as permafrost thawing away under buildings and materials 
that solidified or broke in extreme cold.



When the German army invaded the Soviet Union in 1941, the USSR qualified for 

help from the United States under the new Lend-Lease Act. In 1942, the U.S. began to 

transfer combat aircraft to the USSR for the war effort using ALSIB, the Alaska-Siberia 

Lend Lease Route (Naske, 1987, p. 127). The route took advantage of Alaska’s position 

on the northern Great Circle air route, which uses the curvature of the earth to shorten 

flight distances around the globe. A series o f airfields connecting Edmonton, Alberta to 

Fairbanks, Alaska—the Northwest Staging Route—allowed air forces to deliver planes 

from Montana to Siberia (K. Coates, 1992, p. 28). American pilots handed the controls 

over to Russian pilots in Alaska, where the communities of Northway, Tanacross, Big 

Delta, Fairbanks, Galena, and Nome saw the transfer of some 7,926 aircraft during the 

war. The Russians also took over lend-lease ships at Cold Bay in the Aleutian Islands, 

employing the same route that American and Canadian cargo boats used to deliver goods 
to Vladivostok, in the Soviet Far East.

Also in 1942, troops under the U.S. Army f  rps of Engineers forged through vast 

tracks of sub-arctic wilderness to construct the meer road that became the 1,523-mile 

Alaska/Canadian Military Highway. The Alaska lighway connected the landing fields 

on the air route and allowed army convoys to tr. sport supplies northward for the Alaska 
Command and the Soviet Union.

Previously connected to the lower forty-eigh ;tates only by sea routes or intrepid 

pilots, this new transportation grid formed Alaska’s lifeline for subsequent development.

The polar air bridge confirmed the territory’s critical location next to the Soviet Union 

years before the Cold War created an “Ice Curtain” between them. Wartime military 

spending for Alaska hit $1 million per day and the population nearly doubled to 150,000.

A total of over three hundred military installations brought the booming frontier closer to 

a newly mobilized American society (Naske, 1987, p. 121). The official Army account 

of the war noted the transformation: “Never before, not even at the time of the gold 

rushes, was the territory so advertised. Americans who seemed to have forgotten the 

existence of the northern possession rediscovered Alaska” (Whitehead, 1989, p. 194).
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By 1946, however, the massive, post-war demobilization and the inevitable bust that 

follows frontier booms made the future look bleak for Alaskan territory. The salmon 

industry hit a twenty-year low. Gold mines, closed since 1942 by a federal emergency 

order, reopened in 1946 with little promise of creating an economic foundation for the 

territory. Residents hoped that federal legislation granting homesteads to Alaska’s 

veterans would tempt many of them to stay on, but the population plummeted to 99,000 

(Whitehead, 1989). A referendum held that year showed support for statehood, but the 

possibility that Alaska could financially support itself seemed farther away than ever.

Post-War renaissance

Figure 1: ALCOM bear: the Alaska Command logo

Alaska’s territorial leaders fought the inevitable post-war recession and cut-backs by 

aggressively promoting a new Pacific and global strategy. As territorial governor, Ernest 

Gruening warned: "it would be utter folly for us not to make Alaska an impregnable 

bastion [and] to make it a great base for both defense and offense for the protection not 

merely of the U.S. but the Continent, and indeed, for the Western World" (Ross, 1968, p. 

140). From the first years of tension between the U.S. and USSR, the Department of 

Defense was acutely aware of the increasing significance of Alaska’s strategic locatioa 

By early 1947, it decided to create the first unified army, air force, and navy command in



the nation, headquartering it in Anchorage. The Alaska Command, ALCOM, assured the 

future of Alaska’s largest city (Whitehead, 1989, p. 195) and, as one military bulletin 

described it, “guardfedj the polar gateway to the heartland of the USA” (Denfeld, 1988,
p. 12).

Appropriately, a “heartland” concept shaped the new military strategy for Alaska 

itself. This entailed a virtual abandonment of installations in the Aleutian Islands and a 

massive strengthening of the military bases in and around Fairbanks and Anchorage. 

Despite the significant wartime construction boom, Alaska was still a fairly primitive 

frontier. The military realized that vast expenditures would be needed to overcome the 

territory’s totally inadequate transportation, communication, and housing facilities. The 

postwar defense construction boom helped the territory’s population rebound to 120,000 

by 1948, and by 1949 Congress appropriated almost $100 million for military 

expenditures for Alaska (Naske, 1987, p. 132-33). The emerging Cold War assured that 

Alaska, only fifty-four miles away from the USSR, would remain strategically important 

as “America’s Achilles heel” (quoted in Nielson, 1988, p. 188) and deeply symbolic to 

the nation as a whole. This image empowered promoters of statehood to push for the full 

American rights due Alaska's residents. Air power, the nuclear age, the Cold War, and 

the National Security Act of 1947 created an enduring asset for Alaska with which no 
natural resources, however rich, could compete.

The Northern Defense Perimeter

Military planners after the war based the direction of U.S. defenses on the events of 

the 1940’s; the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, refinements in both air warfare and air 

defenses, and Soviet aggression. Many Americans believed that the Japanese surprise 

attack on Pearl Harbor resulted from a lack of strategic vigilance, and one result was 

popular support for all military efforts to prevent a similar occurrence. The Soviets 

began building airfields in northern Siberia in 1945, which were 1,000 miles closer to the 

U.S. heartland than any other Soviet bases. Chinese and Soviet backing of North Korea



in the Korean War, 1950-’53, showed that “the Communist menace gripped a large part 

of the Northern Hemisphere” (Moeller, 1995, p. 9). This cemented Alaska’s critical 

position in the North Pacific during the Cold War and provided the impetus for 

investment in the tenitoiy’s air defenses.

The U.S. national strategy envisioned the Army, Air Force, and Navy cooperating in 

the air defense of the continent by building a massive system to detect, identify, attack, 

and destroy strategic Soviet bomber forces. Deployment of an effective system became 

more critical in 1949, when the Soviet Union developed the atomic bomb and military  

planners realized that it took only one aircraft breaking through our air defenses to 
threaten a large area.

Figure 2: DEW Line Belt Buckle courtesy of the North 
American Air Defense Radar Online Museum.

The DEW Line

In 1949, territorial governor Ernest Gruening was hard at work promoting his vision 

for Alaska in Washington, DC, when he learned that the Defense Department wanted to 

move a main portion of Boeing Corporation’s Seattle operations to Kansas. It appeared 

that Seattle was too risky, in light of possible Soviet over-the-pole bomber strikes, to 

house the military’s aircraft productioa Gruening flew directly to Seattle to meet with 

the Chamber of Commerce, and together they promoted what they claimed was a wiser 

strategy the DEW line. The bold proposal would preserve Seattle’s economy, boost 

Alaska’s, and assure the nation’s security. A great northern air defense system would also 

protect U.S. allies Canada and Greenland. Seattle city officials and Gruening headed



back to DC to persuade the federal government to keep Boeing’s Seattle production safe 

by building a mighty series of radar stations across North America’s entire arctic coast.
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Figure 4: DEW Line site at Point Lay, Alaska



In 1952, construction on the Distant Early Warning System, the DEW Line, became 

public knowledge. The Air Force had started secret work on the radar system, designed 

to detect and warn Strategic Air Command of a surprise, long-range bomber attack, in the 

late 1940s (Naske, 1987, p. 136). The Federal Electric Corporation, which operated and 

maintained the DEW Line under contract to the United States Air Force, explained the 

radar system’s strategy in an industry publication:

The most crucial element in air defense is time—the precious 

interval between alert and reprisal during which interceptors would 

take to the air, retaliatory bombing would get underway, and civilian 

populations would take cover. Thus, a nation’s chances of survival 

are increased by extending the geographic perimeter of its defenses to 

the utmost by means of a distant early warning system. This is the 

basic concept of the DEW Line, North America’s first line of defense 

against surprise attack over the top of the world (International 

Telephone and Telegraph Corporation, 1960).

Sixty-three radar stations stretched over 3,000 miles from Alaska’s Aleutian Islands 

across the Canadian Arctic to Greenland. Sensitive electronic detection systems scanned 

the Arctic skies and flashed instant warning of any hostile aircraft to North American Air 

Defense Command (NORAD) headquarters in Colorado Springs, Colorado. The DEW 

Line was divided up into approximately 500-mile sectors. Each sector had a main station 

with a giant radome (a round structure inside which the radar was housed) looming over 

administration and communication offices, a hangar, a garage, storage facilities, and 

living quarters for about fifty civilian employees. A joint U.S. and Royal Canadian Air 

Force complement was in charge of evaluating radar findings At roughly 100-mile 

intervals between the main stations were smaller auxiliary stations manned by about

twenty “radicians” and mechanics. “I-sites,” five-man intermediate stations, filled in any 
gaps in the line.
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Figure 5: DEW Line patches

Researchers have remarked that the construction of the DEW Line itself constituted a 

"full-scale attack on the Arctic." Contractors with no practical experience in the unique 

engineering demands of arctic terrain encountered a logistics nightmare in deploying one 

of the most ambitious, sophisticated, and expensive peacetime military projects ever 

(Myers & Murton, 1999, p. 2). Accounts for the northern sectors record that 7,500 

construction workers and radar technicians were shipped in with 460,000 tons of material 

to remote Arctic locations (Capozza, 2002). The material included over 818,000 fifty- 

five-gallon drums and some 75,000,000 gallons of petroleum products. 9,600,000 cubic 

yards of gravel were flown in to create a total o f625 acres of airstrips (Wilson, 2002). 

After over 45,000 planeloads, the DEW line’s northern sectors became fully operational 

in 1957 and its Aleutian segment in 1959. In 2001 dollars, the project cost $7 billion 
over the span of forty years (Capozza, 2002).

Figure 6: Federal Electric Corporation DEW Line ashtray. Image courtesy of North American Air

Defense Online Radar Museum.
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The DEW Line was mighty indeed, but it was only the eyes and ears of the air defense 

network that evolved during the Cold War. If and when the DEW Line detected 

incoming enemy aircraft, the nation’s initial response was to scramble the fighter- 

interceptor aircrafts on alert at Alaska’s Forward Air Bases in Galena and King Salmon 

and the Air Force Bases near Anchorage and Fairbanks. In part because of their 

additional offensive capabilities, Elmendorf near Anchorage and Eielson near Fairbanks 

became two of the largest air bases in the world and were continuously upgraded with 

increasingly capable aircraft (Argonne, undated). Early warning radar detection would 

give these fighter-interceptors time to intercept, identify and, if need be, attack enemy 

aircraft as far from their destined target as possible. The planes went out loaded with 

cannon shells, bombs, and (later) missiles, and were considered the first line of defense.

Military planners, wanting to incorporate the lessons of World War II, were prepared 

for every possible threat. Of course, they had to consider that a Soviet bomber might 

make it past this formidable fighter-bomber frontline and needed the best back up 
response the U.S. could provide.

NIKE-Hercules: Alaska’s first missile defense

“Nike” was the name of the world’s first operational, guided, surface-to-air missile. 

During World War II, aircraft technology improved dramatically and air defenses made 

leaps attempting to counter the new threats. New ‘gun directors’ linked the technology of 

rudimentary computers, range finders, and radars. These devices transmitted continuous 

electronic fire control data to the guns and calculated a likely intercept point as long as 

the target stayed on course. This allowed antiaircraft battalions to destroy hostile aircraft, 

even when the gun operators could not see the target. This was most effective against 

targets that could not maneuver, but was futile against targets that could dive, climb, 

speed up, slow down, or move in a combination of ways. The next logical step was to 
find a projectile that could maneuver as well.



As early as 1944, defense planners agreed that a guided missile system that could 

intercept and destroy attacking aircraft before they reached their target area was the 

ground-based air defense weapon of the future. Any enemy aircraft that made it past the 

fighter interceptors would be engaged by antiaircraft battalions co-located with valuable 

defense forces, industrial bases, or population centers. From 1950 through 1974, the U.S. 

Army Air Defense Command, ARADCOM, provided air defenses against the Soviet 

strategic bomber threat. In 1950, ARADCOM took control over the guided missile 

project that Bell Telephone Laboratories, the producers of the gun directors and radars, 
had been studying for the Army since 1945 (Moeller, 1995).

Named for the Greek winged Goddess of Victory, the Nike program envisioned 

development of a powerful guided missile that would operate with an integrated radar 

system to intercept and destroy incoming aircraft with the force of its explosion. An 

acquisition radar would give the general locations of any aircraft within 75 miles. Once 

alerted to attack, the system had a tracking radar to ‘lock on’ to the incoming target and 

another radar tracking the in-flight defense missile. A ground guidance computer 

compared the data from the radars, developed guidance commands to bring about 

intercept, and issued a warhead burst command when the missile came closest to the 

enemy aircraft. Considering that most of the technology involved was just emerging it is 

impressive that battalions of the first generation of guided Nike missiles, Nike-Ajax, 

started replacing conventional U.S. air defenses in the contiguous United States in 1953.

Even as it deployed the Nike-Ajax, however, the Army needed to realize

improvements to the system to effectively meet all types of future bomber attack

strategies. A main concern was that closely spaced bombers would make it too difficult

to accurately direct the defense missile and the system would be overwhelmed. The

Army had to extend the range of the Nike system, and they needed a larger missile that

would be capable of carrying a powerful atomic warhead. An atomic warhead could

allow one missile to destroy entire formations of bombers and would be more effective

against smaller and fester targets, including supersonic aircraft and tactical ballistic 
missiles.
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Figure 7: Nike “Family with a Future” emblem. Image courtesy of Pete Wurzbach from Ed Thelen’s Nike website.

Nike-Hercules, the second generation of Nike missiles, had a 120-kilometer range-a 

threefold improvement over the Nike-Ajax. Hercules missiles could fly at speeds of over 

3,200 miles per hour, could reach targets at altitudes in excess of 100,000 feet, and could 

carry nuclear warheads ranging from three to thirty kilotons. Hercules was also designed 

to operate in three different modes: surface-to-air, surfece-to-low-altitude, and surface-to- 

surface. Nike-Hercules missiles were still in their testing and improvement phase when 

the Army began deploying them in Alaska in 1958. Alaska’s portion of this nationwide 

missile defense program saw the construction of eight Nike-Hercules sites in the state to 

defend the air force bases around Fairbanks and Anchorage, and the Army began 

activating the missile batteries in 1959.

Each Nike-Hercules installation included an operations building with the target 

tracking radar and the missile tracking radar as well as barracks and living facilities for 

the enlisted men. The launch area was located several kilometers away at the end of a 

road lined with a high explosive and guided missile magazines. The construction cost for 

the Alaskan sites was approximately $40 million, and the extreme weather required
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innovative designs to keep the radar covers de-iced, radars heated, and launch facilities 

uninhibited by permafrost or snow build-up. By 1963, the army had spent an additional 

$4.3 million upgrading the Alaskan sites with the more powerful High Power Acquisition 

Radar (HIPAR), which were in the well-known large golf-ball shaped radomes. 

Permafrost concerns also meant that Alaskan sites utilized a unique, aboveground 

launcher design with separate magazines, which increased the acreage of each site 
considerably (Denfeld, 1988; Thelen, 2002).

Furthermore, Alaskan sites were unique because they were the only Nike sites in the 

United States where the Army allowed live missile firings (Denfeld, 1988, p. 15). 

Normally, Nike firing batteries had to travel to the proving grounds at New Mexico’s Red 

Canyon Range to actually test fire missiles (Moeller, 1995), but firings made for exciting 

community events in Fairbanks and Anchorage. The live firings, using only conventional 

high explosives, were an excellent opportunity to see how the system would work under 

combat conditions. Apparently, it was not completely reliable. “[Problems with the 

target tracking and acquisition radar that had been discovered system wide were clearly 
evident in Alaska” (Denfeld, 1988).

Figure 8: Nike Hercules test launch (not Alaskan). Photo by Rolf Dieter Gorigk courtesy of Ed Thelen’s Nike website.
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The military deployed the Nike-Hercules program in response to an anticipated build

up of Soviet long-range bombers. The infamous “bomber gap”~a belief that the Soviets 

had dramatically outnumbered the U.S. in bomber forces—subsequently turned out to be 

illusory (Moeller, 1995; Brookings Institute, 2001). Even as the bomber threat resulted in 

nationwide deployment of Nike, however, Soviets feared that their aircraft would be too 

vulnerable against American supersonic interceptors armed with missiles and they 

changed their focus to developing ICBMs (Bender, 1999). Subsequently, a successful 

defense of the nation would require a defense against enemy missiles, not bombers. 

Hercules was not designed to provide anti-missile defenses, but as early as 1960 the army 

began testing its possible use as an anti-missile missile (Maire, 1983). Hercules 

successfully intercepted a Corporal missile in testing that year and soon was tested 

against itself a more demanding challenge at which it also proved capable (ibid).

THE OQZIEFINCH

Figure 9: The Nike Oozlefinch. Image courtesy of the Nike Historical Society website

U.S. air defense concerns were therefore dominated by anti-ballistic missile defense 

during the 1960’s. The successor of the promising Hercules was the Nike-Zeus, which in



turn evolved directly into the Spartan missile. The Spartan interceptor would gain feme 

as the missile in the Safeguard system, the only U.S. ABM system ever deployed. The 

first Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I), signed in 1972, included the Anti- 

Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty. The treaty limited the number of missiles with ABM 

capabilities that either the U.S. or the Soviets could deploy. Due to Hercules’ limited 

success against certain missiles, the treaty included Nike-Hercules missiles. Therefore, in 

1974, the military terminated the Nike program and deactivated the nation’s Hercules 

sites. They soon closed down the program’s administrative agency, the Army Air 

Defense Command (ARADCOM) (Bender, 1999, Make, 1983). ARADCOM’s “parallel 

mission responsibility” at the time was to develop and deploy a ballistic missile defense 

system, and this effort continued until the Ballistic Missile Defense Program Manager 
assumed its functions in 1974 (Moeller, Chap4, p. 4).

The Alaskan Hercules sites, however, provide an interesting footnote to this 

significant Cold War defense program. The army deactivated the Nike-Hercules sites 

around Fakbanks in 1971, and material-scavenging crowds were on hand before actual 

closing to haul away reusable materials (Denfeld, 1988). While some Nike histories state 

that the army decommissioned all sites by 1974 in compliance with START I (Nike 

Historical Society, 2002, Evans, 2002), there were a few Hercules sites in the country that 

remained active until as late as 1979. Two of these operational sites were in Florida and 

three were outside Anchorage. One account of the Nike program refers to these four 

Hercules sites as “training batteries” (Make, 1983), while another states that the reason 

the Florida and Alaska sites were deactivated last was because of thek surfece-to-surfece 

capability (Runkle, 2002). Runkle explains that Florida and Alaska are close to Cuba and 

the former USSR, respectively, and the Hercules could hit ground targets with nuclear 

weapons. Officially, Hercules had a range of approximately 100 miles in surfece-to- 

surfece mode, and it was anticipated that they would be used against invading enemy 

troops on American soil, with Alaska and Florida being the most likely places that would 

occur. The interesting issue of whether these sites were in violation of the ABM treaty is 
unclear.
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Ballistic Missile Early Warning and White Alice

The DEW line and Nike Hercules were built to defend against enemy bombers. The 

DEW line’s main sectors were finished in 1957, which was the same year that the Soviet 

Union demonstrated its capacity for intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), greatly 

reducing the strategic importance of a distant early warning system designed to detect 

hostile aircraft. The system could not address the new risk of ICBMs, which travel at 

19,000 miles per hour. While Alaska Hercules sites were activated in 1959, in that same 

year the new Strategic Rocket Forces Command and Alaska Air Command announced 

that Clear, about seventy-five miles southwest of Fairbanks and forty miles north of 

Mount McKinley, would be the location of one of three highly-sophisticated Ballistic 

Missile Early Warning Sites (BMEWS). The two other BMEWs were erected in Thule, 

Greenland, and in Fylingdale, United Kingdom. The advantage of a Ballistic Missile 

Early Warning radar is that it would give the U.S. at least fifteen minutes warning of a 

attack—long enough to launch retaliatory rockets and bombers (Naske, 1987). The 

BMEWS used radars the size of football fields standing on edge, and each site had eight 

detection radars, four fixed antenna, and tracking radar. A BMEW’s radar coverage 

ranged out for more than 3,000 miles in twin beams. When missiles penetrated the 

beams, the system could help establish the trajectory of the ICBM (Moeller, 1995).

By 1966, the Clear BMEW brought $360 million in defense contracts to Alaska. 

Concurrently, the military constructed the Aircraft Control and Warning System 

(AC&W) and an internal communication system called “White Alice.” White Alice 

communication stations relayed information between DEW Line and Aircraft Control and 

Warning sites and the Air Force bases near Fairbanks and Anchorage. The White Alice 

network consisted of 33 sites throughout Alaska, and the system used microwave relays 

and technology called “over-the-horizon backscatter.” Sometimes called “forward 

propagation tropospheric scatter transmissions,” White Alice used huge antennas that 

bounced Ultra High Frequency waves off the troposphere to communicate with other 

ground stations up to 200 miles away (Moeller, 1995, chap. 2, p. 9). The White Alice



line also linked the Clear BMEWS to the North American Air Defense (NORAD) in 

Colorado. These established the reporting link to Continental Air Defense Command 

(CONAD) headquarters in Colorado Springs, Colorado (Naske, 1987). This network is 

the same communication link that plays an integral role in an Alaska-based NMD system.

Cold War State

Alaska’s Cold War construction boom added several other permanent defense sites 

throughout the state. Kodiak saw a reinvigorated Naval Air Station and Fort Greely, just 

south of the tiny community of Delta, became the site of a cold-weather combat training 

center. In Barrow, the Navy reactivated an old oil-exploration camp and used the new 

Naval Arctic Research Laboratory (NARL) to gather data on arctic conditions and the 
northern military environment.

By the late fifties, the total military investment in Alaska after 1940 came close to $3 

billion. The territory’s population steadied at 220,000, and over half of total employment 

was supported in some way by the defense industry (Whitehead, 1989). The newcomers 

were the majority, and economist George Rogers explains they “were not...independent 

self-sufficient pioneers...but members of mid-twentieth century America’s urban- 

industrial society. They required and expected the same standards of community living 

and services available elsewhere...” (quoted in Whitehead, 1989, p. 127).

Whitehead (1989) considers the Cold War buildup to be the crucial factor in securing 

statehood for Alaska. Delegates at the constitutional convention who drafted the charter 

for the future state may not have seen it clearly at the time, but it probably affected their 

thinking. Reflecting on the convention forty years later, delegate and later two-term 

lieutenant governor Jack Coghill explained that the military buildup helped meet the 

requirements for statehood. Coghill considered that the territory’s military influx 

produced an Alaskan population of “free people,” instead of residents who had 

previously been “under the thumb of the fishing and mining industries” (quoted in 

Whitehead, 1989 p. 127). Sourdoughs who were vehemently opposed to statehood
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agreed t o  the military population made the difference, but they blamed the passage of 

the statehood mitiative on the t o  t o  the transient milittuy greenhorns were allowed to 

vote. Dissent over the value of Alaska’s enhy into the Union still exists, bu, the reason h 

entered is clear. Work! War n had created a new balance of power and the Cold War 
gave America its first “defense state,” (Whitehead, 1989).



Chapter Four: The legacy of military activity in the Arctic Environment

The new arctic state was already vital to the nation as part of the Northern Defense 

Perimeter. In addition, Alaska’s vast expanses of wilderness and its sparse population 

proved to be advantages in attracting a variety o f experimental projects and weapons 

testing. The words ‘remote and uninhabited’ are often used to describe Alaska and 

explain decisions to go ahead with projects that would be unacceptable in places with 

larger and more informed populations. While some of the more discreet programs met 

with little public opposition at the time, other proposals sparked massive, even 

international, protests. A growing awareness of the shrinking amount of wilderness 

helped spotlight Alaska’s conflicts, and Alaskan issues helped influence modem 

environmental laws and the creation of international organizations.

Public and governmental oversight became critical as increasingly hazardous military 

technology risked environmental damage on greater scales than before. The military’s de 

facto exemption from most oversight, whether attributable to the demands of national 

security or other reasons, has resulted in a polluted Arctic environment. A fair question is 

whether that pollution and its cumulative effects pose more of a danger to the population 
than do the threats against which the military defends us.

Basic details are available on a few of the more publicized military experiments in 

Alaska and their real or suspected environmental impacts. Much of this information is 

available due to the tenacious efforts of a few valuable investigators, who patiently filed 

precise Freedom of Information Act requests and struggled through layers of bureaucratic 

documents and procedure to obtain data. Their investigations provide ample evidence 

that the military has conducted and is conducting a considerable amount of classified 

research and development in Alaska, the possible health risks of which the public is, 

obviously, uninformed. This lack of information means that any exploration into the 

military s effect on environmental security is less than comprehensive. At best, an 

analysis can only extrapolate from what we do know. Federal analyses of environmental 

impacts of military activities usually determine that the projects will have no significant
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impact. Analyses by environmental groups are often at the opposite end of the spectrum, 

concluding that military activity presents a serious risk to human health. Reasonable 

conclusions about the military’s impact on environmental security must weight the facts 

on both sides and use sound logic to determine whether these impacts pose a threat to our 

environmental, and therefore national, security.

Project Chariot

In the late 1950s, the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) began promoting its plan to 

create a new harbor on the Arctic coast of Alaska by detonating up to six thermonuclear 

bombs. This experiment would demonstrate America’s nuclear engineering capability 

and, the AEC hoped, facilitate approval for further construction projects. Chariot’s 

significance would not be lost on the Soviets, whose arctic coast lay less than 200 miles 

across the Chukchi Sea from Cape Thompson, Alaska, the proposed explosion site. Dan 

O’Neill’s The Firecracker Boys (1994) provided a comprehensive history of the project. 

O’Neill conducted oral interviews and filed Freedom of Information Act documents to 
gather information on Chariot.

Chariot arguably marked the birth of the national environmental movement (Coates, 

1991; Ross, 2 0 0 0 ) and was a direct impetus in Alaska for an unprecedented and highly 

effective political organization of Native Alaskans. The group of Alaskan 

conservationists who had just led the successful campaign to establish the Arctic National 

Wildlife Range became deeply involved in the Chariot issue and founded the first 

environmental organization in the state, the Alaska Conservation Society. They joined 

forces with University of Alaska biologists who were researching environmental 

implications of the proposed Chariot blast. A precursor to the modem environmental 

impact statement, the biologists’ studies suggested the dangers that a nuclear explosion 

(originally designed to be over 100 times larger than Hiroshima) might have on the 

residents of Point Hope at thirty miles from ground zero, and on the land, caribou, and 
water of the region.
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Reviewing the literature, the scientists working on Chariot for the Atomic Energy 

Commission discovered that a significant amount of radiation had already descended on 

the Arctic in the form of fallout from atmospheric nuclear tests. More important, they 

learned that the land and people in the Arctic are more vulnerable to radioactive 

contamination than those in temperate areas. The most important pathway for certain 

radioactive nuclides in the Arctic is the lichen-reindeer-human food chain (AMAP,

2002). Certain lichens have a high capacity to absorb radionuclides. Lichens are a major 

source of food for caribou in the winter, and the radionuclides in the lichens transfer to 

the caribou and concentrate within the animal’s tissue and bones. Caribou are an 

important subsistence food for many northern communities, and eating caribou 

concentrates the radionuclides in human tissue and bone where, at the top of the food 

chain, it usually remains until it completes its decaying process (Hanson, 1968). In 

general, the cold climate slows the decay process of many pollutants and the radionuclide 

exposure of the general population in the Arctic and subarctic is about five times higher 

than what would be expected in a temperate area. Those parts of the northern population 

that consume large amounts of caribou, however, can have radiation exposures over fifty 

times higher than average members of the national populatioa The level of this exposure 

peaked in 1963 (AMAP, 2002), so the scientists working on Chariot effects in the late 

1950’s and early sixties were probably seeing some of the highest rates.

The scientists were quick to share this information with state officials and the Atomic 

Energy Commission. In spite of the health risks indicated by the data, the majority of 

Alaskan newspapers, politicians, businessmen, and academic administrators remained 

sold on Chariot and promises of economic opportunity and scientific achievement.

The Atomic Energy Commission, despite the research results of the scientists under 

its hire, pronounced the blast safe from a biological standpoint and reported that its $2 

billion study produced no evidence of possible damage to the Eskimos. It pushed ahead 

with the plan despite mounting criticism and concern until 1962 when, in part because 

nobody could show how the harbor might create economic benefits, Project Chariot was 

officially “held in abeyance.” AEC press releases explained that data collected from the



1962 Sedan test in Nevada rendered the Chariot experiment unnecessary. O’Neill points 

out that some of those Sedan press releases were written before Sedan was exploded. 

Thirty years later, O’Neill’s research revealed that after shelving the blast, the United 

States Geological Survey and Atomic Energy Commission transported, tested, and 

abandoned a small amount of nuclear waste at the Chariot site. Once the public learned 

about the site, the responsible authorities conducted an expensive clean up of 
contaminated soil.

The work on Chariot was probably the most complete survey of an American Arctic 

location and contributed significantly to biological sciences in Alaska. Critics of Chariot 

used the biologists’ research to promote informed opposition to the proposed blast, and 

the process advanced the idea of accountability by identifying social and environmental 

effects as well as boosting the political experience and power of the Alaska Conservation 

Society (Ross, 2000). Chariot also spurred political awareness among Native 

communities, which led to the 1962 launching of a newspaper dedicated to Native 

concerns, The Tundra Times, and the creation of the Alaska Federation of Natives in 

1964. Ross notes that Chariot had a national effect and “marked a transitional phase in 

the growth of environmental philosophy and politics: toward greater public participation 

and a broader ecological orientation, including social and political aspects,” (Ross, 2000, 
p. 107).

Because the Chariot blast never occurred, there were no environmental impacts for 

scientists to analyze. The history of the project, however, is still a valuable part of an 

environmental evaluation. Despite evidence suggesting that the blast would result in 

significant impacts to the air, water, land, and people of Alaska, the AEC promoted the 

plan. By the 1990s, Alaskan and federal officials were expressing significant concern 

that similar Russian cratering tests had resulted in widespread contamination of the 

environment, but former Chariot promoter Edward Teller was still convinced that 

Chariot should have gone through (O’Neill, 1994). If the AEC had gone through with its 

most modest proposal for Project Chariot, the explosion would have released 17 to 38
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times the radiation of the meltdown of the Chernobyl nuclear reactor (Ross, 2000, p. 
104).

Amchitka

The Atomic Energy Commission subsequently turned its attention to a small, 

uninhabited island in the Aleutian Chain. The military used Amchitka Island during 

World War II as a bomber base in the retaking of Kiska and Attu, stationing over 10,000 

GIs there. During the Cold War, Amchitka was used as a DEW line and White Alice site 

(Stout, 2002). As early as 1951, the AEC and Defense Department had considered the 

island as a test location for underground nuclear explosions that they deemed too large 

for the Nevada test site. Amchitka’s geology and remoteness—the nearest people were 

over 200 miles away—helped the AEC decide on it in the early sixties.

In 1965, the AEC exploded an 80-kiloton nuclear bomb 2,300 feet below the surface

of Amchitka It stated that the purpose of Project Long Shot was to provide data that

would help in discriminating earthquakes from Soviet or Chinese nuclear tests (Ross,

2000). Scientists detected radioactive leakage from the site a few months after the test,

although the leak was not made public until 1969. Observers saw virtually no damage to

wildlife from the blast, but “habitat destruction...was extensive”(Ross, 2000, p. 113).

Approximately 200 acres of land around ground zero was denuded of vegetation, and the

explosion broke an earthen dam releasing drilling muds and oils from a holding pond

(ibid). The AEC declassified information decades after the tests which showed that

researchers still found elevated tritium levels in local groundwater in 1993, although the

DoD had estimated that the site wouldn’t leak radioactivity for hundreds of years (Miller, 
1996).

A year after Long Shot, 1966, the AEC started looking for a much larger test site on 

Amchitka. The Pentagon was trying to advance the Spartan antiballistic missile system.

A direct descendant of the Hercules missiles that surrounded Fairbanks and Anchorage, 

the Spartan antiballistic interceptor missiles were tipped with hydrogen bombs. The AEC



proposed Milrow because it needed a Spartan “calibration test” (Ross, 2000; Miller,

1996). In preparing for Project Milrow, the AEC had to construct a 20-mile long road 

and, using the world’s largest drilling machines, dig several mile-deep holes (Ross,

2000). Milrow was a 1.2-megaton blast that the AEC detonated 4,000 feet below the 

surface of the island. The infrastructure necessary included shops, an airport, 255 

vehicles and a town o f480 workers on the island. There was also growing awareness 

that Amchitka sat near a seismically active fault zone, and critics, including the 

government of Japan, feared the blast could trigger an earthquake (Ross, 2000).

Milrow exploded on October 2,1969, resulting in moderate immediate damage and 

little, if any, escaped radiation. Observers reported that site preparation activities had 

more impact than the blast (Ross, 2000, p. 114). Miller reports that the blast “turned the 

surrounding sea to froth” while geysers of mud and water shot fifty feet into the air from 

local streams and lakes. Tons of rock tumbled from bluffs and the seismic shock was 

registered in Barrow, Alaska, followed directly by several earthquakes (Miller, 1996).

The third test on the island, in 1971, inspired a proportionately large cry of 

opposition. The 5.2-megaton Cannikin blast was the largest underground nuclear 

detonation in U.S. history, representing 14 percent of the total yield of all 730 US 

underground nuclear tests. It was 385 times as powerful as the 13-kiloton bomb dropped 

on Hiroshima (Miller, 1996). The AEC buried the Cannikin bomb 5,875 feet deep, and 

fears of a massive earthquake created widespread opposition (Ross, 2000, p. 114).

Cannikin was the first issue that united international peace forces with 

environmentalists, sparking the creation of one of the most famous and daring activist 

groups in history. Twelve activists set sail for Amchitka in a boat from Vancouver, 

naming both their vessel and their voyage “Greenpeace.” They wanted to publicize 

opposition to the Cannikin blast by radio broadcasts. Although neither of the two crews 

that eventually set out made it to Amchitka in time to witness the blast, the prototypical 

Rainbow Warriors enjoyed significant media attention and public support for their cause.

The Cannikin device was designed for another Spartan missile in the advancing 

ABM program, and the political opposition that faced the test was similar in ways to the
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current missile defense debate. At the time, some top nuclear scientists did not think the 

Spartan system would work. The Pentagon’s own Office of Technological Assessment 

and the Federation of American Scientist had judged the test unnecessary because the 

Spartan system was obsolete. President Nixon consulted seven federal agency chiefs 

about Spartan, and five of them disapproved of Cannikin (Ross, 2000). Nixon invoked 

an Executive Order to suppress their comments, and the AEC then classified the 

comments as Restricted. The United States’ close allies, Japan and Canada, protested the 

test. A group of eight environmental, peace, and Native organizations filed suit claiming 

that AEC had done an inadequate environmental impact statement and that the test would 

violate the Limited Test Ban Treaty. They lost, and the AEC exploded Cannikin five 

hours after the Supreme Court made its decision (Miller, 1996).

The explosion registered 7.0 on the Richter scale, causing the ground to roll 200 miles 

away on Adak Island. The AEC’s reports recorded damage, including cracked earth 

dams that spilled 5,000 cubic yards of drilling mud. Four lakes drained and a new, 25- 

feet deep lake appeared (Ross, 2 0 0 0 ). Thirty-eight hours after the test, the collapse of the 

explosion cavity caused a subsidence crater over a mile wide and 60 feet deep. Extensive 

rock fells and turf slides occurred on both sides of the island, totaling over 35 ,000  square 

meters of material. The force of the blast killed an estimated 300-800 sea otters, whose 

eyeballs were driven through the bone behind the sockets, fracturing their skulls.

Observers found Harlequin ducks with their legs driven up into their bodies (Miller,
1996).

Environmental Protection Agency samples from the explosion shaft in 1972 revealed 

that about 14,000 cubic feet of radioactive gas containing kiypton-85 was leaking into the 

atmosphere (Miller, 1996). Monitoring agencies detected no leaking radioactivity at the 

Cannikin site after the 1972 samples, even though the blast had dramatically exceeded the 

safe yield for which its shaft had been designed. Twenty-five years after their Cannikin- 

inspired founding, Greenpeace sponsored a scientific expedition to conduct an 

investigation into whether any of the three test sites on Amchitka were leaking radiation.

It concluded that sampling efforts by the Department of Energy (formerly the Atomic
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Energy Commission) over the past 25 years had been inadequate to determine the 

presence of long-lived radionuclides on the island, and that seismic activity in the region 

would probably cause more radiation to leak. The Greenpeace scientists discovered that 

the Cannikin test site was leaking long-lived transuranic radioactivity into the Bering Sea 

via White Alice Creek. The creek had disappeared into the subsidence crater after the 

Cannikin explosion for a couple days until the new lake filled up and started flowing 

back out to sea. Greenpeace also concluded that the AEC failed to anticipate that “wet” 

underground nuclear tests—tests detonated below Amchitka’s water table, below sea 

level, and within three miles of both the Bering Sea and Pacific Ocean—were likely to 

contaminate groundwater that might, eventually, leak out to the oceans. The AEC 

detonated Cannikin at a depth 1,000 feet short of its own safety standard; it continuously 

pumped water out o f the blast cavity before the test (Miller, 1996).

After the initial 1996 Greenpeace report, the Department of Energy in 1997 agreed to 

undertake its own study, under public scrutiny and Greenpeace oversight, to check on the 

discoveries. Greenpeace subsequently published a follow-up report that chronicled what 

it calls a “Department of Energy Cover-Up at Amchitka.” The second report outlines the 

DOE data confirming radioactive leakage at all three nuclear test sites on the island 

despite AEC’s original claims that the detonation sites would be contained for hundreds, 

if not thousands, of years. The report concludes that leakage at Amchitka and evidence 

of DOE corruption are signs of a “deep and pervasive problem with the safety of the U.S. 

nuclear weapons arsenal” which pose a “clear and present danger to the American 
public” (Miller, 1998, p. 3).

Like many other Aleutian islands used by the military during World War II and the 

Cold War, Amchitka had a host of environmental problems before the AEC tested 

nuclear bombs beneath its surface. U.S. Fish and Wildlife documented at least 33 toxic 

waste sites on the island, including areas with massive fuel spills, PCBs, solvents, heavy 

metals, napalm bomb depositories and other unexploded ordnance. Some Alaskans now

refer to Amchitka Island simply as “Amka,” explaining that it had the “chit” blown out of 
it.
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Although widespread international opposition to Cannikin failed to prevent the test, it 

did facilitate subsequent arms control efforts. Efforts to extend the nuclear non

proliferation treaty and the mutual fear that a national missile defense system would 

provoke a greater arms race soon prompted the U.S. to restrict testing and to sign the first 

Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT I) and the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty 
with the USSR.
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Fort Greely

At this writing, Fort Greely in Interior Alaska is currently under international scrutiny 

as contractors build a command center and five initial interceptor silos for the missile 

defense system there. Despite the special attention, a brief historic overview might 

illustrate that mechanisms like non-nuclear exo-atmospheric kill-vehicle-tipped three- 

stage ground-based mid-course anti-ballistic interceptor missiles are not especially out of 

the ordinary for this particular military reserve in any way besides the length of their 

name. Fort Greely has played a remarkable role in a broad range of experimental military 

technology for the past half century.

In 1948, the evolving Cold War increased attention on America’s need to control the 

Arctic battlefield, and the Army began evaluating areas in interior Alaska for possible 

sites to test arctic and subarctic equipment. It found favorable conditions south of Delta, 

the site of a roadhouse and a ferry that had historically transported stagecoaches across 

the Tanana River. During the war, Lend-Lease planes had used an airstrip on the land as 

a staging area and troops blazed the ALCAN Highway through the area. In the winter of 

1948-49, the Army opened its Cold Regions Testing center there. Fort Greely, as the 

base was later named, encompasses twelve hundred square miles (661,000 acres) of the 
Alaska Range foothills Interior basin.

Delta Junction is the town five miles north of Greely’s main post (about ninety miles 

southeast of Fairbanks). With the small neighboring communities of Big Delta and 

Clearwater, there are now approximately four thousand residents in the area. Many find



their fete inexorably linked to that of neighboring Fort Greely, which, in 1995, was slated 

for decommissioning. After scaling down operations for several years, Greely officially 

closed in July o f2001, the same month that the Pentagon announced the “fast-paced 

missile defense Test-Bed.” Clearing for the Test Bed began the next mnnt^  much to the 

relief of Delta city officials. Fort Greely has historically provided the economic 

backbone of the community and many residents are fearful of losing it.

The Army originally thought Fort Greely provided ideal flexibility for their testing 

because of its climate, enormous area, and remoteness. Army documents noted that 

“there were no population centers within the fifty-mile radius,” although there were at the 

time around four hundred people in neighboring Delta Junction and an additional one 
hundred people within thirty miles of the base (Johnson, 1993).

From 1954 to 1967, the Gerstle River Test Site on Fort Greely became one of the few 

locations within the United States where the Army released chemical and biological 

warfare agents into the environment. As part of its Arctic Environmental Surveillance 

Program, the Army packed nerve and mustard gas into rockets and artillery shells and 

fired the munitions from howitzers into nearby spruce forests and marshes. In 1965, the 

mi^taiy temporarily stored 204 rockets of nerve gas on top of the ice on Blueberry Lake. 

The rockets were supposed to be destroyed in 1965 but were subsequently forgotten.

Four years after they had sunk to the bottom of the lake in the spring thaw, a new 

commander of the Fort Greely test center tracked down the rockets and had the lake 

pumped dry to remove the leaking, lethal shells (Fineberg, 1971, pp. 85-99).

The Army stopped its tests of chemical and biological weapons at Fort Greely in 1967, 

but concerns remain over contamination of land around the Gerstle River site. Although 

the Clean Up Alaska program in 1970 was meant to sanitized the site by buiying some 

2 ,0 0 0  tons of chemical munitions in landfills, it is unclear how complete the effort was 
since many records of the testing program are missing.
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Greely’s Nuclear Reactor

“Delta Caribou have become habituated to a wide range of militaiy disturbances,” 
(BMDO’s EIS for NMD, 2000).

At the same time that the young Alaskan environmental movement was actively 

opposing the Atomic Energy Commission’s proposed Chariot explosion at Point Hope, 

the Army and the AEC began using Fort Greely as a test site for the world's first field- 
built nuclear reactor.

The military had been developing nuclear power plants to supply heat and electricity 

to remote and inaccessible military installations since 1954. The Army Nuclear Power 

Program (ANPP) was a joint interagency activity of the Atomic Energy Commission and 

the Department of the Army (via the U.S. Army Engineers Reactors Group). ANPP’s 

primary missions included operating the plants, research and development of nuclear 

power plants, and developing programs for application of nuclear reactors to military 

needs (Evans, 2002). SM-1A, the name of Greely’s nuclear power plant, was the Army’s 

first fully “transitional test facility.” The entire power plant was built in sections 

elsewhere, then transported to Greely and reconstructed. The Army was testing its ability 

to construct “mobile” nuclear reactors and evaluating their use under adverse weather and 

geographic conditions. The military activated the SM-1A nuclear power plant in 1962 

and, with a two-year hiatus for repairs, decommissioned it ten years later in 1972 
(Johnson, 1993).

In the spring o f2000, several residents of Delta Junction were concerned about the 

possibility of lingering radioactivity in the base’s school where they sent their children.

A number of them, requesting to remain unidentified, contacted the Anchorage-based 

Alaska Community Action on Toxics (ACAT). ACAT, with the help of nuclear physicist 

Norm Buske, produced an in-depth investigative report on the nuclear reactor at Fort 

Greely (Miller, Eckstein, & Buske, 2000). ACAT’s report expanded on the research of 

former Delta resident William Johnson, who had raised the question of possible links 

between the plant’s radioactive disposals and the high rates of cancer in his community in 
his master’s thesis on the nuclear reactor.
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The authors of the ACAT report traced the known history of Fort Greely’s nuclear 

reactor and studied its design. Some of the information they gathered contradicted the 

military’s data on the plant. ACAT compared the design of the Greely reactor with other 

nuclear power plant reactors. The ACAT report explained that an ordinary nuclear power 

plant is very large, but its reactor can be adequately cooled by passing water over the 

steel-clad reactor core. The reactor at Fort Greely, according to the ACAT report, was 

five hundred times smaller than the average commercial nuclear power plant but 

incredibly powerful. An account of the Army Nuclear Power Program by one of its 

nuclear plant operators points out that the plants were designed to be mobile, therefore 

requiring smaller components (Evans, 2002). ACAT’s investigation suggests that the 

Greely plant’s cooling system used large amounts of water because water had to be 

pumped directly inside the reactor over the uranium fuel. This design would allow the 

reactor to produce exceptional power, but it would also contaminate the cooling water, 

producing a highly radioactive liquid waste stream. Nuclear power plants also use the 

cheapest, lowest-grade uranium that will function in a reactor, but the Greely plant used 

very expensive, ultra-ennched uranium. The plant operator’s account corroborates this 

point (Evans, 2001). ACAT notes that the plant produced many times more heat and 

power than the base could use. A reactor must have extremely high power rates to 

produce special nuclear materials as by-products in quick, hot bums. The ACAT report 

suggests that this seems to be precisely what the Greely reactor was designed to be able 

to do, and they provide additional information to support that conclusion.

While a two-year core life is expected for normal power plant reactors, the first two at 

Greely burned out in a year, typical of reactors designed for plutonium production. The 

reactor was later abruptly shut down for two years after an incident in 1967. According 

to the ACAT report, the incident most likely involved a boiling coolant, near-melt 

accident involving the control rods, resulting in a release of radioactive steam and a 

damaged core. The redesigned reactor was safer and less powerful-more like a power 
plant.



The evidence suggests to ACAT that the plant’s true purpose was to produce 

weapons-grade fissionable materials suitable for battlefield nuclear weapons. Further, the 

ACAT report suggests that the AEC directed a clandestine project, of which the reactor at 

Fort Greely was part, to produce these particular isotopes (super fissile materials). At a 

classified conference funded by the AEC in 1956, “attendees suggested that the campaign 

to find peaceful uses for nuclear power could distract from the public’s growing concern 

about nuclear testing.” ACAT’s theory is that the AEC promoted the peaceful use of 

atoms to serve as a smokescreen for U.S. military goals. Reactors designed to produce 

special nuclear materials for weapons could be disguised as heat and power plants. If this 

were the case at Greely, a great deal of radioactive waste would have been produced 
there.

After the 1967 control rod accident, the Army installed a system to contain the plant’s 

contaminated waste until much of its radioactivity decayed away. With its new design, 

the plant produced only one tenth of the waste it had produced and disposed of during its 

first five years of operation. ACAT’s report noted that the bulk of liquid radioactive 

waste during the reactor’s first phase was pumped down a discharge well, which was 250 

feet deep and connected to the alluvial aquifer shared with the neighboring communities. 

The routinely contaminated cooling water and the large amounts of liquid waste from the 

spent cores were, ACAT surmised, dumped down this discharge well. The heated water 

from the cooling system also contained extremely toxic anti-corrosive agents. Because of 

its warmth, the liquid waste and cooling water would have floated on top of cooler water 

in the aquifer. While most wells in Delta Junction were bored to water sources below the 

shared aquifer and probably would not have received any contaminated water, the water 

table reaches ground level in Clearwater and Big Delta. There the wells were dug to the 

aquifer’s water or the water emerged in springs, and reportedly there are local anecdotes 

about effervescent water emerging from these sources during the years that the reactor 
was active (Miller, 2000).

The Army did conduct a well-publicized cleanup of the Fort Greely reactor in the 

early 1990’s, focusing on a one-inch radioactive discharge pipeline that lead to nearby



Jarvis Creek from the plant. The creek would only be flowing enough to use it for 

discharge three or four months out of the year if the pipe survived freezing, but typical 

disposals were hundreds of thousands of gallons. ACAT and some locals consider it 

unlikely if not impossible for this pipeline to have been a reliable method of disposal.

Their report suggests that some disposals were measured, released to Jarvis Creek, and 

recorded, while the primary method of disposal was elsewhere and was infrequently 

recorded. From what they do know about the amount of curies released by activities at 

the reactor, ACAT estimates that one percent or less of the liquid radioactive waste 

produced at the Greely reactor was disposed of via the radioactive pipe. The army 

carefully fenced-in the area around the one-inch pipe and posted radioactive warning 

signs on it. It also sent the surrounding soil to distant radioactive disposal sites. The 

ACAT investigators suggest that if their own calculations are correct, that soil would 

have been virtually uncontaminated. It is also reported that the Army cleared all the 

vegetation out of the contaminated area, piled it elsewhere, and didn’t include it with the 

soil it grew in to be shipped to proper disposal sites. They were allowing local residents 

to come and gather it for firewood during the time of ACAT’s investigation.

The plant also had an eight-inch sewer pipe which discharged into Jarvis Creek 250 

feet upstream from the one-inch radioactive pipe, and in 1999 the ACAT investigators’ 

Geiger counters recorded a higher level of radiation at that site. The military has not 

identified this sewer pipe as a radioactive waste disposal pathway.

Fort Greely’s nuclear reactor was permanently shut down on May 13,1972. The 

Army’s account explains that “problems with the steam turbine caused an interruption to 

normal operation of the plant.” Although the Army’s account of plant malfunctions is 

incomplete and no accurate count is available, ACAT estimates that there may have been 

from as few as five to as many as sixty-eight malfunctions annually

Army decommissioning plans called for all the radioactive waste to be flown to one of 

the AEC’s treatment plants in either Nevada or Washington, for encasement of 

everything left behind, and for final dismantling in 2023 when all danger of significant 

contamination would be passed. Johnson reports that the encasement was designed to

56



last at least 150 years and to pose no threat of “significant spreadable radioactive 

contamination.” An environmental assessment of the encasement eighteen years later, 

however, revealed “major structural damage” (cracks in the cement), which the army 

repaired in 1992. ACAT discovered through calculations of the half-lives of the 

remaining nuclear isotopes that the level of radioactivity that can be expected 100 years 

after shut down will be about what the army claims it was the day the reactor closed. By 

their estimates, the plant will be radioactive at some level for thousands of years. ACAT 

is seeking what it would consider a respectable decommissioning study that offers an 

inventory of what is actually present, enabling the public to make a reliable determination 
of the present extent of remaining radioactivity.

The decision to base an anti-ballistic missile system at Fort Greely creates an 

interesting connection with the Army Nuclear Power Program. One of the proposed 

applications for the ANPP plants was to provide power for a missile defense system 

(Evans, 2001). The Greely reactor, SM-1A (also known as SM-2 ), was designed as a 

sister plant to SM-1 at Ft. Belvoir, Virginia, the first of ANPP’s nine reactors. Other 

ANPP reactors were at McMurdo Station in Antarctica or floated in the Panama Canal 

Zone on a converted World War II ship (Wright, 2001). The Army installed equipment 

on the SM-1 nuclear reactor to ascertain whether the plant could provide acceptable 

power for the Nike-X (later renamed Zeus) system. Zeus was the follow-on to the Nike- 

Hercules surfece-to-air system (Evans, 2001) and was a nuclear-tipped anti-ballistic 
missile used in early missile defense systems.

Northern Nuke Haven

Alaska added to its reputation as a home for otherwise unpopular weapons systems in 

the 1990s, when the Pentagon deployed its premier nuclear fighter-bomber, the F-15E 

Strike Eagles, with their nuclear short-range attack missile-tacticals (SRAM-Ts), at 

Elmendorf Air Force Base near Anchorage. Bulletin o f the Atomic Scientist writers noted 

that SRAM-T and the F-15Es were forced out of the Philippines by governmental
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pressure and were likely to be restricted in Europe. They thought Congress probably 

would have killed the SRAM-T program if it thought the missile had no home, but 

Alaska turned out to be its last haven (Norris & Arkin, 1991).

Alaska earned more attention in 1998 when the Air Force tested and certified the 

nation’s newest nuclear bombs—without their fissile cores--at Stuart Creek Impact Area, 

35 miles southeast of Fairbanks (Stump, 1998). The Air Force disputed claims that the 

“bunker buster” bomb violated the 1996 Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty’s restriction on 

the development o f new nuclear weapons, explaining that the B61-11 was merely a 

modification of the older B61-7 (Knight, 1998; Koch, 1998). Critics claimed the B61-11 

represented the introduction of a new generation of nuclear weapons (Miller, 1996). The 

fissile core of the two bombs is the same, but the non-nuclear packaging improvements 

gave the B61-11 substantially enhanced capabilities (Koch, 1998).

A report from Eielson Air Force Base reported that the “tests here were designed to 

measure the nuclear bomb casing’s penetration into frozen soil and the survivability of 

the weapon’s internal component” (Stump, 1998). The report acknowledged the dangers 

of certain forms of depleted uranium, after this became an additional source of criticism. 

Each of the two bombs contained up to 165 pound of depleted uranium to simulate the 

physical characteristics of enriched uranium without the hazards (Stump, 1998). Critics 

noted that depleted uranium, if directly inhaled or ingested, can be a highly toxic and 

densely radioactive material. The United Nations classifies it as a Weapon of Mass 

Destruction (WOMD) and it is suspected of contributing significantly to Gulf War 

Syndrome and disease levels among Iraqis (Knight, 1998; Miller, 1998). The Air Force 

said before the test that, even in the unlikely event that the bomb is punctured, “it has 

been proven in 24 previous tests that uranium would not escape from the steel casing,” 

(Knight, 1998). Afterward, it reported that the casing did not rupture in any of the tests, 

including drops through concrete from 40,000 feet. An Air Force environmental planner 

added that the Air Force had studied the test extensively and were confident the test 

would not impact Alaska’s people, wildlife, or environment. “The Air Force filled in the
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holes made by the impact, and leveled the ground back to its pre-test condition...”
(Stump, 1998).

One part of the B61-11 episode pertinent to a study about environmental security is the 

reassurance from the military that the riskiest part of this test—rupturing the casing and 

releasing the internal weapon-would not occur. Still, the Air Force had come to frozen 

arctic ground specifically to test in frozen ground the casing’s penetration and 

survivability of the internal component. The Air Force tested the bomb because they did 

not know what would happen. It was only known that the casing hadn’t ruptured in 24 
previous tests under different conditions.
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Figure 10: A B-2 Spirit bomber dropping a B61-11 “bunker busting” nuclear bomb casing. Image courtesy U.S. Air 

Force, available at http://\\wv.\vired.com/news/Dhoto/0.1860.47319.00.html

Interestingly, the Air Force had hosted a unveiling ceremony at Eielson Air Force 

Base two years earlier to christen its newest B-2 Spirit stealth bomber—“The Spirit of 

Alaska. The new addition to the fleet was lauded as the most advanced and survivable 

aircraft in our nation’s arsenal. Appropriately, the B-2  Spirit is the plane that carries the

http:////wv./vired.com/news/Dhoto/0.1860.47319.00.html


B61-11 bomb. The CEO of Northrop Grumman Corporation, the B-2’s builder, said at 

the ceremony: “With the addition of the Spirit o f Alaska to the powerful B-2 fleet, this 

state leaves one more mark on the world—a tribute to its citizens and their many 

contributions to our country’s defense and security” (Hayward, 1996).

Poker Flat: Secret Scuds on the Tundra

In February 2002, a University of Alaska Fairbanks philosophy professor serving as 

Senate Faculty president submitted a motion suggesting that the university set up a 

diverse faculty committee to study the university’s classified research proposals. The 

committee would approve or reject proposals based on the committee’s interpretation of 

how the research would serve the university and community’s interests. Immediate and 

sometimes discourteous protest from a few employees of the Geophysical Institute had 

university professors, administrators, newspaper columnists, and locals with old rocket 

parts strewn around their cabins involved in a heated debate in the local paper and at 

university meetings on the topics of academic freedom and classified research.

The philosophy professor and Senate Faculty president, Norm Swazo, became 

interested in the University’s classified research guidelines when he looked into projects 

planned for the University’s Poker Flat Rocket Research Range. The University’s 

Geophysical Institute, which manages the range, and the Missile Defense Agency had 

agreed that the missile agency could use the university’s facilities in exchange for some 

equipment improvements. Later projects were planned that involved university 

professors participating in classified analysis of incoming missile signatures. The issue 

was inflamed when local journalist Dan O’Neill’s research into the partially classified 

Arctic Dispersal Program, slated for spring 2002, revealed Missile Defense Agency plans 

to launch Scud rockets with unknown payloads into the Brooks Range.

The Missile Defense Agency planned to launch the rockets to study the five-kilometer 

wide debris zone that would be created when the Scuds exploded on descent and 

dispersed a payload. The normally available university proposal describing the tests was 

restricted after O’Neill started investigating the project. Obtaining the information
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through other channels revealed that the Missile Defense Agency planned to launch 

twenty Scuds over five years, not just the two rocket tests about which Poker Flat 

management had informed surrounding residents. The launches required those residents 

to evacuate the area because of the risk posed by the liquid fuel and oxidizer in the 

rockets. Theoxidizer, inhibited red fuming nitric acid (IRFNA), is particularly dangerous 

and is suspected by the Pentagon to play a major role in Gulf War Syndrome. Scud 

missiles are also notoriously erratic and some have a tendency to explode in mid-course, 

spewing their deadly IRFNA. A total of over 800 gallons of unspent IRFNA from the 

missiles would be spread over the Chandalar River valley.

Swazo’s Faculty Senate motion was not to ban all classified research, but he did 

intend to specifically prohibit research into weapons development or testing. Swazo felt 

that weapon research was not consistent with the university’s mission. He considered the 

university’s mission as defined by board of regents’ policy statements, including: 

“universities operate on the principle of free inquiry and open expression” and they 

“broadly disseminate research results” “to foster international understanding and mutual 

cooperation in scientific discovery that benefits humanity at large,” a definition fitting 

with the larger goals of environmental security.

O’Neill’s research into Poker Flat also revealed a less than reassuring safety record. 

Nearby residents complained of close calls with rocket boosters, and the information 

showed that there had been at least twenty M ed rocket vehicles at the range. The range 

was still planning for the missile signature testing. In the spring o f2002, the Faculty 

Senate voted to create the faculty committee Swazo had envisioned to review classified 

research proposals. The group does not have the power to block any projects, however -  

it is limited to making recommendations to the administration.

After O’Neill’s investigations into the Missile Defense Agency’s plans and his 

subsequent newspaper columns on the subject, the Army canceled the Scud tests. The 

program was worth $1.5 million to the Fairbanks economy. Although Fairbanks Daily 

News Miner editorial page editor Kelly Bostian denied there was any connection, he
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notified O’Neill soon afterward that his regular local column would no longer run in the 
paper.

The Radioactive Eskimo: Militaiy accountability and the Arctic environment

(The Radioactive Eskimo was the name of Patty Lilly’s late 1990’s Native Alaskan and 

American Indian music show on University of Alaska Fairbanks college radio, KSUA)

The authors of the ACAT report on Fort Greely’s nuclear reactor argue that the 

military is reluctant to declassify all of the documents relevant to the Greely reactor, even 

though it was shut down almost thirty years ago, or to admit to what ACAT suspects was 

the reactor’s true purpose. Such actions, the authors speculated, would set a precedent 

for military accountability that would cost the military too much in remediation and 

public trust. The Department of Energy (formerly the Atomic Energy Commission) is 

already feeing public outrage over the results of multiple worker health studies, including 

those for Amchitka, which were publicized when the Clinton administration decided to 

compensate sick workers. Those studies did not include Fort Greely because the Army 

and DOE have never admitted any weapons material production there. Past Greely 

employees are therefore excluded from any information about or compensation due to 

exposures they may have received. William Johnson of Delta Junction advocated that a 

governmental agency conduct demographic and disease studies on cancer rates in the 

area, but to date no agency has undertaken such a study.

The Alaska Community Action on Toxics report lists six ways by which past, 

present, and future employees and nearby residents could be exposed to radioactive 
waste:

□ Liquid radioactive waste released into the ground water and used for drinking 
water from dug wells around Clearwater.

□ Radioactive steam used in the laundry and to heat the military base.

□ Control rod accident and subsequent clean up process.
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□ Fallout near reactor from accident that caused permanent closing.

□ Improper methods of disposal of solid radioactive wastes.

□ Radiation remaining in containment structure of decommissioned reactor.

In the 1990s, the Army attempted to transfer portions of the Fort Greely military  

reserve to the Bureau of Land Management. Fearing as-yet unexploded munitions among 

other environmental concerns, the BLM refused to accept the gift. Howard Mermelstein 

is the tribal manager for the Healy Lake Village Council, an Athabaskan tribe whose land 

is adjacent to Fort Greely. Tribal members have found canisters of mustard gas in the 

area, and Mermelstein has a 1945 unexploded howitzer shell on his desk that was found 

in the fell o f2001 (Capozza, 2001). ACAT considers that plans to use the base for the 

missile defense system require the military to assure that Greely is safe and that people 

will not face exposure to radioactive or other hazards. They recommend designating 

Greely a federal Superfund site in urgent need of cleanup.

On August 28,2001, the Natural Resources Defense Council, ACAT, and she other 

Alaskan environmental groups filed a lawsuit to force the Department of Defense to 

complete new environmental impact statements on missile defense activities in Alaska. 

“The military has not addressed the existing toxic and radioactive waste that they have 

left here,” said ACAT Director Pam Miller. “Why should they be able to come in and 

put in yet another technology that might possibly be obsolete in a few years, on top of the 

mess that they have already created?” (Capozza, 2001). The DoD and the groups reached 

a settlement in the spring o f 2002  whereby the government agreed to complete new 

environmental studies for facilities on Kodiak and Shemya Islands, but would undertake 

no additional investigation of impacts at Fort Greely.

Author Seth Shulman (1992) has conducted extensive research on the toxic legacy of 

U.S. military actions and reported that “National sacrifice zone” is the unofficial military 

designation for tracts of land polluted beyond any possible future use (Shulman, 1992, p. 

94). The same words have historically been used to describe areas of Alaska devoted to



national security projects. Evidence continues to suggest that U.S. military policy, as 

O’Neill (1994) wrote, "apparently considers Alaska a wasteland suitable as a dumping 

ground, as a test-site for dangerous technologies, and as a practice bombing range," (p. 

277). The Pentagon and Department of Energy, said Shulman, are now beginning to 

acknowledge that the effort to provide national security has resulted in domestic threats.

He reported that "the toxic legacy left by our nation's military infrastructure may well 

constitute the largest and most serious environmental threat to this country” (Shulman, 

1992, p. 7).

Alaska Community Action on Toxics has produced maps detailing the extent of toxic 

contamination at military and federal sites in the state. There are 648 active or 

abandoned military sites in Alaska, and ACAT reports that they house at least 1,900 

contaminated sites and five of Alaska’s seven Superfund sites (Butten, 2002).
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In the years following the Cold War, the U.S. Department of Energy was forced 

through the Freedom of Information Act to reveal a number of its past records that were 

previously classified in the interests of national security. According to Shulman, the 

Department of Defense is by far the worst offender of all the federal departments feeing 

this dilemma. Cleanup of past decades of war by-products and waste is complicated by 

the fact that the Pentagon, by its own estimate, produces 500,000 tons of toxic waste per 

year (roughly one ton per minute) (Shulman, 1992). Although the Department of 

Defense is responsible for only 34 percent of all federal fecflities, it is responsible for 81 

percent of federal sites on the Superfund National Priorities List of the most polluted sites 

in the nation (Butten, 2002). Shulman wrote that these problems are exacerbated by the 

military’s lack of civilian oversight, penchant for secrecy, and the "overarching 

importance placed in its 'national security' mission." “We’re in the business of protecting 

the nation, not protecting the environment,” Shulman reported as a military rebuttal to 
complaints about environmental abuses (Shulman, 1992, p. 13).

Journalist Kory Cappoza at the Center for Investigative Reporting noted that the 

current proposal to place silos, high-powered radars, and the other infrastructure involved 

in national missile defense in the Arctic has many indigenous groups worried about 

environmental ramifications. The money that missile defense could bring is tempting and 

the military has improved its environmental habits, but inhabitants are still wary of 

welcoming another huge military project when the previous ones were inadequately 

cleaned up (Cappoza, “Heated Arctic dispute,” 2001) In Alaska and across the North 

American Arctic Coast, the 63 DEW line stations and other Cold War installations have, 

for the most part, been left to decay. The sites are contaminated with polychlorinated 

biphenyls (PCBs), petroleum, radioactive waste, and solvents. Over thirty tons of PCBs 

were used in the construction and maintenance of the DEW Line. The price tag for 

cleanup of Canadian sites alone is estimated at over $470 million. After years of pressure 

from Canadian diplomats, the U.S. agreed in 1998 to pay $100 million towards Canadian 

remediation efforts. The payment, however, was given in the form of credit toward the 

purchase of U.S. arms, and the public viewed it as a token compensation to absolve the



U.S. of its responsibility. Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens opposed the payment, fearing it 

would set a dangerous precedent for other U.S. bases on foreign soil (Capozza, “Ditched 
drums and all,” 2 0 0 2 ).

The Resolution Island DEW Line site near Frobisher Bay in Nunavut is the most 

contaminated site in the Canadian North, and clean up there could use up a third of the 

U.S. payment. Hazardous waste specialists assessing the damage reported that it looked 

like the Americans had taken hoses and sprayed massive amounts of PCB liquids all over 

the site. A former nesting ground, there are now no birds whatsoever. In 2000, teams 

laid down floating spill booms to soak up PCB-laced rivulets that were draining into the 

whale calving grounds of Brewer Bay. Polar bears den there and the residents still eat 
them, although the bears have high levels of PCBs (ibid).

The Army Corps of Engineers expects to spend $545 million cleaning up former 

military sites in Alaska, where stricter environmental laws have helped native groups put 

pressure on the government. Many, like the 800 residents of Hooper Bay, think it is too 

little, too late. A series of spills from the Cape Romanzof radar site has already 

contaminated their drinking water and hunting grounds, although the residents knew 

nothing of it until they ran across a remediation plan for 15 of the spills in 1998. The 

Yupik elders, who had been drinking from Spoiler Creek (named by the military) their 

entire lives, learned that the radar complex had spilled over 80,000 gallons of petroleum 

in 48 years. U.S. Fish and Wildlife found petroleum, DDT, and PCB contamination in 

local animals in 1984. The community of Point Hope, 500 miles north, fears similar 

contamination of their subsistence food from the Cape Lisboume DEW Line site (ibid).

Four DEW Line sites were abandoned in Greenland, and the Inuit inhabitants of Thule 

are suing the Danish government in an attempt to force U.S. cleanup of the Ballistic 

Missile Early Warning Radar located on their ancestral homeland. Missile defense would 

entail $200 million to upgrade the Thule site for the system and for testing experimental 

X-band radars. Fears of contamination to their food chain from the construction and 

operation of the base are heightened by the risk of the site becoming a target for attack 

(Boggan, 2 0 0 1 ). The Department of Defense, according to Missile Defense Agency
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spokesman Lt. Colonel Rick Lehner, is not required to complete environmental impact 

statements for installations outside of the U.S. He commented that Thule residents do not 

need to worry about further environmental contamination from the site since the upgrades 

only involve new software changes and computer equipment (Capozza, 2001).

The Danish and Greenlanders have a policy barring nuclear weapons within their 

borders, but in 1995 the U.S. military informed them that nuclear surface-to-air and other 

warheads had been stored at the Thule air base. In 2001, the U.S. government 

unclassified documents reveling that, in 1968, a B-52 bomber laden with four nuclear 

bombs had crashed twelve miles from the Thule air base. Greenlanders had long 

suspected that an unexploded hydrogen bomb had been lost off the northeast coast of 

their territory in the accident. In the report on the incident released over thirty years after 

the event, the Pentagon contended that all four bombs had been accounted for although a 

pound of plutonium had been released into the environment. Reports of cancer and other 

illnesses began surfacing among Danish and Greenlandic Thule air base employeesin the 

eighties and nineties. Some 1,700 workers were exposed to radiation after the plane 

crash. The Danish government acknowledged the accident and paid the workers a $ 15.5 
million settlement in 1995 (Cappoza, 2001).

Aqulaq Lynge, President of the Inuit Circumpolar Conference and an active opponent 

of missile defense, reported that plutonium from the incident has destroyed traditional 

hunting grounds. A 1991 Danish study confirmed his accusation. The sediment on the 

bottom of Bylot Sound near the site of the plane crash had extremely elevated levels of 

radioactive plutonium-more than 100,000 becquerels per square meter. Local sfiftllfidi 

exhibited levels of plutonium up to 1 ,000  times higher than they did before the crash 
(ibid).

The Arctic Monitoring and Assessment Program (AMAP), a sub-group of the Arctic 

Council, considers radioactivity to be one of the central pollution problems in the Arctic. 

Greatly reduced nuclear testing has resulted in dramatically lower levels of radioactivity 

from fallout in the Arctic. AMAP considers that now, accidents with nuclear weapons 

pose the greatest threat of radioactive contamination problems. Practices that aggravate
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the risk of accident include the use of floating platforms to carry nuclear weapons. Many 

weapons are designed not to explode even if there is an airplane crash or a fire in a 

submarine, and an accidental explosion with nuclear weapons would probably not lead to 

a full-scale detonation and the releases would be localized. However, many nuclear 

weapons are not constructed safely. AMAP concludes that because new nuclear nations 

may not be able to use the safest weapon designs, a more dangerous situation will occur 
if nuclear proliferation is not prevented.

Internationally acclaimed anti-nuclear activist and author Dr. Helen Caldicott argued 

that, worldwide, military pollution could constitute the biggest cover-up in human history 

(Caldicott, 1994). Caldicott, an Australian pediatrician, has spent the better part of her 

life campaigning internationally for an end to nuclear power and weapons. The founding 

president of Physicians for Social Responsibility, Caldicott reported in 1994 that there 

were 45,000 potentially radioactive sites around the U.S., and that of those twenty 

thousand were owned by the government. Some of these were weapons factories that had 

made more than seventy thousand nuclear weapons and employed over six hundred 

thousand people since World War H. Caldicott describes this production as 

“environmental vandalism.” She reported that Lawrence Livermore Laboratory had 

released 750,000 curies of tritium since 1960, while Los Alamos produces 1.5 metric tons 

of plutonium a year and has contaminated 1, 857 sites around the lab and the town. 

According to Caldicott, similar pollution and disease statistics are available for sites all 

over the country. These reports exclude the over one hundred civilian nuclear power 

plants across the U.S., whose spent commercial fuel rods are sixteen times as radioactive 

as military high-level waste. The U.S. was estimated to possess a total of 42 billion 

curies by the year 2 0 0 0 , more than enough to fatally poison every human on the planet. 

Caldicott and other anti-nuclear activists argue that there are no viable methods to store 
this radioactive waste safely.

These are reports on only a few examples of military contamination of the Arctic 

environment, and it is possible that these are among the worst cases. Unfortunately, it is
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likely that these examples constitute a minor part of a larger Arctic contamination 

problem. While it is beyond the scope of this study to provide comprehensive details on 

the ongoing nuclear contamination resulting from Soviet military activity in the Arctic, it 

is possible that this source presents one of the most serious pollution problems affecting 

the circumpolar north. If that were the case, then concerns for the security of northern 

residents would include a dedicated policy of remediation of foreign contaminated 

military sites. The limited evidence presented here indicates that military activity could 

be contributing significantly to a human health threat in Alaskan and Arctic ecosystems 

that, to be adequately addressed, would require a significant, cooperative, international 
effort on the part of circumpolar nations.

The current missile defense system is only in the first stages of construction, yet 

understanding the history of these systems, how they work, and examining the particular 

components slated for Alaska are critical steps towards the larger picture and the debate 
over security notions.
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Chapter Five: The history of missile defense systems and Alaska’s new 

role in national security

Alaska’s military history provides a glimpse at the evolution of missile defense 

technology, but the military has been intensely studying a large variety of such systems 

for over half a century. It was during the final months of World War Two that German 

technology literally rocked the world when the German army launched a 46-foot tall, 14- 

ton rocket from Nazi-occupied Holland that landed five minutes later in downtown 

London. The German V-2 rocket (the V stands for vergeltungswaffe—vengeance 

weapon) was the world’s first ballistic missile, and ever since its introduction the military 

has been trying to develop a reliable defense against the ballistic missile threat. It has 

presented a great challenge for rocket scientists and the defense industry. The V-2 

reached formidable speeds of 3,500 miles an hour and intercepting it required a new level 

of technology. For comparative purposes, modem ICBMs travel through space at 19,000 
miles an hour, or over five miles per second (Moeller, 1995).

Early ABM efforts focused on deploying anti-aircraft rather than anti-missile 

defenses, but the basic concepts and methods required to intercept either target are 

comparable. The main differences are the speed of the target and the manner of detecting 

it. Mastering anti-aircraft defense makes it a simpler matter to extend those skills to 

intercept “re-entry vehicles” like ICBMs: objects that travel through space and then pass 
back down through the atmosphere.

In 1946, the U.S. Air Force started a project called Wizard, which had a number of 

companies, including Raytheon and Lockheed, providing input on the basic processes 

required to intercept incoming warheads with guided missiles. The fundamental 

procedure includes the initial discovery of the warhead by radar, which is known as target 

acquisition. The target must subsequently be tracked at the same time that an interceptor 

missile is launched. The interceptor is tracked using another target tracking radar. The 

information from both tracking radars enters into a computer. The computer the



information on the location of the incoming missile and calculates where it will be and a 

how long it will take it to get there. It does the same for the interceptor missile. The 

computer calculates a possible intercept point and determines which direction the 

interceptor missile has to turn to get to that point at the same time that the target does. 

The interceptor missile has until recently been remote controlled and all the directional 

information has been sent from the command and control center. Newer interceptors 

have all this information, but are also tipped with devices that can “see” the incoming 

missile and guide the interceptor missile themselves without depending on the data loop 

to earth and back. Satellites are also used to track targets and interceptors and relay this 

information. This flow of information, ideally, is continuous and instant, or “real time,” 

so that constant direction modifications can be made to guide the missile.

The Fifties

The first true ABM research and development program began with the Army’s Nike 

Zeus system in 1957, the year the Soviets demonstrated their capability for ICBMs. Zeus 

evolved from the anti-aircraft Nike Hercules missiles deployed in Alaska and around the 

country beginning in 1959. Nike Zeus was a long-range missile designed to destroy 

incoming warheads above the atmosphere. It was an improvement over the other Nike 

systems because, in addition to acquisition and tracking radar, the Zeus program used a 

discrimination radar designed to distinguish between threatening objects and the decoys 

that might be mixed in with them. It shared the same problem as the other Nike systems, 

however, in that it could only track and intercept one target at a time. Also, it was 

incapable of discriminating between decoys and other incoming objects while they were 

outside the atmosphere. Although it could do so once the objects had reentered the 

atmosphere, by that point it was too late to intercept the target before it reached the 

ground (UCS, “FromNike-Zeus...” 2002, Moeller, 1995, chap. 3 , p. 7).

John Rheinlander, who served two years in a Nike battery, described the 

limitations of Nike and similar defense systems. He noted that they are “very expensive,



their technology is tricky, and it is much easier to beat them than it is for them to 

accomplish their task” (Rheinlander, 2002).

In the fifties, these apparent technical problems had to be weighed against the growing 

threat. Soviet leader Nikita Krushchev enthused in 1957 that the era of strategic bombers 

was past, noted that ICBMs were cheaper to maintain, and stated that the USSR would 
from then on put its energy into ICBM development.

The Sixties

By the 1960s, this shift to ICBMs was a reality. U.S. defense planners struggled with 

the question of whether or not to actively pursue a ballistic missile defense system in 

light of the evidence that if effective technology could finally be achieved, more 

advanced Soviet offensive systems could overwhelm it (Moeller, 1995, Chap. 2 & chap.
3, p. 4).

In 1961, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara decided to defer deployment of a 

Nike-Zeus system. In 1963, he decided to phase out Nike-Zeus and initiate research and 

development of the next generation of anti-missile systems, known as Nike-X. The Nike- 

X system used short-range interceptors with extremely rapid acceleration, later known as 

Sprint missiles. The capacity to accelerate much more rapidly was necessary in a rocket 

designed to intercept an incoming warhead in its final stages within the atmosphere. The 

Nike-X system also included a new, electronically-steered phased-array Phased- 

array radars are a distinct improvement in ABM technology, because they allow the 

system to track many targets at once. The Nike-X program evolved into the system 

known as Sentinel (Fitzgerald, 2000; Moeller, 1995).

The USSR deployed the Galosh ABM system around Moscow in the mid-1960s. 

Galosh consisted of 64 missile launchers and accompanying radars and command and 

control centers. U.S. ABM advocates saw Galosh as a valid reason to deploy a similar 

U.S. ABM system, and U.S. strategic intelligence anticipated that the Soviet ABM 

capability was only the first step in deploying a ballistic missile defense designed to 

shield the entire country (Fitzgerald, 2000; Moeller, 1995, chap. 3 , p. 2 ). Another main
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factor in the debate over whether to deploy an ABM system was that China became a 

nuclear-capable country. In 1967, China exploded its first fusion bomb. That same year, 

American air defense command made a commitment to deploy the proposed Sentinel 

anti-missile system “to guard U.S. cities primarily from a possible small-scale attack by 

Red China,” (Moeller, 1995, chap. 3, p. 2).

The Sentinel plan provided a two-layered defense system. It included the short-range 

Sprint missiles from the Nike-X program and a successor to the long-range Nike-Zeus 

missiles known as Spartan. Since Zeus alone had been incapable of distinguishing 

between warheads and other metal objects in space, Sentinel added Sprint as a backup to 

attack warheads after they re-entered the atmosphere. However, many technical 

problems remained. The principal one was the distinct possibility that the explosion of 

the interceptor’s nuclear warhead would blow out the delicate radars and blind the 

system. A secondary problem was that the ABM warhead threatened the people living in 

the area it was designed to protect. The army wanted to upgrade the system and 

suggested building fallout shelters around ABM deployment sites (Fitzgerald, 2000).

The Sentinel deployment plan called for several hundred Spartan missile batteries.

Sentinel’s upgraded acquisition and tracking radars and batteries of Spartan missiles were 
slated for Alaska (Moeller, 1995).

Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara and his advisers generally opposed 

deployment on military grounds. The arguments surrounding ABM had remained similar 

throughout the sixties. The Army admitted that the current system was more complex, 

less reliable, and vastly more expensive than the missiles it was designed to defeat. The 

Soviets could easily overwhelm it by adding ICBMs or decoys. While the ABM system 

could be upgraded, the problem was that any improvement could much more easily and 

cheaply be countered by adding offensive weapons or by improving their speed or 
elusiveness.

In a 1962 article in Scientific American. Herbert York (director of Defense Advanced 

Research Projects Agency) and John F. Kennedy’s science advisor Jerome Weisner 

argued that developing defenses would merely spur the Soviets on to a new cycle of
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building, which the U.S. would then have to match. They called this a “dilemma of 

steadily increasing military power and steadily decreasing security.” Four decades ago, 

they concluded: “It is our considered professional judgment that this dilemma has no 
technical solutions,” (Fitzgerald, 2000, p. 115).

Fitzgerald also noted that “the Joint Chiefs...thought little of these arguments. The

Army had long argued that its system could at the very least be used to protect vital

military assets and to complicate plans for a Soviet counter-force attack, and to military

men, whose job was to defend the country, refusing to deploy defense seemed perverse,” 
(Fitzgerald, 2000, p. 115).

In February 1969, President Richard Nixon decided to delay deployment of Sentinel 

pending a full review of U.S. nuclear programs. A month after Nixon had delayed 

Sentinel, he announced that deployment of the system would go ahead, although it would 

shift its focus from protecting major U.S. cities to defending U.S. ICBM sites. This was 

the “hardpoint” concept, and the project in this new direction was renamed Safeguard 

(Smith, 2001; UCS, US B a ll is i t ic .2002). The proposal for Safeguard involved the 
construction of up to twelve sites.

Funding the system was becoming difficult, however, as public opposition grew.

Every year, scientists and activists testified against it in congressional hearings, citing its 

technical flaws and other limitations. People who lived around proposed ABM sites 

argued that it turned their towns into prime targets and threatened to destroy them 

anyway if it was ever used (Fitzgerald, 2 0 0 0 ). The Senate vote on the first phase of 

Safeguard barely passed, with Vice-president Spiro Agnew casting the tie-breaking vote 

(Smith, 2000). Phase I of Safeguard authorized construction of two sites: one in Montana

at Malmstrom Air Force Base and one in North Dakota, at Grand Forks Air Force Base 
(Moeller, 1995).

McNamara had been advocating negotiations to ban ABM systems since 1966, and the 

Strategic Arms Limitation I talks, which included ABM restrictions, were underway 

during the debate over Safeguard. It is highly likely that the Senate approved deployment
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of Safeguard only because it perceived that having the system would augment U.S. 

bargaining power in the SALT I negotiations (Fitzgerald, 2000; Moeller, 1995).

The Seventies

In 1972, the U.S. and USSR signed the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty, which restricted 

the number of sites at which either country could deploy ABM systems to two, and 

limited the number of ABM interceptors to 100. Only two senators voted against 

ratifying the treaty. The Senate had already voted to restrict Safeguard to two sites, and 

eventually only the North Dakota site was built. Plans for deploying the rest of the 

allowable ABM weapons died, as it was clear that one hundred anti-ballistic missiles 

were of no military worth in a world that had nuclear weapons with multiple 

independently targeted reentry vehicles (MIRVs) (Fitzgerald, 2000). A country’s ability 

to ‘MIRV’ missiles meant, in simple terms, that it could easily and cheaply multiply its 

arsenal by putting several (four and sometimes more) warheads on one missile.
Suddenly, one ICBM was as deadly as four ICBMs.
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The Army’s dissolved its Army Air Defense Command and Control operation, which 

had overseen the evolution of the Nike Ajax to the Spartan, and the onus for developing 

anti-ballistic missile technology became the responsibility of the Anti-Ballistic Missile 

Defense Organization (Moeller, 1995).

The Stanley R. Mickelson Safeguard Antiballistic Missile Complex outside Nekoma, 

North Dakota, had reinforced underground launchers for thirty Spartan and sixteen Sprint 

missiles, and an additional fifty or so Sprints were deployed at four remote launch sites 

(Brookings Institute, 2 0 0 2 ). Within a day after the Safeguard system was complete and 

activated, the House o f Representatives, on October 2,1975, voted to deactivate the 

system. During the House proceedings over the reasons to close Safeguard down, 

including concerns that the system’s close-range nuclear warheads threatened the 

Minuteman forces it was designed to protect, Congress learned that the Department of 

Defense had been planning, since 1973, to deactivate Safeguard in 1976. With that news, 

the Senate also supported deactivation (UCS, 2000). Within five months of becoming 

operational, the complex that had thus far cost from five to she billion dollars (over $23 

billion in current dollars) was shut down (Fitzgerald, 2000; Moeller, 1995, UCS, 2000).

The Eighties

The ABM treaty did not ban research and development of missile defense 

technologies. There were several reasons for this, including a need to be technologically 

prepared to quickly deploy defenses should the Soviets suddenly violate the treaty.

While this freedom would allow missile defense technology to evolve into several 

different and advanced forms, this kind of development had not been shaped into any 

distinct projects by the early eighties. Nevertheless, several different varieties of 

experimental space-based and land-based missile defense systems were aspects of Ronald 

Reagan’s Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), introduced in 1983. By 1985, SDI was on 

its way to becoming, as it eventually did, the largest military research program in history.

The original master plan of the Strategic Defense Initiative Organization included 

research into space-based chemical weapons, ground-based laser weapons, space-based
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particle beam weapons, nuclear (X-ray) directed energy, and the supporting systems and 

software for these weapons (Smith, 2001). Later, SDI planners announced the idea to 

inundate space with multitudes of miniature sensors and computers, known as “brilliant 

technologies,” to reduce the cost and vulnerability of SDI’s space-based components.

This helped SDI researchers develop the “Brilliant Pebbles” project. The Brilliant 

Pebbles concept consisted of thousands of lightweight, inexpensive, space-based 

interceptors. Each vehicle would have its own sensors, computers, and thrusters to 

independently detect, track, and intercept whatever came into its field of vision. This 

concept was widely accepted at the time, especially since it seemed simpler than 

launching 100,000-pound laser battle stations into orbit (Butrica & T anning 1999).

Brilliant Pebbles was designed to use what is known as boost-phase intercept. This 

means that an ICBM is detected when it is launched and destroyed as soon as possible 

afterward, before it passes through the atmosphere to space. SDI chief General 

Abrahamson said in 1989 that an entire space-based defensive architecture employing 

Brilliant Pebbles could be ready in five years time at a cost of $23 billion or less (Smith, 
2000).

Reagan historian Fitzgerald contended that a number of Reagan’s advisers “belonged 

to an ideological faction whose views had not been substantially represented in 

Washington since the 1950s.” They came into office, she said, riding a “wave of 

hyperbole” about the Soviet threat, which allowed a major military build-up (Fitzgerald, 

2 0 0 0 ). Reagan supporters like the Heritage Foundation believe that the nation was in 

moral and military decline before the “Reagan Revolution,” and they contend that SDI 

was a moral and humanitarian policy because it could have removed the threat of nuclear 

holocaust from the world (Pines, 1989).

Another organization, High Frontier, was founded specifically to promote the 

Strategic Defense Initiative and demand that America be defended from ballistic missile 

attack. High Frontier reports that its founder, Lt. General Daniel O. Graham, originally 

formulated a new national strategy based on space technology in 1982, and that it was 

Graham’s report on this strategy that Reagan voiced to the world a year later. High
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Frontier also claims that SDI successfully brought down the Communist Soviet Unioa 

The Ambassador of High Frontier, Henry Cooper, makes frequent visits to Fairbanks, 

Alaska to give SDI progress reports to Rotary and other community organizations

Figures 13 & 14: High Frontier logo and High Frontier’s Strategic Defense Initiative shield

The nineties

After his election in 1988, President George H. W. Bush initially continued the 

Strategic Defense Initiative in its entire scope, emphasizing the development of space- 

based boost-phase interceptor technologies like Brilliant Pebbles. In 1991, however, he 

announced the reorientation of SDI, which had envisioned an impenetrable umbrella of 

missile defense, to a system that would provide what is known in missile defense 

terminology as a “light” defense—a protection against limited missile strikes such as an 

accidental launch from Russia, or an attack from a rogue nation with a small number of 

warheads. Global Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS) envisioned using a broad 

range of technologies to reliably defend against up to 200 missiles. Also in that year, 

George H. W. Bush signed the Missile Defense Act of 1991 (not to be confused with the 

National Missile Defense Act of 1999), which mandated deployment of a cost effective, 

operationally effective, and ABM treaty-compliant limited (“light”) national missile 

defense system as early as it was technologically feasible, or by 1996.

In 1993, President Clinton’s Secretary of Defense Les Aspin renamed the Strategic 

Defense Initiative Organization, creating the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 

(Smith, 2 0 0 0 ). Modem missile defense technology includes advanced radars and other



sensors, allowing development of an interceptor missile precise enough to directly impact 

an incoming missile and destroy it with kinetic force. This is called “hit-to-kill” 

technology. Often described as ‘shooting a bullet with another bullet,’ this technology 

created an alternative to the old nuclear-tipped interceptors. “Hit-to-kill” missiles are 

seen as more politically acceptable than nuclear-tipped interceptors, and Patriot missiles 

used in the Gulf War are currently being upgraded to use that technology. The Army’s 

Theater High Altitude Area Missile Defense (THAAD) is a regional weapon aimed at 

shooting down short and intermediate-range SCUD-type missiles just above the 

atmosphere. Many missile defense proponents are working to expand THAAD to be 

employable against ICBMs. The navy’s Theater Wide and Area Wide systems would 

deploy ships with long and short-range interceptors near countries with threatening 
ballistic missiles.

Other missile defense technologies involve interception methods that are based either 

in air or in space. The air force is researching laser weapons to mount on 747 airplanes to 

intercept ICBMs early in flight, after they are launched from an enemy country but before 

they enter the atmosphere—the boost-phase technology that was discussed with the 

Brilliant Pebbles program. Research into space-based laser weapons is ongoing, and 

some of them are also designed to intercept missiles in the boost phase.

National Missile Defense in Alaska 

Nuts and Bolts
The missile defense system proposed for Alaska uses land-based interceptors. This 

means the actual instruments used to intercept incoming ICBMs are missiles stored in 

silos in the ground and launched when an attack is detected. The ground-based 

interceptors are referred to as ‘non-nuclear’ to distinguish them from those previous 

technologies that involved nuclear-tipped interceptors. The current ground-based 

interceptors are designed to thwart incoming missiles with ‘hit-to-kill’ technology. A 

direct impact with the enemy ICBM must take place while that incoming missile is 

traveling on a predictable ballistic trajectory towards its target through space, which is
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known as a ‘mid-course’ intercept. The main component of this system, therefore, is the 

Ground-Based Interceptor (GBI) - the “weapon” of national missile defense.

The Ground-Based Interceptor has booster rockets to propel it through the 

atmosphere to space. Once the interceptor missile has passed through the atmosphere, 

the booster rockets are no longer necessary and they detach from the missile. A complex 

instrument called an “exo-atmospheric kill vehicle” (EKV) is released from the nose cone 

of the rocket. The EKV, often referred to as a ‘Smart Rock,’ can maneuver on its own in 

space and uses infrared technology to sense the heat of an incoming missile, or “see” its 

target. The EKV homes in on an incoming intercontinental ballistic missile, and, 

traveling at 15,000 miles per hour, destroys it with the force of impact.

The EKV cannot scan all of space to determine from which direction an incoming 

interceptor is coming. It needs help from other sensors to tell it in which general area of 

the sky it should look. During flight, the ground-based interceptor is sent information 

from the ‘brains’ of the missile defense system, which is known as Battle Management 

Command and Control (BMC2 ). Battle Management Command and Control is the one 

component of the system with human input. Technicians on duty at Battle Management 

Command and Control receive information on the incoming warhead’s location and flight 

path from other components of system. They relay this data to the ground-based 

interceptor by using the In Flight Interceptor Communication System, (IFICS). Constant 

updates on the location of the incoming ballistic missile enable the sensor system 

onboard the ground-based interceptor to identify and home in on the assigned target.
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Battle Management Command and Control will be located with the ground-based 

interceptor missile launchers (i.e. silos) at Fort Greely, Alaska. The land-based system 

needs to interact with several other land-based components which will be located 

elsewhere, and it also needs to interact with space-based machinery. Ground-based 

radars and surveillance satellites in space will be used to detect incoming missiles. They 

send this tracking information to Battle Management Command and Control at Fort 

Greely, which processes the information and then sends target assignments to the 
interceptors as they are in flight.

The original NMD proposal included fourteen In Flight Interceptor Communication 

Systems (IFICS) paired up at seven Data Terminal ground stations. An In Flight 

Interceptor is a radio transmitter that receives information on the location of the 

interceptor while it is in flight and sends this information on to Battle Management 

Command and Control through fiber optic cables. The exact locations of all fourteen 

ground terminals had not yet been determined. According to the draft environmental 

impact statement for National Missile Defense, the ground stations, when possible, will 

be located on or near existing DOD installations. Each radio transmitter is enclosed in an 
inflatable radome and does not require any permanent employees.

Eareckson Air Station on Shemya Island in the Aleutians was the first proposed site 

for the high-powered new radar that would be able to detect and track incoming ballistic 

missiles. The X-band /Ground Based multi-functioned radar (XBR) will track, 

discriminate, and calculate intercept points for incoming ballistic missiles. The radars 

use advanced technology that allows them to track objects in space with a for greater 

resolution than contemporary radars. Their critical advantage is the ability to 

discriminate more accurately between several objects in a relatively small area of space. 

The radar would receive data from the early phases of a ballistic missile’s trajectory 

through space and would be able to transmit this information to command and control 

continuously as the missile flies (real-time tracking). The X-band radar will be mounted



on a pedestal next to its control and maintenance facility, a power generation facility, and 

492-foot controlled area. The radar would be active during an actual ballistic mksilp 

threat, during missile defense testing and exercises, or it can be used for collaborative 

purposes such as tracking space debris or a Space Shuttle.

Another radar component integral to the missile defense project is Upgraded Early 

Warning Radars (UEWRs). These are phased-array surveillance radars used for the 

initial detection and tracking of ballistic missiles targeted at the United States. The 

critical advantage of phased-array radars is that they can track several objects moving 

through space at one time. For NMD, the military will upgrade the computer software of 

the existing Ballistic Missile Early Warning radars (BMEWs). In addition to the BMEW 

in Clear, Alaska, the BMEW radars in the United Kingdom, Greenland, Massachusetts, 

and California that have to be upgraded for missile defense.

Currently space-based satellites that detect and track objects in space are part of the 

Defense Support System. These satellites are to be supplemented with the next 

generation of surveillance satellites for a complete missile defense system. The new 

machinery is Space-Based Infrared System Satellites (SBIRS) and was called Brilliant 

Eyes under the Strategic Defense Initiative. Originally, the missile defense plan 

envisioned that SBIRS would be a functional component of a missile defense system by 

2010. They were being developed independently of NMD by the Air Force’s overall 

early warning satellite system. For a missile defense program, the SBIRS sensor 

satellites would acquire and track ballistic missiles throughout their trajectory. The most 

important advantage they provide is information on a rocket as soon as it is launched, 

providing the earliest possible trajectory estimate to command and control. Even the 

powerful X-band radar, which is highly capable of distinguishing distant objects in space, 
is incapable of detecting a rocket on the ground as it is launched.

The Environment

The Environmental Impact Statement prepared for National Missile Defense found 

that the construction and operation of the National Missile Defense system would have
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no significant impact on the land, water, and air, and people around component sites. 

Although the military is not required to prepare environmental impact statements for 

projects in space, the EIS included information from a 1996 Air Force Environmental 

Assessment for the Space-Based Infrared System and found no problems there either: “It 

was concluded in the Finding of No Significant Impact that no significant impacts would 
occur” (BMDO, 2000).

It is possible that, as with the definition of “security,” there may be semantic 

differences of opinion surrounding “significant.” However, the public can investigate the 

declassified information regarding missile defense activity in Alaska to decide for itself.

The information provided in the official environmental documents appears significant 

when presented in other formats. Totaling the information that the EIS provides on a 

relatively minor NMD component like the In Flight Interceptor Communication Station 

provides more comprehensible numbers than three separate charts of data on air pollution 

for single transmitter stations. Using the EIS data and assuming that each radio 

transmitter station was remote and needed its own generator, operating all fourteen 

stations for one year would result in the emission o f472 tons of air pollution. It may not 

be the case that all fourteen transmitters require a dedicated generator—they may be 

powered by an oflsite source depending on their location. However, the emission 

information has a relation to the load, and thus emissions, that the transmitters would 

create at the offsite source. Merely the construction of fourteen of the missile defense 

program’s radio transmitters will result in 126 tons of these emissions, which include 

carbon monoxide, oxides of nitrogen, oxides of sulphur, volatile organic compounds, 

fugitive dust and ‘combustive emissions’ (BMDO, 2000).

The IFICS, in operational context, is a radio transmitter that, although powered at all 

times, will not transmit unless an interceptor has been launched due to an enemy missile 

attack. It is possible that the public would not describe this activity, which emits almost a 
million pounds of air pollution every year, as insignificant.

The summary of environmental impacts to airspace for deployment of the 

radar on Shemya Island states “Establishment of a high energy radiation area warning on
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aeronautical charts would not pose any flight restrictions; therefore, there would be no 

impact to airspaces.” The summary of environmental impacts to health and safety is “no 

risk to human health from electromagnetic radiation. Potential risk to aircraft airborne 

systems and fly-by-wire aircraft minimized through establishment of a high energy 

radiation area warning on aeronautical chart” (Ibid).

Figure 16: Eareckson Air Station, Shemya Island, Alaska
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The summaries of “environmental justice” impacts for the missile defense 

components have two varieties. At Fort Greely, for example, there is no impact to 

environmental justice because “no low-income or minority populations would be 

disproportionately affected.” At the IFICS stations, “no adverse human health and 

environmental impacts would be expected...and no environmental justice concerns have 

been identified.” The information on the oceanic fiber optic cable (or two redundant 

fiber optic cables) that will run from Shemya Island on the tip of the Aleutian Chain to 

Seward will affect twenty-one communities through five major subregions of the state. 

The cable(s) will run from Seward to Prince William Sound, across Kodiak Island and 

alongside five communities, through five villages on the Alaska Peninsula, and through 

eight Aleut villages. All twenty-one communities are “potentially by the

project because they are coastal communities whose residents participate in subsistence 

and commercial fishing in the vicinity of the fiber optic cable line route,”(BMDO, 1998, 
p. 3-431-3-445).

There is no evidence suggesting the cables pose significant long-term damage to 

fishing grounds. Main impacts from cables result from disturbance while digging 

trenches, laying cables, and during maintenance and repair. They are only somewhat 

notorious for snagging fishing gear and entangling marine mammals, and they involve 

only short-term disturbance to fish, animals, and subsistence activities. The study admits 

to potential impacts, but again reports that this component has “no impact” on 

environmental justice. Fifteen of the affected communities are majority Alaskan Native. 

Commercial fishing is listed as the main source of cash income and subsistence fishing is 

recognized as another important economic and cultural activity in all of these native 

communities, except two. In the remaining two villages, Nikolski and Atka, far out in the 

Aleutian Islands chain over a thousand miles from Anchorage, the mainstay of the 

economy is subsistence fishing supplemented by commercial fishing  outside the villages. 

Laying the fiber optic cables through the vital fishing grounds of fifteen native villages 

does not, according to the EIS, disproportionately affect low-income or minority 

populations. This can only be true, since an affect is recognized, because the non-native



populations of Kodiak and Seward outnumber the Aleuts, Koniags, and Sugpiag and 

Aluutiq Eskimos who inhabit the fifteen villages. This assumes thqf disturbances to 

subsistence fishing will affect white office workers in Kodiak and subsistence Natives on 

Atka equally, which does not reflect the operational reality of the cables’ inpacts.

A ‘Test Bed’ Fallacy

In the fell o f2000, President Clinton decided to delay deployment of the initial phase 

of the National Missile Defense system and its one hundred interceptors. After 

embarking on research and development efforts into several different missile defense 

technologies, President George W. Bush’s administration decided in the summer o f2001 

to move ahead with construction of missile defense fecilities in Alaska and other sites 

around the Pacific. The “test bed” proposal envisions the completion of five silos for 

ground-based interceptor missiles at Fort Greely and two at Kodiak. The Missile Defense 

Agency intends to have the test bed completed by September 2004. Alaskan components 
include:

□ Five silos and ground-based interceptors at Fort Greely.

□ Upgrades to the existing Cobra Dane radar on Shemya Island “to provide a 
surrogate for an Upgraded Early Warning Radar.”

□ Two ground-based interceptor launch silos at the Kodiak Launch Complex.
□ A command and control center at Fort Greely.

□ Two In Flight Interceptor Communication System data terminals (IFICS) at Fort 
Greely.

□ Two IFICS at Eareckson Air Force Base on Shemya.

□ One IFICS at the Kodiak Launch Facility

□ Fiber optic or satellite communications between all the fecilities

□ Long-range air-launched target missiles, which the U.S. is developing the ability 
to launch from a cargo plane (not necessarily in Alaska)
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The Missile Defense Agency explained that these facilities are necessary to allow more 

realistic testing of the system. They have also stated that the system could be used for 

“contingency or emergency deployment” if the United States should be attacked by 

ICBMs from northeast Asia before a fiilly developed and tested system had been 

deployed. President George W. Bush cited the test bed as the reason the United States 

needs to withdraw from the ABM Treaty, which he formally announced in December 

2001. His notice went into effect six months from the date of announcement and the 

United States was withdrawn from the Treaty on June 14, 2002. Silo construction at 
Greely began on June 15th.
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Figure 17: Workers lowering a ground-based interceptor missile into its silo.
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The ABM Treaty allowed each country two interceptor test fecilities. According to a 

mutually accepted 1978 statement, either country can add a new facility as long as it is 

consistent with the terms of the Treaty and notification of the other country occurs within 

thirty days of starting construction. The Treaty limits the total number of interceptors at 

each site to fifteen. Therefore, all the construction planned for Alaska is legal by the 

terms of the Treaty if the U.S. intends to use it for testing. It is only illegal if the U.S. 

intends to use the fecilities for defense or to provide the base for such a defense 
(Gronlund & Wright, 2 0 0 1 ).

Some of the central components being built, particularly the silos at Fort Greely, 

would have no utility in testing the system. Greely is in interior Alaska, and launching 

interceptors with three-stage rockets from there for testing would endanger residents 

under the flight path. Greely is therefore prohibited from being used for testing. 

According to analysts at the Union of Concerned Scientists, the Greely silos appear 

designed specifically for near-term deployment of a rudimentary missile defense system.

In this case, they would violate the ABM Treaty. Russia said, before it became clear that 

the U.S. was planning unilateral abandonment, that it would consider construction of 

silos at Greely to be a violation of the Treaty (Gronlund & Wright, 2001).

The Missile Defense Agency insists that the Alaskan fecilities are primarily for testing 

purposes, not deployment, and it sought Research and Development funding for them.

The Alaska test bed raises critical questions because the interceptor technology is 

decidedly immature and the lack of an X-band radar in Alaska means that emergency 

deployment would not be effective in the case of an actual attack. Although an X-band 

was originally planned for Shemya in NMD, that project was shelved in test bed plans. 

Also, the Upgraded Early Warning Radar at Clear was part of the NMD plan and it was 

reported in March 2001 to be upgraded and operational. It has not been discussed as part 

of the test bed. For a deployed system, the redundancy of two co-located IFICS data 

terminals would be appropriate. For testing purposes, however, the issue of reliability is



less of a concern and begs the question why both Greely and Shemya would have two of 
the radio transmitter stations.

The Missile Defense Agency only publicizes plans for the interceptors, command and 

control centers, and IFICS data terminals at Greely. However, contracting from 

the Army Corps of Engineers during a tour of the site for potential contractors referred to 

large areas of cleared land at Greely which would be restricted and used only by Boeing.

It is not surprising that Boeing should be involved with the interceptors since they design 

and build the exo-atmospheric kill vehicles, yet it is surprising that they would choose to 

build new construction fecilities in the middle of Alaska. Boeing would want to be near 

the interceptors to be on hand for tests, but again, test-launching interceptors is prohibited 

from Greely due to the risk posed by felling rocket components. The Missile Defense 

Agency has explained that Greely is still considered a test bed since they are testing how 

the rocket fuel withstands the frigid subarctic temperatures and whether command 
control communications links work properly.
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A significant aspect of the “test bed” is that it does not address the main criticisms of 

the testing program. The largest problems with the tests have consistently been that they 

do not test against realistic countermeasures and the defense has too much knowledge 

about the test beforehand to simulate actual attack situations. The Alaska fecilities do not 

address these fundamental concerns. Of ah the testing suggestions that have been made, 

only adding a launch site at Kodiak would allow some additional testing capabilities, but 

these capabilities are not a high priority at this point in the testing program. All the 

measures needed to address the shortcomings of the testing program can be addressed 

using the current test ranges in California and on Kwajalein Atoll, especially once 

planned upgrades to that range are complete. Realistic tests require an X-band radar, but 

the only one included in the Pacific test bed is at the current test on Kwajalein 

Atoll, which also has the complete $4 billion sensor complex needed for useful testing. 

Testing in Alaska actually restricts the testing system that will be available. For these 

reasons, critics contend, proceeding with construction at Greely will incur the political 

costs of withdrawing from the ABM Treaty without adding any testing advantages 

eventually, result in a system with little capability against an enemy attack. Analysts at 

the Union of Concerned Scientist analysts came to the conclusion that President Bush 

wants to pufi out of the treaty to “start building an unproven missile defense system, not 
to test it,” (Gronlund & Wright, 2 0 0 1 ).



Chapter Six: The Missile Defense Debate
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“On this issue, the scientists link arms with the arms controllers, who recall engaging 

in the same sobering dance of death during the Cold War and arguing, successfully, for a 

ban on nuclear missile shields,” (Glass, “Missile defense policy goes astray,” FDNM, 
6/12/00).

Political developments in the late 1990s led to the passage in 1999 of the National 

Missile Defense Act, which mandates deployment of a missile defense system that can 

protect the entire country as soon as technologically feasible. Argument* by politicians 

and organizations against the law and contentions that deployment of a missile shield is 

not in the best interest of the United States have failed to convince the majority of 

Congress or the public. The prevailing belief in the country is that missile defense will 
contribute to American national security.

Proponents o f the latest missile defense system argue that the dangers ofpost-Cold 

War nuclear proliferation to “rogue states” make it imperative that the U.S. deploy an 

anti-ballistic missile system as soon as possible. They claim that we now have the 

technology to intercept an incoming intercontinental ballistic missile. “Naked before its 

enemies” is Richard Perle’s description of the country’s status without a missile shield.

A long-time promoter of ABM systems, Perle was President Reagan’s Assistant 

Secretary of Defense and currently serves as national security advisor to President 

George W. Bush. He thinks that voluntary adherence to the ABM treaty leaves the nation 

in a condition of “abject vulnerability” and “frozen in the Cold War like a fly in amber” 
(Perle, Wash. Post, 6/11/00).

On the other hand, critics of the missile defense system contend that the system is 

strategically and technically fallible on every point. They argue that the threat is 

exaggerated, and that it is much more likely that an enemy would employ simpler and 

less detectable means than an ICBM to attack the United States. Opponents claim that 

the technology for a reliable anti-ballistic missile system is immature, if not impossible,



and they warn that deploying a missile shield will reduce the nation’s security. Helen 

Caldicott, founder o f Physicians for Social Responsibility, refers to Richard Perle as an 

“architect of the arms race.” She clashed with this Reagan-era “Star Warrior” and what 

she refers to as the “nuclear priesthood” when she advocated a nuclear freeze in the 

1980’s (Caldicott, 1997). Now, she and other missile defense opponents are fighting 
what they call the “Son o f Star Wars.”

Perle and Caldicott provide examples of the dramatic nuclear rhetoric that both sides 

of the missile defense debate use for persuasion. After decades of research, think tanks 

carefully choose which provocative strings of words are certain to evoke the desired 

reactions. This rhetoric is so integral to the arguments surrounding missile defense that 

to omit it completely would be a disservice to them.

The National Missile Defense Act

For almost a half-century, fear produced by Hiroshima, the Cuban missile crisis, “The 

Day After,” and Mutually Assured Destruction drove a global arms race. When the 

Berlin Wall fell and the USSR disintegrated, people believed that the race was over. It 

has become clear, however, that the Cold War was a time of relative simplicity and 

stability. Nuclear proliferation spreading to numerous countries is creating an 

increasingly unstable world. Missile defense advocates argue that in this new world, we 

must be ready to meet all the threats facing us. They believe that restricting our defenses 

on the basis of anachronistic Cold War treaties would be naive and morally reprehensible. 

Missile defense supporters claim that the United States’ adherence to treaties with 

countries that no longer exist, namely the ABM treaty with the USSR, holds our country 

hostage to the whims of madmen and rogue nations (Spring, 2001; Spencer, June, 1999).

Promoters o f missile defense point to polls showing that 75% of Americans believe 

the country already has some kind of defense in place against ballistic missiles. 

Commentators at the Heritage Foundation, a conservative think tank, say Americans are 

dismayed when they learn we have no way of protecting ourselves from an enemy 

missile. When the public discovers that our capacity to detect, track, and stop missile
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programs in Iran, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea is fatally insufficient, they feel exposed 

and helpless. The Cold War situation with the USSR allowed the U.S. the security of 

detecting and preparing for a nuclear conflict. Now, the risk of an accidental launch in an 

economically desperate Russia, which still has 1,000 ICBMs capable of decimating U.S. 

territory, places us in a far riskier situation. As Jack Spencer (Sep., 1999) of the Heritage 

Foundation put it, that threat is exacerbated by the fact that Russia and ‘Red China” sell 

their missile technology to countries on the U.S.’s terrorist sponsor list.

The Heritage Foundation became a main promoter of the Strategic Defense Initiative 

during the Reagan era. It is now a well-established organization and has made lobbying 

for expanded missile defense systems one of its principle missions. Heritage Foundation 

writers expressed relief that president George W. Bush, in one of his first speeches to the 

country, explained that America is undefended and vulnerable to attack from ballistic 

missiles. Baker Spring wrote that this “vulnerability is not a virtue; it is rooted in 

uncertainty and fear, not leadership and strength. It makes hostages of people who trust 

their government to protect them.” Spring stated that this is an incomprehensible situation 

in today’s world of proliferating missiles and weapons of mass destruction, where 

terrorists do not fear death, and rogue leaders starve their countrymen to own these 

weapons. While these are dire situations, Spring continued, the United States military 

has technology on par with the nuclear missiles threatening us that we can use to protect 

our country and families. This technology is equally powerful, but it serves only the 

purposes of good defense and safety. In today’s hostile environment, he concluded, 

missile defense is unquestionably needed. To resist its use is to deny the new global 
reality of the dangers we face (Spring, 2001).

Alarmed by modem security risks, Republican lawmakers found a golden point man 

on missile defense in the mid-nineties. Curt Weldon, a congressman from Pennsylvania  ̂

was concerned about the specific nature of the peril feeing the country and asked the 

Ballistic Missile Defense Organization for an assessment of the missile threat posed by 

nations like North Korea. General Malcolm O’Neill, head of the BMDO at the time, 

requested a National Intelligence Estimate from the C.I.A. in late spring of 1995. The



C.I.A. reported that any threat from rogue nations was at least a decade or more away. 

Missile defense promoters were skeptical because John Deutch, the C.I.A. director under 

whom the report was produced, had been appointed by President Bill Clinton. They 

claimed that President Clinton forestalled the will of congress when he vetoed legislation 

mandating deployment of a missile defense system by 2003, citing the information in the 

C.I.A. report as part of his reasoning (Spring, 2000).

Congressman Weldon took great issue with the report when he reviewed it, and he 

called upon C.I.A. director John Deutch for a briefing. The risk assessment did not 

include Alaska or Hawaii, nor had it factored in the impact of Russian instability.

Weldon believed that the process had been politicized, and he fought successfully to have 

the 1996 defense plan include language creating a bipartisan, outside commission to 

investigate the emerging threats to the United States. Donald Rumsfeld, who served as 

Secretary of State in the Ford Administration and now serves as Secretary of Defense in 

George W. Bush’s cabinet, chaired the new commission. In July 1998, the Rumsfeld 

Commission produced a classified three-hundred-page report and presented an 

unclassified summary to Congress with shocking intelligence.

The Rumsfeld Commission took more fully into account factors that the C.I.A.’s 

1995 National Intelligence Estimate had neglected, argued Jack Spencer of the Heritage 

Foundation. For example, it acknowledged that ballistic missile development programs 

in the Third World follow different patterns than those set by the United States 

Soviet Union, Le. countries might take a quick and dirty path to obtain an ICBM. It 

recognized that a nation with few resources could use foreign assistance to develop 

ballistic missiles, and it understood that a nation is capable of concealing elements of its 

ballistic missile program. Furthermore, it assessed threats posed to all fifty states, and it 

included threats from ballistic missiles deployed on the territory of third-party states and 

from ships at sea. For these reasons, the Rumsfeld Commission's report is viewed by 

many as a much more accurate and comprehensive assessment of the ballistic missile 
threat to the United States (Spencer, 1999).
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Critics who studied the report found some of its information helpful, including the 

narrow focus on very few problem states. However, they found that while the Rumsfeld 

report assessed which ballistic missile threats were actually possible, there was no 

assessment of which threats were likely or even realistic. While a worst-case scenario 

can be helpful, nowhere did the report point out that that was the kind of scenario it was 

illustrating. Additionally, the report M ed to consider the ballistic missile threat in the 

context o f other threats that could be more likely than missile attacks. Critics argued that 

would have been a more useful assessment, but the Rumsfeld report tended to suggest 

that the missile threat was uniquely dangerous, and that countering it should have a 

higher priority than addressing other threats to U.S. security. Moreover, critics contended 

that the report contained ambiguous and incorrect statements that tended to hype the 

threat. They also noted that while the Rumsfeld report did not address the issue of the 

best way to respond to this threat, it was clear that the Congressional Republicans who 

pushed for it were interested in identifying a missile threat to justify deployment of a 
national missile defense system (Gronlund & Wright, 1998).

The Rumsfeld report predicted that in five years (by 2003) both Iran and North Korea 

would be able to deploy ICBMs against the United States. Iraq, it claimed, was not far 

behind. These nuclear missiles would be able to inflict major destruction on U.S. cities 

and the “U.S. might well have little or no warning before operational deployment,” 

(“Limited fects hamper...” NY Times, 8/5/00). Despite this knowledge, the Clinton 

administration immediately played down the report and the C.I.A. contested its finding? 

even though, as one missile defense proponent described, the Rumsfeld report 

“demonstrated convincingly to anyone with an open mind., .the danger,” (Kagan, 2000).

On August 24, Clinton’s chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Henry H.

Sheldon, said that the intelligence community could provide adequate warning if a rogue 

state was developing an intercontinental ballistic missile threat to the United States.

Seven days later, on August 31, North Korea launched a three-stage Taepo Dong-I over 
Japan.
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The North Korean launch came on the heels of Iran’s test of its Shahib-3 missile, the 

range of which includes all of Israel (this merely indicates delivery capability). That 

May, India had detonated five nuclear bombs and Pakistan had followed suit with its own 

test. Promoters o f a missile defense system pointed out that Clinton’s State Department 

officials were still claiming that the North Korean threat had been exaggerated, although 

Pentagon intelligence agencies surmised that North Korea had up to ten new installations 

working on covert nuclear programs. The C.I.A. revised its 1995 report, and the Clinton 

Administration promised to research and develop a national missile defense system. 

Secretary of Defense William Cohen stated that the country must work toward national 

missile defense even if meant abrogating the Anti-Ballistic Missile treaty with Russia.

Advocates of missile defense reported that there was finally enough evidence of a 

nuclear threat for a national missile defense system proposal to draw wide bipartisan 

support. In July of 1999, Congress and the President signed the law mandating 

deployment. Unwilling to withdraw unilaterally from the ABM treaty, President Clinton 

agreed to develop a system, but only one that would not be operational unless final minor 

amendments were made when and if the situation required rapid deployment.

The Threat 

North Korea

Lt. Colonel Rick Lehner, spokesman for the Missile Defense Agency, begins his 

public presentations in Alaska by explaining his fear of a missile attack. “We are very 

afraid of North Korea, Lehner said to a crowd in Fairbanks. Missile defense promoters 

invariably point to North Korea as a primary reason the United States needs a missile 

shield, and specifically to the unannounced Taepo Dong-I launch. North Korea was 

testing the type of rocket that can travel through the atmosphere and launch satellites into 

space. In that test, the rocket broke apart and fell apart when it tried to push through the 

atmosphere. The missile did not have a reentry vehicle. North Korea has never tested a



reentry vehicle, which a missile would need to survive the atmosphere at ICBM speeds 

without burning up. The weight of heat shielding on a reentry vehicle would the 

overall missile too heavy to carry an early-generation, and therefore heavy, nuclear 
weapon (Gronlund & Wright  ̂ 1998).

The Federation of American Scientists has actively opposed the missile defense 

system on many grounds, and director John Pike characterized the threat North Korea 

poses as “the mouse that roared.” He came to this conclusion after a private spy satellite 

took photos of the missile base that launched the Taepo Dong-I missile. Rodong, the 

country’s only missile base, has no rail links, paved roads, fuel tanks or staff housing to 

support a major, long-range missile program. The Center for Security Policy is well- 

established conservative think tank, and its director Frank Gaffney Jr. agreed that Rodong 

probably was a modest site, but that North Korea still has the potential to do us grave 

harm Of all the missile threats feeing the United States, Gaffiiey said, “this is probably 

the highest” (“North Korea site...” FDNM, 1/11/00). Critics agree with the truth of this 
statement, and say it is an argument against the need for NMD.

China’s chief arms negotiator characterized the Pentagon’s fear of attack from North 

Korea as “ridiculous.” He cited Chinese estimations that North Korea is at least 15 years 

away from developing a weapon that could reach the U.S. He claimed that North Korea 

has no nuclear weapons, that strong diplomacy could keep it that way, and that North 

Korea would never launch an attack while feeing the certainty of massive retaliation 
(“China says missile...” FDNM,5/11/00).

North Korean leader Kim Jong II himself bemusedly quantified the risk his country 

poses to the Umted States during the debate over his country’s missile development and 

sales. “Let’s assume we...produce inter-continental ballistic missiles and fire two or 

three at the Umted States. Would we be able to win? And yet, the United States makes 
issue with this” (“North Korea sold...” FDNM, 8/15/00).

The August 1998 test m North Korea o f the Taepo Dong-I missile did, nonetheless, 

provide the impetus for rapid development o f the current NMD system A historic 

rapprochement between the U.S. and North Korea undermines the main justification for



the NMD proposal, according to NMD critics. After large steps toward reconciliation 

between North and South Korea took place over the summer o f2000, high-ranking North 

Korean defense official Jo Myong Rok met with President Clinton at the White House to 

talk about ways to end five decades of hostility. Secretary of State Madeleine Albright 

met with Kim Jong II in the North Korean capital of Pyongyang in October 2000, a trip 

that President Clinton also considered. During Albright’s visit, Kim Jong II referred to 

the Taepo Dong 1 launch and announced that it was his country’s first and last test of 
ballistic missiles (Bishop, FDNM, 10/28/00).

One issue in negotiating with Kim Jong II is his lack of credibility. At times, 

diplomats do not understand when he is joking. He did make an offer to stop all missile 

production if the U.S. would give his country $1 billion per year for three years to 

compensate for the revenue they would lose without their missile industry. North Korean 

sales of missile technology and hardware to other “rogue” nations greatly increase the 

threat of their weapons program. “Developing a rocket generates hundreds of millions of 

dollars. How could you stop it?’ asked Kim Jong II (“North Korea sold.. FDNM, 

8/15/00). The U.S. rejected his offer, although critics noted that America could pay Jong 

II a billion dollars a year for over sixty years and not spend as much as we plan to spend 
on NMD.

Director of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace’s Non-Proliferation 

Project, Joseph Cirincione, believes that if a U.S. administration could negotiate an end to 

the North Korean missile program it would “largely, though not completely, solve the 

missile proliferation problem globally” (Ibid). He agrees with the president of the 

Council for a Livable World, John Isaacs, that an official and confirmed shift in North 

Korea’s program would eliminate the major justification for NMD. Clinton was unable 

to make the trip he had planned to North Korea in late 2000 due to the election 

uncertainty in the states. He believed the next administration would be able to 

consummate the agreement with North Korea. “I expect visits back and forth,” stated 

Clinton. “I think a lot of things will happen” that will “make the world a much safer 

place,” (“Clinton passes on N.K ...nFDNM,12/28/00). President Clinton said that Kim
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Jong IPs proposal to eliminate his country’s export program and halt further missile 

development, although not all that the U.S. required from North Korea, was a serious 
achievement.

In early March o f2001, President George W. Bush told South Korean president Kim 

Dae-jung that he would not resume talks with North Korea. Kim Dae-jung won the 

Nobel Peace Prize in 2000 for his efforts to open relations with the North. Dae-jung 

believed that there was only a small window of opportunity to seize on North Korea’s 

recent willingness to emerge from diplomatic seclusion. His advisors expressed concern 

that North Korea might retreat to its hard-line position if they concluded that Bush was 

not willing to negotiate. Bush was very frank and honest, Kim Dae-jung reported, in 

“sharing. ..his perceptions about the nature of North Korea and the North Korean leader,” 
(“Bushputs oW ..”FDNM, 3/8/01).

In July 2000, several U.S. intelligence officials, military officers and policy experts 

made public their dissention from earlier intelligence reports that stated North Korea 

posed a serious threat to the U.S. with its ballistic missile development. The dissenters 

argued that the threat was defined almost exclusively by technological abilities and that 

the assessment never took into account political, economic, or social factors that could 

make a threat less likely. They also argued that the intense focus on North Korea’s 

ballistic missile development obscured the more immediate threat of nuclear weapons 

fired from ships or surface-delivered bombs (“Experts split...” FDNM, 7/5/00).

(At the time of this writing, it has recently been revealed that North Korea has 

continued to enrich uranium for use in nuclear weapons in violation of a 1994 treaty with 

the United States. Questions remain as to how much of a threat the Bush administration 

perceives in this, as they kept the information secret for twelve days—until Congress had 
voted on the permission to use force against Iraq).

Iran

The ICBM threat, however, would not disappear if North Korean ceased production.

Iran is also a country the CIA considers a high risk. As previously mentioned, Iran has
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tested delivery systems that include Israel within their range. The CIA assessed in 2000

that Iran may possess nuclear weapons. This assessment, however, was not based on

hard evidence that the Iranians have succeeded in a bomb-building breakthrough. Rather,

it was the inability of the U.S. to track with certainty Iran’s efforts to acquire nuclear

materials and technology on the international black market, mainly from the former

USSR, which placed that country in suspicion (“CIA: Iranian nuclear...” N Y  Times, 
1/17/00).

Russia

Russian efforts to kill the missile defense program and their threats that it would start 

another arms race barely raised an eyebrow among NMD proponents. Many of them felt 

that the only reason the U.S. ever signed the ABM treaty with the Soviet Union was 

because, at the height of the Cold War, the two countries’ power was more equal. As 

British defense expert Jon Boyle put it, recent Russian “screeching about NMD is a ploy 

to win U.S. concessions.. .The only way they are going is down, and the question is how

far and how fast, he said. By 2007, much of Russia's nuclear arsenal will be obsolete,”
(Boyle, “Rivalry, hesitancy leave Russian...” News, 2000).

International opinions on NMD depend largely on the particular ramifications for 

countries, and those whose deterrent forces it might neutralize are strongly opposed. 

Russian president Boris Yeltsin agreed to discuss modifications to the ABM treaty that 

would allow the U.S. to build a limited national system. Current Russian president 

Vladimir Putin agreed to discuss the issue but remained strongly opposed to the plan and 

declared that it would upset the strategic balance, launching a new arms race. In 2000, he 

warned that if the U.S. withdrew from the ABM Treaty, the Russians would withdraw not 

only from the recently approved START II treaty, “but from the whole system of treaties 

on limitation and control of strategic and conventional weapons” (“Indefensible missile 

system,” Boston Globe, 5/8/00). The Russians may be more vulnerable to a missile 

attack from a rogue nation than the U.S., yet they still opposed changing the ABM 

(“Russia still firm...” FDNM,6/3/00). “We’re against having a cure which is worse than



the disease,” said Putin (“Clinton: shield no threat...” FDNM, 6/5/00). Immediately after 

President Clinton’s June 2000 visit, Putin went on a crusade to unify anti-missile allies in 

Europe who were concerned with preserving the framework of arms control through 

diplomacy and vigilance rather than, as Putin saw it, “bowing to American isolationism” 
(“Putin seeks anti-missile allies ..NFDNM,6/11/00).

Naturally, Russia’s respect for the ABM treaty is not just altruistic. While warning of 

the proliferation NMD would create, it is plain that the Russians can ill afford an arms 

race. In addition to its economic troubles, Russia has many reasons to feel that the 

proposed system, in its final phases, is actually designed to target their country. Russian 

strategists agree with Chinese defense officials that the threat posed by North Korea, Iran, 
and Iraq is a straw man used by the pro-NMD forces in the U.S.

The Pentagon still defines the principal missile threat to the U.S. as Russia. Deputy 

Secretary of State Strobe Talbott stated that if the Russians refused to modify the ABM 

treaty, the U.S. would simply withdraw unilaterally. The Russians interpreted this as a 

grave threat and ultimatum. Both Secretary o f Defense Donald Rumsfeld and C.I.A.

Director George Tenet have recently reaffirmed that Russia is a threat (Baker & Glasser, 

Russia details...” Wash. Post, 2 /21 /0 1 ). In an article entitled “The Target is Russia,” 

Theodore Postol explained, in part, why he agrees with his Russian colleagues on this 

point (Postol, 2000). Postol describes a pattern of American deception and hostility 

towards Russia that has resulted in distrust and anger. The American HAVE STARE 

radar s new location at Vardo on the northern tip of Norway, forty miles from the 

Russian border, exacerbates this tension. Ostensibly placed there to monitor space 

debris, the X-band HAVE STARE radar was previously located at Vandenberg Air Force 

base in California and was used in several early NMD tests. Scientists point out that 

northern Norway is an illogical location from which to monitor space debris because 

radar in the far North cannot scan nearly as many orbits as radar near the equator. The 

HAVE STARE has been mentioned as a possible addition to upgraded phases of NMD 
and is at this time the most advanced tracking and imaging in the world.

Combined with the equally advanced X-band radar that is proposed for the Pacific, the
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United States would be able to monitor virtually every missile, warhead, and decoy tested 

in Russia and gain an exact radar “fingerprint” for them. Programmed into the 

interceptor missile’s computer, this information would greatly enhance the missile 

defense system s capacity to identify and track any Russian missile, (Postol, 2000).

China

China’s nuclear weapon technology is advancing rapidly through information gained 

by espionage in the U.S., claims Jack Spencer of the Heritage Foundation. Pro-missile 

defense strategists have concluded that the best way to handle unified Russian and 

Chinese opposition to the missile defense system is to split Russian and Chinese interests 

by offering to let the Russians behind any American shield. Baker Spring wondered how 

the Chinese could then reasonably expect to dissuade the U.S. from developing a defense 

while they sell weapons to the very states that, according to Spring, pose the greatest 

threat to our security (Spring, 2000). A 1999 report of the bipartisan Select Committee 

on U.S. National Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with the People's Republic 

of China, known as the “Cox Committee,” detailed disturbing evidence on China’s 

nuclear program. Spencer wrote that the Cox report “makes it impossible for any 

reasonable person to deny any longer that there is an urgent need for a national missile 
defense,” (Spencer, May, 1999).

Missile shield proponents sometimes claim that the system would not be aimed at 

China, although the tone of pro-missile defense organizations and U.S. military activities 

suggests otherwise. On the Ballistic Missile Defense website pages of the Claremont 

Institute, a conservative think tank that promotes NMD, visitors can view a small movie 

in which Los Angeles is annihilated by a Chinese ICBM. A five-day U.S. Air Force 

space war game was held in Colorado in January 2001 under a scenario of conflict 

between the U.S. (country ‘Blue’) and China (country ‘Red’) in 2017.

Missile defense critics and U.S. intelligence officials warn that the system could spark 

a Cold War-style arms race because China has made it clear that it will build up its 

nuclear forces to maintain a satisfactory level of deterrence. China has a very restrained
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nuclear posture, contend arms control advocates. It has about twenty inactivated ICBMs 

maintained in a ballistic missile force that is old and in need o f modernization. China is 

currently modernizing its nuclear force and has recently succeeded at “MIRVing”

(adding multiple, independent warheads) their missiles.

China does not accept the publicly stated rationale for NMD and is convinced that 

the system is directed at it, not at rogue countries. In September 2001, it was reported 

that senior administration officials, in an effort to neutralize China’s concerns over NMD, 

had intimated to China that the U.S. would not object to China increasing its nuclear 

arsenal and resuming nuclear testing. China responded that it had no intention of 

resuming testing. In subsequent statements the U.S. administration returned to the 

general argument of missile shield promoters: China is upping its arsenal regardless of 
whether or not we deploy defenses.

China could augment their arsenal with short and long-range missiles in response to 

NMD, which Chinese President Jiang Zemin has constantly maintained could “sabotage 

global strategic balance and security” (Isachenkov, “Russia presses missile defense plan.”

AP, 2/20/01). China would need the short-range missiles to be able to threaten our 

Pacific allies, namely Japan and South Korea, if it is to retain any political leverage with 

the U.S. (Postol, 2001). If China builds up its force, regional rival TnHia could follow 

suit. If India increased its nuclear capacity, there is little doubt that traditional rival 

Pakistan would do the same (“Experts fear missile system. N  YTimes, 5/28/00).

Enabler Shield

Journalist Lawrence Kaplan added another layer of argument for the strategic logic of 

missile defense. Kaplan describes the ideological posturing of the “isolationist 

champions” as “congressional yahoos who see...the opportunity to erect Fortress 

America” and avoid all foreign intervention. Nevertheless, he favors NMD for different 

reasons and faults liberal critics who still employ the same outdated Reagan-era lines 

about destabilization, the arms race, and technical limitations. Writing in the New 

Republic, Kaplan explains that the real rationale behind the system is that without it, a

104



country armed with long-range missiles can hold the U.S. and its allies hostage and deter 

us from intervention. That is, the system should not be seen merely as a shield, he 

argues, but as an enabler. It would preserve America’s ability to wield power abroad. As 

Kaplan sees it: “It’s not about defense. It’s about offense. And that’s exactly why we 
need it” (Kaplan, 2001).

Kaplan echoed the argument of missile defense supporters in explaining thgt the world 

is more dangerous now and described the threat of North Korea, which he said 

“demonstrated its intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capability by launching a 

three-stage rocket over Japan.” Kaplan damaged his credibility with this statement, 

because launching a three-stage rocket that falls apart does not demonstrate ICBM 

capability. Kaplan’s statement is a popular one, but his arguments take another reliability 

hit when he refers to “the ground-based option, slated for construction on a desolate 

Alaskan island.” This casts doubts on Kaplan’s subsequent points. He contended that 

Kim Jong IPs “nuclear and missile programs have enabled that shambles of a country to 

blackmail the West into showering it with blandishments and concessions.” Kaplan also 

reported another common justification used by missile defense advocates: “China’s 

repeated offers to incinerate Los Angeles” in response to a conflict over Taiwan. He saw 

flaws in the missile defense opponents’ contention that other weapons of mass 

destruction, delivered by other means, pose a greater threat than ICBMS. Kaplan derided 

what he called the “man-in-the-van argument” (Kaplan, 2001). A critic might wonder if 

world events since his March 2001 article have affected that part o f his argument.

Returning to his “enabler” theme, Kaplan argued that liberals should support missile 

defense because it will allow the kind of foreign intervention they promote. ICBMs,

Kaplan argued, are not used primarily as operational weapons of war but as “strategic 

weapons of deterrence and coercive diplomacy.” It is, Kaplan claims, for deterrence and 
prestige that other nations are trying to build them in the first place.

NMD critic William Hartung of the World Policy Institute, although he agreed with 

Kaplan that the threat posed by North Korea is more political than military, argued
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against an enabler shield. The “enabler” theory assumes that if the North Koreans did 

have a valid ICBM, they would use it only to threaten the U.S. should both countries 

enter into serious conflict. Proponents like Kaplan use this “hostage” argument to justify 

the need for a missile system. Hartung contended that the U.S. military doesn’t know 

whether the American public would support entering into a skirmish with Kim Jong II if 

it could mean significant American casualties. Having missile defense would allow the 

U.S. to totally negate the North Koreans’ tiny deterrent and have that much more 

leverage to force its will without ever risking ground troops (Hartung, 2000).

“What they are really saying,” said Hartung of shield promoters, “is that they want

the U.S. military to be able to act with impunity.” This is fer different from the notion of

protecting innocent citizens from a rogue attack, and Hartung asserted that the only way

they can gloss over this discrepancy is to demonize those countries. It takes a great deal

of demonizing, moreover, because the rogue nations are much smaller, poorer, and

weaker than the USSR was. Hartung claimed that NMD advocates must get people to a

highly irrational level before they are willing to support the current proposal. Reagan had

a difficult time promoting SDI, although the USSR actually had thousands of warheads.

NMD support now requires a similar level of fear in response to North Korea, which may

or may not have a nuclear missile, which can’t reach our country with it, and which might

have capped its missile program had we kept our terms of agreement. Hartung refered to

this current drive as a “mixture of cowboy militarism and Reaganite nostalgia” (Hartung, 
2000).

NMD versus the ABM Treaty

The proposed national missile defense program is a direct violation o f the 1972 Anti- 

Ballistic Missile Treaty with the former USSR. Arms control advocates often refer to the 

treaty as “the cornerstone o f nuclear security.” The treaty prohibits the development, 

testing, and deployment of sea-based, air-based, space-based, and mobile land-based 

national ABM systems and components without regard to the technology used. The logic 

behind the treaty supposes that if a country lacks defenses, it will be less likely to launch



an attack. Moderate NMD proponents, like Clinton, weren’t ready to do away with the

ABM completely but wanted to “modernize” it. Clinton and previous administrations

considered the treaty indispensable to stability and for assuring the arsenal reductions of

the START I and START II treaties, as well as longer-term reductions in strategic 
offensive arms.

Senator Jon Kyi of Arizona led the successful Republican effort to defeat the 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. He then saw the next target in the campaign to promote 

"peace through strength rather than peace through paper" as the destruction of the Anti- 

Ballistic Missile Treaty (Hartung & Ciarrocca, 2000). “The ABM treaty is the root of our 

problems,” explained Senator Jesse Helms, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations 

Committee. Helms has been, for decades, one of the strongest proponents of an 

expanded missile defense system. In an article entitled “Amend the ABM treaty? No, 

scrap it,” Helms pointed out that this treaty should be “toss[ed] into the dust bin of 

history.” As long as the ABM is the “cornerstone” o f U.S. security policy, according to 

Helms, “we will never be able to deploy a nationwide missile defense that will provide 

real security for the American people.” He saw no point in discussing negotiations o f the 

treaty since the other signers no longer exist to negotiate with and the Senate has never 

approved any actions that recognized Russia as the legitimate successor of the treaty 
(Helms, Wall Street Journal, 1999).

Responding to arguments about the ABM’s validity, legal critics from the Council for 

a Livable World pointed out that George H. W. Bush’s administration accepted the 

continued application of the ABM treaty to Russia as successor state. U.S. Secretary of 

State James Baker, speaking on behalf o f former president Bush and the United States, 

told Russian president Boris Yeltsin that the U.S. “remains committed to the ABM 

treaty... [T]he feet of the matter is, we’ve made the point that we expect the states of the 

Commonwealth [including Russia] to abide by all the international treaties and 

obligations that were entered into by the Soviet Union, including the ABM treaty,”
(Council for a Livable World, 2001).
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Were NMD advocates’ logic to apply to all o f Russia’s inherited treaties, Russia 

would no longer be prohibited from violating WWII boundary agreements or producing 

biological weapons under the Geneva Protocol of 1925. Russia comprises two-thirds of 

the territory of the USSR, the bulk of the population, and is the state with the bulk of the 

Soviet nuclear arsenal. The Council for a Livable World and other ABM treaty 

supporters feel that the dissolution of the Soviet Union in no way altered the need for the 

treaty, namely to prevent the strategic instability that would result from a nuclear power 

acquiring a first-strike capability by building a nationwide missile defense system (Ibid).

Missile defense advocates feel that the Clinton Administration adhered to a policy 

that allowed Russia the option of destroying the United States at will. The Clinton 

administration hoped that the policy of deterrence could help maintain good relations and 

further arms control goals. Although Clinton’s election in 1992 did not diminish research 

into space-based strategic defenses or other ABM systems, it did much of the
influence of the 1972 ABM treaty over foreign policy.

Henry Kissinger was the author of the original treaty and is now an advisor to 

President George W. Bush. Kissinger agrees with Helms that the ABM is dead because 

one of its two signatories, the Soviet Union, ceased to exist. Furthermore, he thinly the 

treaty is dangerous because we no longer live in a two-power nuclear world. “History 

teaches that weakness is provocative and, in a real sense, the absence of missile defense 

provokes others into seeking such weapons,” said Kissenger. The logic behind the treaty, 

says Kissinger, is now “bankrupt,” (Kissinger, statement to Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, 1999).

The ABM treaty states that either the U.S. or Russia can abandon it if it is in their 

“supreme national interest” and they give the other country six months warning U.S. Air 

Force Chief of Staff Gen. Michael E. Ryan, at a press conference with the Fairbanks 

Chamber of Commerce and military press corps, assured local residents that the 30-year 

old treaty “makes no difference now. ..There is no treaty that does not allow us an escape 

clause... [orjthat has us in perpetuity,” (Bohman, “Air Force Chief speaks...”
03/26/00).
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It became apparent in spring o f2000 that Clinton would probably decide against 

deploying the NMD system. Proponents blamed this decision on “outdated treaty 

restrictions,” not on unproven technology. Alaska Senator Ted Stevens is an ardent 

missile defense supporter who has fought hard to get the system based in his home state.

In spring o f2000 he saw one of NMD’s first installments, the X-band radar on Shemya 

Island, eluding him. He hoped that the results o f the July missile defense intercept test 

would not affect the Shemya construction schedule. Tom Mead of Coalition to 

Protect Americans N o w ,also a conservative think tank that focuses on a missile shield, 

agreed that the schedule was slipping because of Clinton. Clinton was allowing Putin to 

“veto any US missile defense deployment...the law says the president must deploy 

defenses as soon as the technology is there. But he is saying that in addition to 

technology he is going to take into consideration.. .treaty obligations,” (Bishop, “Stevens 
pushing missile...” FDNM, 04/29/00).

Critics of missile defense technology are the only reason we signed the treaty in the 

seventies, Kim Holmes of the Heritage Foundation argued. Our ABM systems were 

“sacrificed as a bargaining chip in arms control precisely because critics argued they 

would not be effective enough to defend the country,” (Holmes, testimony before 
Subcomittee on National Security, 9/8/00).

Arguments against the shield that are put forth by domestic critics and foreign leaders 

at are strikingly similar, the Heritage Foundation’s Jack Spencer accused. “They 

assert.. .that there is no missile threat; that missile defenses will be destabilizing; that 

missile defenses violate international law, and that missile defenses will damage arms 

control efforts. These arguments, even though thoroughly discredited, are effective in 

inflaming anti-U.S. sentiments in foreign countries and in masking the true intentions of 

the leaders of those countries to develop and deploy weapons capable o f countering the 

United States and its allies,” (Spencer, “What foreign leaders are saying...” Heritage 
Foundation, 7/12/99).
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When asked during his campaign how long he would negotiate before moving to 

unilaterally revoke the ABM treaty, president George W. Bush said, “months, not years” 

(“Missile Defense: The case gets stronger.” Heritage Foundation, 2001).

NATO

Many NATO leaders question the ramifications of the U.S. withdrawal from the Anti- 

Ballistic Missile Treaty and share the fear that the system would trigger a new arms race. 

“The sword-versus-shield debate,” said French President Jacques Chirac, “is as old as 

warfare: make a better shield and your enemy will make a better sword to defeat 

it...History shows the sword always wins." Chirac, who drew comparisons to his 

country’s pre-World War II Maginot Line, declared a U.S. anti-missile shield would be 

“folly” (“Russia Today,” Reuters, 2/20/01). German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder 

immediately criticized the plan when President Clinton visited in June 2000, stressing 

that Europe and the US are “partners in a common alliance” and that a new arms race 

would be economically and politically unaffordable (“Germany hits U.S. missile plan’” 

FDNM, 6/2/00). French armed forces chief of staff Jean-Pierre Kelche referred to the 

plan as “the road of pessimism, the road o f abandonment of non-proliferation, which was 

at the heart of our common policy, the policy of the international community,” (“Europe 

unhappy with U.S. missile defense plan,” AP,2/9/01). Chirac and Schroeder urged Tony 

Blair in the summer of 2000 to adopt a common European approach urging the U.S. to 

abandon the project (Norton-Taylor, “Britain’s critical missile dilemma.” The Guardian, 
8/2/00).

Europe fears that a separate American defense system would undermine the Trans- 

Atlantic defense system and leave Europe unprotected (“Allies troubled...

11/20/99). The administration o f George W. Bush promised that an American system 

would include NATO, and this brought a few allies on board. After reviewing Bush’s 

policy, NATO Secretary-General George Robertson told European allies they will have 

to get used to the idea that the Americans "are going to go ahead with this," {Reuters, 
2/20/01).
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Deployment of NMD relies on a battle-management upgrade of the four existing 

ballistic missile early-warning radar sites. Denmark has vowed to veto the use of the 

American early-warning radar at Thule, Greenland, if the U.S. system violates the ABM 

treaty. Further complicating matters in Greenland is a pending case dealing with the right 

of indigenous peoples to their ancestral land. The story o f the “Hingitaq 53” is intimately 

related to American defenses and the ‘Northern Defense Perimeter” in particular. In 

1953, the residents of Thule (Uummannaq) were forcibly relocated from their village site 

a few days before they became Danish citizens. The American military had chosen the 

site for the Thule Air Force Base and a Ballistic Missile Early Warning radar in 1951. In 

1999, the surviving fifty-three people o f those relocated won a High Court ruling 

establishing the feet that the territory belonging to the indigenous peoples of Thule had 

been expropriated without proper legislation and compensation as required by the Danish 

constitution. The case was appealed, but a Supreme Court ruling in 2002 could remove 
the right of U.S. occupation to the land and the radar.

NMD would include upgrades of the early-warning site in Fylingdales on the North 

York moors in Great Britain and of a U.S. Echelon eavesdropping station in North 

Yorkshire at Menwith Hill. A new 14-storey X-band radar station would have to be 

constructed somewhere else in the United Kingdom. British Prime Minister Tony Blair is 

under pressure to honor the so-called “special relationship” between the UK and the U.S. 

Britain’s participation in a missile defense system and the placement of vital NMD 

components in the country have raised fears among the British public that building the 

system there makes their countiy a target. Strong opposition to the project from sectors 

o f the public and from within Parliament is complicating the British Primp Minister’s 
policy (Norton-Taylor, 2000).

Public protests in England have led to numerous arrests of citizens demonstrating 

against what is generally referred to there as ‘Star Wars.’ Lindis Percy is a member of a 

Menwith Hill and Fylingdale watchdog group called The Campaign fo r the 

Accountability o f American Bases. Percy was arrested and charged with racist abuse for 

dragging the U.S. flag on the ground under the “Crime and Disorder Act o f 1998.” The
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charges stemmed from what the courts perceived as “harassment, alarm, and distress” to 

U.S. military personnel coming out of the base. Ms. Percy had draped the flag across the 

road at the gate o f the base, where it was driven over by a member of the American 

Legion. She was surprised that what she sees as an anti-war statement is being tried as a 

hate crime (Raimondo, “Behind the headlines...” 02/21/01).
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Figure 19: Lindis Percy with her American flag that reads “Stop Star Wars.” Photo by S. Fritz

The United Nations shares concerns about the global ramifications o f a U.S. missife 

shield. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan warned in April 2000 that the system “could 

well lead to a new arms race.” He said that great care should be taken before amending 

the ABM treaty, which “may well reduce, rather than enhance, global stability” (FDNM, 

2000g). Some UN members feel that deploying a missile defense system abrogates the 

UN s 1998 ‘New Nuclear Agenda resolution. The resolution calls upon the nuclear 

states to demonstrate an unequivocal commitment to eliminate their nuclear weapons.

The UN has warned that abandoning the ABM treaty would disregard twenty-seven years 

of positive progress in maintaining a balance based on deterrence. In November 2000,

163 member nations voted to reaffirm the Outer Space Treaty, the basic international law 

on space, enacted in 1967 to keep war out of space. Although the United States was a 

strong promoter of the Outer Space Treaty in the sixties, it abstained from the 
reaflBrmation vote in 2000.
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Critics of a missile defense system argue that we simply don’t know if diplomacy 

and negotiations can provide our countries with adequate security because there is no 

international forum dedicated to the discussion ofpost-Cold War global arms control 

exists. The Council for a Livable World contends that a highly cost-effective 

interlocking series o f treaties and agreements is our first line of defense against the threat 

of ballistic missiles. For example, a widely supported effort to redirect North Korea 

before it develops a true ICBM would dissolve most of the justification for NMD. The 

only body that addresses this critical issue is the UN Security Council, which is largely 

regarded as an ineffectual paper tiger. The U.S. prefers unilateral programs or bilateral 

negotiations and treaties, and it maintains its isolation from any global restrictions to its 

power. The leaders o f the nuclear powers do not meet to discuss global methods of 

addressing the proliferation issue. Arms control advocates affirm that the earnest efforts 

that have been made in maintaining peace through deterrence and diplomacy have been, 
shakily, successful.

Tried and True Technology

“These are all tried and true rocket missiles,” -Missile Defense Agency spokesman Lt. 

Col Rick Lehner, commenting on the aborted missile defense test from Kodiak on Nov. 
9,2001.

Tests

NMD proponents hailed a test of the ground-based missile defense interceptor in 

October 1999 as a complete success. In the test, the interceptor missile destroyed a target 

that was meant to simulate an incoming ICBM. Soon, however, critics were claiming 

that the test showed that decoys could easily fool the system. They argued that the 

interceptor originally veered off course and only narrowed in on the missile after 

detecting a nearby decoy—a Mylar balloon. Months after the test, Pentagon officials 

admitted that the interceptor initially made a series of technical mistakes and was not



originally headed towards its target. They pointed to this as evidence that the system 

would function even under adverse circumstances, when not all of its components were 

working properly. Any errors were “basically meaningless” and “had no impact on the 

end result,” said Lt. Col. Rick Lehner, spokesman for the BMDO (“Missile test may have 
fizzled ” FDNM, 1/14/00).

The missile defense system is designed to employ satellites with infrared sensors to 

direct the interceptor missile towards its target. Since the satellites do not exist, in system 

tests like the one in October 1999, the interceptors must be pre-programmed to “look” in 

certain areas of the sky for their targets. Critics like Tom Collina of the Union of 

Concerned Scientist credit the intercept in that test to luck. “If that balloon hadn’t been 
there, then they wouldn’t have hit the target” (ibid).

The next interceptor test, in January 2000, had higher stakes. President Clinton’s 

decision to deploy depended largely on a successful demonstration of the technology, and 

the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization hoped the test would boost the project’s 

chances. This was the first time the Pentagon had tested a fully integrated system of 

radars and sensors to guide the missile. Success here would mean that they had met then- 

own standards for advising the President to deploy (‘Tentagon hopes launch...” FDNM, 
1/17/00).

The radars and sensors used in the test, however, were not the ones planned for a 

complete system and the system’s infrared satellites still did not exist. In the test, the 

interceptor failed when the infrared sensors on the kill vehicle malfunctioned. Yet the 

Pentagon and Republican NMD advocates declared the test a success because it “learns” 

so much even from a M ure (Smith, 2001). The interceptor was on target until the final 

six seconds and, they reported, “almost hit its target.” Moderate supporters began 

voicing their concerns and some joined opponents in asking Clinton to postpone his 

decision. But senior Republican leaders continued to urge a quick decision to deploy and 

Senate majority leader Trent Lott expressed the opinion that Congress was going forward 

with the plan because “it’s the right thing to do. It’s irresponsible not to do it,” (“Delay 
sought...” NY Times,1/20/00).
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The test M ure prompted a press release from Empower America, a Republican thinir 

tank that includes Donald Rumsfeld on its Board of Directors. The release noted that the 

“test M ure of the Clinton Administration’s national missile defense system provides 

greater evidence o f this Administration’s ambiguous and flawed policy towards national 

missile defense.” They pointed out that this program is indeed fraught with problems, but 

that those problems don’t stem from technological challenges. The problems, claimed 

Empower America, stem from the injection of artificial political benchmarks and 

constraints into the testing plan--namely adherence to the ABM. Clinton’s agreement to 

undertake a missile defense program actually made NMD more difficult. By restricting 

the ability to innovate, Empower America reported that “he [was] creating a self-fulfilling 

prophecy of a ‘rush to M ure.’” The organization proposed that if an administration 

would free the technology and innovation from political constraints, the U.S. could be 

adequately defended in a very short time {Empower America, 2000).

The January 2000 test M ure also prompted the Pentagon’s own chief of testing and 

evaluation, Phil Coyle, to question Secretary of Defense William Cohen’s plan for a June 

review of the project’s status (“Missile defense schedule...” FDNM, 2/15/00). Coyle told 

Congress that “undue pressure had been placed on the [NMD] program” by the 

requirement to meet the artificial deadline o f2005 (Smith, 2001). In May 2000, ex-CIA 

director John Deutch came out against the program in an article in the journal Foreign 

Policy. Deutch maintained that testing was insufficient and argued that defense planners 

should focus on other methods of protecting against terrorist states (“Ex-CIA chief 
opposes...” FDNM, 5/17/00)

The next test of the system was delayed twice from its original April test date until 

July 7,2000. The test M ed when the kill vehicle did not separate from its surrogate 

booster rocket and therefore did not activate its sensors. Additionally, the Mylar balloon 

decoy on the mock target missile M ed to inflate. The M ure again prompted more 

moderate proponents to urge caution and to site the need for further tests before 

deployment. True advocates, however, claimed the test as a success o f the missile shield 

technology, which all operated as expected but was never given the opportunity to prove
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itself due to the sub-standard booster being used to launch it. The booster rockets 

themselves were not the ones that would be used in deployment of a missile defense 

system. NMD promoters argued that the July 7 test proved virtually nothing about the 

technological feasibility of missile defenses and was, in any event, irrelevant to a 

decision that was already made with the passage and presidential approval of the National 
Missile Defense Act in 1999.

“A legacy of over-optimism”

Although the last critical test caused some voices within the Pentagon itself to urge 

caution, critics have noted that the M ure o f tests seems to have little effect on most 

proponents’ support of the system. In July 2000, Time magazine ran a headline stating 

that that week’s $100 million missile defense test had been all but rigged, but that the 

outcome didn’t actually matter {Time, 2000). Journalist Michelle Ciarrocca wrote that 

deployment of the NMD system has been treated from the start like a foregone 

conclusion. She characterized the prevalent belief as, ‘I f  you build it, it will work,” 

(Ciarrocca, 2000). The New York Times noted in 2000 that testing on hit-to-kill 

technology since 1976 has M ed to destroy mock warheads over 70 percent o f the time 
(Ibid).

In 1993, both deployment plans in President George H. W. Bush’s missile defense 

scheme, Global Protection against Limited Strikes (GPALS), were abandoned. As 

described earlier, GPALS was a scaled down vision of the initial phase of SDI that was 

designed to defend against an accidental Russian or rogue nation launch. GPALS 

included a thousand Brilliant Pebbles and between five hundred and a thousand ground- 

based interceptors. In 1991 when President H. W. Bush signed the Missile Defense Act, 

everyone thought that Brilliant Pebbles was in its final phases of development and would 

be ready to deploy in the mid 1990s. In May of 1992, the Pentagon’s General 

Accounting Office revealed that there was no actual stable architecture, that Brilliant 

Pebbles was unproven, and that it faced “tremendous technical challenges,” (Fitzgerald,

2000, p. 487). Representative John Conyers, chairman of the House Government
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Operations Committee, summarized the findings: “Star Wars...is floundering. They 

haven’t a clue where they are going or how to get there” (Ibid).

By contrast, the technology for the ground-based interceptors in GPALS seemed much 

more feasible and was promoted. DoD officials told Congress they were ready to move 

on construction of a site and said that they could field one hundred interceptors in four 

years time without much technical risk. They pointed to the spectacular success of a 

1991 test, which had demonstrated that a prototype missile could intercept another 

missile in space. By 1992, however, a second test had foiled and the cost estimate for the 

site had doubled. In June that same year, the New York Times revealed that an internal 

Pentagon review had found the deployment plan to be a disaster in the making. In order 

to meet its deployment date, the Pentagon’s review discovered that the interceptor system 

would have to be exempted from more than a dozen laws and regulations governing 

weapons procurements. It would also have to skip performance tests and could therefore 
end up with crippling defects (Fitzgerald, 2000).

In February o f2002, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld dissolved the inter

agency Ballistic Missile Defense Organization and created the Missile Defense Agency.

The rank of the new agency puts it and missile defense on par with the other Armed 

Forces, not a shared program of them like the BMDO was. Rumsfeld then exempted the 

new Missile Defense Agency from normal Pentagon oversight and procedures that apply 

to all other new weapons programs. The agency’s commanders will not have to specify 

requirements for new weapons. The agency does not have to report back to the Pentagon 

on the project’s timelines and costs. In addition, tests of the system will no longer be 

overseen by the Pentagon’s test evaluation office (Graham, “Rumsfeld pares oversight of 

MDA,” Washington Post, 2/16/02). Missile Defense Agency Rick Lehner said the 

configuration does not shut out congressional oversight and that the change was an effort 

to streamline an otherwise cumbersome bureaucratic process. “The guidance given to 

MDA is to develop the technology for missile defense as soon as possible,” (Milligan,

“Critics fault Rumsfeld for cutting oversight of antimissile plan,” Boston Globe, 3/9/02).
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Back in 1993, Democratic critics of SDI, like Senator Sam Nunn, were angry that they 

had been misled into believing that all the evidence had supported the deployment date.

It became clearer exactly how Nunn and others had been misled about the feasibility of 

missile defense when the General Accounting Office released another report in 

September 1992, which found that SDI officials had exaggerated the success of four of 

the last seven interceptor tests—the other three had been accurately reported as Mures.

The General Accounting Office discovered that there had never been a successful test of 

Brilliant Pebbles, in spite o f SDI officials’ claims that one had “accomplished all the 

main objectives” (Fitzgerald, 2000, p. 489). Also, the 1991 test of the ground-based 

intercept turned out to not have met its key goal, as the Army had claimed, of 

discriminating between a warhead and decoys (Ibid).

Later in 1993, four former Reagan-administration officials went public with 

allegations that a 1984 SDI test of hit-to-kill missile intercept technology had been 

rigged. That test, the fourth of its kind, was for many years the only example of a missile 

hitting a missile in space, and had been widely used to justify Reagan’s plans. The 

Pentagon investigated the officials’ charge and discovered that their facts were wrong: 

there had been attempts to rig the results in not one, but all of those tests. The rigging had 

only been successful on the fourth try. In the first three tests, the Pentagon had put a tiny 

bomb on the target missile. They planned to blow up the target missile when and if the 

interceptor missile flew by it, to simulate a direct hit. Apparently, the idea was to deceive 

the Soviets about U.S. ABM capabilities. However, the interceptor never came close 

enough to the target missile to make it look like an intercept, so exploding the target 

would not have fooled anyone. Giving up on this rigging technique and desperate for a 

success to save the program, in the fourth test officials superheated the target and turned 

it on its side, so it was twice as large to the interceptor’s sensors and gave off a huge heat 

signal. SDI officials thought these enhancements were reasonable and they M ed to 

mention them to the Armed Services Committee (Fitzgerald, 2000).

As described earlier, the popular success of the Patriot missile in the Gulf War had 

helped secured funding for GPALS. President George H.W. Bush had claimed the
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Patriots successfully intercepted forty-one out of the forty-two Scuds they had engaged. 

Later, independent investigations revealed that there was no clear evidence of one single 

successful Scud intercept. Prodded by this and subsequent congressional reviews, the 

Army twice revised its estimates downwards. Eventually, the General Accounting Office 

reported that only nine percent of the Patriots had definitively destroyed Scuds (Lewis, 
Postol, & Pike, 2000).

This ‘success is secondary’ phenomenon in missile defense testing can be pervasive 

whatever its inspiration. The Fairbanks paper’s weekly report from Delta Junction, 

where all nervously awaited the July 2000 test, noted that economic development director 

Pete Hallgren shared the same confidence. He said that success of the test may not be 

critical and he remained optimistic about the missile project, despite its critics. “I think it 

is very much on the front burner, and it bodes well for our economy,” said Hallgren 

{FDNM, 2000v). A week after the test failed, leaving Delta even more uncertain about its 

future, Councilman Nat Good reported that he didn’t think NMD was in any danger and 

pointed out that only the cobbled-up rocket used to test the system hadn’t worked, but 

NMD technology had not M ed {FDNM, 2000u).

Frederick Seitz, in an article titled “Missile defense isn’t rocket science,” summarized 

the general rationalization of technical problems voiced by true shield believers. “Do we 

really possess the scientific know-how to defend ourselves from even a limited missile 

attack? Frankly, we answered this question years ago. The science behind missile 

defense is solid, and we certainly do possess the capabilities to defend ourselves. The 

only things holding us back are outdated treaties and a lack of political will” (Seitz,
2000).

Seitz explained that the same basic technology has already been successfully 

demonstrated by the use of Patriot missiles to defend U.S. troops from Iraqi Scuds in the 

Gulf War. Seitz should have a sound technical understanding of missile defense. He was 

chair o f the Pentagon’s science advisory committee for strategic missile defense where, 

he said, they “seldom argued over feasibility.” The challenge in fielding an effective 

system is not scientific, he claims, but simply a problem of engineering. Seitz reported
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that “those who insist more tests are necessary...are engaging mostly in diversionary 
tactics,” (Seitz, 2000).

The Ballistic Missile Defense Organization in a 2000 report agreed that the only 

“roadblocks to success” were time and funding limitations. We have only to look to 

history to guide us, Seitz (2000) pointed out, for how would similar delays have affected 

the scientists and engineers of the Manhattan Project?

Air Force General Ronald Kadish, the director of the BMDO, believed critics were 

underestimating the Pentagon’s technical prowess. “There is no technical reason at this 

point, validated by independent review teams, indicating that we could not develop an 

effective NMD system,” he said in September 2000. “[W]e know how to play the 

countermeasure/counter-countermeasure game. And we know how to win.” Kadish 

claimed that 93 percent of the system’s “critical engagement functions” have been 

demonstrated to work properly, that they were very nearly where they want to be at this 

point, and “the problems are fixable,” (“Missile shield chief.. ”FDNM, 09/10/00).

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld justifies deployment of a system even if 

technical uncertainties remain. “A system of defense need not be perfect, but the 

American people must not be left completely defenseless," he said. "It is not so much a 

technical question as a matter of a president's constitutional responsibility. Indeed, it is, in 

many respects, a moral issue," (“U.S. tries defusing. N e w  York Times, 2/4/01).

The technical problems of the current ground-based NMD system are evident enough 

that grave warnings have continued to come from within the Defense Department itself.

In November 1999, an independent panel appointed by the Pentagon produced one of the 

most critical reports on the Pentagon’s NMD development efforts. The panel included 

specialists who oversaw missile programs while working at the Pentagon or for major 

defense contractors. Their report warned that the program’s schedule had been 

“compressed” against politically imposed deadlines and that the program had a “high 

risk” of failure. The panel also found troubling “fragmentation and confusion about

120



authority and responsibility” and faulted the government and contractors for their “legacy 

of over-optimism” regarding the system (The Washington , 1999c).

In March 2001, a report by the General Accounting Office, a Congressional watchdog 

agency, produced a devastating analysis of the Space-Based Infrared System-Low. They 

assessed that the “current acquisition schedule is at a high risk of not delivering the 

system on time or at cost or with expected performance.” The crucial functions of the 

high-tech satellites include detection of hostile missile launches, mid-course tracking, 

identifying decoys, and cueing land-based missile-control radars to guide interceptor 

missiles to an intercept point in space. Instead of designing and testing the system first, 

the report notes, the Pentagon is pressing ahead with building the $2.4 billion SBIS 

before completion of flight tests meant to help determine the final design. The General 

Accounting Agency report notes that five of the six fundamental elements of SBIS, 

including the infrared sensors themselves, may very well not be ready by the anticipated 
deployment date (Smith, 2001b).

As promoters often repeat, deployment of a national missile defense is not bound to 

any decision by a president. Deployment is the law. The National Missile Defense Act 

of July 22, 1999 was mandated by an act of Congress, and no president has the authority 

to reverse the decision. According to the act, the United States will, as soon as it is 

technologically feasible, deploy a missile defense system to protect all fifty states from an 

incoming missile attack. Heritage Foundation writer Kim Holmes compares the decision 

to deploy a missile defense system to President Kennedy’s decision to go to the moon, 
made a decade ahead of the capability to do so.

While the missile defense science is in its developmental period, some proponents 

claimed that it should be protected from the prying eyes of critics. In November o f2000, 

the BMDO started pushing to increase the classification of government documents. More 

precisely, the BMDO wanted to keep the dates of interceptor tests secret. One defense 

contractor said that a new security guide would also classify areas that “have been 

criticized in the past, such as the ability of the system to discriminate real warheads from
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decoys and debris” (“Updates,” Bulletin o f the Atomic Scientists, 2001, p. 5). Lockheed 

Martin, a main missile defense contractor, advertises ethical principals on their website 

that are at odds with such secrecy in testing. The principals include “the courage to speak 

our truth, and to be absolutely forthright is all cases,” and to “forthrightly admit errors 

and make amends where appropriate” {Lockheed Martin, 2001).

Countermeasures: The fatal flaw

Shortly after the M ed test of July 7,2000, the Senate rejected a proposal to require 

additional countermeasure testing o f the system and downplayed arguments that past test 

failures illustrated the need for more scrutiny. Senator Thad Cochran said the proposal 

was “an unprecedented effort...to micromanage a weapons system testing program.” 

Others argued that such an amendment to the bill was unnecessary because the Pentagon 

was already including the effects o f countermeasures in its experiments (“Senate 

voices support...” FDNM, 2001).

Missile defense tests to date have not, critics contend, fully considered the many 

countermeasures that could be used to foil the system. One method of overwhelming the 

system is to launch a high number o f ICBMs at once. But much cheaper and more 

practical options exist. An attacker could pack an ICBM with hundreds of submunitions 

or bomblets containing deadly gases or biological agents. Even if a system was able to 

intercept a couple of the submunitions, the wide scattering of a high number of them 

would thwart the missile defense interceptors and is also the most effective method of 

dispersing chemical or biological agents. An ICBM equipped with a shroud cooled by 

liquid nitrogen would be effectively invisible to the infrared detectors on the interceptors.

Any number of simple decoys could make discrimination of warheads practically 

impossible. The NMD sensors cannot readily distinguish between incoming warheads 

and such decoys as Mylar balloons. Balloons would move at the same speed in space and 

could have heaters inside them to throw off infrared sensors. Since a nuclear weapon 

doesn’t need to hit its target precisely, an incoming missile could be programmed to 

tumble towards a general target area rather than following a predictable flight path. This



would render hit-to-kill technology, which is capable only of intercepting targets that 

continue on a predictable ballistic trajectory, useless. A nuclear weapon can also be 

programmed to detonate as soon as it is hit, causing a nuclear explosion somewhere 

above the desired target. Any adversary will know the general properties of a national 

defense system and would need only one effective countermeasure to defeat it. A reliable 

system would have to be able to defeat every plausible combination of countermeasures 

and would have to work the first time (Lewis, Postol, & Pike, 2000).

In April 2000, a study by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and the Union of 

Concerned Scientists urged a delay on any decision to deploy a missile-defense system.

The eleven physicists and engineers agreed that simple decoys or countermeasures, built 

from materials which would be readily available to any country that could launch a 

nuclear warhead at the U.S., could thwart the proposed system (“Scientists see holes...” 

New York Times, 04/12/00).

The issue of countermeasures is the main technical complication around which many 

NMD critics have rallied. Another group—The American Physical Society—faulted the 

testing program for the same reasons. The 48-member council, representing 42,000 

physicists, concluded that the tests the Pentagon had conducted “fell far short” of what is 

required to provide confidence in the technical feasibility of the system and thus allow 

the president to make a sound decision. They suggested the U.S. should make no 

decisions to build the system until it is shown to be effective against countermeasures that 

could reasonably be expected.

Of the numerous critics who have attacked the proposed missile system, one man’s 

name appears over and over—Dr. Theodore A. Postol. Postol is a professor of science 

and national security studies at MIT and the author of numerous reports on anti-missile 

systems. In the 1980s, he was a science advisor to the chief of naval operations on 

ballistic missile technologies and on potential countermeasures to those weapons. Postol 

played a major role in the Union of Concerned Scientist’s earlier studies on 

countermeasures.
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In May 2000, Postol claimed to have found a major flaw in the anti-missile system’s 

ability to distinguish incoming weapons from decoys. He also presented evidence that 

there were fraudulent efforts to cover up the flaw. Postol had been working with Dr. Nira 

Schwartz, a former senior engineer at TRW, a top military contractor. Dr. Schwartz filed 

suit against TRW, charging the company with M ing anti-missile tests and evaluations of 

computer programs for the interceptor’s sensor. She also sued TRW for firing her after 

she protested the data falsifications. Postol said he obtained sensor data from the first 

anti-missile test flight in June 1997 that showed the interceptor was inherently incapable 

of making decoy/weapon distinctions, and that the Pentagon and its contractors had 

attempted to hide this M ure (“Anti-missile critic...” 5/18/00).

The Pentagon later admitted switching to simpler decoys in more recent flight tests but 

denied that this constituted dishonest manipulation to hide a fetal flaw. They claimed 

they were testing competing designs of interceptors in earlier flights. They wanted 

especially to test the different sensors in choosing the superior design (“Experts cite 

missile.. ''FDNM, 6/10/00). Fifty-three Democratic House members signed a letter in 

June asking the FBI to investigate Postol s allegations. The Congressmen also wanted to 

know why the Defense Department had classified Postol’s analysis once they received it, 

even though it was based on unclassified information (“Lawmakers ask FBI...” FDNM, 
6/23/00).

The Union o f Concerned Scientists, with Postol as co-author, delivered another in- 

depth report on countermeasures before Congress in June 2000. The scientists reported 

that differentiating between decoys and warheads is virtually impossible and won’t 

become easier with advances in technology. They made it clear that they are not opposed 

to anti-missile research, but are convinced that the present program is a M ure and that, 

from the standpoint o f physics, the “basic concept is incapable of handling 

countermeasures” (“Scientists unite against...” FDNM, 6/13/00). When President 

Clinton decided to leave the decision to deploy to his successor, he stated that among his 

reasons were unanswered questions about the system’s ability to deal with 
countermeasures.
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The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) opposes a missile defense system for several 

reasons but often concentrates on the tangible, technical problems within the system to 

illustrate its M ures. It is difficult and subjective to prove that the threat to the United 

States is negligible or that diplomacy, negotiation, and further non-proliferation measures 

would make the world safer. But the UCS can prove that the technical aspects of the 

system are not reliable. As for the technical aspect, the Union of Concerned Scientists 

has proposed that the only way to verify the reliability o f the NMD system is to create a 
countermeasure ‘Red Team.’

The Red Team would be composed of anti-missile system and countermeasure 

specialists who would design countermeasures using materials that countries with nuclear 

weapons would have. The NMD system would then be tested against these 

countermeasures. The Red Team would have funding, management, and direction 

independent of the BMDO. This proposal would address a perceived weakness in the 

NMD system: it does not test against countermeasures which, according to the 1999 

National Intelligence Estimate on the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States through 
2015, will be available to emerging missile states (“Letter in respon o f
Concerned Scientists, 2000).

Theodore Postol and the Union of Concerned Scientists maintain that even the final 

stage of the proposed system has the same fetal flaw—an inability to distinguish 

countermeasures. In the nineteen planned intercept tests before the first phase of NMD 

deployment, the mock warhead is not disguised and the interceptor is programmed with 

information that allows it to recognize the warhead. The chances o f U.S. intelligence 

being aware of the type of missile and the type of countermeasures an attacker might use 

are slim. The attacker, however, will have access to all the unclassified information on 

the NMD system and its counter-countermeasure capabilities, which would allow any 
enemy to develop effective devices to overcome thfim

On Thursday, July 6,2000—the day before the Pentagon’s third test of the missilp 

intercept system—the Federation of American Scientists presented a letter to President

125



Clinton signed by 50 Nobel Laureates declaring the proposed system a technical loser 

because of the countermeasure issue (“Missile test fails...” FDNM, 7/8/00).

Mission Feasibility

The countermeasure issue may be the fetal flaw within the technology of missile 

defense, but critics find numerous other problems with the system. Donald Whitmore is 

the founder of the Third Millennium Foundation, and since his retirement in the mid

eighties he has dedicated his time to arms control activism. Whitmore worked thirty-two 

years as a defense analyst for Boeing and claims that a major problem with NMD is that 

it does not address the more probable risks feeing the country. He argues that a missile 

defense shield might foster a sense of complacency about threats other than ICBMs.

While an ICBM is an especially prestigious weapon o f mass destruction and a powerful 

bargaining chip in negotiations, Whitmore explains that it is extremely unlikely to be the 

weapon of choice for an attack on the U.S. Most weapons o f mass destruction are 

cheaper and easier to produce than nuclear bombs and intercontinental delivery systems. 

Bombs can be covertly developed, transported, and released without necessarily revealing 

their source. Lower-tech weapons of mass destruction are likely to be more accurate and 

reliable than ICBMS that have not completed rigorous testing and validation programs.

These alternative weapons are also more effective for disseminating biological warfare 

agents. A final advantage o f non-ICBM-delivered weapons is that they would not have 

to contend with missile defenses (Whitmore, 1999).

Whitmore has designed models to determine the value o f missile defense, and the 

proposed system fails his criteria for feasibility. Overall system feasibility includes; 

system technical performance, cost affordability, political/strategic considerations, and 

mission feasibility. Mission feasibility itself includes three factors: 1) the estimated 

threat 2) mission requirements, and 3) the preliminary design concepts. Whitmore’s three 
criteria for mission feasibility are:
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1) NMD would assure comprehensive protection against weapons of mass 

destruction (WOMD) or would be an essential component of a comprehensive 

capability. If NMD does not negate any WOMD attack, an attack could slip 

through. A partial defense could tempt an attack and mislead the nation into 
thinking it was protected.

2) NMD could not be compromised or defeated by cheap and plausible 

countermeasures.

3) Combat reliability of integrated NMD could be assured prior to deployment.

Whitmore’s charts of the WOMD threat to the U.S. include ballistic and cruise 

missiles launched nearby or within the country from ships or remote locations, nuclear 

bombs detonated from trucks driven near targets, orbital bombs, crop dusters spraying 

biological weapons, and “attack schemes...limited only by one’s imagination”

(Whitmore, 1999). Since NMD is not an effective patch for all these problems and this 

conceptual flaw is uncorrectable, NMD fails to meet criterion #1.

Whitmore describes the ways to penetrate a missile system as an “attacker’s choice,” 

given the numerous countermeasure modes. He calls the first countermeasure mode 

“covert sabotage,” meaning an attacker can disable, via a virus, either the launch control, 

interceptor, or surveillance systems. “Electronic attack” includes radar jamming and 

communications countermeasures. “Penetration aids” include traditional decoys and anti

laser missile coating. “Physical attack” is the countermeasure mode using mortars, 

snipers, or high explosives on the command/control facilities, the radars or interceptor 

sites, or airborne and space platforms. Many of these methods are relatively cheap, not 

technically challenging, and the system’s inability to detect and counter them constitutes 
yet another uncorrectable conceptual flaw.

A main reason that reliable NMD combat performance cannot be assured is that there 

are far too few integration tests. Only two full-scale integration tests were originally 

scheduled before deployment. Another flaw in verifying combat performance is that the 

project omits adequate software feult debugging. An Office of Technology Assessment
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report concluded that SDI software, albeit on a larger scale than NMD but technically 

similar, would M  catastrophically with “significant probability.” Also, full integration of 

hardware and software systems will likely encounter unanticipated system faults, and the 

integration testing lacks combat realism. The tests do not take place in varying 

environments, against different missiles launched from various locations with particular 

response times, or against various countermeasures (Ibid, pp. 3-15).

Whitmore concludes that while failure of even one criterion would be unacceptable,

NMD fails all three and must be considered fatally flawed.

Ground-based versus Boost phase

Some missile shield proponents believed that Clinton “triangulated” with Republicans 

on the plan but agreed to the land-based program simply to make missile defense appear 

impossible. Before George W. Bush became president, they used the notorious failures 

o f the land-based system to disregard it as Clinton’s mess. "The administration and its 

arms control acolytes oppose our building a technologically advanced defense against 

ballistic missiles. Instead, they are considering a hopelessly inadequate system in Alaska 

that would fail to protect much of the United States or any of our allies, a system 

designed more to remain within the confines of the ABM Treaty than to defend the 

country,” Richard Perle noted (Perle, Wash. Post, 6/11/00). “The Clinton administration 

was dragged kicking and screaming to national missile defense, and it shows,” said 

another critic of the limited land-based system (Kagan, Weekly Standard, 2000).

These shortcomings might have facilitated an effort to omit the land-based Alaskan 

option from a full-spectrum missile defense system, but there is already a great deal o f 

investment in the Alaskan-based missile defense system, and the influence of Senator 

Ted Stevens cannot be ignored. George W. Bush’s administration has an expansive view 

that makes Alaskan land-based missile defense merely a layer o f a much broader system, 

but work on the Alaska project is under pressure to continue at a high pace. This is an 

ironic victory for missile defense promoters who grudgingly supported the current 

proposal only because it was better than no missile defense at aft. During the Clinton
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administration, they couldn’t count on the support of the next administration and, playing 

it safe, took what they could get.

Many shield proponents were criticizing George W. Bush early in his term for 

neglecting to boost military funding and deploy missile defenses immediately, but 

BMDO director General Kadish and Senator Stevens exuded confidence about Alaskan 

aspects of the missile shield. Speaking to a group of local officials and business leaders 

in Fairbanks in the spring o f2001, Kadish and Stevens reassured the crowd that Fort 

Greely still seemed the likely site for deployment, bragged about the technology in 

asserting that it already existed, brushed off concerns about the ABM treaty, and 

reiterated the grave threat posed by weapons of mass destruction (Moran, “Kadish, 

Stevens...” FDNM, 3/3/01). Missile defense proponents are now eagerly rallying around 

the Bush plan, including the Alaskan land-based system, which will collect all our allies 

under a protective umbrella and result in a world where the United States can be the 

“pillar of international security” (Moran, 3/3/00).

Serious doubts remain about the technology behind the various missile defense 

systems. It does not take a rocket scientist, however, to understand that the technology 

behind boost-phase missile defense is more realistic than the land-based system in 

Alaska. Boost-phase defense attempts interception shortly after an adversary has 

launched its missile, before the missile passes through the atmosphere. It is much easier 

for sensors to see a missile in boost phase, when it is slow and hot, then when it is 

traveling through space and is fast and cold. Richard Butler, former head of UN weapons 

inspections in Iraq and global security analyst, explains that a focus on boost-phase 

missile defense is the logical response to a rogue nation threat (Butler, 2001). Butler 

concludes that a focus on the land-based system “is in feet motivated by a decision that 

the United States should achieve military superiority in space” (ibid, p. 106). He states 

that bringing war into the environment of space would without a doubt cause a new arms 

race.
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With the strong promotion of the Bush administration, missile defense advocates are 

returning to plans for a multi-layered defense and attempting to realize the Reagan-era 

dream of United States supremacy in space.

Political and economic pressure

Critics have illustrated the role that political pressure plays in the decision to deploy a 

strategic anti-missile system. Steven Schwartz, publisher of The Bulletin o f the Atomic 

Scientists, explained that scientists working on such difficult projects are expected to 

perform miracles in an extreme schedule. “[T]he problem is that the milestones for these 

programs are being driven by politics and not by science,” he said. John Pike of the 

Federation of American Scientists stated more bluntly that Clinton’s support for the 

National Missile Defense act had “more to do with defending A1 Gore against George 

Bush than the American people against North Korea” (“Delay sought...’W 7Times,
1/20/00).

Opponents o f a national missile shield contend that a system that does not work 

reliably is worse than no system at all. The discussion on whether a reliable anti-missile 

system can be developed illustrates that the debate is not limited to the current proposal 

but dates back to the first years of the nuclear age. When the army decided to research 

and develop anti-ballistic missile systems in 1945, it promoted the effort even though 

U.S. industry leaders concluded that the technology wasn’t available (Smith, 2001). The 

fundamental technical problems are remarkably similar today, and the evidence still 

shows that available technology can’t produce an effective system. Today, however, the 

defense industry is as staunch a supporter of missile defense projects as the military

It is impossible to separate corporate influence from the discussion of political 

pressure, and economic stakes are among the highest in the defense industry. Critical 

analysts of the defense industry suggest that ever-larger corporations have realized that 

technological success is not necessarily a requirement for continued funding. As 

journalists Michelle Ciarrocca and William Hartung note in their report ‘Tangled Web:

The Marketing of Missile Defense 1994-2000,” the economic symbiosis between
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corporations and politicians includes the exchange of millions of dollars via contracts and 

campaign contributions, while the mutually assured job security provides billions in 

profits.

Donald Rumsfeld’s position as Secretary of Defense illustrates one of the close 

powerful relationships between the weapons industry and national politics. Rumsfeld has 

long been an ardent member of the missile defense lobby. Three months after the 1998 

report of the Rumsfeld Commission on the missile threat, he earned the “Keeper of the 

Flame” award from the Center for Security Policy. The Center for Security Policy is 

widely seen as the de facto nerve center for NMD promotion; a highly partisan advocacy 

organization to whose $1.2 million annual budget Rumsfeld contributes. The 

organization has evolved into a kind of working executive committee for the missile 

defense lobby, and its board includes top executives from the Heritage Foundation, 

Empower America (on whose board Rumsfeld sits), and High Frontier. Lockheed 

Martin, whose board included Vice-President Cheney’s wife Lynn, is represented on the 

board of the Center for Security Policy alongside members of Congress like Curt Weldon 

and longtime nuclear advisors like Edward Teller. Roughly one-quarter of the Center for 

Security Policy’s total budget has come from corporate funding, with major contributions 

from three of the top four missile defense contractors-Boeing, Lockheed Martin, and 

TRW (Hartung and Ciarrocca, 2000b).

Karl Grossman, whose books include The Wrong Stuff: The Space Program’s 

Nuclear Threat to our Planet and Weapons in Space, was investigating a rumor that a top 

Lockheed Martin executive had been bragging that he would be in a position to write the 

defense platform of the Republican National Convention if George W. Bush got the 

nomination. When Grossman got Bruce Jackson on the phone, Lockheed’s vice- 

president of corporate strategy denied the remark about defense strategy but boasted that 

he had written the foreign policy platform for the incoming administration. Jackson is 

also one of the Lockheed executives on the Center for Security Policy board. Grossman 

found a lengthy interview in the Washington Post on Jackson’s chairmanship of Bush’s 

foreign policy team The curious part of the article, Grossman noticed, was that it never
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mentioned Jackson’s normal employment with a top arms manufacturer (Grossman,
2001).

At $255,650, Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens is second on the list of top senate 

recipients of defense industry Political Action Committee (PAC) contributions from 

1995-1999. From 1997 to 1999, the “Big Four” in the missile defense industry—Boeing, 

Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, and TRW-contributed more than $3.7 million in PAC 

contributions to members of Congress. This is only a fraction of what they pay for 

effective lobbying. In just one year (1997-’98), the Big Four spent $34 million on 
lobbying.

Despite the temptations of money, even the most strident critics of missile defense 

recognize the genuine passion of some missile defense proponents. This passion can be 

strong enough to negate concerns over the technical feasibility of a missile shield. As 

critic William Hartung of the World Policy Institute sees it, the fact that the technology 

doesn’t work is secondary to the true goal of missile defense. “[A]s long as it succeeds in 

killing arms control they’ve achieved their primary objective,” says Hartung. He 

explains that for a core group of advocates, missile defense is something “spiritual” with 

which these “Reaganites nostalgically commune.” Many of them don’t like negotiating 

with other countries, they don’t have passports, and they hold dear a dream of militarized 

unilateralism where the U .S . can do what it likes and no one can do anything about it 
(Hartung, 2000).

This is not the typical tone taken by missile defense advocates to sell the proposal to 

the public. As President Bush put it in one speech: “Russia, our allies and the world need 

to understand our intentions. America’s development of missile defenses is a search for 

security, not a search for advantage” (Bush, prepared statement, High , 2000).

Within the administration and the industry, however, advocates feel free to use language 
promoting not just ‘advantage,’ but global domination.
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“Full Spectrum Dominance of the Battlespace” -(Space Command, “Vision for 2020,” 
1999)

Fitzgerald notes that the initial reviews of test rigging and M ures of SDI technology 

came shortly after the end of the Cold War, when the project’s fundamental justification 

was waning. The news that the technologies were not as successful as everyone had 

previously thought was, naturally, depressing to some proponents. For others, however, 

the news was liberation. Many experts were clear from the beginning that Star Wars 

technology was better suited to offense than to defense. A number of SDI enthusiasts had 

always thought the goal of the program should be to establish U.S. control over space, 

which had been a taboo subject during the arms race with the Soviet Union when 

defenses were popular. The new era “permitted space-weaponry advocates to come out 

of the closet,” and encouraged those working on missile defense technology to find new 
uses for their products (Fitzgerald, 2000, p. 490).

United States Space Command was created in 1985 and is charged with coordinating 

Army, Naval, and Air Force Space forces as they prepare to “help institutionalize the use 

of space.” Outlined in a Department o f Defense document, “Joint Vision for 2020,” to 

‘dominate’ what military documents refer to as the “ultimate high ground,” the U.S. 

insists on prompt deployment of missile defense as one layer in an overall space military 

program (Space Command, 1999). In this effort, “Vision for 2020” reports, Space 

Command enjoys the full support o f the defense contractors. “Lockheed Martin is 

working closely with the Department of Defense on modernization programs to adapt to a 

changing security environment. The goal o f Joint Vision 2020 is Full Spectrum 

Dominance--a force that is persuasive in peace, decisive in war, and preeminent in any 

form of conflict” (Lockheed Martin, 2001).

In his Inaugural Address, President George W. Bush said, "We will build our defenses 

beyond challenge, lest weakness invite challenge. We will confront weapons of mass 

destruction, so that a new century is spared new horrors." To bring the reality of those 

horrors home, the Coalition to Protect Americans Now was formed by the Center for 

Security Policy. One service they provide on their website allows concerned citizens to
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enter their home zip code and find out which weapons of mass destruction are currently 
capable of reaching that location.

George W. Bush appointed the man who is widely recognized as the leading 

proponent of missile defense and of U.S. efforts to take control of space to serve as 

Secretary of Defense. Donald Rumsfeld is at the heart of the fight to gain national and 

international acceptance of the space-based weapons described in the U.S. Space 

Command’s Vision fo r 2020, which depicts a laser weapon in space zapping a target on 

earth. In the summer o f2001, Bush appointed Air Force General Richard B. Myers to 

serve as Chairman o f the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Myers, formerly Commander-in-Chief of 

the U.S. Space Command, earned his appointment thanks to his experience as an expert 

on the missile defense system and space military technology. In October 2001, the Bush 

Administration merged Space Command and Strategic Command (the section o f the 

military in charge of strategic nuclear weapons) into one unified command. Their 
mission:

Establish and provide full-spectrum global strike, coordinated space and 

information operations capabilities to meet both deterrent and decisive 

national security objectives. Provide operational space support, integrated 

missile defense, global C4ISR and specialized planning expertise to the 

joint warfighter (USSTRATCOM website).
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Astroenvironmentalism

Studies of the environmental effects of missile defense components have focused on 

impacts to surrounding land, water, and life. Yet missile defense is envisioned by its 

promoters as merely the first layers of America’s military domination of space 

(Grossman, 2001; US Space Command, 1997). Traditional conservationists are only 

beginning to recognize space as a wilderness in need of environmental protection. Now



feeing plans for mineral extraction, commercialization, tourism and U.S. military control 

via space-based weapons, space has already been contaminated by only a few decades of 

human penetration. “A total of over 3,000 tons of space debris surrounds the earth 

today,” according to Dr. Alexey Yablokov o f the Centre for Russian Environmental 
Policy (Grossman, 2001).

There are over 7,000 satellites in low orbit as well as billions of smaller fragments, 

including paint and chips from satellites and rockets, all traveling at an average speed of 

ten kilometers per second. Besides posing serious navigational hazards, a portion of the 

space junk is comprised of nuclear-powered satellites that, with still-lethal fuel, will be 

randomly felling back to earth. The debris itself traveling at that velocity, could easily 

destroy spacecraft. In 1978, the Soviet surveillance satellite Kosmos was destroyed, and 

it is believed to have been the result of a debris collision in near orbit (Szyszlo, 1999; 
Grossman, 2001).

Any accident with large amount of radioactive material in the earth’s upper 

atmosphere would have catastrophic results. Just such an incident occurred in 1964, 

when the Russian nuclear powered spacecraft Transit 5BN-3 failed to achieve orbit and 

exploded fifty kilometers above the earth’s surface. Subsequently, 17,000 curies of 

plutonium were released. This amount increased the global plutonium contamination by 

four percent (Szyzlo, 1999; Miller, “Astroenvironmentalism: The case for space 

exploration as an environmental issue,”2001).

Astroenvironmentalism is a concept that applies the values of environmentalism and 

preservation to developments in space exploration, commercialization, and militarization.

The most important struggle of this movement is to prevent space from becoming a new 

battleground. Astroenvironmentalists contend that ethical and legal guidelines must be 

established to avoid environmental disasters in space. The militarization of space, as 

detailed by the recent collaboration of NASA and the Air Force as well as Space 

Command, will include nuclear propulsion spacecraft and several different applications 

o f nuclear energy for space-based weapons. The launching of these weapons already 

poses a serious risk to the environment on the planet. “Rocket technology is fer from
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flawless by any means—accidents have been documented throughout the history of space 
travel,” (Szyzlo, 1999).

Residents around both launch pads in Alaska can attest to the veracity of that 

statement, suggesting that neither Last Frontier is remote enough to safely experiment 

with rockets that contain radioactive materials. The Alaskan examples of improperly 

managed contaminated sites are being repeated in space, and Alaska is poised to play a 

critical role in that effort. Ethical questions about humankind’s right to extend their 

destructive practices into space are central to astroenvironmentalist concerns and a 

pending issue in Alaska.
\

Spiritual Authorities

The discussion has now reached into the heavens, so the debate concludes with 

opinions on missile defense from some o f the world’s spiritual experts. Scientists rely on 

cold hard data, models, and the unforgiving laws of physics. Arms control advocates 

enter into an intricate world of negotiation so incomprehensible to most people that their 

arguments risk meaninglessness. Politicians are limited by campaign strategy: votes, 

money, and compromise. Arms manufacturers should make guns, not foreign policy.

Space command is trying to fulfill its mission. Every opinion counts, and

Spiritual authorities make the argument that missile defense is a poor policy choice for 

the world’s environmental security, and they make it very simply. The theory and 

analysis behind their statements is in no way radical, complex, academic, or unrealistic.

They don’t bother with semantic debates, environmental impact analyses, and they rarely 

cite their sources. They are experts on morality and ethics, and they think that missile 

defense is wrong (letter to Congress, signed by leaders of twenty two churches, 7/23/01).

The Council o f Bishops of the United Methodists Church—the church of which 

President George W. Bush is a member—unanimously approved a vigorous campaign to 

defeat the missile defense program. The United Methodist Church is the second largest 

Protestant denomination in the United States, and the Council of Bishops includes fifty 

active bishops from the United States, and seventeen from other countries. Citing the
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threat to world security and peace that this system presents, the bishops at their 2001 

annual council authorized the church to begin a national campaign to educate and 

mobilize their 8.4 million members to “resist development and deployment of a national 

missile defense system” by hiring staff starting a website, gathering volunteers, and 

lobbying members of Congress (United Methodist News Service, “Church leaders oppose 
U.S. missile defense plan,” 5/4/01).

The bishops have long criticized ABM systems for their astronomical costs and 

technical infeasibility. They clearly outline the system’s countermeasure the

fact that other threats are more likely, and the destabilizing arms race to come. Their 

campaign is inspired by these problems and by another more profound criticism The 

bishops consider the drive for ultimate military superiority represented by these offensive 

weapons, disguised as “defense,” to be immoral. The Methodist leaders’ resolution on 

national missile defense stated: “The nuclear arms race is an issue o f social justice for 

people throughout the world.” They called upon “all people of goodwill” to join in the 

struggle to achieve peace with justice. “We must join together to see that the untold 

billions of dollars proposed for a meaningless search for security through a national 

missile defense system are not again taken from the mouths of children and the poor.”
The bishops summarized their resolution thus:

“We call upon the President and the Congress to 

refrain from development and deployment of a 

national missile defense system because it is 

illusory, unnecessary and wasteful," (from the 

United Methodist Council of Bishops Meeting,
April 2001).

In August 2001, as ‘the earth was tom asunder ruthlessly as bulldozers worked around 

the clock making ready for the arrival of defense forces” (Coates, 1993, p. 213) at Fort 

Greely in Alaska, Methodists and twenty-two other faith-based organizations were urging
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Congress to redirect missile defense’s $8.3 billion budget to social programs. They 

stated that putting funds into missile defense steals from real human needs, and said it 

was “doubly wrong because there is no credible threat to the American homeland from 

long-range missiles.” Their letter to the Senate Armed Services Committee reminded 

members of President Eisenhower’s warning about the influence of the “military- 

industrial complex.” They wrote: “The beneficiaries of the national missile defense 

program are not the American people but rather large defense contractors.” The religious 

leaders invoked President George W. Bush’s campaign theme in their pleas: “Leave No 

Child Behind” (letter to Congress, 5/4/01).

The debate over missile defense systems has been evolving for over fifty years and 

has ranged from minor technical details to questions about who owns the heavens. For 

the final investigation: the current experiment with missile defense on Kodiak Island,.

The Alaska example is relevant to the larger history, and focusing on a distinct location, 

current regional issues, and one community’s role in missile defense makes the larger 

issues relevant to the Alaskans who are now part of this global debate.
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Chapter Seven: The Case of Kodiak Island: Star Wars and Space Pork
139

Kodiak Island, Alaska, is a place renowned for its bountiful natural attributes.

Located 250 miles southwest of Anchorage, Kodiak has majestic snow-capped mountains 

sloping down to lush green forests and one of the world’s most abundant fisheries. Fur 

seals, crab, whale, herring, halibut, and four species of salmon have provided food and a 

reliable local economy for the various inhabitants of Kodiak for thousands of years. The 

world’s largest land-camivores, Kodiak Brown Bears, densely inhabit the island. Of the 

15,000 human residents of the island, roughly half live within the City of Kodiak.

A small group of those residents gathered in the Kodiak high school auditorium one 

evening in 1995 to learn about yet another great natural bounty that their island has to 

offer. Few of them had known about the island’s geographic stroke of luck or understood 

its enviable “azimuth.” They had come to meet representatives of a young state-owned 

and run business, the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation.

Creating an Alaskan Space Mecca

State legislators had created the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation (AADC) 

in 1991. Fairbanks legislator Tom Moyer sponsored the bill authorizing an Alaskan 

space authority (Treadwell, 1998), which promoted an enticing vision for a “commercial 

space mecca” in Alaska (Kizzia, 1998). Other legislators were initially unconvinced, and 

Moyer’s bill only inspired one co-sponsor. According to Mead Treadwell, legislative 

attitude started to change after Apollo 17 commander Gene Ceman, who later became an 

AADC board member, came to the state capital in Juneau to make the case for the 

AADC. Eventually, strong Alaskan aerospace supporters included governors Wally 

Hickel and Tony Knowles, Senators Ted Stevens and Frank Murkowski, Congressman 

Don Young, Kodiak borough mayor Jerome Selby, University of Alaska professor Syun- 

ichi Akasofii, and the AADC board. One man—Alaska Aerospace Development 

Corporation director Pat Ladner—“never took no for an answer,” (Treadwell, 1998).



Governor Wally Hickel and the legislature established the Alaska Aerospace 

Development Corporation as a public corporation of the State, administratively housed 

within the Department of Commerce and Economic Development and affiliated with the 

University of Alaska. AADC had a separate legal existence, however, from both those 

organizations. State statutes gave the governor authority to appoint the corporation’s 

board of nine directors, which must include members from the University o f Alaska, the 

Department of Commerce and Economic Development, the Alaska Science and 

Technology Foundation, the aerospace industry, and the public. The statutes established 

that the president of the University of Alaska would serve as chairman of the board, and 

that it would also include two non-voting members from the legislature (Alaska State 

Legislative Budget and Audit Committee [LB&A], 1995).

The purpose of the corporation was to allow Alaska to take a lead role in the 

exploration and development of space, to enhance human and economic development, 

and to provide a unified direction for space-related economic growth and space-related 

educational and research development. AADC was also to champion the continued 

utilization of the Poker Flat Research Range for the university’s polar research, the 

promotion of space-related tourism, and the development of a state strategy for 

implementing space-related economic growth (LB&A, 1995). The project would be 

financed largely through state bonds, and profits from the commercial launches would 

then pay back the state. The AADC was presented as a “hard-nosed business deal using 

the state’s financial muscle to put Alaska on the cutting edge of a new high-tech 

industry,” (Kizzia, 1998).

Priming Kodiak

To many locals at the public meeting in Kodiak, the project that the aerospace 

corporation proposed sounded too good to be true. Because of its location and the 

working infrastructure already in place, Kodiak Island is the perfect location from which 

to launch rockets into space. It is secluded and provides a wide, unobstructed downrange 

flight trajectory--a great launch azimuth—over open ocean to the South Pacific. These
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advantages, according to the AADC, made Kodiak one of the best locations in the world 

for polar orbit launch operations and ideal for launching telecommunication, remote 

sensing, and space science satellites into orbit.
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Figure 20: Kodiak Launch Complex Southeast Trajectory ( Coordinating Draft North Pacific Targets Program

Environmental Assessment, p. 2-5)

The representatives of the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation explained that 

they needed the broad range of skilled services available on the island. They were 

pleased that Kodiak boasts its own local telephone exchange, an island-wide electrical 

utility, a cable television company, several grocery store chains, a good construction 

workforce, and skilled technicians. Kodiak Island has a wealth of transportation facilities 

to benefit launch activities, as it has one of the busiest fishing ports and the largest Coast 

Guard base in the world. AADC also noted that the climate of Kodiak, although it is far



north, enjoys a yearly mean temperature of 40 degrees Fahrenheit. They found that the 

visibility and prevailing winds compare favorably with those of Vandenberg Air Force 

Base in California (AADC website).

The fishing industry had not been as strong in recent years as some had hoped and the 

borough administration was going through tough financial times, so, naturally, the people 

of Kodiak were excited to hear about the many local advantages to be reaped from having 

a commercial spaceport right outside o f town. Beyond boosting business for stores, 

utilities, and contractors, the people learned that the spaceport would add substantially to 

Kodiak’s economic diversity. The representatives of AADC explained that Kodiak 

would have rocket scientists and astronauts in its schools, a Challenger Learning Center, 

and a powerful place in the burgeoning industry of telecommunications. Not only would 

launching the satellites into orbit bring great benefits to the island, but local people would 

be trained at Kodiak College for the new employment positions in this private 

commercial enterprise (Studebaker, 2000). AADC touted “the superb location combined 

with low-cost innovations” (AADC website) and an $18 million facility that would be 

financed largely with state-backed bonds-an economic gift (Kizzia, 1998).

A few residents raised questions about the environmental impacts of rocket launches, 

but the AADC administrators assured them that a thorough Environmental Impact 

Statement would first assess all of the possible social, economic, and environmental 

effects of the proposed Kodiak Launch Complex, also known as Kodiak’s Spaceport.

Some residents expressed the concern that the launch site risked becoming a tool of the 

military, but they were promised that all operations would remain entirely commercial.

The executive director of AADC, Pat Ladner, stated at local meetings that the launch 

facility would not be run by the military, but would remain state-owned and operated 

under the Department of Transportation. In response to concerns about rocket launches 

involving nuclear materials, Ladner read a letter to the public from a satellite 

manufacturer affirming that communication satellites do not use uranium, enriched 

uranium, or plutonium. (“Kodiak forum.. .”1997). Ladner boasted that the Kodiak launch 

site would be the only state-operated commercial launch range in the U.S. “What we
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offer is an opportunity for commercial satellite people to control their own operations. At 

other launch sites, you always have to worry about being out-prioritized by a military 

launch,” (Clark, 1997). The company’s website affirmed a commercial approach as well. 

Local politicians and city officials welcomed the plan with great enthusiasm and prepared 

for the space market boom that was headed their way (Studebaker, 2000).

The Audit

Soon after AADC proposed the project to the Kodiak public, the State of Alaska 

Legislative Budget and Audit Committee undertook an economic review of AADC’s 

business plan to determine if the corporation’s financial transactions were consistent with 

its mission and in compliance with state procurement statutes. The study also sought to 

determine whether AADC’s relationships with other entities, including federal agencies, 

were “appropriate” (LBAC, 1995).

The audit initially questioned why AADC, once Ladner had been hired in 1992, 

removed the corporation’s accounting tasks from the state’s accounting system AADC 

started using its own personal computer accounting system Ladner kept AADC’s 

finances separate from the state system although the state system offered several critical 

advantages, including centralized internal controls, flexible management reporting, and 

data security. It was also unusual since the State, through the Department of Commerce 

and Economic Development (DCED), was funding AADC, and AADC’s accounting 

must have been increasingly complex as the business grew and started large-scale 

projects. DCED was still taking care of AADC’s payroll and other administrative 

functions, but AADC handled its own vendor payments. In addition, the financial 

information that AADC provided back to the state accounting system was incomplete, 

complicating the task the auditors freed. As the audit proceeded, AADC recognized the 

advantages of the state’s system and began using it exclusively (LBAC, 1995).

State statute required AADC to use procurement procedures that were “substantially 

equivalent” to the State’s procurement code. This law specifies that state agencies must 

acquire goods and services in a manner that provides increased public confidence,
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ensures fair treatment for all persons who deal with state procurement, maximizes the 

purchasing power of state funds, and fosters effective, broad-based competition. The 

way the State advocates doing this is by issuing a request for proposal (RFP) and getting 

sealed competitive bids. However, the AADC procedures for hiring firms or contractors 

noted that “the executive director may determine in the executive director’s sole 

discretion” the contractor who gets the bid. The legislative auditors thought that Pat 

Ladner’s practice of simply choosing contractors with no documentation of how he had 

selected them differed considerably from state procurement code requirements. Over half 

of AADC’s money, from 1993-1995, went to hiring contractors. The audit found that 

AADC’s procurement policy did not require competitive principles and that, in a 

multitude of examples where an RFP would have been appropriate, AADC simple 

entered into sole source contracts with no determination that the vendor was the only 

source. By 1995, for example, the aerospace firm had paid approximately $16,000 to a 

graphic design firm owned by the son of AADC’s assistant director (LB&A, 1995).

The auditors next turned their attention to money that the AADC had received from 

the Air Force Dual Use Grant program. The grants, totaling $1,850,000, were to be used 

for initial construction of the Kodiak Launch Complex and required AADC to submit the 

names of the construction and consulting firms they chose. AADC did not solicit any 

bids, but Pat Ladner told the auditors he chose his team of aerospace industry firms based 

upon “primary verbal responses received, undocumented negotiations, and prior 

experience with the firms.” As of June, 1995, AADC had paid over one million dollars of 

its federal grant money to those firms. As a result, all work on the initial engineering, 

design, site assessment and environmental efforts for the KLC was awarded with no 

competitive process (LB&A, 1995).

The Air Force would only pay for 75 percent of those KLC start up costs, however. 

AADC had to match fifteen percent, and the remaining ten percent had to be contributed 

by industry. AADC therefore established a for-profit subsidiary called Alaska Launch 

Services Corporation and planned to transfer AADC’s corporate money into that 

“industry” so that Alaska Launch Services could “contribute” it back to AADC, fulfilling

144



the ten percent industry matching requirement. AADC abandoned this “scheme” once it 

discovered that state statute prohibited it from owning stock in the new company (LB&A,

1995).

AADC also planned to get the industry matching funds by securing commitments 

from aerospace firms, so AADC made contracts with several members of the same firms 

that it had uncompetitively chosen. The audit noted that the arrangements appeared 

mutually beneficial. The firms agreed to “contribute” money to AADC to meet the grant 

match requirement, and then the firms won contracts with AADC for the exact same 

amount (LB&A, 1995).

Another point that the audit questioned was AADC’s executive director’s employee 

contract. In addition to an annual salary of $103,000, Pat Ladner’s contract includes a 

monthly $500 after-tax vehicle allowance, a doubling of the state’s normal moving 

expenses, and a severance package that lasts ten months and includes full salary and the 
car allowance (LB&A, 1995).

Missile defense

By 1997, construction of the Kodiak Launch Complex had not yet begun. The cost, 

however, had grown to $24 million without securing any commercial contracts. After the 

audit, state agencies had determined that further investment in the AADC was too risky. 

Other promoters of the project were less timid. Alaskan Senator Ted Stevens, then 

of the Senate Appropriations defense subcommittee, was one of them. Suddenly, Stevens 

inserted $23 million for Air Force missile defense programs on the fiscal 1997 defense 

budget, of which $18 million would go towards construction of the rocket launch 

complex (Demer, 1997). The Air Force would keep the $5 million for other missile tests. 

The Air Force did not request the funding and it was not included in either the House or 

the Senate appropriation bills, but it showed up during the conference committee 

negotiations on the final budget that year (Demer, 1997; Kizzia, 1998). “After consulting 

with U.S. Sen. Ted Stevens,” the Air Force developed the plan to fund the Alaskan 

project and said it wanted the funding because Kodiak was a good location for missile
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defense tests. Drones could be launched from Kodiak, and interceptor missiles fired from 

California or the Pacific could try to target them. The Air Force said it would have to do 

an assessment of the environmental impact of sub orbital launches, but then they would 

give the money to build the launch complex (Demer, 1997). NASA and the Alaska 

Science and Technology Foundation each agreed to contribute $5 million if the Pentagon 

money came through. Jamie Kentworthy, director of the Alaska Science and Technology 

Foundation, reported: “We talked with...the Air Force, and they don’t expect the 

(environmental study) to raise any new significant environmental issues,” (“Work nears 

on Kodiak...” Anchorage Daily News, 1997).

The business community of Kodiak breathed a sigh of relief. The mayor of Kodiak 

at the time, Jerome Selby, insisted that Pentagon money didn’t mean the project would 

become a military matter. “You get risk capital from where you can get it,” he said.

“The private sector and the state were not willing to put in risk capital. The launch 

facility is not a military facility.” The bottom had dropped out of the Iridium satellite 

phone business and telecommunications overall were not picking up as quickly as 

aerospace promoters had hoped, and this was widely accepted as the reason AADC had a 

hard time securing commercial contracts. Mayor Selby said launching drones for the 

military had always been part of the plan, yet an ad that AADC ran in al995 edition of 

Space News distinctly stressed the non-military goals of the facility. The ad said the 

AADC sought “to establish.. .a facility tailored to commercial interests and licensed 

through the Department of Transportation to be operated as a commercial space initiative 

where commercial activities have number one priority—regardless of changes in political 

priorities or the geopolitical environment,” (FBAC, 2000).

“The military is not buying ownership in it. It’s still a privately owned launch pad 

doing military launches.” As such, Mayor Selby continued, the city could still dictate 

what was restricted. “We’re still saying no nukes, no radioactive stuff, no bombs,” 

(“Rocket facility funded,” Anchorage Daily News, 1997).

AADC executive director Pat Ladner, still without a single commercial contract, 

concurred. “The market is out there. It’s getting to the point to where it is about to
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emerge. So we hope that the government launches will give us that initial boost to go 

right into the commercial market.” Mayor Selby also mentioned studies finding that the 

Kodiak economy would get annual benefits of $3 million and that the launches would be 

educational for locals and school kids (Demer, 1997). Other supporters noted that the 

project would create between 50 and 140 new jobs (Kizzia, 1998). Those few residents 

who had raised questions before, however, became more suspicious.

Environmental Security

Along with concerned Fish and Wildlife officials, interested residents had been 

waiting for the thorough Environmental Impact Statement that had been promised by the 

Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation. The AADC planned to build the Kodiak 

Launch Complex on 3,077 acres of state land at Narrow Cape, 25 miles south of town 

and a favorite recreational site for locals and tourists. Kodiak has a very limited road 

system, and locals appreciated that this was the only non-developed area they could reach 

on the island by car. The area off Narrow Cape is a corridor heavily used by gray whales 

during their seasonal migrations, and Kodiakans celebrate this magnificent event every 

year with a weeklong Whale Fest. Several threatened bird species nested in the area 

around Narrow Cape. Worse, some residents worried, was the feet that the rocket launch 

trajectories, involving loud noise and sonic booms, would be directly over Steller sea lion 

haul-outs.

The population of the Steller sea lion has declined over 80 percent across the Gulf of 

Alaska and the Aleutian chain since the 1960s, and no one knows why. The Steller is 

officially endangered, and efforts to protect it have meant that certain types of 

commercial fishing in Alaska have feced massive—some say economically fetal— 

restrictions. The largest investigation into a single species of wild animals ever 

undertaken focuses on the Steller sea lion, and some $80 million has been dedicated to 

this campaign. Ironically, the monolithic Alaska SeaLife Center, a public aquarium and 

marine laboratory, has been called a marine Cape Canaveral (O’Harra, 2002). Alaskan 

Senator Ted Stevens has been extremely involved in getting funding for the research and

147



SeaLife Center. The military, however, is exempt from the ban on harassment of sea 

lions.

Wildlife officials on Kodiak looked forward to participating in an assessment of the 

abundance and diversity of all the species in the area and noted that the island was as of 

yet free from major pollution, a vital ingredient in healthy fish populations. "Here's an 

area that's had no pollution that's going to be drastically affected," said Kodiak resident 

Mike Sirofchuck in 1996 as the program was being promoted. "There are no studies for 

this climate that can really tell us what will happen when those launches take place and 

the effects," (CNN, 1996).
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Figure 21: Kodiak Island map with Launch Complex. (Coordinating Draft North Pacific Targets Program EA, p. 1-2)
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In 1996, the people of Kodiak learned that the Alaska Aerospace Development 

Corporation would not have to produce an Environmental Impact Statement for the 

Kodiak Launch Complex. Senator Ted Stevens had attached a rider to a transportation 

bill that exempted the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation from doing one, and 

the AADC with the Federal Aviation Administration quickly prepared a Kodiak Launch 

Complex Environmental Assessment (EA) instead, a significantly less thorough 

investigation (Studebaker, 2000). Local critics contend that the EA included the bare 

minimum of studies to allow construction to begin with little input from the community. 

Instead of hiring geologists to survey the area, which sits atop a large fault system whose 

historic seismology had not been determined, much of the data on soil and erosion factors 

in the Environmental Assessment was from forty-year old documents (AADC & FAA,

1996). They argued that poor information on the unknown occurrence and severity of 

earthquakes put the huge financial investment at risk, as well as the immediate 

environmental damage that could occur from the many toxic and highly flammable 

materials stored on site.

Figure 22 iKodiak resident Stacy Studebaker protesting military testing 
at the Kodiak Launch Facility, 1996. ( Photo by Mike Sirofchuk)



The report had concluded that the facility’s construction and operation would have 

no significant impact, including assurances that it would not threaten endangered species. 

The directors of AADC held a public meeting in Kodiak to answer questions about the 

Environmental Assessment, with the requirement that all questions on the EA had to be 

submitted in writing before the meeting. By the deadline, the AADC had received 230 

questions from the public. During the meeting, the AADC claimed that they had not had 

the time or the staff to address all the inquiries. Residents became incensed when, in 

response to questions, the AADC representatives read directly from the Environmental 

Assessment. Critic Mike Sirofchuck explained that many were insulted by this recital: 

“They’ve already studied the EA. The questions they submitted asked for further 

clarification.” Sixty of the 100 residents who attended showed up wearing orange pig 

noses and, satirizing the spaceport, pins that read “Space Pork Kodiak” in protest of what 

they now fully perceived to be a pork-barrel project (“Kodiak forum angers..1 9 9 7 ) .

EM8EM
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Figure 23: Kodiak residents protesting the Kodiak Launch Complex in 1996. (Photo by Stacy Studebaker)

Concluding that neither AADC nor their state agencies were about to provide them 

with all the information they wanted, a small group of concerned local residents formed 

the Kodiak Rocket Launch Information Group and started gathering data on the possible 

effects of the rocket launches. They warned other residents that the launch complex



could become a military installation, but this idea was still largely dismissed. They noted 

that there are already seventeen designated toxic waste sites on Kodiak that were 

abandoned by various branches of the military and government. Information about the 

toxicity of rocket launches worried them—they thought it was significant that each 

launch could release approximately 23,500 pounds of hydrochloric acid into the 

atmosphere and other dangerous substances into the ocean (CNN, 1996). The 

information group acquired a shelf at the local library and began a collection of materials 

related to the rocket launch complex so that local residents could learn what AADC was 

not telling them.

Commercial missile defense

Seven years after its inception, the Kodiak Launch Complex was still under 

construction and its costs were up to $37 million. Congress approved another $5 million 

in the 1998 federal budget to help pay the KLC’s construction costs. As it neared 

completion, Kodiak awaited the arrival of commercial contracts. They did not 

materialize, but the Air Force, which had by now paid more than half of the cost of the 

complex, came in with concrete proposals to launch test missiles for its Atmospheric 

Interceptor Technology (Kizzia, 1998). The Air Force had announced it was pleased that 

Kodiak was well suited to simulate missile attacks from China and North Korea, and 

Kodiak-launched drones would be used to test radar and other sensing systems from 

either California or the Pacific. As an Air Force official reported, “the area off the 

Alaska coast is the one part of the world we can go and fly without range safety and 

environmental issues that have haunted many anti-missile programs,” (“Rocket facility 

funded,” Anchorage Daily News, 1997).

The executive director of the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation, Pat 

Ladner, still remained optimistic about commercial launches but explained that “in the 

long run it benefited us that the commercial market didn’t come on the scene like people 

thought it would, because we would have missed the boat. We look at the government 

and commercial space as one and the same: They’re customers.” (K izzia, 1998).
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Star Warrior

A quick glance at Pat Ladner’s resume might not inspire much confidence in his 

experience in the commercial space business. Before being named to his current position 

as the head of the AADC, Air Force Lt. Col. Pat Ladner worked within the Strategic 

Defense Initiative Organization as the manager of a program called Single-Stage-to- 

Orbit. While it was projects like the current missile defense system that almost killed 

prospects for single-stage research in the early nineties, now the missile defense system is 

allowing its comeback at Kodiak, Alaska.

In the late 1980’s, NASA was experimenting with its next generation of space launch 

vehicles, known as X-33. X-33 were reusable, suborbital launch vehicles (space planes) 

that used single-stage-to-orbit technology. NASA cancelled the project after spending 

$ 1.2 billion to develop X-33. It was unfortunate for the X-33 program that the Cold War 

was ending, because shifting strategy jeopardized the Single-Stage-to-Orbit (SSTO) 

program within the Strategic Defense Initiative, and it was the only active program of its 

kind. It was active largely because one Star Wars program, B rilliant Pebbles, would rely 

heavily on that type of technology. NASA planned on testing its reusable vehicles by 

1999 (it also planned on purchasing launch services from commercial providers rather 

than operating its own space transport), but all the backing for the single-stage 

technology that was behind NASA’s plan was disappearing. The end of the Cold War 

and experiences with Scud missiles in the Gulf War resulted in a dramatic shift in defense 

strategy away from a focus on the Strategic Defense System to theater missile defenses. 

Brilliant Pebbles was put oh the back burner of missile defense projects, and Congress 

and the Pentagon tried to delete the Single-Stage-To-Orbit program from the Defense 

budget. NASA historians reported that in 1992, Pat Ladner and a group of single-stage 

promoters envisioned the program fulfilling Air Force, NASA, and commercial missions, 

but it needed a new institutional home and funding. The country had a real need for a 

cheaper launcher, but no institution for the development of commercial launchers existed



and no firm was ready to put up its own money to design and build the SSTO (Butrica & 

Launius, 1999).
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Figure 24: AADC Director Pat Ladner responding to concerns o f Kodiak resident Carolyn Heitman at a 

Kodiak Chamber of Commerce luncheon, 8/22/01. (Photo by S. Fritz)

A Brilliant Full Circle

When Governor Hickel signed bill that created the Alaska Aerospace Development 

Corporation in 1991, the new spaceport was planned for the University of Alaska’s Poker 

Flat Rocket Research Range outside Fairbanks. The bill was accompanied by a 

legislative grant of over $300,000 to help AADC get started, and soon the news broke 

that the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation had granted $700,000 to the first 

customer of the state’s fledgling aerospace corporation-Microsat Launch Systems. Not 

only was Microsat getting a deal that other spaceports could never offer, but what the 

corporation also found appealing about launching from the Fairbanks site was “that there 

[was] no bureaucracy involved,” (Thomas, “Space, at warp speed,” Anchorage Daily 

News, 1991). A cursory glance at Microsat’s business documents showed substantial 

Pentagon connections and plans for more than forty Star Wars contracts, including 

Brilliant Pebbles. In total, over seventy percent of Microsat’s near-term contracts, worth 
at least $127 million, were military related (Ibid).

This disturbed some Alaskans, not only because the state appropriations appeared to 

be direct subsidies to the Department of Defense and the Strategic Defense Initiative, but



also because the subsidies clearly violated Alaskan law. In 1986, an Alaskan Nuclear 

Freeze voter initiative had passed, requiring the Governor to conduct all state affairs in 

accordance with a mutual and verifiable freeze in the development, testing, production, 

and deployment of nuclear weapons. Since the Soviets had pledged to respond to Star 

Wars with dramatic increases in their nuclear arsenals, some Alaskans argued that the 

state could not legally contribute to the acceleration of the arms race by subsidizing Star 

Wars (SANE/Alaska, 1991).

Reportedly, Microsat had not told state officials about its defense contracts when it 

applied for a state grant and received part of the state contract. Tom Moyer, who had 

sponsored the AADC creation bill, said he only knew about communication and research 

satellites at Poker Flat (Thompson, 1991). However, Apollo 17 director Gene Ceman, 

whom Treadwell (1998) later described as the man who sold the aerospace plan to the 

legislature and then became an AADC board member, was on the board of Microsat in 

1991. By the time AADC was four months old, Microsat was “involved at almost every 

level.” However, the man who left his job as business director in the Commerce 

Department to become Microsat’s representative in Juneau, Jamie Parsons, said he had 

not been told about Microsat’s defense contracts either (Thompson, 1991).

The proposal to build the spaceport at Kodiak eventually replaced the plan for Poker 

Flat, but not before the notoriety of that $700,000 grant to Microsat from the Alaska 

Science and Technology Foundation had spread. The State of Alaska, knowingly or not, 

had granted $700,000 of state funds to develop a rocket that, among other things, was 

designed to launch Star Wars Brilliant Pebbles space weapons. It was the largest grant 

the Foundation had ever given, and almost twice the amount of the grant that had 

previously held the record. In 1991, John Sibert of the Alaska Science and Technology 

Foundation said “if that (defense contracts) had been the whole market, we would not 

have funded this project,” (ibid). In 1997, the Foundation gave $5 million to the AADC 

to match part of the $18 million in missile defense funding that Stevens had secured. By 

2001, the Alaska Science and Technology Foundation had granted a total of almost $16
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million to the Alaska Aerospace Development Corporation (Lt. Gov. Ulmer, personal 

correspondence, 2 0 0 1 ).

University of Alaska Chancellor Joan Wadlow reassured a Fairbanks resident who 

was worried about missile defense activity at Poker Flat in 1991. She wrote: “The 

University is not presently, nor is it likely to be involved in the so-called Strategic 

Defense Initiative (SDI),” (Wadlow, personal letter to J. Lyle, 9/23/91). Fairbanks anti- 

nuclear activists were concerned because “nuclear rockets are being developed to launch 

heavy military/Star Wars payloads into space” and noted that testing of said rockets 

would require remote launch sites, like Poker Flat (SANE/Alaska, 1991).

In 2001, NASA announced that it had resumed development of nuclear-powered 

rockets using single-stage-to-orbit technology. NASA “hoped the public would be less 

resistant to nuclear-assisted rockets now that the Bush administration is considering a 

return to nuclear power” (Sample, “NASA considers nuclear boosters for space rockets,” 

New Scientist, 7/5/01). NASA didn’t know whether the rockets would ever be safe 

enough to carry astronauts. "We'd have to do a lot more calculations on the radiation side 

of things," their spokesman, Adams, said. A propulsion research manager reported that 

“a change in public attitude towards nuclear power would take the heat off NASA,” but 

an aeronautical engineer who works on nuclear-assisted rockets said there were 

“legitimate safety and environmental issues if the spacecraft were to crash during 

launch." Triggering the reactor in the atmosphere, after it is initially boosted with a 

traditional chemical rocket, could also be a problem. "The idea of deliberately releasing 

fission products into the atmosphere, even in negligible amounts, is going to be a very 

hard sell," (Ibid). Unlike previous space missions which were fueled by lumps of 

plutonium, the new rockets use fission reactions.

In August 2001, the Air Force and NASA announced that the organizations were 

increasing their cooperative efforts to develop reusable launch vehicles “in an effort to 

assure the American military’s dominance and control of space for national security 

purposes,” (David, “U.S. Air Force and NASA...” Space.com, 8/29/01). NASA’s Space 

Launch Initiative program will now be largely funded through Air Force Space
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Command, and NASA is committed to better focusing reusable launch technology in 

light of national security needs and in a way consistent with Space Command’s primary 

objectives. A Space Command spokesman said that the Air Force would be far more 

closely involved with NASA’a Space Launch Initiative because it could not afford to lose 

“this battle of technological dominance,” (Ibid) which includes a military perspective of 

NASA’s X-33 program. Retired Air Force General Thomas Moorman noted that 

government investment is required to maintain future technology and that it was critical 

that the government be a more reliable customer of space products. He also reported the 

“good news” that a “number of steps are underway to develop a new relationship between 

government, academia and the commercial industry” (Ibid).

In February 2002, NASA announced its Nuclear Systems Initiative and said that it 

could jump-start space exploration within the decade. The George W. Bush 

administration’s proposed budget for 2003 included, among NASA’s funding, $125.5 

million specifically for that program. NASA proposed to spend $950 million over five 

years to develop new atomic-powered generators to supply electricity for spacecraft as 

well as reviving the X-33 plans for nuclear propulsion (Leary, “Looking anew at nuclear 

power for space travel,” NYTimes, 2/12/02).

Circumpacific STARS

Until 2001, the Air Force with its Atmospheric Interceptor Tests had been the Kodiak 

Launch Complex’s only customer. More of those tests are planned, but in 2001 the U.S. 

Army Space and Missile Defense Command arranged for the AADC to host twenty of the 

U.S. Army Strategic Target System missile tests, commonly known as the STARS 

program (Coordinating Draft, North Pacific Target Program E.A., 2000). These are the 

missiles that simulate incoming intercontinental ballistic missiles fired from Asia so that 

the military in the South Pacific can attempt to intercept them in mid-air with the latest 

missile defense technology (the earlier Air Force missile defense tests were drones to test 

radars and sensors, but not to actually attempt interception of them).
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Phillip Coyle, former director of operational test and evaluation for the Department of 

Defense, recommended that there be greater separation between launch and radar sites 

during tests of the national missile defense system. Previous mock ICBMs have been 

launched from Vandenberg Air Force base on the Californian coast and tracked from a 

radar 300 miles north, which does not provide ideal information on how the system 

would respond to a real missile from thousands of miles away. Coyle said that using the 

Kodiak launch site is one way to overcome that. Mock missiles could be fired either 

from Kodiak towards interceptor missiles launched from the Kwajalein Atoll in the 

western Pacific or vice-versa. Kodiak is a particularly advantageous location from which 

to launch the interceptor missiles, Coyle said, since it reflects the perceived real-world 

scenario where an enemy ICBM would arrive from Asia and a U.S. interceptor system 

would be based in central Alaska (Bishop, “Kodiak could host.. "Fairbanks Daily News 

Miner, 2001). The previous testing has been, Coyle said, geographically backward 

(Bishop, “Pentagon revises game plan...” Fairbanks Daily News Miner, 2001).

157

Figure 25: The Kodiak Launch Complex in Nov., 2001. B. Gagnon, coordinator of the Global Network Against 

Weapons and Nuclear power in Space, in foreground. (Photo by S.Studebaker)

The twenty STARS launches scheduled fi>r Kodiak use different and more powerful 

missiles than the Minuteman missiles that the Air Force had been testing, and residents 

wanted to make sure they could read the new Environmental Assessment in time to



submit comments. The AADC had promised residents of Kodiak that no radioactive 

materials or liquid-fueled rockets would be used at the complex, (Kizzia, Anchorage 

Daily News, 1998), but STARS rockets use both, with radioactive Thorium in their 

booster components. The solid components of the three-stage missiles land in the ocean. 

STARS rockets will also use a new flight trajectory directly over two native villages on 

Kodiak Island -  Old Harbor and Akhiok. Members of the Kodiak Rocket Launch 

Information Group (KRLIG) claimed that, when they questioned the Army on the issue, 

the Army explained that it would build underground shelters for the villagers to use 

during blasts (Studebaker; Heitman, personal correspondence, 2001). Each rocket’s first 

stage releases 8,000 pounds of aluminum oxide (North Pacific Targets Program(NPTP) 

EA, 2001). KRLIG biologists claimed that this substance could kill aquatic life in nearby 

streams and attracts many carcinogenic organic pollutants with which it bonds to become 

even more dangerous. Halon and freon, both banned by the Montreal Protocol for their 

ozone-depleting effects, are used in the Army rockets. They also contain fifty pounds of 

highly flammable magnesium and toxic and flammable hydrazine (NPTP EA, 2000). 

KRLIG members claim that when they asked about the fire risk this presented, AADC 

explained that it has a pickup truck with buckets of water to extinguish grass fires near 

the launch site. AADC has also, reportedly, been non-compliant about providing 

required information on the type of substances it is transporting, hindering the 

community’s effective emergency planning (KRLIG member Studebaker also serves on 

the Kodiak Island Borough Local Emergency Planning Committee). KRLIG members 

claim that first stage rocket debris will fall into the ocean around the whale migration 

corridor, with no plans to schedule launches to avoid heavy migration times. The Army 

will also require a new road to be built around the launch facility and federal law requires 

a wider buffer around the complex.

Several members of the public in Kodiak would have liked to study the STARS 

project EA and submit comments on it. In fact, almost no one in Kodiak received copies 

of the draft STARS Environmental Assessment, though the mayor, the emergency 

planning commissioner, and the National Marine Fisheries agency received copies two
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days before the comments were due (Freed, public comment of chairperson on behalf of 

Kodiak Island Borough Local Emergency Planning Committee on NPTP EA, 05/08/01). 

The document, the Army had decided, was for agency review only—the public was not to 

see or comment on it. Many of these facts on the Army STARS launches were available 

through a National Marine Fisheries employee who shared the draft Environmental 

Assessment with a few people. He stayed up all night with them reading and putting 

together his comments, but the next day his boss refused to submit all but one of them. 

Risking his job, the man took the story and his comments to the local paper because, as 

he explained, he believes the information belongs in the public domain (Stevens, letter to 
editor, Kodiak Daily Mirror, 2001).

Residents of Kauai, Hawaii, thought it was incredible that so many people in Alaska 

had received copies of the EA at all. The Army sent 81 copies of the final EA to Alaskan 

addresses after it was published. The same STARS program includes testing at the 

Pacific Missile Range on Kauai, but the Army sent only five copies of the EA to Hawaii, 

and none of those to the Hawaii Office of Environmental Quality Control (Sommer, 

Honolulu Star Bulletin, 06/20/01). Hawaiians on the island of Kauai tried unsuccessfully 

in the early nineties to block a STARS program at Barking Sands missile range (Pacific 

Missile Range Facility) through lawsuits, charging that it was illegal, wasteful, and 

improperly used Hawaiian lands. The Rev. Kaleo Paterson, spokesman for the Hawaii 

Ecumenical Coalition, pointed out that the STARS missile launch site was built at the 

foot of the Nohili dunes, which Hawaiians consider to be a sacred site. The first launch 

took place in August 1993, but only four of the planned 40 payloads materialized. That 

relieved residents like Raymund Chuan, spokesman for the Kauai Friends of the 

Environment. Chuan expected and welcomed a reprieve from testing with the end of the 

Cold War. Then the Army’s STARS testing was replaced by the Navy’s newest tests for 

Theater Ballistic Missile Defense, requiring yet another expansion of the range 

(Kakesako, “Kauai at odds over missile tests,” Honolulu Star Bulletin, 1997).

Military officials said the Hawaiian base and range were lucky and probably would 

have been decommissioned if they were not suitable for missile defense tests. "Like any
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business, to stay in business you have to grow and change with the times. That is what 

Barking Sands is trying to do by bringing in the missile defense business," said Bob 

Mullins, ex-commander of the Pacific Missile Range Facility. Most state and local 

officials backed the project, as Gov. Ben Cayetano summarized: "the people on Kauai 

will benefit economically because of the federal money and jobs resulting from this 

project." Chaim questioned whether a few dozen extra jobs, mainly held by imported 

technicians, were “enough to sacrifice the still pristine state of Kauai and the 

Northwestern Hawaiian Islands.” The Rev. Paterson explained a Hawaiian belief that the 

northern and westernmost part of any island was sacred. “It was where spirits of a dead 

person leaped off into the other world. Many Hawaiians buried their dead there," 

(Kakesako, 1997). Aware of their similar situations, Hawaiian missile defense opponents 

have queried the islanders in Alaska about a “circumpacific” coalition against missile 

defense.

Testing Kodiak’s Bed

In early July 2001, the Pentagon introduced plans for the North Pacific Missile 

Defense Test Bed that included the proposal to build two silos for ground-based 

interceptor missiles at the Kodiak Launch Complex. The Kodiak facility will be used to 

launch the interceptors from the island in tests against mock missiles launched from 

California, Hawaii, or planes in the Pacific. The head of the BMDO, General Ronald 

Kadish, aptly summarized the story of the Kodiak site at a hearing before a House Armed 

Services subcommittee. He said that current test ranges limited the missile defense 

program and needed to be “geographically expanded.” He also noted that “while facilities 

are somewhat austere, Kodiak Island in Alaska has been used to benefit our missile 

defense programs,” (Bishop, “Pentagon revises game plan...” , 2001).
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Figure 26: Interceptor missile test. ( www.boeing.com)

http://www.boeing.com


This new step in military activity (and apparently the mere mention of “silos”) 

shocked many islanders, and some who had originally supported the KLC joined the 

opposition. Concerned residents demanded a public meeting with BMDO representatives 

when they learned of the planned construction. In late August 2001, three representatives 

of the BMDO and Space Command were in the same highschool auditorium where the 

AADC had introduced its spaceport plans in 1995. The BMDO gave a short presentation 

ofthe test bed proposal and Kodiak’s role in it. One of Kodiak’s most vocal opponents, 

Vicki Jo Kennedy, used to be a tour guide at the launch complex. “I knew this would be 

a fairy tale and it started six years ago,” said Kennedy at the meeting. “If you came here 

with all this then, we would have run you off the island,” (“Missile tests at Kodiak.. 

Fairbanks Daily News Miner, 08/22/01).
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BMDO, and Eric Sorrels and David Hasley of U.S. Space Command. Photo by S. Fritz.

Lt. Col. Rick Lehner, spokesman for the BMDO, had help from David Hasley and 

Eric Sorrels of the US Army Space and Strategic Defense Command as the trio fielded 

questions, comments, pleas and insults from the approximately 250 residents who 

attended the question-and-answer session. The session was broadcast over local radio, 

and two residents called in to thank the officials for their role in defending the country. 

This provided the only positive feedback the military representatives received during the 
four-hour long meeting.



The military officials explained their lack of responsibility regarding numerous 

concerns by reminding islanders that the BMDO would simply be a paying customer at 

the Kodiak Launch Complex. Residents did not M  to point out the irony they perceived 

in this situation, saying that the BMDO would be paying customers at a “private, 

commercial” facility that had largely been paid for with federal money.

Lt. Col. Lehner reassured the audience that the BMDO would adhere to all the 

guidelines of the National Environmental Policy Act. Two days after the meeting, 

members of the Kodiak Rocket Launch Information Group learned that the Pentagon 

appeared to have a different plan. They came across an article circulated by Worldcatch 

News Network, a fisheries related news reporting service, entitled “Military may seek 

exemption from Endangered Species Act [and] fisheries laws,” ( , 2001).

The Military Readiness sub-Committee o f the House Armed Services Committee had 

argued that environmental stipulations were impeding military readiness. While local 

fishermen are bound by the dictates of the Magnuson-Stevens Fisheries Conservation and 

Management Act, the militaiy was seeking legal immunity from these laws.

Kodiak residents realized that if the Pentagon has its way, missile silo construction 

and launches at the Kodiak Launch Complex (and all military activity everywhere in the 

country) would be exempt from the Clean Air Act, the Clean Water Act, the Magnuson- 

Stevens Act, the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act, the 

National Marine Sanctuaries Act, and the Coastal Zone Management Act. The ultimate 

irony they saw in this was that Senator Ted Stevens' promotion of missile defense in 

Alaska was threatening to result in a total disregard for the Fisheries Act that Stevens co

wrote in order to sustain and enhance Alaska’s commercial fishing industry.

Epilogue

Alaska Senator Ted Stevens was instrumental in increasing the fiscal 2001 Defense 

budget to include $12 million for the Kodiak Launch Complex. As for the economic 

diversity that the spaceport initially promised to bring to Kodiak, AADC executive 

director Pat Ladner began admitted years ago that the agency “may have only one or two
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year-round employees on Kodiak to patrol Narrow Cape and provide maintenance.”

Local officials, as Kodiak mayor Gary Stevens said in 1998, “realized there was not 

going to be a big number of jobs and benefits to the community.” He also said that he still 

supported the project “because there is no real harm and it brings excitement and 

international interest to Kodiak.” Stevens may not have known just how much 

international interest that could be. At that time, Alaska Aerospace Development 

Corporation director Pat Ladner stated that he wanted nothing to do with anti-missile 

defenses and the controversy they would bring. “That’s the last thing I need,” he said 
(Kizzia, 1998).

The first test launch from Kodiak of the STARS rocket took place on November 9, 

2001. Official accounts ofthe launch alleged that Command and Control lost 

communication with the rocket less than one minute after launch and were forced to 

destroy it. Lt. Col. Rick Lehner reported that missile pieces were scattered into the ocean 

between fourteen and twenty-five miles off the east coast of Kodiak Island. Residents of 

Kodiak were not aware of the exact time the rocket would be launched because security 

issues arising from the September 11,2001 terrorist attacks prompted the military to keep 

“mum” about the precise launch time (Clark, “Missile defense test goes awry,” Fairbanks 
Daily News Miner, 11/10/01).

Critics ofthe rocket facility reported that the aborted rocket launch had made 

Kodiak’s worst fear come true. They were incredulous that the launch had gone ahead 

because the weather had been very poor. Statewide news coverage ofthe event replayed 

footage of a previous launch on a bright and sunny summer day. The rocket watchdog 

group noted that, according to the planned trajectory ofthe launch, missile debris flying 

throughout the 70-nautical mile “Warning Zone” would land not only in Kodiak’s 

oflshore fishing grounds but possibly on the island. The rocket contained asbestos, 

halon, freon, and radioactive thorium, and they wondered how Kodiak fishermen were 

going to fare in their quest to sell organic Alaskan salmon if people knew the fish were 

swimming in waters contaminated by toxic and hazardous missile chemicals. The local 

critics felt that what truly destroyed the BMDO’s accountability was the feet that almost
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all of the launch officials had been on the first plane off the island. By the time locals 

knew the launch had gone of£ no one was there to answer questions.

Seven months later, the results of the official investigation into the incident revealed 

that the STARS missile in the November 9 test had blown itself up “inadvertently.” The 

test had cost $4 million, but officials stated that environmental damage was minimal 

(Mauer, “False signal...” ADN)

In April o f2002, Senator Gene Therriauh of Fairbanks introduced a bill into the 

Alaska State Legislature to repeal one of the State’s statutes governing the Alaska 

Aerospace Development Corporation. Therriault is currently serving on AADC’s Board 

of Directors as the non-voting member from the legislature. The Chairman of the AADC 

board, University of Alaska President Mark Hamilton, had just spent a week at the state 

capitol lobbying for university funding. Hamilton is noted for his keen ability in this 

arena, but the current state budget shortfall will likely result in less state money for the 

university. The university had recently learned it could not count on some money it had 

expected from the Missile Defense Agency since that agency canceled its classified 

project at Poker Flat. Senator Therriault is also the head of the Legislative Budget and 

Audit Committee, which is where his Senate Bill 313 was first discussed. Other than the 

brief public comments via teleconference and Senator Therriault’s explanations in 

response to them, there was no discemable discussion on the bill within the committee 

before approval. Committee member Ben Stevens, the son of Aaska’s U.S. Senator Ted 

Stevens, made several efforts to inform public testifiers that they were poorly informed 
about the real purpose of the bill.

The state statute that Senate Bill 313 repealed was a requirement that AADC submit 

any proposed projects that exceed one million dollars to the Legislature for approval at a 

regular session of the Legislature. Its promoters claimed that repealing this statute will 

actually result in greater legislative scrutiny of AADC’s projects because federal money 

can come in at any time of the year. Sometimes the Legislature does not have all the 

information it needs when it is still in session to make an informed decision, and it simply 

signs off on a line item amount without the details. The Legislative Budget and Audit
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committee meets all year, and the ten-member board can scrutinize and approve multi

million dollar projects without waiting for the full Legislature to convene. Senator 

Therriault explained that the statute’s “redundancy” is no longer warranted and that 

“AADC needs added flexibility to respond to its clientele,” (Austennan, “SB 313 

improves rocket oversight,” Kodiak Daily Mirror).
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Figure 28: Unidentified Kodiak resident protesting the KLC, 1996. Photo by Stacy Studebaker.

In June o f2002, Alaska became the first state to exempt military waste from 

environmental laws. The federal government had declared Eagle River Flats on Fort 

Richardson a Superfund site in 1994, but the Army continued to use the rich estuary north 

of Anchorage as a bombing range. Environmental groups alleged that the Army was 

violating the Clean Water Act and state solid waste laws by refusing to address the



continued bombing and proper clean up and disposal of toxic unexploded munitions 

(Cook Inlet Keeper/ACAT press release, May, 2002). The bill exempting the military 

from the state laws was in response to a lawsuit the groups brought.

The history of the rocket launch facility on Kodiak Island offers little reassurance that 

the military is regaining the public’s trust. The evidence indicates that a rocket launch 

facility is inherently dangerous, and also illustrates a local example of the misuse of 

public funds that is widespread in the missile defense business. The role of the concerned 

and informed citizen is an important one for Kodiak, and the importance of a clean 

environment is especially relevant to people who depend on it for their livelihood.

Kodiak provides a wealth of information relevant to the larger security issues surrounding 

missile defense that will be weighed in a final evaluation of the project’s merits.
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Chapter Eight: Conclusion
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“Defense and the environment is not an either/or proposition.” -former U.S. Secretary of 

Defense and current Vice President Dick Cheney

Missile defense and traditional national security

A brief account of Alaska’s military history illustrates the vital contribution of this 

state to the national security of the U.S. The heroic success ofthe Aleutian Campaign in 

World War II was an integral step towards ultimate American victory in the Pacific. 

Alaska’s leading role in the lend-lease program allowed our allies on the other side ofthe 

world to maintain an adequate force in the European theater ofthe war. The strategic 

' edge that Alaska provided for air reconnaissance and defense during the Cold War gave 

all of North America a level of protection without which a balance of power would have 

been difficult to achieve. The opportunities Alaska presented for testing and 

experimentation of new technologies and arctic warfare techniques allowed the United 

States to maintain a strategic advantage in many military arenas. Alaskans honor the 

state’s proud military tradition, and all of its residents have benefited from the 

infrastructure, economic stability, and disproportionate federal attention Alaska has 
received due to its military developments.

Missile defense is a continuation of that strong Alaskan military tradition. Few 

dispute that the project would provide an influx of jobs and money to certain sectors of 

the state, including Delta Junction, whose economic future is tied to continued activity at 

Fort Greely. There is widespread agreement that the proliferation of nuclear weapons to 

numerous and unstable countries and terrorist organizations presents a grave threat to our 

national security. Once again, Alaska’s location is vital to the nation’s security plans 

because it is the only state that can host a land-based missile defense system that is 

supposed to protect the entire country. Alaska is continuing its role as the country’s front 
line of defense.



National security, however, is no longer always understood as simplistically as it was 

in World War II or the Cold War, as the discussion of an extended security paradigm 

illustrated. A holistic environmental security policy considers how human activity affects 

the welfare of individuals and all life on the planet. Welfare is understood in its broadest 

sense, encompassing ecological and economic security and social and psychological 

health. Environmental security looks at policy decisions on global and long-term scales. 

While it considers immediate threats of a military nature, those dangers are weighed 

against a comprehensive collection of threats that face the planet, with great 

consideration given to threats that may not yet exist, but which we can reasonably expect 

will manifest. Comparable to the calculations that a simple analog computer makes 

regarding guided missiles and target tracking, environmental security concerns attempt to 

predict where a certain path and speed will lead humanity, whether that is really where 

we are going to want to be when we get there, or whether we want to change the direction 

of our trajectory as soon as possible. If we are running that computer and helping it make 

course directions, we are not going to want to abandon the controls completely because 

there happens to be wasp in the control room, no matter how much we hate and fear 
wasps.

If we assume that the ballistic missile threat is the only threat in the world, and that it 

is such a enormous threat that we are certain to face enemy ICBMs landing ^  the United 

States and wreaking catastrophic damage, then it would obviously be perverse not to do 

everything we possibly could to protect ourselves. However, even in this narrowest 

scope of threat and defense, if we recognized an unquestionable moral and national 

security need to deploy the technology to defend ourselves from the ballistic missile 

threat and devoted the vast majority of our defense budget to do so, the evidence shows 

that it is unlikely we would ever be able to achieve a technologically feasible missilg 

defense shield. It is even less likely that we will be able to achieve it with the kind of 

land-based system currently under construction in Alaska.
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Mankind succeeded in exploring the moon over thirty years ago. We are currently 

advancing our capacity to telekinetically transport objects and clone animals. The 

enormous successes of science make it difficult to imagine that a missile shield, which 

seems simpler, is technologically impossible. Few have made such a sweeping claim— 

future advances in science hold untold possibilities. It does not take a scientist, however, 

to understand the limitations of the current missile defense technology. In Alaska, the 

focus is on the technology that is actually being deployed: land-based, mid-course, hit- 

to-kill interceptors. It is undeniable that we do indeed have the technology, in an 

extremely controlled environment, to shoot down an incoming missile with this system 

Hit-to-kill technology has been demonstrated. That does not mean that the system works, 

or ever will. Contrived success in intercepting a mock warhead is impressive, but it has 

very little relevance in addressing the fundamental technological flaws of anti-ballistic 
missile defense systems.

The problems with the basic concept of this technology have been very clear for 

almost half a century. Anti-ballistic systems use technology that is extremely complex 

and expensive, and the technology to overwhelm them is considerably simpler and 

cheaper. In the simplest terms, it is much easier to beat them than it is for them to 

accomplish their task.

A variety of approaches could overwhelm the missile defense system The simplest 

method is numbers. If the success rate ofthe interceptors increased radically, we might 

expect that one interceptor had a one-in-four chance of taking out an incoming Russian 

warhead, for example. We would need at least four interceptors to have a good chance at 

hitting the incoming warhead. Yet the Russians and Chinese know how to put multiple 

independently targeted reentry vehicles on their missiles, so a U.S. system has to assume 

that each incoming missile actually has four warheads. It now needs sixteen interceptors 

to have a good chance of taking out the warheads on one missile. Russia has one 

thousand ICBMs and each one could have four warheads, so the U.S. would need 16,000 

interceptors for any kind of defense. It would be easy and cheap for an enemy to include



one hundred Mylar balloon decoys with each warhead. They could heat some of them, 

and they could shroud and cool the actual warhead so that U.S. infrared sensors could not 

determine which object was the target. To be safe, we would have to hit them all, which 

would be difficult if some of them were cold and invisible to our sensors. But if we 

could see all the objects and wanted to hit them all, we would need four hundred 

interceptors for every warhead. With four warheads on each missile, we would need 

1,600 interceptors for every ICBM. Therefore, to defend ourselves against an enemy 

arsenal of 1,000 missiles, we would need 1,600,000 interceptors. Even if the U.S. wanted 

to build millions of interceptors, the price would be prohibitive. Mylar balloons, by 

comparison, cost a couple of dollars.

It is unrealistic that Russia would launch all its missiles at the U.S., and the current 

system concentrates on the threat of a small number of rogue nation or terrorist ICBMs.

If a terrorist organization had only one missile and wanted to launch it at the United 

States, without the capacity to put multiple reentry warheads the terrorists would focus on 

countermeasures. It is not unreasonable to suspect that they would put one thousand 

Mylar balloons in with their one warhead. A defense would need over 4,000 interceptors 

to have a good chance of hitting the warhead. The terrorists would have a much higher 

chance of success if they sabotaged other components of the system. They could try to 

hack in and send a virus to the control, surveillance, or communication networks. They 

might try to jam the system’s radars electronically so that the U.S. would not see the 

ICBM coming or wouldn’t be able to track it. Maybe they wouldn’t have the capabilities 

to sabotage the system this way, so they would go for a hike in the Alaska backcountry 

and cut the fiber optic cables that connect the whole communication system. With 

critical components all over the state, they could drive up the highway and fire high 

explosives into the command center at Greely or lease a fishing boat and launch a mortar 
onto the X-band radar on Shemya.

All these scenarios are feasible and prove that countermeasures create a technical 

problem that the missile defense system is incapable of overcoming. Fifty Nobel laureate 

physicists signed a letter to Congress affirming that, because of this, the system is
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technologically infeasible and cannot work in the real world. This technological 

infeasibility alone could constitute sufficient reason not to deploy the missile defense 

system. It is not, however, seen as the main problem with the strategy of missile defense 
by many security experts.

If a terrorist organization has a nuclear weapon and wants to use it against us, as we 

should assume, we must try to imagine how they would use it against us. It is very 

difficult to build and successfully launch an intercontinental ballistic missile. Most 

terrorists probably would not be able to do it. If the terrorists or a rogue nation were able 

to launch an ICBM at the United States, the United States would quickly know the exact 

location from which that ICBM was launched. The U.S. would most likely respond with 

a massive nuclear retaliatory strike before the rogue or terrorist ICBM even proved 

successful and landed on U.S. soil. If the rogues or terrorists really wanted to explode a 

nuclear bomb in the United States, it would be much easier and would involve far fewer 

consequences to launch it at us with a short-range missile from a boat off the coast, or try 

to fly it in and drop it. If the terrorists do not have a bomber airplane or a boat with short- 

range missiles, they could try to smuggle the bomb components into the country across 

the border from Mexico or Canada. They wouldn’t have to go through that, of course, if 

they lived in the U.S. and could simply build the bomb in a warehouse in downtown 

Chicago. It would still be difficult to get the materials and expertise to build a valid 

atomic weapon. It is much easier to concentrate instead on a conventional sneak attack 

on a nuclear reactor, where the U.S. government provides all the material for them. 

Terrorists might find it much easier to build massive amounts of chemical or biological 
weapons or, obviously, hijack a plane.

Illusory military security

The concept of NMD does not allow for a partial or second best

solution. The difference between an utterly reliable shield and one that
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has holes is a major, not a minor, issue. Security would not be 

provided if the proposed NMD were permeable, so any serious degree 

of reliance on such a shield would be a major folly in national security 

because it would be false security. -  Richard Butler, 2001

Missile defense is designed to defend the country against the threat of ballistic 

nuclear weapons. As defense analyst Don Whitmore argues, of all the threats posed by 

weapons of mass destruction currently facing us, this is the least likely threat. Deploying 

a missile defense system that worked perfectly would provide a false sense of security 

and increase our vulnerability to weapons of mass destruction because it would 

necessarily diminish the resources and attention we could devote to those other, more 

likely military threats. Deploying a missile defense system that is not capable of 

defending the nation against the threat it is designed for creates the false impression that 

we are protected from ICBMs, as well as distracting us from more realistic threats and is 

therefore a doubly flagrant and dangerous misuse of the defense budget. Even w ithin the 

extremely narrow scope of traditional national security, missile defense already presents a 

poor policy choice since it is not a true shield and because it increases our vulnerability to 

other threats. For many critics, this significant technical evidence that the system should 

not be deployed does not constitute the worst problem with missile defense.

The Arms Race

“One thing is for certain, if Alaska were still Russian, the U.S. would 

be in unbelievable peril and it is doubtful there could be a national 

policy that insists the U.S. will never strike the first blow. Perhaps our 

possession of Alaska is truly one of those historic but feteful 

compensating ingredients that preclude the world domination by a
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single power. This can at least be a free world’s prayerful hope.” - 

Colonel Gene Douglas, 1958

Proponents of the missile defense system contend that the U.S. can deploy the system 

without incurring wider international security problems. Building NMD is strictly for 

defense, its American supporters claim, so other countries have no reason to react to it 

negatively. The United States is asking Russia and China, in particular, to accept that the 

missile shield is directed solely at rogue states and that it would have no impact on the 

security interests or deterrence capabilities of other nations. Foreign relations diplomat 

Richard Butler noted that this stance loses all credibility when other countries learn of 

U.S. internal planning documents that outline plans to use NMD as the first step towards 

“full-spectrum dominance” of space (Butler, 2001). When the rational offered for a 

policy makes no good sense, he argued, people look for the real reason. That explains 

why the view is growing that the real, unstated motive for missile defense is to achieve 

U.S. dominance of space.

No rational policy planner in Russia or China could accept the administration’s 

assurances. They must calculate what impact the shield will have on their ability to deter 

a U.S. nuclear attack, and then they would reinvigorate their own weapons program to try 

to achieve the capability to pierce the U.S. shield.

Countries use nuclear weapons largely as a means of deterring other countries from 

attacking them. Even one nuclear weapon provides a country with a considerable 

deterrent force. If the United States were to build a missile defense system with one 

hundred interceptors it would significantly reduce the deterrent force of a country with 

only one intercontinental ballistic missile. If that country is not interested in launching an 

ICBM at the United States but is only interested in maintaining even the smallest 

deterrent factor against American aggression, it will respond by building another ICBM if 

it can.

Many countries are not interested in maintaining a deterrent force against the United 

States because they are our political allies. They have nuclear arsenals that are large
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enough to deter their own enemies. If the United States builds a missilp defense system 

that is large enough to threaten the deterrent force of China’s nuclear arsenal of around 

twenty ICBMs, China will easily be capable of increasing its arsenal to maintain a 

deterrent force since China recently became capable of MIRVing its missiles. Although 

India is our ally and is not concerned with deterring the U.S. from attacking it, Tnrfia and 

China are historic regional enemies and maintain deterrent nuclear forces against one 

another. It is reasonable that India will respond to any increase in China’s arsenal by 

increasing its own. Pakistan is interested in maintaining a nuclear deterrent against its 

historic enemy, India, and will increase its arsenal if it can. Meanwhile, if the United 

States were interested in trying to defend itself against the threat of China’s MIRVed 

arsenal, it would have to increase the number of its interceptors to at least 400. China 

will likely still be interested in maintaining a small deterrent force against the United 

States, and it will add more ICBMs to its arsenal.

Thus, the main result of the U.S. decision to deploy missile defense will be to trigger a 

new stage in the nuclear arms race and possibly an arms race in space. A renewed arms 

race will increase the proliferation of nuclear weapons to more unstable countries and 

organizations. This is the nuclear threat that missile defense is supposed to protect us 

against. Missile defense, therefore, will increase the very threat it is designed to counter 

but is technologically incapable of countering while distracting funds and attention from 

other, more likely threats. Within the strict logic of national security, deploying missile 

defense represents poor policy choice.

Missile Defense in environmental security

I wish I could feel safe, now that our President is walking out of 

the ABM treaty and Congress isn’t taking action. I wish I could say 

I feel safe, now that my beloved state, Alaska, is being targeted and 

built up as a militarized zone. I wish I could feel safe, now that
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plans are going forward to place deadly, destructive weaponry in 

space. I don’t. Who are these people that shun public process, who 

have such plans—and have been given unlimited funds to spend, 

spend, and spend—with no need to be accountable for any results? I 

wish I could feel safe, but I don’t. My own country is behaving like 

a rogue nation. I am ashamed. -Fairbanks resident M. Bravos, 

public comment on missile defense construction on Shemya Island,

March 1,2002.

Members of Congress should not consider steps that would 

undermine the efforts of Secretary Rumsfeld to enable the MDA to 

proceed aggressively toward missile defense. They also should not 

try to second-guess every decision the MDA makes during 

development. And when it takes up the Defense Authorization Bill 

in June, the Senate should adopt amendments that restore the $800 

million to the missile defense budget and preserve the MDA's 

discretion to manage this program. Americans want protection from 

weapons of mass destruction, and Congress should not create 

barriers to that protection. Instead, it should remove any restraints 

that remain. -  Baker Spring, Heritage Foundation analyst, May 31,

2002

Because deploying missile defenses represents poor policy w ithin the framework of 

traditional military security, its evaluation in light of environmental security is 

simpler. The ballistic missile threat is valid, but it is not the most likely among the risks 

posed by nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction. From a long-term, global 

standpoint, the feet that nuclear weapons exist means that their use is contemplated. In 

environmental terms, Caldwell considered the use of nuclear weapons as “criminal



ecocide against the earth itself tantamount in principle to murder compounded by 

suicide,” (Caldwell, 1990, p. 70).

Since an environmental security analysis finds definitively that ICBMs pose a threat, 

the next logical step is to determine which is the best method of mitigating that threat. 

Ridding the world of these kinds of weapons would be the only step that could provide 

true security from this ‘criminal ecocide.’ As long as nuclear weapons exist, their use is 

not unthinkable. ‘The problem of nuclear weapons is nuclear weapons,” explained 

Butler. Any serious effort to address nuclear problems, he continues, must focus on their 

very existence (p. 11,2001). Only their elimination will truly remove the threat.

Global disarmament does not seem like a realistic possibility, but it is the goal towards 

which an environmental security policy should strive. Global disarmament will not seem 

like a realistic prospect, according to environmental notions of security, until a critical 

mass of the global population has experienced a significant priority shift The 

fundamental relationship between humankind and earth would have to change from one 

of exploitation of natural resources to one of reverence for the biosphere, according to 

environmental theory. Whatever scientific truths portions of the public may accept, they 

are politically irrelevant until a critical number of people accept them. The institutions 

that control the weapons of mass destruction will not experience that priority shift until it 

is well established in the public. A change in social attitudes is not easy, but it is less 

difficult than “redirecting and reprogramming governmental institutions” (Caldwell,
1990, p. 66).

Although disarmament is the only path that could provide true security from nuclear 

catastrophe, new paradigms rarely manifest completely or suddenly. It is unrealistic to 

expect swift, multilateral disarmament. However, the public and governmental 

institutions are already in agreement that ICBMs pose a threat to our well being, and 

many within the government have seen the logic in attempting to limit the growth of 

nuclear arsenals, even if it requires collaborating with enemy nations to achieve joint 

security gains. The United States was a promoter of this as long ago as 1963, when the 

Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty was signed. In 1968, the U.S. signed the Nuclear Non-
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Proliferation Treaty (NPT). The NPT enshrined the principle that no nation should have 

nuclear weapons. It is not intended to simply maintain the status quo and prevent 

proliferation to non-nuclear states. The nuclear states that signed it committed 

themselves to working towards nuclear disarmament. The U.S. signed in 1995 to 

indefinitely extend the NPT, and signed again in 2000 at the NPT review. This treaty 

commits the United States to “preserving and strengthening the ABM Treaty as a 

cornerstone of strategic stability and a basis for further reductions of strategic offensive 

weapons.”

Forty years of difficult negotiations have carefully and progressively built up 

arrangements among nations for the control of nuclear weapons. The result is admittedly 

imperfect and complex, but overall it has been effective. The threat of nuclear weapons 

has not been eliminated and proliferation has continued. Countries have cheated. The 

promoters of missile defense exaggerate these instances and portray them as the rule, not 

as the exceptions that they are. Those who deride arms control agreements ignore the 

extraordinary degree of compliance to the NPT, and condemn the entire structure as if it 

is beyond repair. Butler (2001) saw a U.S. decision to deploy a missile defense system as 

the key indicator of whether the thirty-year old commitment to non-proliferation will 

survive. A decision to turn away from those collective efforts and pursue missile 

defense, he contended, is a decision to pursue a unilateral solution to a global problem.

He characterized the policy as “unilateralism gone mad.” In perfect accord with 

environmental security beliefs, Butler argued that “the notion that the protection of a 

given civilization can justify jeopardizing all civilization defies logic and should be seen 

as morally repugnant,” (Butler, p. 9).

A critical view of history illustrates that building an improved defense always results 

in the enemy designing a better offense. If there is any reasonable chance that missile 

defense will result in an increase in the nuclear arsenals of other countries, then it must be 

recognized as contributing to the global proliferation problem. The long-term global 

proliferation problem is not as easy to define and understand as the immediate threat of

178



rogue nation and terrorist ICBMs, but we can reasonably conclude that it will threaten the 

security of every nation in the future in numerous direct and indirect ways. Not only 

would it increase the threat of a catastrophic attack or accident, but it will also distract 

attention and resources from other programs. An environmental security strategy would 

devote the nation’s energy and resources, therefore, to non-proliferation efforts.

In 1989, for the first time, Americans ranked “global environmental problems” ahead 

of the prospect of nuclear war as the “top-priority threat” to U.S. Security (Shulman,

1990, p. 117). Because of the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001, it is safe to 

assume that these environmental concerns may have been, at least temporarily, relegated 

to a less prominent position in the public’s view. Nevertheless, the feet remains that the 

public feels endangered by global environmental problems, which remain a top-priority 

threat, if not the top-priority threat. How would environmental security theories be 

applied to this threat?

To review, expanded notions of security include environmental, social, and economic 

well-being. The United States has spent $95 billion on missile defense development 

since 1983. Some sources claim that the country has spent over $150 billion in the past 

thirty-five years on these efforts. The Congressional Budget Office in February 2002 

estimated that building and operating the major missile defense programs now under 

development will cost from $200 to $238 billion in the next ten to fifteen years (Dao,

“Plan to stop missile threat could cost $238 billion,” NYTimes, 1/31/02).

Applying an expanded view of security to U.S. foreign policy might have instead 

directed this money towards the exact same threats, but in different ways. Rather than 

focusing on protecting one country from the symptoms of global nuclear proliferation, 

those funds could have been used to address the numerous pressures that lead to 

proliferation at its source. To simplify the argument, critics of missile defense contend 

that even a fraction of the money the U.S. devotes to the military is enough to provide 

food, clothing, shelter, and education for people around the world, and that doing so 

would provide the U.S. with much greater security than a missile defense system This is 

not a radical, modem viewpoint by any means. It was clearly articulated in 1953 by
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President Eisenhower, when he stated: “every gun that is made, every warship launched, 

every rocket fired signifies, in the final sense, a theft from those who hunger and are not 

fed, those who are cold and not clothed.”

Instead, the budget reflects the overriding priority of nearly all modem governments: 

military expenditures. War has been the primary business of the modem state and the 

“defense” budget the mainstay of many economies. Caldwell (1990) noted that there is 

ample evidence that this level of dependence is unnecessary, demonstrated in part by 

those nations with little or no military. He asserted that the inordinate expenditure on 

weapons compared to the expenditure on real social and environmental needs will “surely 

be regarded in retrospect as one of the great irrationalities of modem history” and a 

reproach to current political leadership (p. 70).

Missile defense represents traditional military activity, and this study has described 

the kind of environmental impact consistent with that type of activity. Modem warfare is 

man’s most environmentally destructive activity (Shulman, 1992; Caldwell, 1990). It is 

reasonable to conclude that construction and operation of the missile defense system will 

steadily degrade the environment as previous military activity has done. Missile defense 

also increases the risk of sudden, environmentally devastating nuclear accidents.

Continued proliferation increases the likelihood of an attack or an accidental launch, and 

U.S. military plans to master space include the use of nuclear powered rockets and the 

launching of nuclear generators. An accident with these rockets poses grave risks to the 

environment, as well as continuing the practices of uranium mining and enrichment, itself 

a destructive process. Special attention to the issue of plutonium pollution in the Arctic 

illustrates one example of military related pollution and its results in the North.

Plutonium and other radioactive contamination are not the most critical environmental 

issues, but serve as an appropriate example ofthe numerous, larger risks associated with 

missile defense, nuclear proliferation, and traditional military activity.

Extended environmental impacts consistent with this type of development include 

ramifications of missile defense in terms of military security, economic security, and 

global social well-being. Missile defense represents one nation’s unilateral push for

180



military superiority. Most of the U.S.’s allies have serious doubts or are powerfully 

opposed to the system. Attempts to maintain a nuclear deterrent force in other countries 

will detract from those populations’ economic security and their ability to focus on 

shared environmental problems. The world will shift away from cooperation and 

collaboration on mutual problems. On the other hand, environmental security promoters 

encourage a “planetary polity” (Caldwell, 1990, p. xi) and argue against a world 

government. A planetary polity would include a system for limited governance over 

mankind’s relationship with the earth. Environmentalists believe that cooperation among 

people and countries in conserving their common life-support base actually encourages 

the protection of separate cultures. Military dominance by one country is a situation that 

the United States has historically viewed skeptically. Now the U.S. is the only country in 

a position to encourage either a planetary policy or enforce a world government

The true environmental crisis

Environmental security considerations would conclude that missile defense is not a 

use of science and technology which advances human welfare in ways compatible with 

the integrity, diversity, and continuity of the biosphere. However, environmental security 

scholars and missile defense critics agree that it is not the use of technology for 

dominance or the threat of nuclear attack that presents the true crisis to our security. Our 

only real crisis, they contend, is a crisis of will (Gerson, 2001; Caldwell, 1990). Gerson 

contends that it is not difficult to envision complete nuclear disarmament and a world 

without missile defenses or weapons in space. He notes that such a world and the 

methods to achieve it have been described in numerous United Nations resolutions; in the 

Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, and the Outer Space 

Treaty; in passionate appeals by the world’s victims of nuclear weapons, by peace 

movements, countless scientists, retired generals and admirals, including former 

commanders of U.S. Strategic Command (Gerson, “Politics and Geopolitics o f ‘Missile 
Defenses,”’ 2001).
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Caldwell (1990) wrote that environmental problems and the circumstances of 

humankind’s limited relationship to earth are confronting modem society. These 

physical symptoms are not the problem. Rather, a crisis o f“mentality and morality” has 

emerged due to a recognition of the conflict between human actions and planetary 

realities. The resistance to environmentalism has grown with the realization that 

safeguarding the biosphere and the future of life will require dramatic changes in 

personal and institutional behavior. Admitting that the world is limited requires 

admittance that humans do not have the right to do anything they want or imagine. 

Nowhere, perhaps, is this crisis more apparent in daily life than in Alaska, where the 

protection of valuable ecosystems is pitted against the pioneering residents’ perceived 

rights to use the land however they choose. This spirit was embodied by Alaskan 

Independence Party leader and miner Joe Vogler, who argued that man has the right to 

drive his bulldozer anywhere, anytime, and that government limitations of that right were 

a sign of the downfall of every fundamental belief in freedom upon which the United 

States was founded.

According to expanded security theories, this fundamental American belief, among 

other widespread norms, must be abandoned if global survival is to be embraced. The 

United States does not, by the standards of informed morality and ethics of 

environmentalism, have the right to exploit the earth in ways that limit the possibilities 

for survival of the world’s progeny. Humankind’s freedoms are tempered by 

responsibilities, and a current priority is avoiding a nuclear posture that risks creating 

another arms race.

Conclusion

By environmental security standards, the dangers of testing and deploying missile 

defense in Alaska are myriad and the benefits are miniscule. On the local level, we risk 

consistently polluting the environment of one of the world’s great fisheries in a place of 

spectacular beauty. By doing so, we risk the economic backbone of the city of Kodiak 

and the subsistence and commercial fishing lifestyles of the island’s villages. Continuing
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with U.S. plans to dominate space will entail launching increasingly dangerous and 

experimental nuclear components from remote facilities like Kodiak, and conceivably 

from Fort Greely and the University of Alaska’s rocket research range outside Fairbanks. 

Launch pads have a high accident rate, and an explosion, miscalculation, or other mishap 

with these materials could endanger residents for miles around and contaminate the 

surrounding areas.

On the national level, the hundreds of billions of dollars spent on this project is money 

that could be invested instead into guaranteed methods of achieving security, including 

education and habitat protection. Deploying it risks committing the U.S. to a permanent 

dependence on nuclear arsenals and increasing the risk of terrorist or rogue attacks.

On the global level, deploying missile defense is an act of dangerous and short-sited 

unilateralism. It indicates to the world that the United States is directing its attention 

away from cooperative non-proliferation efforts and focusing instead on its own 

immediate self-interest. It damages relationships with our allies and exacerbates tensions 

with our enemies. If global non-proliferation efforts do break down, the resulting world 

would be so chaotic that even ‘Fortress America’ would be unable to escape the 

consequences.

On the level of the ‘ultimate high ground’—outer space—deploying missile defense in 

Alaska is a direct step towards bringing the devastation of modem warfare to the heavens 

and creating a new phase of the arms race. This reduces the possibilities for peaceful and 

cooperative space exploration and risks contaminating the earth’s orbit with debris while 

increasing the chances of plutonium and other toxins plummeting back down to earth.

The benefits of deploying missile defense in Alaska risk seeming, by comparison, 

irrelevant. After the initial construction boom, a few jobs held mainly by specialists from 

outside. Advancing our understanding of the technology through the Alaskan systems, 

although facilities for this already exist elsewhere. An extremely slim chance of 

intercepting an incoming enemy missile.
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In the case of missile defense, a greater understanding of modem environmental beliefs 

and their global considerations helps explain why missile defense is seen as a risky 

proposal. Missile defense, according to its critics, is a project that is clearly not in the 

interest of either our immediate national security goals or our long-term environmental 

security.
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