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ELLISON: Good afternoon. Thanks for joining us today.



I'm Riki Ellison. I'm the chairman and founder of Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance. We're a nonprofit, nonpartisan organization that's sole mission is to educate the public on the development and deployment and the evolving systems, missile defense systems.



We don't speak on behalf of the U.S. government. We don't speak on behalf of the Department of Defense or Missile Defense Agency or the Japanese government. We are strictly an independent government, non-government organization.



Our board of advisers are some of the best lay experts in the world on missile defense. We have with us today a few of them. We have the last current three directors of the Missile Defense Agency, stemming all the way back from 1996 through President Clinton's reign through President Bush's reign.



Les Lyles and Ron Kadish couldn't be here today, but we are very, very happy to have Trey Obering, who is the recent Missile Defense Agency director from 2004 to 2008. And we have Ambassador Bob Joseph, who is -- was the undersecretary of state for arms control and international security from 2005 to 2007.



We're here today to help understand some of the capabilities or all of the capabilities that are out there today. There has been a lot of speculation and a lot of some misinformation of what is and what is not in place and how these systems do work and not work.



So we're -- we're here to do that primarily to open that up. We are certainly aware of the situation in North Korea. We endorse the diplomacy of our President Obama and the secretary of state to do everything they possibly can to prevent this possible rocket launch upcoming. And we would hope that that does not happen.



We -- we believe that, if it does happen, there is a small chance that there will be some debris that could -- that could fall, primarily over the Pacific Ocean. 



So to that extent, I'm going to pass it off to -- to our first speaker here with me, retired Lieutenant General Trey Obering.



OBERING: OK, thank you, Riki.



And good afternoon, everyone.



I'm just going to run through a couple of thoughts and -- and perspectives that hopefully will generate some questions for you later. And then I'll turn it over to Ambassador Bob Joseph.



And I'm going to kind of do this through a series of questions that I think anyone would have, in terms of what is -- what's occurring.



The first one that would come to mind is, is -- what does it mean that North Korea is doing this at this time, from a -- from a technical perspective? Well, the -- the pinning launch of this missile is -- is evidence that they have a continued interest in and certainly trying to develop longer and longer range missiles.



If they succeed, what does it mean? Well, it means that, if they have a successful space launch, for example, it would be the successful repetition of multi-staged rocket. They fired their first one in 1998, the Taepodong-1. It would mean that they have demonstrated the ability for guidance and control through staging and orbital insertion.



There's also the potential use of advanced propellant. We don't know that. We -- we are not sure exactly -- at least when I left the position in the government -- we weren't sure exactly what -- what propellants they may have used, but we do know that they have demonstrated an ability to go beyond the basic scud propellant technology from the -- from the 1980s.



And, of course, it would demonstrate the ability to throw larger payloads much greater distances. So putting a small satellite into space demonstrates the ability to do longer and longer ballistic missile ranges with larger payloads.



Now, another question that one would ask is, what if they fail? What if this fails like the 2006 launch did? Should that mean that we delay our missile defense development or stop them?



And -- and I say the answer is no. We cannot wait until we actually see a successful launch and then begin to or continue to build out our defenses, because it takes time to do that, so you'd be too late.



Now, if they launch, what will we know and when will we know it? OK, another question that I think most people ask. The first thing that -- that would occur is that we would have a detection from our on-orbit satellites that there was a launch. That would pick up the signature within minutes, and we would get a fairly good indication of which azimuth that the missile is on.



That data would be transmitted to a series of sea- and land-based sensors that would begin to track the missile. Now, we should know within several minutes whether it is, in fact, a space launch or whether it is a ballistic missile on a ballistic trajectory. And that's primarily based on the speed of the missile and the shape of the trajectory.



Now, in my mind, there's four possibilities. They have a successful space launch the way that they have advertised. Or they have an unsuccessful space launch. They do not attain the speed necessary to go into orbit, and so then it becomes a ballistic trajectory and will come back down in an impact area.



It could be a ballistic missile launch to start with out to the broad ocean area. Or -- and I think the most unlikely -- is that it is a ballistic missile launch that would impact in a defended area. 



Now, if that occurs, if we do have either an unsuccessful space launch with an unintended impact into a defended area or an intended launch into a defended area, can we defend ourselves? And the answer is yes, only because we began deploying capabilities, though, in 2004, only because of that.



We can defend the United States, the continental United States using interceptors in Alaska and in California. And we've been employing those since the summer, since July of 2004.



The sea-based capabilities Aegis can protect against the shorter- range -- if there's shorter-range missiles that accompany this, like there were in 2006. They can certainly defend against those. And they also have some capabilities and very limited capabilities against a longer-range missile that would be very narrow types of defended areas. But, again, I will reiterate that we would have no capability had we not just begun deploying missile defenses in 2004. 



Now, how exactly will the system react that's both the sea-based and the land-based? If a space launch occurs, both our sea- and land- based interceptors and the systems have safeguards that we do not engage satellite or space objects. They're built-in. They're designed into the system.



If it is a failed space attempt or a ballistic missile launch into a broad ocean area that is not defended, then the system is not designed to engage those at all.



The only time the system will react is if we have a failed space launch or a missile -- intended missile that is threatening a defended area. And then it will only react if it is given the authority to do so. But, again, these are very short timelines, and so the system is designed to operate within those short timelines. 



How do we have a confidence that the system will work? Well, we've had 37 of 46 successful hit-to-kill intercepts since 2001, depending on -- on which ones that you include in that. But that includes our THAAD, the Terminal High Altitude Area Defense, our Aegis, and our GMD, as well as the Patriot.



More recently -- and maybe people haven't recognized this -- is in the operational configuration of these systems -- THAAD, Aegis, and GMD -- we are six of six for THAAD, we are seven of nine with Aegis, and three of three for the GMD.



And we've tested the system in as realistic circumstances as we can design within the safety and the security zones, Aegis in Hawaii, of course, and the GMD from Alaska and California.



Now, what does this mean for missile defense today? I think we're at a critical crossroads for missile defense. It has become a core competency of the U.S. military, and I believe it's important that we continue to pursue that.



More and more countries are building these missiles as their air force. They are using these as their air force to replace or to leapfrog in capability. And I think we should continue their development, their deployment, and their improvement through -- through the testing and continued development. 



And I think it's important -- and, again, I'll reiterate again -- at one time in our past, the system -- the Ground-Based Midcourse and Aegis were considered futuristic capabilities that we could not afford. There was big debates about that.



But the Congress and the administrations previously wisely chose to continue to pursue these. And that's why we even have the options available today.



And I'd like to close with this thought. What if we had listened to some of the critics in the past and voted down the ballistic missile defense capabilities that we now enjoy today? 



What options would the president, our commander, or our allies have? What increased pressure would be brought to bear on us or our allies if we had no way to defend ourselves against what we see occurring in North Korea? And what would we tell our citizens when they ask us, "Are we protected if, in fact, this becomes a threat to the United States or our allies?" 



The systems that we deploy today were once ridiculed as Star Wars, folly, as destabilizing and unworkable. Even today, some of these persist, but they -- and they -- they -- they downplay the threat as being 50-year-old technology. We don't have to worry about this. This is 50-year-old stuff.



The fact of the matter is, though, I would remind everybody that it was 50-year-old technology that attacked the United States on September 11th, because we first flew the Boeing 707 in 1954 and it went transatlantic in '58. Basic technology has not changed that dramatically in terms of the aerodynamics.



OK, that's it. Thank you.



ELLISON: Thank you, Trey.



Ambassador Bob Joseph has had some time with -- with -- in his stint at the State Department with negotiating with the North Koreans. And he comes to us with -- with a good background in that respect.



Ambassador?



JOSEPH: Thank you. Good afternoon.



Let me make three general observations, and then we'll open up the discussion for comments and questions.



First, from a policy perspective, I think it's important to start with an appreciation of what we're watching as we observe North Korea begin to fuel the missile in preparation for a possible launch.



I'm sure at least some of you share with me a sense of deja-vu. We've been here before; we've watched this movie. 



The pattern, I think, is very clear. We saw it leading up to the 1994 Agreed Framework. We saw it again in 2006 with the missile launches and the nuclear test, leading to the discussions in 2007 and the actions taken by North Korea since then.



North Korea announces its intention to take a provocative act, in this case, the missile launch that is in clear violation of U.N. Security Council resolutions that had demanded North Korea not undertake such actions. The U.S. and others then warn of unspecified consequences, but including the taking the issue to the Security Council.



North Korea then carries out the act. The United States and others then condemn the act and, in some cases, do, in fact, follow through in the Security Council. 



But within weeks or months, North Korea is provided more assistance in return for going back to the talks or the negotiations that inevitably stall because North Korea will not abandon the type of behavior that it has learned will produce positive results for the regime.



So it's in this context, in this context of actions that we have seen before that we need to assess what is currently taking place. And what is taking place is, first of all, a test of a ballistic missile capability. Even if the missile does launch a satellite, which it -- which it might, North Korea will learn from and be able to improve its military program.



It will also demonstrate to others North Korea's ability to build long-range missiles in the future. If successful -- and it could very well fail -- but if successful, the launch will send a signal to the United States that North Korea is closer to gaining a capability that can be used to hold hostage a number of American cities and thereby, in a regional crisis in the future, serve as a weapon of intimidation.



If successful, the launch will also send a signal to prospective customers of North Korea that, in fact, there may soon be a new line of business. Remember that North Korea has long been the number-one proliferator and purveyor of ballistic missiles. In fact, some of us believe that Pyongyang will sell anything that it can produce, as evidenced not only by its military sales and missile sales and illicit activities, but also by its contributions to Syria's nuclear program.



In addition, we are witnessing a test of the Obama administration. North Korean leaders will certainly make assessments of the resolve of the new president based on how he reacts to what he himself has described as a provocative act.



The new secretary of state has said that there will be consequences if the launch occurs. If, in fact, there are no costs imposed on the North or if the only consequence is yet another U.N. Security Council resolution that is ineffective in stopping North Korea from continuing these types of activities, the launch will have achieved the purpose that North Korea has sought.



Finally, I think it's fair to assess that North Korea is increasingly frustrated and that we're seeing that frustration play out. The frustration is a -- is a consequence of not getting more assistance, not getting more attention. Others have used the analogy of a young child throwing his toys on the ground for his parents or his nanny to pick up and provide more attention. 



My second observation -- and I'll be very quick -- is that, when you watch North Korea and what is going on in North Korea today, you should be thinking about Iran. In the ballistic missile context, these two countries are tied together at the hip.



Iran has traditionally been the North's largest customer for ballistic missile and missile technologies and has its own very aggressive military program. Tehran, like Pyongyang, uses missiles to intimidate its neighbors and is seeking greater delivery capabilities alongside of its pursuit of a nuclear capability. It was only months ago that Iran also, you will recall, launched a satellite into space. 



My third and final observation goes to the importance of missile defenses for crisis stability, reassurance of allies, and defense against real-world threats.



On crisis stability, no one today, at least as far as I know, is advocating using offensive means to destroy the North Korean missile on the launch pad. Missile defense in the form of Ground Based Interceptors provide a less escalatory and much preferable option for dealing with the missile if it becomes a threat to our security.



On the reassurance of friends and allies, the U.S.-Japanese relationship on missile defense, which grew out of the 1998 launch of the Taepodong, provides Tokyo with an option for protecting its territory from harm. And this relationship, I think, will and must grow in the future.



In terms of defense, the threats of war that are being issued almost on a daily basis by Pyongyang I think are very instructive. We're told that, if the United States or Japan intercepts the launch, North Korea will attack what it calls major targets, which is a clear reference, I think, to ballistic missile attacks that would be carried out by hundreds of short- and medium-ranged offensive missiles that are already in North Korea's inventory.



In the future, the North clearly intends to have a long-range capability, as well, able to strike the United States. This is, I think, in large part what this launch is about. It is the next step in gaining this capability and, as a result, I think there is a clear need to continue with the types of efforts that General Obering has outlined, including missile defenses against long-range missiles.



We simply can't do this with Patriot and Aegis alone. Both of those systems plan an important role, but they're not effective against a Taepodong-type missile. We need the Ground Based Interceptors we have deployed in Alaska and in California, and I would argue that we need the third site in Europe to deal with Iran.



We also need to ensure that we keep up with the evolution of the threat by investing in future capabilities.



The discussion that I've been hearing more and more about in Washington about lowering our investment in defenses against the type of capabilities that are being developed in North Korea and Iran is incredibly out of step with the real world. Let me stop there. 



Thank you, Riki.



ELLISON: I would like to open up the floor for questions.



QUESTION: Ambassador, you had touched on this, but experts have expressed concerns about this launch being an advertisement to Iran, Syria, other countries about what they have and what they would be willing to sell. As you said, they'll sell just about anything.



Could you guys speak on this and what this launch would mean if it were successful (OFF-MIKE) space launch?



OBERING: You take first, I'll take the second.



JOSEPH: Well, I did touch on it, as you -- as you point. I think that North Korea is very interested in increasing its sales of ballistic missiles. It has been very active in this -- in this area. It has few other things to sell. What it does have, it will sell.



If it can demonstrate that it can build a reliable and effective longer-range missile, that clearly will be attractive to a number of other countries.



Iran, as you watch the progression of its ballistic missile force, is seeking increasingly capable and increasingly longer-range missiles. They're on an independent path, as was demonstrated by the launch of their satellites several months ago, but that independence is also -- also reinforced by its very close relationship with -- with Korea in the ballistic missile area.



OBERING: OK. Let me just add this. When North Korea launched their missiles in the summer of 2006, they also, in addition to launching the Taepodong-2 that failed shortly after launch, they launched six other missiles that were very successful. So this is the one thing they have not demonstrated yet, is the ability to launch a very long-range weapon successfully, whether it is into space or into a -- a long-range trajectory.



So that's -- that's one of the things that's missing, so to speak, from a brochure, in terms of trying to convince other nations what they can -- what they're capable of and then what they can sell them.



JOSEPH: Let me just follow up with one other thought, and that is, in the aftermath of the August 1998 Taepodong launch, the U.S. intelligence community, unclassified, assessed that North Korea through that launch had demonstrated the ability to deliver at intercontinental range a small payload. 



So we've, again, seen this before. And if successful, I would think that that assessment clearly must be reinforced. 



QUESTION: Yes, do you think (OFF-MIKE) interest by other nations in the long-range possible capabilities and generally missile capabilities in North Korea, do you think it's possible that there people from other countries, such as Iran, in North Korea now, in northeast North Korea, at the launch site to watch it?



JOSEPH: I simply don't -- I simply don't know. There have been, of course, reports in the past that North Korea has advertised by bringing in, you know, high-level officials to witness these types of events. But I -- I have no information on that.



QUESTION: General Obering, I just wanted to clarify. You said that when -- when it's launched, you'll be able to tell almost instantaneously whether it is a...



(CROSSTALK)



OBERING: Not instantaneously. I said within several minutes.



QUESTION: Within several minutes.



OBERING: And in -- and in missile defense, that is a long time, but still, relatively speaking, for -- for the average American, that's not very long.



QUESTION: And that's (OFF-MIKE) speed (OFF-MIKE)



OBERING: Speed and the shape of the -- you can just begin to understand from the speed, primarily the speed is what you're looking for, but you also can get some clues, as well, from the shape of the trajectory, whether it's very steep or whether it's a flatter trajectory.



QUESTION: And what -- what I'm wondering is, as you said, when they (OFF-MIKE) sent off several missiles at -- at -- at a time, if they take this as an opportunity to test the (OFF-MIKE) how sensitive is the system where it might make the mistake (OFF-MIKE) different trajectory or -- or would the system be able to identify between the two?



OBERING: Yes.



QUESTION: And then, secondly, Ambassador Joseph, you -- you meant -- you said that you hoped that this is not just a further condemnation and another U.N. Security Council resolution. What would you advocate doing, besides going to the U.N. (OFF-MIKE) or whatever it may be? What would you advocate doing to show North Korea that the -- the -- the international community has resolve and is willing to back up their word on this?



OBERING: On the first piece, what you describes is exactly why it was so important to have a very good command-and-control and communications system for the missile defense system, because you're going to have to make sure that commanders -- that could be regional commanders, as well as the combatant commanders for North America, for example, the NORTHCOM and PACOM, have a good understanding of what is happening and what the threats are and what is -- what is separated from what.



And, of course, there's a layered effect there in terms of -- of what you identify and what you engage. But -- but technically speaking, the systems are more than capable of distinguishing between what the short-range, the medium-range and the long-range missile would be. And, in fact, we practice that.



When we do our -- our very high fidelity war games and simulations, we typically -- we don't just have one launch or two launches. There's -- there's many, many of those. And the actual number that the system can handle, of course, is sensitive and classified, but it is -- suffice it to say, it can handle something like this.



QUESTION: So there's a minimal chance that they'll make a mistake and...



(CROSSTALK)



OBERING: I would say so, yes. I would say so. 



And, plus, again, I'd remind you that -- that the missile would have to be threatening a defended area. Otherwise, there -- there would -- it would have to be a defended area that the missile is projected to go into before the system would engage it.



JOSEPH: In terms of what we should do, I think a good starting point would be implementation of the sanctions that were already approved in 1718 in October of 2006. That is a resolution that does have, I think in comparison or by comparison, at least, with those dealing with Iran, quite effective potential sanctions, but those sanctions have not been effectively implemented.



I also would support some of the defensive measures that were being applied on North Korea in 2005 and 2006, including the financial-type measures under Section 311, the type of measures that we saw with the action that was taken on Banco Delta Asia. 



I would also think that stepping up the activities of the Proliferation Security Initiative would be a measure that could have an effect on North Korea. The idea is to improve the prospects for diplomacy working. And I think unless there is pressure put on North Korea, the prospect for North Korea backing away from this type of provocative behavior is zero. 



If we do put pressure on North Korea through the types of measures that were envisioned in U.N. Security Council Resolution 1718, the prospects for diplomacy succeeding increase. 



QUESTION: General Obering, is there any possibility for North Korea to do any of these kinds of missile launch preparations without being detected? This has all taken place in what amounts to slow motion, in plain view of U.S. technical capabilities. I mean, the whole world has followed the assembly of the missile, perhaps the start of its fueling, and so there's been a lot of time to prepare.



What possibilities, if any, are there for North Korea to launch without warning?



OBERING: Well, as an insightful example, let's just go back to 2006, OK? And the same type of thing occurred. We had indications and warnings for -- for several weeks that there was activity leading up to a potential launch. But I will tell you that, while they not -- while they may not have the ability -- and I -- I say these terms in terms of strategic and tactical -- in a -- hopefully, in an instructional way, there may not be strategic surprise with respect to knowing the basic windows. Oftentimes, precisely when they will launch, we don't know.



And in spite of the considerable number of intelligence assets that we have deployed and are using, we still get surprised by the North and what they do at times. And that was true in 2006, as well, on a tactical level. So I will leave it at that.



So you cannot always rely to know -- precisely you're going to know what they're going to do from intel reports. They can give you, you know, basically general ideas, but that's basically true across the board there.



QUESTION: And just to follow up, what's your understanding of why the U.S. is apparently not deploying the (OFF-MIKE)



OBERING: I -- I understood that it was in port for modifications, some minor modifications in Hawaii for that -- that radar. That is -- that is unfortunate, because that is the most powerful sensor that we have. It was the -- it was the sensor that we used in our last flight test in -- in December of 2008 for the long- range system. It is extremely accurate.



So it's unfortunate that it was undergoing repairs and in port during this time.



QUESTION: Is there any reason to think that it's been withheld for other reasons, for instance, fears that it might be perceived to be unduly provocative by the North Koreans or anyone else?



OBERING: I -- I don't have any information about that. I mean, if -- if someone were to have postulated that or think that that's the case, I would find that somewhat surprising, because that radar is -- again, it's a defensive radar. It was -- the positioning of that radar, which would be near Hawaii, obviously would be for defensive purposes for the protection of Hawaii, Alaska and the homeland of the United States. So...



QUESTION: OK. And one last question (OFF-MIKE) can you give a slightly -- put a slightly finer point on how long it would take for U.S. early warning -- we're talking about defense support programs, satellites that (OFF-MIKE) you said several minutes. I've seen estimates as low as 90 seconds by some experts.



OBERING: I -- I -- I don't want to get into too specifics, but it's -- it's -- let me put it this way. It is clearly -- it is clearly sufficient for us to be able to detect and transmit that data to other sensors to get them to cue toward looking for a missile. OK?



QUESTION: General (OFF-MIKE) Japanese defense -- missile defense system just shoot it down (OFF-MIKE) this time. So would you comment (OFF-MIKE) and ambassador, the other day, the Secretary Gates said that U.S. (OFF-MIKE) this time (OFF-MIKE) missile (OFF-MIKE) is not threat to the U.S. mainland. But Japanese (OFF-MIKE) decided to try to be ready to shoot it down.



So (OFF-MIKE) treaty obligation of the U.S. and (OFF-MIKE) what -- what U.S. -- what should the U.S. do to defend Japan vis-a-vis the threat from North Korea?



OBERING: OK, your first question, the Japanese defense -- the maritime defense forces, along with the Patriots, would be capable of protecting Japan against a threat to Japan. They would not be able intercepting an ICBM-speeded missile headed to the United States, not at this time.



That is a capability that is downstream, that we are -- we are working together with Japan on a sea-based version of a missile that could do that, but that is years and years away. But we do not have that today.



But they could defend against a -- a potential missile launched at Japan or debris that could be -- that could potentially impact Japan. That's also part of what would be within the capabilities of the systems.



And I could understand their concern, because the closure areas for the stages that have been announced by North Korea, there's one to the -- in the Sea of Japan, to the west of Japan, and then there's another in the Pacific to the east of Japan, meaning that the intent is to fly over.



So I would understand their concern. But the great news there -- the really great news is that they have an option if they are threatened. They have an option. That's the -- that's the good news here, that we don't have to be held at risk without having options that we could exercise, if we are -- if there's an impact, if there's a predicted impact in the area, we -- we can defend ourselves. 



JOSEPH: In terms of what the United States should do to reassure Japan that we are committed to its defense, I think that Secretary Clinton did a good job when in Tokyo of restating our security commitment, including the nuclear element of our security commitment, which is important. 



It's also important that we continue to work together as friends and allies on missile defense, as well as building capabilities to deal with common threats in the -- in the region. 



We need to demonstrate that our security, the security of the United States, is indivisible from that of -- of Japan. And I think we do that through what we say in terms of our declaratory policy and what we do in terms of our capabilities.



And in the context of missile defense, we do need to continue down the path of building a layered defense that protects against not only short and medium-range missiles, which could subject Japan to devastation, but also building capabilities that will deal with the longer-range threats so that the United States is not self-deterred or is not perceived as being self-deterred in a regional conflict involving Japanese interests.



QUESTION: Ambassador Joseph, Ambassador Bosworth just had a press conference downstairs and said, if North Korea launched its missile, he intends to call for -- for the resume of the six-party talks immediately and then also talk about the missile issue within the -- the framework of the six-party talks. What do you think about (OFF-MIKE)



JOSEPH: Well, I mean, the six-party talks can provide an important framework for discussions and negotiations. But it depends on the good faith of all of the parties.



The United States, and Russia, and China, and South Korea, and Japan have been calling for North Korea to return to the six-party talks well before this missile issue arose. To say that we're going to call for the six-party talks to resume, OK. But what -- what's your expectation? What's the expectation that one has for those talks, particularly if you tell North Korea that the focus is going to be on their provocative action and destabilizing action of launching a ballistic missile?



We need to -- we need -- we need to think about expanding sort of our own -- you know, our own set of measures beyond the six-party talks. The six-party talks do not equate to a strategy. We need to have a more effective strategy against North Korea.



And here's where the putting pressure on, through the Security Council and in other acceptable fashions -- I mentioned PSI. PSI is now subscribed to, I believe, 95 countries. These are the types of activities that can impose costs on North Korea. And once you impose costs, maybe you can get a change in policy.



Just simply calling for -- for more talks, I -- I don't see the value to that.



QUESTION: Is there a possibility that North Korea is moving to sell technology for multiple re-entry vehicles, multiple warheads? And if so, would that argue in favor of our developing more boost- phase interceptors or lasers?



OBERING: I have not seen -- I have no hard information about -- in fact, one of the things that's very -- you know, we talk about North Korea being a hard target with respect to intelligence, but what's on top of this missile and what -- where they are in their stages of being able to do as you say, to develop multiple warheads and that type of thing, is very, very unclear and very uncertain.



However, we -- we have to look at what's happened in other countries. We understand that, once you have mastered the ability to -- to be able to successfully launch a multi-stage missile, to control it through staging, to be able to provide guidance control, the next types of steps are to do exactly that, that you're able to get more and more capabilities on those missiles, either by more advance propellants, and therefore larger payloads, and therefore the ability for smaller payloads and more of them, or for more countermeasures, decoys, that types of thing.



And that argues exactly why we want to continue with this integrated layered approach. You know, too many times, too many folks want to tear apart missile defense and they want -- as they say, "Well, we're for the theater missile defense, but we're against the ground-based or the long-range." 



And that's a very inappropriate thing to do, because the strategy for building a missile defense was, in fact, the strategy. It was a strategy to build boost-phase defenses, midcourse defense, and terminal defenses. And you do that all, and it needs all of that to be able to be effective as we move into the future of these missile threats.



And so, yes, it does warrant that you would like a boost-phase capability. Just having a boost-phase defense capability would generate actions on the part of a -- a potential attacker that feeds right into the midcourse capability. And it makes that -- it enhances that even -- even more, as well as with a terminal phase.



So all of this was designed to operate together in an integrated fashion. When you have people that say, "Well, we want to pick and pluck this or that and begin to tear that apart," then you open up vulnerabilities and then you can basically undermine the entire capability.



QUESTION: General Obering (OFF-MIKE) Japan, could the U.S. and Japan launch Aegis interceptors simultaneously? Could you tell us of the coordination between U.S. and Japan?



OBERING: I won't go into specifics of that, because most of that is operational capability that is within the purview of the commanders in the field and certainly not -- not in my purview.



I will tell you that we work very closely with our Japanese allies and partners that the -- the sensors that we have, we share information, and we're very -- we're very happy to do so. And we're very happy in the investments that Japan has made in the missile defenses that we can cooperate with them.



But I'd leave it at that.



QUESTION: General Obering, there's been a lot of reporting about what this means if this is successful. And you opened up by explaining some of that. But some people are reporting that, if this is successful, it means that North Korea will have the ICBM capability to hit the West Coast of the United States.



If they are able to get a satellite up there, is that what that means? Or it doesn't necessarily mean that? What does it mean, in terms of a threat to the United States?



OBERING: Well, the reason that -- that you -- that there's ambiguity is, again, it goes back to, we don't exactly know what -- for example, you can have a two-stage missile. You can have a three- stage missile, OK? But is it -- is it steel? Is it made of aluminum? Is it -- is it using advanced propellant, where, for every pound of propellant, you get much more thrust from that because of the -- the energy contained in that propellant? We don't know.



So what we have to do is band it. But I will tell you this: It is very much within the realm of not only possibility, but probability that they would be able to range -- if they have a successful Taepodong-2 space launch shot, they should be able to range most of northwestern United States, including Alaska and Hawaii, as well as part of the mainland, even with a two-stage missile.



If they have a three-stage missile, they would be able to range about half of the continental United States. And if it went -- with advanced propellants - - and, again, some of the -- the different things I talked about, it could range all of the United States.



So that's one of the reasons that we -- we have our -- our ears up here and very alert, because it is a -- a major step forward.



QUESTION: And all those things, the type of material, type of propellant, we should be able to tell after -- after the launch?



OBERING: Not necessarily. It all depends on where it goes. It depends on -- there -- there is things you can glean, but not to that degree of certainly.



ELLISON: Can we have one last question?



QUESTION: (OFF-MIKE) General, what would you think would be the wise acquisition decision for Japan and the United States? You spoke in general terms about continuing with development of layered missile defense capable of dealing with missiles in all phases of their flight path, but what's the near-term decision that you think would be prudent for Japan's self-defense? 



Which system (OFF-MIKE) consider next (OFF-MIKE) which are the highest priority for the U.S. to move ahead with...



OBERING: OK.



QUESTION: ... in a resource scarce...



OBERING: Right, in a constrained environment. I think that the path that Japan is on is a very good one, and that is, they are -- they are modifying and building their own Aegis-class cruiser that will be more than capable of defending Japan and Japan's interests with the SM-3 missiles that we are fielding today.



We have a development -- co-development program with them for the SM-3 Block IIA missile that, as I said earlier, will give even more defended area as well as better performance. I think that it's a very prudent path. 



That gives them -- Japan is lucky in the sense that that gives protection for their entire country, with a relatively small number of assets, in terms of that coverage. And then they can work on the inventories of those -- of those missiles.



QUESTION: What about THAAD, for instance? Would that be a logical follow-on?



OBERING: I think that -- that THAAD is -- could be very attractive to Japan, depending on -- on what resources that they have to be able to spend here and -- and what their top-line budget is. I think that also can be very useful.



QUESTION: What -- what -- what role would that play that's not being -- how would that fit into the picture?



OBERING: Well, THAAD can handle more energetic weapons than Patriot can, for example. 



QUESTION: Meaning (OFF-MIKE)



OBERING: Longer range or higher speed than -- than some of the -- than some of the limitations that the Patriot has today. 



For the U.S. -- and I'm glad you asked that question -- first of all, I don't believe that we need to carry dual boost-phase missile defense capabilities. I think we need to have either an operationally effective airborne laser or an operationally effective Kinetic Energy Interceptor.



I would go with one of those, not both. And then we set up a program when I was in the agency, could determine through our knowledge point testing which one would be the more advantageous and how to do that.



I would certainly invest in the ability of our sensors to track from birth to death. So we're -- we're on schedule -- the last that I looked -- to launch two of the space-tracking and surveillance satellites this year to demonstrate the functionality of that. 



That would allow us to track missiles from the time they're launched to the time that either we're -- we destroy them or that they impact. And that's critically important in -- in being able to deal with more complex threats. 



I would also fund a multiple kill vehicle capability so we could handle those more complex. So the combination of the boost, MKV, this STSS, I think that would be a good path in the near term to be able to focus on, even within a resource-constrained environment.



Stop to think, you know, even at the -- the $9 billion or $10 billion mark for missile defense, it's still less than 2 percent of the budget, not a very large expenditure with respect to the gain that you make in capability.



QUESTION: (OFF-MIKE) those sensors that you just mentioned, is that part of the...



OBERING: STSS.



QUESTION: ... STSS?



OBERING: Yes, there's two demonstration satellites that are going up. And then there will be a constellation to follow that will not be the same configuration, but they'll take the lessons learned from that and incorporate it into that.



QUESTION: (OFF-MIKE)



ELLISON: Absolutely. We've got to close -- close it here, but I think there may be some time for some individual interviews. 



But I just want to end on the fact that our country and Japan has invested -- our country's over $100 billion since 1980. Japan has spent quite a considerable investment on missile defense systems. And we are encouraging that they use this investment in a situation that -- that that is happening here with North Korea. So we would also like to end this...



OBERING: If they become a threat to (inaudible) 



ELLISON: But we'd like to end the conversation by saying that we -- we're going to plan to do another press conference as soon as -- if -- if there is a launch, if there is a successful launch, we will be able to -- to put something together. And we would like to have you come back and get our experts' opinion on what -- on what has taken place.



So thank you very much.



JOSEPH: Thank you.



QUESTION: (OFF-MIKE)



ELLISON: When the launch happens.



QUESTION: (OFF-MIKE) might happen tonight.



ELLISON: Correct. And I would do it the next -- the next day, as soon as we can.



END




