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Foreword

Bruno Tertrais *!

In November 2009, the Foundation for Strategic Regte(Fondation pour la recherche
stratégique, FRS) convened a workshop on « Theréwfi Extended Deterrence »,
which included the participation of some of the tbesperts of this topic, from the
United States, Europe, the Middle East and Easa,/Ass well as French and NATO
officials.

The attached papers were prepared for this sentiezeral of them were updated after
the publication in April 2010 of the US Nuclear Ros Review.

The seminar was organized with the support of ttem¢h Atomic Energy Commission
(Commissariat pour I'énergie atomique, CEA).

! Senior Research Fellow, Fondation pour la reclestiatégique, May 2010.
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The Future of Extended Deterrence:

A brainstorming paper
Bruno Tertrais *

What is Extended Deterrence?

“Extended deterrence” consists in extending the&clofjdeterrence to a third party, that
is, persuading a potential adversary that the aisattacking a protected country would
exceed its benefits through a “security guarangieén to the protected partyTo a
large degree, it stems from any form of militarlyagice between a stronger country and
a weaker one - although alliances per se generatfjude a mutual defense
commitment, which is not a prerequisite to extendeetgrrence.

It is generally agreed thé#tere is no “one size fits all” formuléor successful extended

deterrence. At one end of the spectrum, extendeirdace may rely on mere unilateral
statements of protection. At the other end, it maly on the permanent presence of
nuclear weapons on the protected country’s tewritém between is often a web of

policy statements, consultations mechanisms, jeigrcises and planning, defense
cooperation, ports visits, and presence of for@rgops — varying from country to

country?

Extended deterrence has three potential nuclear diensions:

- If the protector has nuclear weapons, extendedréetemaybecome, explicitly
or not, a form of extendemucleardeterrence. The protector may have an interest
in maintaining ambiguity on this point.

- A security guarantee given by a nuclear proteciam be a useful nuclear-
nonproliferation measure.

0 This is the main function of what is called “assw’ in the United Statés.
Whereas the credibility of the “deterrence” partaadecurity guarantee is to
be appreciated by the potential adversaries, thditality of its “assurance”
part is to be appreciated by the protected country.

0 But extended deterrence could also perhaps haslesssuasion” role. This is
what the US administration seeks by stating thatefense umbrella” over
the Middle East would negate a possible Iranianleanccapability, thus
apparently hoping to discourage Tehran to buildBbmb.

! Final version September 18, 2009.
2 This was sometimes called “Type II” deterrencemtuthe Cold war.

% According to US Ambassador Maynard Glitman, stiwébits of cooperation”gave its real value to the US
extended deterrence commitment. Lewis A. Dubeterrence Today — Roles, Challenges, and Respquegasr
prepared for the Institut Francais des Relatioteriationales, 14 May 2007, p. 9.

* The expression “reassurance” was used during tte \@ar.
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The requirements of “deterrence” and “assurance” ynaot be identical A modest
conventional presence on the protected countryt#dey, for instance, may be enough
as a “trip-wire” or as a symbol of commitment —ghuroviding significant assurance,
but not necessarily enough deterren€enversely, a very small chance of nuclear use
to protect an ally may be enough to convince areesdvry that the cost would not be
worth it — thus providing significant deterrentit not necessarily enough assurance.
The NATO Cold War doctrine of “flexible responseasvan attempt to bridge the gap
between these two different requirements. It atagght to resolve a dilemma which is
at the heart of extended deterrence: simultaneoustiucing the twin fears of
“entrapment” (for the protector) and “abandonméfdt the protected).

The sizing of the US nuclear arsenal in 2001 wasrdened by the combination of
these requirements.

The debate on extended deterrence is mostly abdait sEcurity commitments.
Washington has given security guarantees thatdeciunuclear dimension to about 30
countries, including NATO member States, Japan %odth Korea. Whether or not
other US allies, bound to Washington by treaty lisas Australia, Thailand and the
Philippines) or by statements of commitment (sushlstael and Taiwan) can be
considered as covered by a nuclear umbrella isulegtid, in some cases deliberately
so. However, other nuclear countries have given segugitarantees to their friends
and allies which sometimes explicitly or implicitly includenuclear deterrence
commitments. The United Kingdom and France haveedtthat their nuclear forces
contribute to the overall security of the Atlantidliance. They also have defense
commitments vis-a-vis several Gulf countries.

The Role of Security Guarantees in Nuclear Non-Prdkration

The lack of a strong security guarantee, or douwdisut the scope and value of an
existing one, have been key drivers of nuclearifgraition since 1949China, France,
Israel, India, Pakistan, North Korea and South aafrdid not benefit from a security
guarantee (or did not consider it as being crefliblben they went nuclear. For
countries which are known to have embarked in aeancprogram — or to have
seriously entertained the thought — the questiorsemfurity guarantees also loomed
large. Most did not benefit from such a guaranteealh (Egypt, Irag, Indonesia,
Switzerland, Yugoslavia, Brazil, Argentina, Libya)r felt that it was weakening
(Taiwan); and most of those who gave up their rarctgption in the face of a clear
threat only did so when they felt reassured thay ttwould be adequately protected,
formally (Norway, Germany, Australia, South Kordapan) or not (Sweden).

The fact is that countries who considered or endzhik a nuclear program were also
countries which did not benefit from a credible .s&y guarantee, and most of those
countries who gave up the nuclear option in the fafca threat benefitted from such a
guarantee. This quasi-universal correlation suggésit such guarantees are critical as a
nuclear non-proliferation measure.

® This idea was called the "Healey theorem” during €old war, after UK defense minister Dennis Heatbo
said that‘it takes only 5% credibility of American retaliatm to deter the Russians, but 95% to reassure the
Europeans’(Dennis HealeyThe Time of My Lifd,ondon: Michael Joseph, 1989, p. 243).

® George PerkovictExtended Deterrence on the Way to a Nuclear-FreeldVinternational Commission on
Nuclear Non-Proliferation and Disarmament, May 2009
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This is not to state that a credible security got®a is a panacea for non-proliferation;
only that its presence decreases the chancesaifrdrg going nuclear, conversely that
its absence increases such chances. A similar usionlwas reached by a 2007 report
by the US Department of State’s International Secédvisory Board’

Why the Extended Deterrence Debate is Evolving

Extended deterrence is increasingly relevant agwgrnational security instrument:

The number of countries protected by the UnitedeStand its allies has increased
through the three successive enlargements of NA® @¢ntral Europe, the Baltic
States, and several Balkan countries), as welkas, lesser extent, by recent
interventions (Iraq, Afghanistan).

Among our friends and allies, there is a growingsgeof threat from major
powers (Russia, China), new nuclear-capable s{itegh Korea), and potential
nuclear-capable countries (Iran).

There is a risk that failing to ensure adequateredéd deterrence could lead to
further nuclear proliferation, principally in theittile East and in Asia.

The security of some countries not covered by deanaimbrella is being put to
test or questioned (ex: Georgia, Ukraine).

Emerging nuclear powers might consider giving anfaf extended deterrence to
some of their friends and allies (Pakistan to S&udbia, Iran to Syria?).

The debate on how best to implement extended datariis evolving:

Possible complements (or even alternatives) toeamakeapons as instruments of
extended deterrence are increasingly availablesilaidefenses are more credible
than in the past, and the United States is dewapmew long-distance
conventional precision strikes means.

The growing importance of the “nuclear abolition vement”, as well as the

universally-recognized need to shore up the nofiferation regime, have led to

calls for a lessening of the importance of nucleaapons in defense postures,
with possible consequences on both the “deterreaoe’ “assurance” parts of
security guarantees.

o In particular, calls for the reinforcement of negatsecurity assurances, the
adoption of “no-first-use” doctrines, or the withdral of weapons stationed
on foreign territories, have a direct impact on #dended deterrence
debate. Such calls are sometimes heard in courntdesred by the US
nuclear umbrelld.

"“There is clear evidence in diplomatic channelstthi® assurances to include the nuclear umbrellaeHazen,
and continue to be, the single most important reasoany allies have foresworn nuclear weapons”
(International Security Advisory BoardReport on Discouraging a Cascade of Nuclear WeapStates,
19 October 2007, p. 23).

8 In particular in Germany and Belgium.
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- Some US allies are increasingly uncomfortable wth new US discourse on
“nuclear abolition” combined with the prospect ofastic reductions in the
American arsenal.

- Questions regarding the validity of deterrence asds “new” threats (State-
sponsored terrorist aggression, cyber-attacks...e hav be addressed in the
context ofextendedleterrencé.

Reinforcing Security Guarantees: Problems and Dilemmas

Many problems and dilemmas appear when countriesider reinforcing existing
security guarantees or giving new ones. Some ahthes well-known and already
existed during the Cold War.

- Protected States can be tempted to reduce theiventonal defense
commitments, thus making them more dependent origior protection,
enhancing the risk for the protector to be quicklyd heavily involved in a
military crisis involving the protected country.

- It may be difficult to discriminate among alliesdafriends: those who feel “left
out” will either ask for identical guarantees — Ilfailing to meet their demands
may encourage nuclear proliferation. (For instasoene in the Gulf have noted
the debates in Washington about more forceful aqpdicet security guarantee to
Israel, and wonder “what about us?”).

- States covered by “umbrellas” can be emboldened eandark in dangerous
adventures. Such is the case why the United Stetes wanted to give Taiwan a
complete assurance of supportany circumstance — an attitude which could
induce the temptation for Taipei to declare itseipeindence, and lead to conflict
with Beijing. It is no coincidence that the terrmfliguity” has been frequently
associated with the expression “security commitsienConversely, nuclear
guarantees may be resisted by the recipient Staieh may fear for its freedom
of action. Many Israelis oppose a formal defense path the United States for
this reason.)

- Giving security commitments to countries that ham&iendly relations can prove
a tricky diplomatic balancing act. During the Caldr, for instance, Washington
protected both Greece and Turkey, as well Brazi angentina, but not one
against the other. Also, the SEATO treaty provisiagovered only the case of a
“‘communist” aggression. And the US State Departnesptressed the fear that a
publicly declared security guarantee to Israel \@onbrm America’s relations
with the Arab world — especially since it may haween seen as giving a “free
hand” to Israel in the region.

Some dilemmas concern more particularlyrgieforcemenbdf existing guarantees:

- Countries that give a security commitment genenabyt to preserve a margin of
maneuver and not be caught in “entangling allidhd®&ey reason why Article 5

°9/11 was recognized as an « armed attack » isahse of Article 5 of the Washington Treaty by R&TO
allies.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 10
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of the Washington treaty remained vague is thatd8eCongress would not have
sanctioned an automatic commitment to war. Afte6719Washington never
wanted to give any automatic character to its rarckesponse to a Soviet
aggression. Fear of a “commitment trap” is oneorashy US, UK and French
leaders have chosen to cloud with uncertainty wheanature of their response to
a CW or BW attack would be.

- Stronger, more explicit guarantees run countehéwvery principle of ambiguity
embedded in the policy of deterrence. If one assuthat the efficiency of
deterrence supposes that the adversary is unalkdolate the exacts costs and
risks that would be associated with aggressiom there is an inherent limit to
what is possible to achieve in terms of strengthgrsiecurity assurances for the
purpose of non-proliferation without compromisirgj&trence.

- New security guarantees can pose political problémghe “donor” or to the
“recipient”. Since the end of the Cold war, and mipsportantly since 9/11,
guestions have been raised about the wisdom tancengiving protection to
countries such as Pakistan or Saudi Arabia. Bufptbblem may also exist the
other way round. Some countries may m@nt to be openly protected by the
United States. A formal security guarantee to Sa&urdbia, which would mean
open and complete reliance on the United Statesitforsecurity, may be
challenged from within. Many in the Gulf countride not want an open US
nuclear guarantee, for fear that it would mean dpaiansidered by Iran as an
enemy*’

- Another dilemma exists regarding the possible depent of nuclear weapons.
Critics of the Atlantic Alliance’s nuclear postunave a point when they say that
NATO has established a pattern that it does nott wtrers to emulatdn legal
terms, nothing would preclude, for instance, Islaathfrom deploying nuclear
weapons in Saudi Arabia, or forbid the presenc€luhese nuclear weapons in,
say, Burma, or prohibit the stationing of futuranian nuclear weapons on Syrian
soil — as long as such weapons are not under thteotof the recipient country...
Such countries would be more than happy to useUtBeprecedent to justify
themselves. In addition, nuclear presence can sm@usense of insecurity in a
neighboring country, heightening its need for nachkeapons (e.g. Turkey/Iran).
In the case of Turkey, one should also note alabttie presence of US nuclear
weapons gives a “nuclear education” and trainirag dould be helpful if one day
that country decided to go nuclear. Nuclear statigpthus presents a dilemma: it
can be both a non-proliferation tool and a mectmartisat reinforces, to some
extent, the risk of proliferation.

- Might not the creation or the reinforcement of ggguguarantees actually
contribute,to some extent, to proliferation? The US-Taiwaratyeof December
1954 has been called the “last strdeédding to Mao’s decision to go nuclear. The
contemporary cases of Iran and North Korea alsoerdes consideration.
Assuming that Iran has not yet decided to buildra@nal nuclear weapons, the
existence of a growing web of alliances around dbentry could be used, in

19 This is the reason why the United States mentmnsdefense umbrella » rather than an explicit earcl
guarantee.
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internal debates, as an argument for “going allwiag”. As per Pyongyang, it
seems to consider that the veayistenceof a US nuclear umbrella over South
Korea is a rationale for its nuclear program.

Finally, the increase in the number of securityrgatees could create the risk that,
mathematically, one of them will be seriously tdsteough a conflict or a crisis. The
problem then for the protecting country is thanay have to intervene more forcefully
than it would have otherwise to maintain its “reggigdn” as a reliable ally — and the
higher the number of allies, the higher the stakéso, an important number of security
commitments may raise the cost of “defeat” or “widnwal” when the protecting State
is involved in a war which does not involve a pobéel country. (Some in the Johnson
administration argued that a key reason to renmialved in Vietham was that absent a
US victory, the credibility of US security guaraesewould be weakened. The same
argument was made in the years 2004-2008 regahdigg It can also be argued that a
further expansion of nuclear umbrellas may leadh® definition of “new lines of
confrontation” between various blocks of allies.

Some Questions To Be Addressed

General questions about extended deterrence

1.

To which extent is thewuclear part of extended deterrence a critical dimension
today? Could deterrenas well asassurance be ensured through an appropriate
combination of missile defense and long-range comeeal strike means? For
countries currently under a nuclear umbrella? Foerocountries?

Is there a meaningful difference between an expliouclear guarantee (e.g. US to
NATO, Japan), and an implicit one, given that auség assurance given by a
nuclear power includes by definition a potentiatiear component?

Can there be “substitutes” to the permanent presendJS nuclear weapons on
allied territories — such as (a) non-permanentepres, (b) presence on neighboring
US territories (Asia), (c) deployment of SLCMs o5& in the region, (d)
increased involvement of allies in US/common nucfganning?

How does the evolution of US nuclear policy affemttended deterrence?
Conversely, how does extended deterrence affeatudfar policy? Is the need to
deter non-nuclear threats to allies an obstacl¢héoadoption of a no-first-use
posture by Washington?

To what extent is it affected by the current adstiaition’s emphasis on the goal of
“nuclear abolition”?

Regarding the US nuclear arsenal, how much doesitity matter? Do US allies
covered by a nuclear umbrella believe that theadh$tates has to remain “second-
to-none™? And do potential adversaries have theegaenceptions? More generally,
are nuclear sizing requirements different for detere and assurance?

And how much doegliversity matter? Does extended deterrence today require
specific nuclear means?

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 12
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How much doegjuality matter? Does the current debate about the cragibiiithe
US nuclear arsenal with or without ratifying the BT, with or without developing
new generations of nuclear warheads affect theldhiéglof extended deterrence?

How does extended deterrence cover State-sponsaredst aggression, or cyber-
attacks? Is it conceivable that major attacks afhskinds would be credibly
covered by extendeulicleardeterrence?

10.How is extended deterrence affected by conventionigiary redeployments? How

much do numbers matter here, i.e., is the preseheesmall number of soldiers
enough to ensure both assurance and deterrence?

11.How is extended deterrence affected by ongoingtamylioperations in the same

region or other regions? Do Western countries havight wars or stay in a region
just to “maintain their reputation” as security gauaors?

Specific questions about extended deterrence ingeur

1.

What would be the consequences of the withdrawd)$fnuclear weapons from
Europe? What would be the costs and benefits afitieg nuclear weapons only in
Turkey?

What would be thepolitical impact of a complete withdrawal of US nuclear
weapons on deterrence (Russia, Iran, etc.), onrasse (Turkey), and on
transatlantic relations in general?

Would it have any significanstrategic impact for deterrence operations by the
Alliance? Do other US combatant commands (CENTC@Mh on the availability
of those nuclear weapons stationed in Europe wdmeltarried by US aircraft?

How would it be possible to deter military aggressagainst a friendly but non-
allied country such as Georgia or Ukraine withawutrgy those countries a security
guarantee?

Can EU membership be considered as a form of $gagwiarantee, as a partial
substitute (Finland, Sweden...) or a possible compten{Turkey...) to NATO
membership?

How relevant is the “assurance” function today farclear non-proliferation in
European Union countries? Would there be a risgrofiferation in the EU if the
US extended deterrent was seen as weakening?

Specific questions about extended deterrence i Asi

1.

2.

What would be the most appropriate means to resef@xtended deterrence to
countries such as Japan and South Korea?

Would the deployment of nuclear weapons on neighbddsS territories (Guam) or
at sea (cruise missiles on SSNs) be a useful cp@ould the permanent presence
of US nuclear weapons on Japanese (Okinawa) ohS¢uean territory ever be
considered again?

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 13
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Should the United States formally include its Basian allies in nuclear planning
discussions?

Would a Chinese extended deterrent to North Kore@ombined with the
dismantlement of the DPRK’s nuclear capability -algood thing or a bad thing?

How would changes in the US extended deterrent A0 @ (declaratory policy,
nuclear weapons, missile defense) be viewed in7Asia

Specific questions about extended deterrence iivittidle East

1.

What policies and postures could best ensure trestéth allies and friends in the
region feel protected against the potential Iraniaat?

How can extended deterrence be ensured in a regmane large-scale Western
military deployments and heavy reliance on the &thiStates can be so politically
sensitive?

What would be the overall costs and benefits ofogenly acknowledged US
“nuclear umbrella” over the Arab/Persian Gulf? hiere a demand for such an
“umbrella” in the region?

Can and should deterrence be extended to friendlyén-allied countries such as
Egypt?

Can and should the United States make a differenderms of declaratory policy
for extended deterrence, between its various faed allies in the region (Israel,
Saudi Arabia, Gulf States, Egypt, Iraq)?

What are — if any — the extended deterrence benefitUK and French security
commitments towards some Gulf countries?

Should the conventional (and possibly nuclear) rdetee postures of the United
States, the United Kingdom and France in the reg@better coordinated?

Can extended deterrence have a “dissuasion” effecke., would a stronger
deterrence stance vis-a-vis Gulf countries dimiriisim’s apparent willingness to
build nuclear weapons?

What would be the overall costs and benefits odki®ani extended deterrent vis-
a-vis Saudi Arabia?

10.How would possible changes in the US nuclear pestér viewed in the Middle

East?

11.How would possible changes in the US extended wigteto NATO (nuclear

weapons, missile defense, etc.) be viewed in tradlMiEast?
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US Extended Deterrence in NATO

and North-East Asia
David S. Yost !

Some observers have recently argued that the vaitbadrof the remaining U.S. nuclear
weapons in Europe would send a powerful signaluippsrt of nonproliferation and
promote the “global zero” agenda of abolishing eaclweapons. The deployment of
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe has been a cengaleat of NATO’s nuclear
deterrent posture since the 1950s, and propogatkd removal have raised questions
about U.S. extended deterrence on a level not seee the “dual track” controversy of
the late 1970s and early 1980s. Indeed, some ‘igteiba’ advocates have singled out U.S.
extended deterrence commitments worldwide as atadbsto the fulfilment of the
abolitionist goal. For example, according to Badtgchman, “extended deterrence is a
concegt that served a vital purpose during the @dddl, but whose time has come — and
gone.’

These arguments highlight the need to reconsiderfuhdamental purposes of U.S.
extended deterrence and the political and stratpogds that it serves. This brief essay
discusses the meaning of extended deterrence l®fareining U.S. extended deterrence
arrangements in NATO. It then compares the cugentext for U.S. extended deterrence
in Europe with the situation in north-east Asia.

The essay concludes that U.S. extended deterremceitments in both regions remain
a central pillar of international security. The baiaries of U.S. extended deterrence
have shared security interests — above all, uphglthe credibility of U.S. security
guarantees. Removing U.S. nuclear weapons frompEurad weakening U.S. extended
deterrence commitments could have unintended astdhiliizing consequences, including
an erosion of the nuclear nonproliferation regi®ech an erosion, with the emergence
of additional nuclear-weapon states, would be aomagtback to prospects for
achieving the long term objective of nuclear disamant.

Defining and Pursuing Extended Deterrence

The long-standing distinction between central axidreded deterrence remains valid.
Central deterrence means preventing aggressionoercion against one’s vital

interests, including the homeland, by threatenmgunish and/or defeat an adversary
or to thwart his aggression. Effective missile dsfs might, for example, be able to
intercept and foil a missile attack and therebyydigr® enemy the achievement of his
operational objectives. Extended deterrence meamading protection to an ally or

security partner via comparable deterrent thredtgeats of punishment and/or threats

! Professor, Naval Postgraduate School, Montereljfo@i@a. The views expressed are those of theauilone

and do not represent those of the Department olthgy or any U.S. government agency. Thanks areddwe
those who commented on earlier drafts of this letiocluding Giuseppe Cornacchia, Théreése Delpéabeph
Pilat, Guy Roberts, Alberto Rosso, Michael RuhlaylFSchulte, and Colin Stockman.

2 Barry M. Blechman, “Extended Deterrence: Cuttini& of the Debate on Nuclear Policy,” Policy ForGmiine
09-066A, 13 August 2009, availablehtp://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09066Blechntaml
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of denial, also known as threats of operationaéaefSome experts would extend the
threats of punishment beyond the unacceptable twst€ould be imposed by military
means to include economic or diplomatic sanctiansven prosecution for war crimes.
As the term “nuclear guarantee” suggests, howd¥es, extended deterrence is often
taken to mean the extension by Washington of anreltabof nuclear protection to an
ally. Although U.S. extended deterrence has alwaghkided significant non-nuclear
elements, this essay focuses on the nuclear diomensi

Extended deterrence is intrinsically harder to agalesh than central deterrence for at
least five reasons. The first is making the thoeatlible to the adversary. The second is
providing credible assurance to the protected ecguntboth the government and the
public, whose views on deterrence requirements (arte assurance) may differ
substantially from those of the government. Thedtls convincing domestic public
opinion that extending such protection — takinggit ensure the security of a distant
country — is necessary and in the national intetestormal times public opinion is a
secondary or permissive factor, but in crisis s$itues public opinion in the protected
country or the guarantor country could become apdimating factor — one that could
undermine the credibility of deterrence or makehdtrder to sustain a deterrence
posture.

The fourth reason why extended deterrence is miffieult to achieve than central

deterrence resides in the imperative of convindimg political elite of the security

guarantor. The visible convictions of the politicglite are important if the security
commitment is to be sustained on a bipartisan Ihasis administration to administration
and remain credible to adversaries and protectax @nd security partners over time.
Sustaining a domestic consensus in support of dgterdeterrence may become
increasingly difficult with generational changefédwer legislators, military officers,

and government officials recall the initial undémty rationale for the extended
deterrence commitment and associated arrangema&ntscognize their continuing

importance and relevance to national and alliedrstyc

The fifth and final reason why extended deterrepoesents greater demands than
central deterrence is the challenge of sustainatgpmal determination and willingness
to employ military capabilities if deterrence etfoirfail. Herman Kahn once wrote,
“Usually the most convincing way to look willing is be willing.”® To be truly willing
may be a challenge in specific cases because aftifesic dangers, domestic factors,
and concurrent international obligations.

All five of the factors listed above involve thegterement of credibility. One need not
be an open skeptic regarding the reliability of Ue®tended deterrence (such as, for
instance, General de Gaulle in the 1950s and 1960s3knowledge that the prospect
of eliciting a strong reaction from Washington niérently more plausible in the case
of an attack against the United States than inctee of an attack against an ally
thousands of miles away from North America. Thé& fier the United States is that
action in defense of a distant ally might in somentmgencies escalate to
intercontinental nuclear war. A deterrence-by-destiaategy based on highly effective
air and missile defenses might in some circumstaalieviate some of the political and

% Herman KahnOn Thermonuclear WaiNew Brunswick, New Jersey: Transaction Publist2067; first published
by Princeton University Press in 1960), p. 287.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 16



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

strategic credibility problems associated with aged deterrence (for instance, the risk
of putting Boston at risk to protect Bologna); bititcould not eliminate them
completely.

It is axiomatic that the credibility of extendedtgl®ence hinges on the robustness and
reliability of central deterrence. No governmem ceedibly extend deterrence protection
unless it can ensure its own security with somefidence. Even central deterrence
entails a considerable amount of guesswork, imtojtand reliance on assumptions that
cannot be tested, short of a deep crisis; andider@ce for the functioning of central
deterrence often seems impressionistic and andcdota

This is all the more the case with extended deteesewhich adds other variables: above
all, whether potential adversaries are convincedhef solidity of the U.S. security
commitment to an ally, and whether the allied gowesnt regards the deterrence
posture as likely to be effective.

It has long been recognized that the requiremehtassuring allies and deterring
adversaries may differ. Denis Healey, who was thésB Minister of Defense in the
late 1960s, formulated what he called “the HealbgoFem” in order to underscore the
difficulty of the assurance aspect of extendedrdettee — that is, “it takes only five per
cent credibility of American retaliation to detdret Russians, but ninety-five per cent
credibility to reassure the Europeafis.”

Conversely, it must never be forgotten that an exarg may undertake aggression
even when, according to the guarantor’'s assessofiehé vulnerabilities and risks, he
ought to be deterred. Therefore, measures to prowsisurance might in some
circumstances be excessively persuasive in reldbothe actual deterrence results.
Washington and the ostensibly protected allies migkl subjectively comfortable
about their level of protection but in fact undeireste the requirements of deterrence
in relation to certain adversaries. They might thus in “a fool's paradise” based on
an unwarranted assumption that their adversareesr will remain reliably deterred;
they might then fail to take the steps truly neetdedolster their posture for deterrence
and defense.

The United States can guarantee the sinceritysgfatitical commitment to the security
of its allies and the seriousness of its militaifpies to deter adversaries; but it cannot
guarantee the success of these deterrence efi@darance may, however, give allies
the encouragement necessary to devise and sustawoperation with Washington a
deterrence posture with a higher probability ofcassfully preventing aggression or
coercion than would otherwise be possible.

U.S. Extended Deterrencein NATO

One of the classic questions about deterrence gitine Cold War was, “How much is
enough?” In the United States this question focusedelaborate assessments of
survivable nuclear retaliatory capabilities, amariger factors. In NATO it was even
more complicated. It involved not only nuclear weap but a complex and emotional
process of trial-and-error that included a divisd&bate over escalation boundaries,
control and consultation mechanisms, and the uesséal Multilateral Force proposal.

* Denis HealeyThe Time of My Lifé_London: Michael Joseph, 1989), p. 243.
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By the late 1960s all of the NATO Allies except Ikta reached a working consensus
on the requirements of an effective Alliance detece posture.

For decades certain European Allies have had atdicde in maintaining NATO'’s
nuclear posture: under bilateral programs of coatper with the United States, they
have hosted U.S. nuclear weapons and U.S. delsystems on their territory, and they
have maintained their own national capabilities defivery of U.S. nuclear weapons.
By participating in the operational aspects of racldeterrence, these Allies have
demonstrated NATO'’s political and military cohesi@amd added to the credibility of
NATO'’s nuclear posture. Their participation in tbperational aspects of deterrence
has also strengthened their voice in the Nucleanrdthg Group, NATO'’s senior-level
consultative body focused on nuclear issues.ldyiparticipating in the work of the NPG
that Allies have gained and exercised consideialilgence in the formation of NATO'’s
nuclear policy and its associated decision-makioggss.

Determining how much is enough in NATO has not fsmion numbers and types of
weapons as much as on other arrangements thatcbatrgbuted to assurance as well
as deterrence. In addition to the NPG and otheredidr consultations, the Alliance

offers opportunities for non-nuclear-weapon-stdliesawithout host or delivery roles

to participate in the implementation of the Alli@ nuclear policy in other ways,

including exercises; seminars and workshops; commeontrol, and communications
links; and non-nuclear air support options. Sudivigies help to compensate for the
fact that the number of allies with nuclear hostl/an delivery responsibilities is a

shrinking proportion of the total, owing in partNATO enlargement.

While there have been some refinements and adapatince 1989-1991, the consultation
arrangements devised during the Cold War have resdagffective in post-Cold War
conditions. The NPG continues to oversee the ctatsuh mechanisms and associated
command and control arrangements that underscereoltective character of NATO'’s
nuclear decision-making.

NATO'’s nuclear deterrence posture has thus inclunedtiple dimensions. Without
considering the roles of France and the United #amg’ the objectives have included
making the U.S. extended deterrence posture ceethblhe adversaries to be deterred
and to the allies to be assured, and acceptaltie tonited States.

In the NATO context, U.S. nuclear weapons in Eurbpee served three functions at
once:

= first, communicating a message to adversariesahailliance deterrent has been
constituted, with multiple Allies involved in coriing on policy, maintaining the
posture, and preparing for possible operations;

= second, assuring the Allies of the genuineness ®f ¢bmmitments, with the weapons,
delivery systems, consultations, and other concesté tangible arrangements
creating a presumption of concerted action in tfeneof a crisis; and

® According to the current NATO Strategic Concefithé supreme guarantee of the security of the Alkes
provided by the strategic nuclear forces of theéafite, particularly those of the United States;ititependent
nuclear forces of the United Kingdom and Franceictvinave a deterrent role of their own, contribittehe
overall deterrence and security of the Allies.” tioAtlantic Council, Strategic Concept, 24 April 99
paragraph 62, available at http://www.nato.int/epgiatolive/official_texts_27433.htm
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= third, making the extended deterrence responsibiibre acceptable to the United
States — that is, rather than the United Statearfgethe burden all by itself, the
Allies have assumed security roles, financial costed political risks and
responsibilities.

The existing arrangements are not flawless, big fard to think of better ones that
would satisfy the need for risk- and responsibiharing, with some European Allies
having an operational role. The operational rolevigles the Allies bearing host and
delivery responsibilities with credibility and thuasfluence in the policy formation

process. The Allies would probably lose that inflce with a termination of the

existing NATO arrangements, and greater political atrategic responsibilities would
be placed on the shoulders of the United Statesjedisas Britain and France. These
would not be positive developments for alliancee=ibn.

Indeed, removing the remaining U.S. nuclear weajimms Europe and terminating the
nuclear-sharing arrangements would have disadvesitsigch as politically singularizing
the United States, and depriving the United Stateke assistance of Allies that have
been willing to help bear the political and praaticisks and responsibilities of
maintaining an Alliance deterrence posture. Moreovieese Allies would lose the
sense of participation and policy influence that derived from bearing these
responsibilities. The Nuclear Planning Group arteotonsultation mechanisms might
remain, but with a critical difference — the absep€ nuclear-sharing and of the sense
of a jointly sustained posture. The end of nuclearden-sharing among the Allies
could over time make consultations an increasieghpty exercise and cost the states
terminating their participation their exceptionafluence on U.S. decision-making.

The non-nuclear-weapon-state European allies waldd lose expertise regarding
nuclear deterrence issues, and there would beofegasense of a common deterrence
culture within the Allianc&. This would have implications for the arms contanid
disarmament policies of the Allies, as well asdeterrence and assurarice.

In short, NATO’s nuclear-sharing arrangements, thase U.S. nuclear weapons in
Europe, have made possible a European Allied dpeedtrole and European Allied
involvement in the maintenance of an Alliance detar posture. It is generally agreed
that the removal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Eenepuld not mean the end of U.S.
extended deterrence in NATO or nuclear policy ctiatians in the Alliance. The U.S.
nuclear weapons in Europe nonetheless make pogshkibleonstitution of an Alliance
deterrent that could be of genuine value for cnsésagement and deterrence.

® According to a highly regarded French expert,“gitical value” of the remaining U.S. nuclear vpems in
Europe ‘“is today much more important than theiiitany value. For me, the principal interest in th@iesence

is to maintain a common deterrence culture withi@ Alliance.” Bruno Tertrais, “Désarmement nucléaén
Allemagne: un ‘tournant majeur,” 2 November 2089ailable at
http://secretdefense.blogs.liberation.fr/defeng@9201/d%C3%A9sarmement-nucl%C3%A9aire-en-allemagne-
un-tournant-majeur-selon-bruno-tertrais.html

" The interdependence between the nuclear-sharig@msultation arrangements under Alliance auspices
the acceptance of the Treaty on the Non-Prolifenatif Nuclear Weapons (NPT) by certain NATO Alliss
worth recalling. For an illuminating account, seal Brands, “Non-Proliferation and the Dynamics leé Middle
Cold War: The Superpowers, the MLF, and the NROgfd War History vol. 7, no. 3 (August 2007), especially
pp. 404-409.
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Some observers regard the remaining U.S. nucleapeves in Europe as less important
than in the past owing to their judgment that thengrios in which they might be
useful for such purposes are quite improbable amdote® that they entail both
“opportunity costs” and investments in maintainingclear certification for dual-
capable aircraft and crews, as well as in providiegurity at the weapons storage sites;
and that in a crisis any targets could be struckl8 strategic systems.

These arguments rule out entirely what cannot bg éxcluded: the possibility that a
contingency could arise in which the constitutidnaa Alliance deterrent could be
relevant for successful crisis management and méetee. These arguments also
overstate the “opportunity costs” and financialastments required to maintain this
part of the Alliance’s nuclear deterrence postukecording to theReport of the
Secretary of Defense Task Force on DoD Nuclear Weapanagementhe cost of
maintaining U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is “lowd worth paying” as the price of
an Alliance deterrent with transatlantic risk- aresponsibility-sharing. The target
coverage approach relying solely on U.S. strategystems would politically
singularize the United States and, as some Alliesevers have noted, empty the
Alliance consultation mechanisms of much of themtent.

Moreover, the long-standing judgment of many o#fisi and experts in NATO
countries persists: U.S. nuclear weapons basediiopé send a more potent deterrent
message about U.S. commitments than reliance saelyU.S. nuclear weapons
deployed at sea or based in North America. WithUlfe nuclear weapons presence in
Europe, extensive nuclear risk- and responsibditgring, and consultative
arrangements for decision-making, the Alliance fesater confidence in its strength
and cohesion than it would have without these iatared attributes — and greater
confidence that adversaries will recognize NAT@salve and capabilities.

It was in view of these considerations that the. @&ngressional Commission concluded
in 2009 that the nuclear-sharing arrangements unvglU.S. and Allied dual-capable
aircraft and U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe shdédcontinued: “In Europe, the
current fleet of dual-capable aircraft is slated fetirement within the next decade. A
future variant of the advanced fighter, the F-39ant Strike Fighter, is intended to be
a replacement for the current dual-capable airtradinning in 2016. NATO allies are
committed to the modernization of dual-capableraftcand the United States should
proceed in partnership with thertf.”

8 1t should be noted that NATO’s 1999 Strategic Gapicstated that the “Allies concerned considert tfite
circumstances in which any use of nuclear weapdgbtrhave to be contemplated by them are . . eexly
remote.” North Atlantic Council, Strategic Concep24 April 1999, paragraph 64, available at
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_tex&7433.htm

° James R. Schlesinger, chairm&egport of the Secretary of Defense Task Force ob Naclear Weapons
Management, Phase II: Review of the DoD NuclearsMis(Arlington, VA: Secretary of Defense Task Force
on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management, December 20@8),60. This report is available at
http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/PhasellRepardf. pdf

% America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report af thongressional Commission on the Strategic Posifire
the United StatedVilliam J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. SchiesjrVice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press, 2009), p. 26lablaiat http://www.usip.org/programs/initiativesigressional-
commission-the-strategic-posture-the-united-states
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The Congressional Commission’s recommendationBignréspect were honored in the
April 2010 Nuclear Posture Review, in that it il the following announcement:

“The Air Force will retain a dual-capable fighteth¢ capability to deliver both
conventional and nuclear weapons) as it replacéssFwith the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter. As described in more detail below, thetebhiStates will also conduct a full
scope B-61 (nuclear bomb) Life Extension Prograrartsure its functionality with the
F-35 and to include making surety — safety, seguaihd use control — enhancements to
maintain confidence in the B-61. These decisiorsuenthat the United States will
retain the capability to forward-deploy non-stratceiguclear weapons in support of its
Alliance commitments. These decisions do not presthe results of future decisions
within NATO about the requirements of nuclear detece and nuclear sharing, but

keep open all options™

I mplications of the Proposed Withdrawal from Europe of U.S. Nuclear Weapons

Whether the long-standing NATO nuclear deterrenastype can be sustained in the
current political climate remains to be seen. Thimate includes various proposals for
nuclear disarmament, including recommendations that remaining U.S. nuclear

weapons in Europe be removed.

Perhaps the most significant recent developmerthigiregard has been the October
2009 coalition agreement of the new CDU/CSU-FDPegoment in Berlin. The key
sentence might be translated as follows:

“In this context, and in the drafting of a new NATRIrategic Concept, we will engage
within the Alliance, as well as across the tabléhvihe American Allies, such that the
remaining nuclear weapons in Germany are removed.”

What this will signify in practice for the Germamwgrnment’s policy remains to be
seen, but this is a potentially momentous developm&hen asked about the possible
withdrawal of U.S. nuclear weapons from Germany$.USecretary of State Hillary
Clinton said, “I think that has to be consideredha context of NATO strategy. But |
also think we have to be very careful about howewaluate the different threats, the
need for deterrents. So it's a complicated issusd Athink NATO is the appropriate
forurrl3to consider all of the ramifications, becausehave obligations to states further
east.’

At present it appears that the new government idirBevill construe the coalition
agreement to mean that Germany should not takataral action but should, as the
text indicates, “engage within the Alliance” in erdo seek the eventual withdrawal of
U.S. nuclear weapons from Germany within the fraorkwof an Alliance decision

1 U.S. Department of Defens&uclear Posture Review RepofVashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Defense, April 2010), pp. 27-28.

12 “In diesem Zusammenhang sowie im Zuge der Ausamgieines strategischen Konzeptes der NATO
werden wir uns im Bundnis sowie gegenlber den &aeiichen Verblndeten dafir einsetzen, dass die in
Deutschland  verbliebenen  Atomwaffen  abgezogen  wetde Wachstum.Bildung.Zusammenhalt:
Koalitionsvertrag zwischen CDU, CSU und FOF Legislaturperiode, 26 Oktober 2009, p. 120.

13 Interview with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary @tn by Dr. Sebastian Hesse-Kastein of MDR Rad@ar]i,
9 November 2009, available at http://www.state.geefetary/rm/2009a/11/131722.htm
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respecting the requirements of collective defemse effective deterrence. In February
2010 the German Foreign Minister, Guido Westerwégtimed with his counterparts in
Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Norwayiopose that NATO discuss
what it could do to advance the goal of nucleaamiimment? In March 2010, all the
main parties in the German parliament supportecoiom calling on the government
“to argue, in discussions both within the Allianaed with the American allies, for a
withdrawal of the nuclear weapons that remain imn@emy."**

Some observers in Germany have suggested a coofcegtaining nuclear readiness in
NATO Europe without a U.S. nuclear weapons presanégirope. If the U.S. weapons
were removed from Germany, however, it is doubtfbkther the German government
would work with the United States to maintain nacteertified aircraft and crewS$.lt

is also debatable as to what extent other allieh wiuclear host and delivery
responsibilities would continue to uphold them ihe tabsence of a German
contribution. The pivotal role of Germany derived only from its political, military,
and economic weight within the Alliance, but alsonfi the historical circumstance that
the presence of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europetl@ndaievelopment of associated
nuclear-sharing and decision-making arrangemerdgslagely — though not exclu-
sively — products of German influence on U.S. arAlTD thinking about deterrence
and assurance requirements since the 1950s. Thesgements formed an essential
part of the context for accession to the NPT byRbderal Republic of Germany.

The potential implications of the withdrawal of themaining U.S. nuclear weapons
from Europe are significant. There is little questbut that such a withdrawal would be
seen as a strong sign of U.S. strategic disengagemesome quarters, notably in
Central and Eastern Europe, with damaging polittcedsequences in terms of alliance
cohesion and the credibility of U.S. assurancesy weakening of the trans-Atlantic
relationship brought on by removing U.S. nucleaapans from NATO Europe would
be a source of considerable satisfaction in Mosasvthese have both been Russian

4 The foreign ministers of Belgium, Germany, Luxemtsp the Netherlands, and Norway sent the letter
articulating this proposal to the NATO Secretaryn@=l on 26 February 2010. The letter is availatil¢he
website of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of theebherlands:
http://www.minbuza.nl/dsresource?objectid=buzabeB66281&type=org.

For a discussion of critical reactions to this megl, see David S. Yosfhe Future of NATO’s Nuclear
Deterrent: The New Strategic Concept and the 2RPP0 Review Conference, A Workshop Rep@dme:
NATO Defense College, April 2010), pp. 6-7, availabat http://www.ndc.nato.int/download/
downloads.php?icode=193.

15 Antrag der Fraktionen CDU/CSU, SPD, FDP und Bisd¥0/Die GriinenPeutschland muss deutliche
Zeichen fir eine Welt frei von Atomwaffen setPeutscher Bundestag, Drucksache 17/1159, 24 MeGgR.

16 Some have argued for a “reconstitution” approactl.8. extended deterrence in NATO — in essengeoylag
U.S. nuclear weapons to Europe only when and ifigiscrequires themThis approach would be politically,
strategically, and operationally problematic, eviérperiodic exercises of redeployments were pditic
feasible, and flight crew and load crew proficiasxciwere adequately maintained along with storagditya
security. Having to redeploy nuclear weapons tooperduring a crisis would impose an additional sieci
point on Allied leaders at the least opportune mamk is most unlikely that NATO'’s leaders woultket to
reconstitute an air-delivered nuclear capabilit{irope during a crisis owing to fear that suclioactvould be
perceived as “escalatory.” The argument that redotiag the capability could itself be a crisis magement
maneuver is implausible, given the time lines imeal with such assets. A “reconstitution” approaguld
therefore probably fail to provide convincing asswe to allies or credible deterrence to poteaiisdersaries.
Furthermore, investments in maintaining nucleatited crews, aircraft, and storage facilities wibyrobably
not be sustained without the presence of U.S. aueleapons in Europe.
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aims of long standing. The slightest suggestioltJ@. disengagement from NATO
security commitments would also be a matter of grawncern for the Alliance’s
newest members, particularly the allies that wereeaccupied by Soviet forces.

Some observers also focus on the impact on thendé posture for deterrence and
crisis management operations of withdrawing theaiamg U.S. nuclear weapons. The
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe have made it pesdibl organize an Alliance

deterrent. That is, dual-capable aircraft from salvBlATO nations could conduct a

combined air operation to signal the Alliance’s aefy to act together against an
adversary. This operation could well involve sonm@n-nuclear-weapon-state allies
without host or delivery roles, because (as notedipusly) they could participate in

the implementation of the Alliance’s nuclear polityough non-nuclear air support
activities.

The Allies did not choose to retain air-deliveredapons in Europe in a fit of absent-
mindedness, with no supporting rationale. The NarckRlanning Group communiqués
in 1989, 1990, and 1991 endorsed a shift in emphasiards longer-range and more
flexible air-delivered weapons. The criteria arladad in the communiqués included
“longer ranges,” “greater flexibility,” and “widespad Alliance participation**

How strategically valuable is it for the Alliance tetain this combined nuclear crisis
management option? People who take a purely opaedtiarget coverage approach
see it as of little or no value, because (as tlegtput) any targets of interest could be
struck by U.S. SLBMs or ICBMs or U.S.-based bombers

The U.S. and Alliance objective, however, is nogét to the point of striking targets
with nuclear weapons, but to maintain deterrenceamsurance and to keep the Alliance
together. It cannot be excluded that in some cistantes a combined Alliance air
operation could have a powerful deterrent effet#pSto mount the operation could be
communicated to the adversary, and the visibleesgion of resolve on the part of the
Alliance as a whole could have a deterrent effestirdtt from that of a U.S. threat to
act on behalf of an ally or the Alliance as a whdWoreover, a combined Alliance
operation could, at least in some circumstancegp kihe Allies together more
effectively than a solitary operation by the Unit&ttes.

The multinational NATO posture has genuine openai@and political-military utility.
As the Report of the Secretary of Defense Task Force oB Dluclear Weapons
Managementthe so-called Schlesinger report, stated in DéezrB008, “DCA fighters
and nuclear weapons are visible, capable, receallablsable, and flexible and are a
military statement of NATO and U.S. political wit® Because the maintenance and
exercise of the capability on a collective basisstibute an expression of political
resolve and cohesion, the capability may well leeenstructive deterrent effect.

" For a more detailed discussion of this point, witerences to the pertinent sources, see DavidoSt,
“Assurance and US Extended Deterrence in NATI®térnational Affairs vol. 85, no. 4 (July 2009), pp. 770-
772.

18 James R. Schlesinger, chairm&eport of the Secretary of Defense Task Force ob Naclear Weapons
Management, Phase II: Review of the DoD NuclearsMis(Arlington, VA: Secretary of Defense Task Force
on DoD Nuclear Weapons Management, December 20@8)%9. This report is available at
http://www.defenselink.mil/pubs/pdfs/PhasellRepard.pdf. The acronym DCA stands for dual-capable
aircraft
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If these weapons are as irrelevant and uselessnas sbservers maintain, why do the
Russians attach so much importance to getting thérof Europe? If the answer is that
the Russians want all U.S. nuclear weapons outuwbfe as a matter of political
principle, it might be asked, is that a politicalngiple that NATO should endorse,
especially in the presence of the enormous Rusamisenal of non-strategic nuclear
forces?

The Congressional Commission on the Strategic Rostuthe United States recently
noted that “Russia enjoys a sizeable numerical rddge” over the United States in
non-strategic nuclear forces (NSNF) and “storesushads of these weapons in
apparent support of possible military operationstwe the Urals. The United States
deploys a small fraction of that number in suppmrnuclear sharing agreements in
NATO . .. Strict U.S.-Russian equivalence in NSiNFnbers is unnecessary. But the
current imbalance is stark and worrisome to son& Hllies in Central Europe. If and
as reductions continue in the number of operatipndéployed strategic nuclear
weapons, this imbalance will become more appamahgdies less assured’”

Some European Allied observers have expressed reoimceiew of Russian declarations
that certain new Allies have made themselves paletargets for nuclear attack by
supporting U.S. missile defense plafsVhile the U.S. government revised its missile
defense plans regarding NATO and Europe in Septen#®9, the Russian
government has not modified its nuclear doctrinecddt Russian exercises have
simulated nuclear attacks on Poland and other NATI@s.?* As the Congressional
Commission noted, “Some allies located near Russleeve that U.S. non-strategic
forces in Europe are essential to prevent nuclearcton by Moscow and indeed that
modernized U.S./NATO forces are essential for r@sgoa sense of balance in the face
of Russia’s nuclear renewd®”

In the long run, keeping the Alliance posture basadnuclear-sharing would offer
multiple advantages for assurance and extendedreiete. It would offer advantages
for assurance because of Allied participation ifoiatly maintained and practiced
posture. It would keep up the level of expertisé eannfidence in non-nuclear-weapon-
state allies and sustain risk- and responsibiligsg, so that Americans would regard

9 America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report af thongressional Commission on the Strategic Posifire
the United StatedVilliam J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. SchiesjrVice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press, 2009), p. 21lablaiat http://www.usip.org/programs/initiativesigressional-
commission-the-strategic-posture-the-united-states.

%0 See, among other examples, the statement by GaBereeral Anatoly Nogovitsyn, the Deputy Chief bét
Russian General Staff, quoted in Damien McElroyus§lan General Says Poland a Nuclear ‘Targdthé
Daily Telegraph15 August 2008, available at http://www.telegrapluk/news/worldnews/europe/georgia/2564639/
Russian-general-says-Poland-a-nuclear-target-adelrza- Rice-arrives-in-Georgia.html. Russiantestants
regarding possible deployment of the dual capatkarider missile in Kaliningrad are also significamtthis
regard.

2 Matthew Day, “Russia ‘Simulates’ Nuclear AttackBaland, The Daily Telegraphl November 2009, available
at http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/eufppiand/6480227/Russia-simulates-nuclear-attack-on-
Poland.html

22 pmerica’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report af tongressional Commission on the Strategic Posifire
the United StatedVilliam J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. SchiesjrVice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press, 2009), p. 20lablaiat http://www.usip.org/programs/initiativesigressional-
commission-the-strategic-posture-the-united-states
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their NATO allies as partners in this endeavor antsimply dependents. The bonus
for Alliance cohesion would be in itself a contrilmn to deterrence, but on top of that
NATO would retain the option of a combined nucleasis management operation and
the possibility of future force modernization.

Furthermore, the assertion that withdrawing theaiemg U.S. weapons from Europe
would encourage the Russians to eliminate or soipEty reduce their immense holdings
of non-strategic nuclear forces reflects an exegelysisanguine view of Moscow's
readiness to undertake action in this respecthAsdongressional Commission noted,
Moscow has not complied with the 1991-1992 pledggsSoviet President Mikhalil
Gorbachev and Russian President Boris Yeltsiniimhte and reduce certain types of
non-strategic nuclear forcé.

If the U.S. nuclear weapons presence were withdricam Europe unilaterally, the
Russians would have fewer incentives to acceptamms control measures, including
any verification and transparency regime. Sincel®&0s it has been argued in various
guarters that Moscow would be more cooperativeealidgs with the West if it were
granted its wish that U.S. nuclear weapons in Eeitmpentirely removed. It is far more
likely, however, that the Russians would simplycket” a unilateral withdrawal of the
U.S. nuclear weapons as something they had alwaysuaded. Under both Soviet and
Russian rule, Moscow has considered the U.S. nualeapons presence in Europe not
simply threatening to its security, but politicalliggitimate, a symbol of U.S. intrusion
into Moscow’s rightful sphere of influenééFrom a Russian perspective, a unilateral
withdrawal of the U.S. nuclear weapons presendeuiope would be rectifying an old
injustice and imposition, rather than offering gnsil for Russian NSNF disarmament.
For NATO, even if Russian NSNF could thereby be euaally reduced, there would
be little or no strategic gain. Russia would holananopoly on NSNF in Europe.
Moscow’s NSNF holdings would be unverifiable, bubudd probably remain in the
thousands. If drastic reductions in U.S. nucleaapeds in Europe since 1991 have not
led Moscow to resolve the massive uncertaintieiénWest about Russia’'s NSKF,
why should it be expected that complete withdra(ealtirely removing any Alliance
negotiating leverage) would bring about a respotieg NATO could regard as
satisfactory?

The Russians — and key observers in NATO Européghtroonsider the withdrawal of
the U.S. nuclear weapons evidence of America’sed#sad willingness to defend its
allies with nuclear means. Moscow might then expéctEuropean neighbors to
become more deferential to Russia, in view of tae@ved change in the balance of

% n the words of the Congressional Commission, RuU$s no longer in compliance with its PNI [Presidial
Nuclear Initiative] commitments.”America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report o€ tlCongressional
Commission on the Strategic Posture of the Unitate$ William J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. Schiesjn
Vice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.: United States itmst of Peace Press, 2009), p. 13, available at
http://www.usip.org/programs/initiatives/congressibcommission-the-strategic-posture-the-unitetesta

21t should be noted that Moscow nonetheless acdeN®TO nuclear-sharing arrangements, including the
NPG and the bilateral programs of cooperation wwngl the United States and non-nuclear-weapon-state
NATO Allies, as consistent with the NPT. The Souiktion seems to have agreed to the continuatidhexfe
arrangements because of U.S. assurances that tbelg wot enable the Federal Republic of Germany to
become a nuclear power.

% “The total reduction in the current NATO stockpilesub-strategic weapons in Europe will be roug0ys.”
NATO Nuclear Planning Group, Final Communiqué, Br&ictober 1991, par. 5.
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power and commitments, with unpredictable consecggenThe withdrawal of U.S.

nuclear weapons could thus have counterproductieeexen dangerous geopolitical
consequences, because of the conclusions that beutttawn in Russia and Europe
about U.S. security commitmerifs.

In April 2010, the U.S. government took two stepattreassured experts and officials
in NATO governments convinced of the continuing arpnce of retaining U.S.
nuclear weapons in Europe. First, the Nuclear PesReview included a positive
statement about the continuing importance of Uuglear weapons in Europe and the
need for Alliance consensus on making any changBITO’s nuclear posture:

“In Europe, forward-deployed U.S. nuclear weapoagsehbeen reduced dramatically
since the end of the Cold War, but a small numbidd.&. nuclear weapons remain.
Although the risk of nuclear attack against NortieAtic Treaty Organization (NATO)
members is at an historic low, the presence of buSlear weapons — combined with
NATO’s unique nuclear sharing arrangements undeiclwmon-nuclear members
participate in nuclear planning and possess spgaanfigured aircraft capable of
delivering nuclear weapons — contribute to Alliamodesion and provide reassurance
to allies and partners who feel exposed to regitmehts. The role of nuclear weapons
in defending Alliance members will be discussed gear in connection with NATO’s
revision of its Strategic Concept. Any changes AT®'’s nuclear posture should only
be taken after a thorough review within — and denidy — the Alliance?

Second, at a meeting of NATO foreign ministers, .US&cretary of State Hillary
Clinton affirmed the importance of sharing nucleasks and responsibilities in the
Alliance and linked “any future reductions” in U.8uclear forces in Europe to
negotiations with Russia on non-strategic nucleacds. In her words, “We should
recognize that as long as nuclear weapons existTNAvill remain a nuclear
alliance . .. As a nuclear alliance, sharing narclesks and responsibilities widely is
fundamental® With regard to Russia’s non-strategic nuclear weap Secretary
Clinton said, “In any future reductions, our ainosld be to seek Russian agreement to
increase transparency on non-strategic nuclear amsajn Europe, relocate those
weapons away from the territory of NATO members] artlude non-strategic nuclear
weapons in the next round of U.S.-Russian armsabdiscussions?

In light of the new U.S. Nuclear Posture Reviewi, Schneider, the program director of
the Prague Security Studies Institute and a forpwditical director at the Czech
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, wrote,

% The two paragraphs above are derived from theoastlarticle, “Russia’s Non-Strategic Nuclear Farge
International Affairs vol. 77 (July 2001), pp. 531-551.

27 U.S. Department of Defens®&luclear Posture Review Repafivashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Defense, April 2010), p. 32.

% Secretary of State Hillary Clinton quoted in Mandler, “U.S. Resists Push By Allies For Tactibaiclear
Cuts,”New York Time23 April 2010.

# Secretary of State Hillary Clinton quoted in Ardhilohammed and David Brunnstrom, “U.S. signals its
nuclear arms stay in Europe for now,” Reuters dddpa 22 April 2010, available at
http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63L54Q201022f2ed Type=RSS&feedName=worldNews&utm_sour
ce=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%8éters%2FworldNews+(News+%2F+US+%?2
F+International)
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“Is it actually even possible to imagine nucleartedence without the physical
presence of American weapons in Europe? Althoughetlare two nuclear powers in
Europe, it is unfathomable that they could provideclear guarantees for their
European allies, not to mention for the Europeaioktin For now, it seems that the
United States is not going to be in a hurry to dittw its nuclear weapons from
Europe, and, as the new nuclear doctrine (US Nuéleature Review) indicates, it is
not expected that the new NATO [strategic] concephich is currently being

elaborated, would bring any radical changes tacthieent situation®

According to an analysis of German reactions tongne U.S. Nuclear Posture Review,
the German coalition parties are divided, with #free Democrats led by Foreign
Minister Guido Westerwelle much more positive thla@ Christian Democrats about a
near-term removal of the remaining U.S. nuclearpsea in Europe. The other major
coalition party consists of the CDU/CSU, and “ma@firistian Democrats aren’t
exactly known to be staunch opponents of the dateg strategy. They argue that as
long as Russia doesn’t significantly reduce itsciaa$ of tactical atomic weapons,
Germany should not rush things.”

The German government spokesman, Christoph Steegmppeared to link the future
of the U.S. nuclear weapons remaining in Germarly thie outcome of potential U.S.-
Russian negotiations concerning non-strategic anckeapons: “We explicitly
welcome the US president’s announcement that #ftenew START treaty he’s also
willing to discuss a reduction in tactical nucleaapons with Russia . . . The outcome
may then have a direct impact on the fate of theMdBeads on German soif.”

The U.S. approach linking the future of U.S. nucleaapons in Europe to progress on
arms control negotiations with Russia appears ylikel win support from various
NATO allies. The Latvian Foreign Minister, MarigeRstins, said in April 2010, “It is
in Latvia's interests to see positive steps in thwire towards transparency and
downsizing of tactical nuclear weapons near oudé:’™

While the NATO allies may be able to reach a cosssrthat any future reductions in
U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe should be pursuegbasis of an arms control
agreement affecting Russian non-strategic nucleace$, negotiating such an
agreement would face several fundamental probféms.

%0 Jiri Schneider, “Road to World Without Nuclear WWeas?” inLidovky.czn Czech, 3-4 April 2010, available
in opensource.gov, EUP20100407249003.

31 Hardy Graupner, “Berlin Appears Divided Over theesence of US Nuclear Warheads,” in dw-world.de in
English, 8 April 2010, available at opensource.¢euP20100408085018.

32 Steegmans quoted in ibid.

3 Maris Riekstins, Minister of Foreign Affairs of tda, in BNS in English, 7 April 2010, available in
opensource.gov, EUP20100407200002.

3 Aside from the apparent Russian lack of intere®$NF arms control, defining an arms control regfor NSNF
would face several intrinsic problems, includingifi@ation, geographical scope, agreement on thicfants, the
availability of dual-use delivery systems, and theseline (or initialization) challenge of determigithe
numbers and locations of Russian NSNF. The political strategic basis for an NSNF arms controlmegi
would not be self-evident, in view of the fact thlé number of U.S. weapons in Europe is not ationof
hypothetical targets in Russia. Moreover, the Russattribute utility to their NSNF for reasonsestithan the
U.S. nuclear weapons presence in Europe — for ebeartpdeter powers other than NATO (such as Chanal)
to substitute for advanced non-nuclear precisiokessystems. As with previous nuclear arms corthexdties
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Contrasting the Situationsin Europe and North-East Asia

Looking beyond Europe, the United States needsetacdncerned about extended
deterrence and assurance for allies and securitygra in two other major regions —the
Asia-Pacific region and the Middle Ed3tThe complex dynamics of the current
context for U.S. extended deterrence may, howdaehest illustrated with a contrast
between the situations in Europe and north-east. Asi

It should be recalled that U.S. extended deterremc@ngements in Europe and the
Asia-Pacific region have differed in various ways.contrast with the situation in
Europe, U.S. alliance relations in the Asia-Paaiigion have not been centered on a
multilateral collective defense organization conaée to NATO®® and there have
been no institutions such as the Nuclear Plannimgu®s and no nuclear-sharing
arrangements — nor any nuclear-weapon-state alfiseead, in the Asia-Pacific region
the United States has for the most part maintasegparate bilateral relations with each
of its non-nuclear-weapon-state allies and secyd@stners. Moreover, U.S. nuclear
weapons deployments have not usually been a featdhe bilateral relationships with
allies and security partners in the Asia-Pacifigisa, and the U.S. nuclear weapons
presence in this region was essentially removed981-1992 as a result of the
Presidential Nuclear Initiatives taken by Georg&\H.Bush.

A similarity in NATO and the Asia-Pacific region $iaeen close attention to the role of
U.S. declaratory policy in extended deterrenceghHevel U.S. officials have regularly
reconfirmed U.S. extended deterrence commitmentmim declarations with their
counterparts in Japan and South Korea. In NATO, eaner, the Allies have
historically declined to make a collective pledde'rm first use” of nuclear weapons.
In the 1999 Strategic Concept, for example, théelbeclared that “The fundamental
purpose of the nuclear forces of the Allies is jcdi: to preserve peace and prevent
coercion and any kind of war. They will continuefadfil an essential role by ensuring
uncertainty in the mind of any aggressor aboutrthtire of the Allies’ response to
military aggression. They demonstrate that aggoessf any kind is not a rational
option.”®’

The April 2010 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review couldseen as at variance with the
principle of “ensuring uncertainty in the mind afyaaggressor about the nature of the
Allies’ response to military aggression” in thaetNPR introduced a new formulation

affecting European (and global security) NATO wontit be a direct party to the negotiations betwiRassia,
the United States, and perhaps other governmeutstsbsecurity interests would be affected; anal thited
States would formulate its positions in close cttason with its NATO allies.

% The Middle East may also present near-term chgdierior U.S. extended deterrence. If Iran acquitesear
weapons, the United States will have to face qorstabout extended deterrence and the securitgraél|
Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates, amotigrs. Emerging security challenges in the MiddéstE
could have implications for U.S. allies and segupiirtners in Europe and the Asia-Pacific regiowel.

3 Accords such as ANZUS (the Australia, New Zealamd] United States Security Treaty, concluded B9
have not reached a level of institutionalizatiomparable to that in NATO. Nor has there ever beéhSa-led

multilateral collective defense organization in theia-Pacific region as comprehensive in its mersiier as

NATO.

37 North Atlantic Council, Strategic Concept, 24 Apfi999, par. 62, available at http://www.nato.int/
cps/en/natolive/official_texts 27433.htm
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of the U.S. negative security assurance. Accortiinthe April 2010 Nuclear Posture
Review,

“The United States will continue to reduce the rofenuclear weapons in deterring
non-nuclear attack. To that end, the United Stetesow prepared to strengthen its
long-standing ‘negative security assurance’ by alanf) that the United States will not
use or threaten to use nuclear weapons againshumdear weapons states that are
party to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPdnd in compliance with their
nuclear non-proliferation obligations. . . In makithis strengthened assurance, the
United States affirms that any state eligible fog &ssurance that uses CBW against the
United States or its allies and partners would fdoe prospect of a devastating
conventional military response—and that any indiald responsible for the attack,
whether national leaders or military commandersuldidoe held fully accountable.
Given the catastrophic potential of biological welap and the rapid pace of bio-
technology development, the United States resehgegaght to make any adjustment in
the assurance that may be warranted by the evolatid proliferation of the biological
weapons threat and U.S. capacities to counterttiheat. In the case of countries not
covered by this assurance — states that posse$sanweeapons and states not in
compliance with their nuclear non-proliferation igations — there remains a narrow
range of contingencies in which U.S. nuclear weapuoay still play a role in deterring
a conventional or CBW attack against the UnitedeStar its allies and partners. The
United States is therefore not prepared at theeptetime to adopt a universal policy
that the ‘sole purpose’ of U.S. nuclear weaports deter nuclear attack on the United
States and our allies and partners, but will warlestablish conditions under which
such a policy could be safely adopted. Yet thiesdoot mean that our willingness to
use nuclear weapons against countries not covegrételmew assurance has in any way
increased. Indeed, the United States wishes tessthat it would only consider the use
of nuclear weapons in extreme circumstances tondetee vital interests of the United
States or its allies and partnef%.”

While NATO experts have noted that the new U.S.atieg security assurance is not
entirely consistent with “ensuring uncertainty lmeetmind of any aggressor about the
nature of the Allies’ response to military aggressi this discrepancy has not to date
occasioned significant public concern among Alliegperts and officials, partly

because of the positive response to other elenwntise NPR. The solution in the

NATO Strategic Concept review that is to be conetligh November 2010 may be
simply to delete this “ensuring uncertainty” langaa on the ground that negative
security assurances are unilateral undertakingghé&ygovernments making them, not
their allies®® Although dissenting views can be identiff@dnany Allied observers

would agree with Bruno Tertrais’s judgment that €T¢change in US doctrine is more

3 U.S. Department of Defens®&uclear Posture Review Repafivashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Defense, April 2010), pp. 15-16.

% For background, see David S. Yost, “New Approactee®eterrence in Britain, France, and the United
States,"International Affairs vol. 81 (January 2005), pp. 111-114.

0 For example, an ltalian politician, Fiamma Nirest has argued that the new policy could inciteeashries
to seek chemical and biological weapons, since thigit reason that they need not fear U.S. nucktatiation
for their use. See Nirenstein’s article ih Giornale, 10 April 2010, available in opensource.gov,
EUP20100410058008.
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apparent than real. It probably does not fundanignédter the way an American
president would react to a serious military thréat.

The French Foreign Ministry pointed out that UN @@y Council Resolution 984 of
11 April 1995 reaffirmed that security assurancesndt affect the inherent right of
individual and collective self-defense recognizediiticle 51 of the UN Chartef.

Japanese observers appear to have reacted in nvergeht ways® The Japanese
Foreign Minister, Katsuya Okada, welcomed the WN8clear Posture Review and
drew particular attention to the new U.S. negasigeurity assurance as a step forward
toward a “sole purpose” doctrifie.While the Asahi Shimburendorsed the “sole
purpose” objective, it noted that “Some believe theeat posed to Japan by North
Korea means that nuclear weapons should also sermteter biological and chemical
weapon strikes?® An editorial in theSankei Shimbudeclared, “We are concerned that
by decreasing the previous strategic ambiguity, fteeibility of application of the
‘nuclear umbrella’ that the United States providesJapan and other allies will be
damaged*As these comments suggest, in north-east Asia,aCaml North Korea
loom larger as potential threats than do Iran andsiR. For example, in April 2009,
Hirofumi Nakasone, then the Minister for Foreigrfahfs of Japan, drew attention in a
speech on nuclear disarmament to North Korean aueled ballistic missile activities
and to Chinese nuclear force modernization. Nal@asand, “In light of the situation in
East Asia that | mentioned eatrlier, it goes withsaying that the extended deterrent
including nuclear deterrence under the Japan-le&urgy arrangements is of critical
importance for Japarf®U.S. allies in north-east Asia attach increasiggificance to
arrangements affecting the credibility of U.S. exted deterrence protectish.

*1 Bruno Tertrais inNuclear Reactions: The 2010 Nuclear Posture Revie®v April 2010, available at
http://csis.org/blog/nuclear-reactions-2010-nucleasture-review. Tertrais added, “it is legitimatewonder

whether it is worth the cost of limiting the Premitfs freedom of action for very hypothetical naiwlgeration

benefits.”

“2 Statement by Bernard Valero, Ministry of ForeigrdeEuropean Affairs, Paris, 7 April 2010, availabie
opensource.gov, EUP20100408056001.

“3 For background on Japanese concerns about U.Bratecy policy in relation to extended deterrensee
Keith Payne, Thomas Scheber, and Kurt Guth8, Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Alid$artheast
Asia (Fairfax, Virginia: National Institute Press, Mar2010), p. 34.

* Statement by Mr. Katsuya Okada, Minister of Famefgfairs of Japan, on the release of the U.S. Barcl
Posture Review, 7 April 2010, available at httpuiwmofa.go.jp/announce/announce/2010/4/0407_01.html

“5 Asahi Shimbu®nline in English, 16 April 2010, available in @eurce.gov, JPP20100416969012. See also
the éditorial in Asahi ShimbunOnline in English, 8 April 2010, available in opeurce.gov,
JPP20100408969006.

% Sankei Shimbumquoted in Foreign Press Center Japan Online inli€ng14-15 April 2010, in
opensource.gov, JPP20100415035003.

*" Hirofumi Nakasone, Minister for Foreign Affairs dapan, “Conditions towards Zero: 11 Benchmarks for
Global Nuclear Disarmament,” Kyodo News, 27 Apr00B, available at http://www.mofa.go.jp/POLICY
/un/disarmament/arms/state0904.html

8 The Japanese Foreign Ministry noted that U.S.e8agr of State Hillary Clinton visited Japan in Redry
2009 as her first foreign destination and that ‘Skéerated the U.S. commitments to the defensdagfan,
including its nuclear deterrence under the Jap&-Security Arrangements.” Summary of the Meeting a
Luncheon between Foreign Minister Nakasone andeSagr of State Clinton, 17 February 2009, availaile
http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/meet09dal
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Although some reports have conveyed the impredsianthe new government led by
the Democratic Party of Japan, which took officeSeptember 2009, may have less
interest than its predecessor in U.S. extendedrrdetse protection, the new Prime
Minister, Yukio Hatoyama, stated in November 2008tt “Looking at the security
dimension of the Japan-US alliance, | believe wedn® create various types of new
security systems, including extended deterrendernration protection, the modalities
of missile defence and the use of outer space, gstathers.* The Japan-U.S. Joint
Statement toward a World without Nuclear Weaporssued by Prime Minister
Hatoyama and President Obama, indicated that thgowvernments will seek the “total
elimination of nuclear weapons . . . in a way thaimotes international stability and
security while ensuring that those steps do nanyway diminish the national security
of Japan or the United States of America and itssal™®

Similarly, in January 2010, on the fiftieth annisary of the signing of the U.S.-Japan
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, the daga Foreign and Defense Minister
and U.S. Secretary of State and Secretary of Defdaslared that “The United States
and Japan will strengthen their efforts to preuwést proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction and seek the peace and security ofria wdithout nuclear weapons, while

maintaining necessary deterrence.”

The NATO Allies may wish to consider the potentiapact of what would be a
fundamental change in the Alliance’s nuclear detere posture — removing the remaining
U.S. nuclear forces. The impact could range beyoadEuro-Atlantic area to other regions
in which the United States has extended deterreng@nitments. In this regard it is
noteworthy that some South Korean experts havetggewhat seems to be a note of
regret in their discussions of the U.S. withdraafahuclear weapons from South Korea
in 1991. For example, according to Kang Choi anohd8ung Park of the Institute of
Foreign Affairs and National Security in Seoul,

“South Korea was forced to review its security aedense policy in the absence of
U.S. ‘ground-based’ nuclear deterrence . . . Inwh&e of the termination of the Cold
War, the United States discarded its long-mainthiR€END [neither confirm nor deny]
policy. And the U.S. nuclear deterrence on the Horpeninsula, based on physical
presence, was converted to ‘off-shore deterrence’. U.S. deployment of tactical
nuclear weapons was the tangible manifestation.8f Security commitment . . . As
discussed earlier, it is now clear that ‘groundedhsnuclear deterrence has been
replaced by ‘offshore’ deterrence. The former wiasved as particularly strong since it
consisted of a ‘trip-wire’ strategy with forwardgleyment of the USFK [United States
Forces Korea] and the presence of U.S. tacticdeaugveapons on South Korean soil.
Though more flexible, ‘offshore’ deterrence is nhaionventional and is largely

9 Joint Press Conference by Prime Minister Yukiodyama of Japan and President Barack Obama of the
United States of America, 13 November 2009, auailalat http://www.kantei.go.jp/foreign/hatoyama/
statement/200911/13usa_kaiken_e.html

0 The November 2009 Japan-U.S. Joint Statement dowaworld without Nuclear Weapons is available at
http://mww.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/pv091blear. pdf

*! The U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committeekiagrthe 50th Anniversary of the Signing of The 4.S
Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Securitycr&ary of State Clinton, Secretary of Defense ate
Minister for Foreign Affairs Okada, Minister of Dmfse Kitazawa, Washington, DC, 19 January 2010lad&

at http://www.state.gov/secretary/rm/2010/01/135Bt@
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symbolic in nature . . . The present problem id thath Seoul’'s and Washington’s
efforts to compensate for the loss of physical dirdad a weaker security guarantee
have fallen short of each other’'s expectatiofs.”

If some South Korean experts regret the withdraafd).S. nuclear weapons and see it
as having weakened extended deterrence, does ohds ah message for the West
European proponents of such a withdrawal?

It should nonetheless be noted that, while otheuttsdKoreans (including former
defense ministers) have in recent years expresdgerest in a return of U.S. nuclear
weapons, “the redeployment idea to date has httlé tiacking’ in South Korea?®

The government of South Korea has expressed cowfdehat the new negative
security assurance articulated by the United Statekse April 2010 Nuclear Posture
Review will not undermine the reliability of extezal deterrence. As Lee Myung-bak,
the President of the Republic of Korea, observeélde ‘United States . . . made an
exception for countries like North Korea and Iran e have no doubts about the
reassurance of a nuclear umbrella to South Korelaresident Obama . . . reassured me
personally that there will be no changes to thdearaumbrella provided by the United
States to South Kored?”

Some Japanese experts have recently drawn attetiotiime potential desirability of

deploying U.S. nuclear weapons on Japanese soilnaoving toward what some

Japanese observers have called a “German modeldudte a paper co-authored by
Katsuhisa Furukawa of the Research Institute oéri®a and Technology for Society in
Tokyo,

“Japanese officials and scholars close to the guowent have floated the idea of
announcing an intention to revise the Three NonkdarcPrinciples, specifically as a
means to strengthen the credibility of the U.Seeded deterrent. The purpose would
be to enable the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapanto Japan’s soil . . . In addition,
there is increasing aspiration among Japan’s gicafganners to secure some notional
influence or ownership in the U.S. nuclear umbrellaThere is the ‘German model’ of
dual-controlled tactical nuclear weapons that Japawold not be able to operate
without the United States™

It is ironic that some Japanese security expene Bapressed interest in what they call
the “German model” at a time when the utility ofsttmodel is being questioned in
Germany.

%2 Kang Choi and Joon-Sung Park, “South Korea: Fefadbandonment and Entrapment,” in Muthiah Alagasuh,
The Long Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security sh @éntury AsigStanford, California: Stanford University
Press, 2008), pp. 379, 384, 385, 392-393.

3 Keith Payne, Thomas Scheber, and Kurt Guth&. Extended Deterrence and Assurance for Allies i
Northeast AsigFairfax, Virginia: National Institute Press, Mar2010), p. 15.

*  Fred Hiatt, interview with President Lee Myung-bak7 April 2010, available at
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2010/04/11/AR2010041103045_pf.html

5 Michael J. Green and Katsuhisa Furukawa, “Japam Nuclear Realism,” in Muthiah Alagappa, éthe Long
Shadow: Nuclear Weapons and Security in 21st Ceditsia(Stanford, California: Stanford University Prez808),
p. 360.
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In September 2009 a group of Japanese expertsolaseland retired ambassadors and
generals — issued a report setting out four options

“Should the strategic situation in East Asia furtldeteriorate, Japan and the USA
might be forced to consider additional measuresigsure the reliability of the US
extended deterrent. These might include (1) creaifca mechanism modeled after the
Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) of NATO to discuss hbes USA should best employ
its nuclear weapons for the defense of Japan; (@jliffrnation of Japan’s Three
Nonnuclear Principles so as to permit the USA toootluce nuclear weapons into the
territory of Japan; (3) establishment of a systemvhich Japan would field delivery
vehicles for nuclear weapons introduced by the U&#Hh the latter retaining full
control of the warheads in peacetime; and (4) piowi by the USA to Japan of
technology related to nuclear weapons and meairtiseaf delivery, thereby enabling
Japan to attain a limited nuclear capability, whiebuld be employed in conjunction
with that of the USA.*

The third option is what some Japanese observers ¢elled the German model, and
the fourth option might be called the British madel

The 2009 Congressional Commission report decldrad“how is the time to establish
a much more extensive dialogue with Japan on nucssaes, limited only by the
desires of the Japanese government. Such a dialatudapan would also increase the
credibility of extended deterrenc®’"The Congressional Commission also reported that
“In Asia, extended deterrence relies heavily on teployment of nuclear cruise
missiles on some Los Angeles class attack subnsaiine Tomahawk Land Attack
Missile/Nuclear (TLAM/N). This capability will beetired in 2013 unless steps are
taken to maintain it. U.S. allies in Asia are nadegrated in the same way into nuclear
planning and have not been asked to make commisiriendlelivery systems. In our
work as a Commission it has become clear to usstivae U.S. allies in Asia would be
very concerned by TLAM/N retirement®Subsequent news reports from Tokyo have
indicated that the previous Japanese governmerttitbated to the findings of the
Congressional Commission in this regatd.

In January 2010, the Japanese Foreign Ministersuyat Okada, made public a letter
that he had sent the previous month to the U.Ste®ey of State and Secretary of
Defense in order to deny reports that Japan’s dipte had called for U.S. retention of
TLAMN and to request “that an explanation be gieenany impact that the retirement

5 A New Phase in the Japan-US Alliance, “The JapanAllidnce toward 2020,” 2009 Project Repd{fokyo:
Research Group on the Japan-US Alliance, Instfarténternational Policy Studies, September 20pape 10.

" America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report af tbongressional Commission on the Strategic Posifire
the United StatesWilliam J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. SchigginVice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.:
United States Institute of Peace Press, 2009),0p.available at http://www.usip.org/programs/irtitias/
congressional-commission-the-strategic-posturedtiited-states

8 America’s Strategic Posture: The Final Report af tongressional Commission on the Strategic Posifire
the United StatedVilliam J. Perry, Chairman, and James R. SchiesjrVice-Chairman (Washington, D.C.: United
States Institute of Peace Press, 2009), p. 26lablaiat http://www.usip.org/programs/initiativesigressional-
commission-the-strategic-posture-the-united-states

¥ Masakatsu Ota, “Sources Say Japan Lobbied for ®oNuclear Umbrella Before Power Shift,” Kyodo
World Service report in English, Tokyo, 23 NovemB609.
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of the Tomahawk missile will have on expanded detere and . . . a separate
explanation on ways to supplement the retiremeti®mmissile.*

The U.S. government announced in the April 2010 léarcPosture Review that the
TLAMN will be retired, and offered the following tianale:

“The United States will retire the nuclear-equippséa-launched cruise missile
(TLAM-N). This system serves a redundant purpogheénU.S. nuclear stockpile. It has
been one of a number of means to forward-deployeauaveapons in time of crisis.
Other means include forward-deployment of bombeith wither bombs or cruise
missiles, as well as forward-deployment of dualatde fighters. In addition, U.S.
ICBMs and SLBMs are capable of striking any potrddversary. The deterrence and
assurance roles of TLAMN can be adequately sulbstithy these other means, and the
United States remains committed to providing a ibledextended deterrence posture
and capabilities™

Foreign Minister Okada endorsed the U.S. decisaowl, said that TLAMN retirement
“would reduce the likelihood of nuclear weaponsnigebrought into Japan on U.S.
vessels in the futureé?

The fact remains that some Japanese observersrgegbploe extension in service or
replacement of the TLAMN with another sea-launcbeadse missile on the grounds
that it could be a deterrent suitable for a “locafhtingency and that it could send a
message of U.S. political commitment to Japan éenctise of a crisis with North Korea.
Moreover, some Japanese supporters of U.S. reteotia TLAMN-like cruise missile
capability judged that it could be helpful to de¢sice and escalation control because it
would have a flight profile different from that af U.S. ICBM, SLBM, or strategic
bomber. That is, they argued that the North Korearght recognize that the United
States could use such a cruise missile against thigémless concern that China or
Russia might mistake its employment as a U.S.egfi@nuclear attack.

If certain “Japanese officials and scholars clasehe government” are interested in
replicating key features of the U.S. extended detee arrangements in NATO (U.S.
nuclear weapons on allied soil, so-called dual-ki®fivery systems, and formal
consultation arrangements on deterrence policWoiild be reasonable to suppose that
they would regard developments concerning thesm@ements in the NATO framework
as having implications for Japan and other U.$slh the Asia-Pacific region.

Would experts and officials in Australia, Japanyt®dorea and elsewhere in the Asia-
Pacific region perceive the removal of the remanld.S. nuclear weapons from

® Press Conference by Minister for Foreign Affairsat$ya Okada, 22 January 2010, available at
http://www.mofa.go.jp/announce/fm_press/2010/1/01P2html. See also John K. Warddbges Okada’s
Letter Opposing TLAM/N Signal Changes in Japaneseeifn Policy? 26 January 2010, available at
http://csis.org/blog/does-okadas-letter-opposiagati-signal-changes-japanese-foreign-policy

1 U.S. Department of Defens&uclear Posture Review Repafivashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Defense, April 2010), p. 28.

%2 Okada quoted in indirect discourse in the Dailym¥ari Online in English, 7 April 2010, available in
opensource.gov, JPP20100407969083.

8 Author's interview with a Japanese expert, 16 Nolver 2009.
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Europe as undermining U.S. extended deterrence domemis, even if the United
States asserted that its nuclear umbrella ovecahgnent would remain in place?

This is, of course, a speculative question, andmm® can offer more than an informed
judgment in reply. It is nonetheless reasonablastume that at least some politicians,
officials, and experts in Australia, Japan, Soutitd& and other countries would regard
the withdrawal of key instruments of U.S. extendkderrence policy in Europe as
having adverse implications for U.S. extended detee policy globally. Much would
depend on the overall political context and thecBpebilateral relationship.

East Asian observers monitor political and stratedgevelopments in Europe and
NATO and assess their implications for their owrtioreal security interests. For

example, in March 2009 Ken Jimbo, a professor ab Kmiversity, wrote of Japanese
concerns about possible adjustments in U.S. misigfense plans in Europe. In his
words, “Japan worries about the negative implicegticof U.S. missile defense

installation plans in Europe. A U.S. decision tdagle downsize, reconfigure or even
cancel the European deployments because of Rubsstility may lead to the belief

that the missile defense program can be negoti&atha is closely watching these
discussions and Japan does not want Beijing tothgetimpression that rollback of

Tokyo's missile defense plans are an option. Jaents the U.S. to take a rigid stance
on the missile defense plan in Eurof@.”

The concerns that Jimbo raised were well-groundedhat the U.S. government
decided in September 2009 to significantly recamfigits approach to missile defenses
in Europe. However, the U.S. government’s new “pdasdaptive” approach to missile
defense has not led to any “rollback” of U.S.-Jas@nmissile defense cooperation.
Indeed, the new U.S. approach to missile defeng&iiope has led Washington to ask
Tokyo to export a ship-based missile interceptoe, $M-3 Block IIA, which is under
joint development by Japan and the United StateSutopean allie®.

As the U.S. Department of Defense noted in Febr@2ad0, “The United States and
Japan have made considerable strides in BMD cobperand interoperability in
support of bilateral missile defense operationpadahas acquired a layered integrated
missile defense system that includes Aegis BMD shith Standard Missile 3
interceptors, Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PACH® units, early warning radars,
and a command and control system. The United Statels Japan regularly train
together, and our forces have successfully exeadegerative BMD operations. One
of our most significant cooperative efforts is twedevelopment of a next-generation
SM-3 interceptor, called the Block IIA. This co-édepment program represents not
only an area of significant technical cooperatiant hlso the basis for enhanced
operational cooperation to strengthen regional ri#ggctrhe U.S.-Japan partnership is
an outstanding example of the kind of cooperatlon Wnited States seeks in order to
tailor a phased adaptive approach to the uniqatsiand capabilities in a regidf.”

% Ken Jimbo, “Japanese Perceptions of Obama's Nudlaén Commitments,”Japan Times5 March 2009,
available at http://search.japantimes.co.jp/pro2@090305al.html

% Kyodo News, “U.S. Urges Japan to Export SM-3gpan Times25 October 2009.

% U.S. Department of DefensRallistic Missile Defense Review Rep@ftashington, D.C.: U.S. Department of
Defense, February 2010), pp. 32-33.
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Missile defense and other non-nuclear capabilaresincreasingly important elements
of U.S. extended deterrence; and the U.S. goverhimas highlighted the multiple
dimensions of extended deterrence in its recenicypdtatements. Nuclear forces
nonetheless remain a fundamental factor in U.Sneldd deterrence. In NATO since
the 1950s U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe and talapeograms of cooperation for
nuclear-sharing have been key aspects of U.S. @xtedeterrence.

The removal of the remaining U.S. nuclear weapoos fEurope could have damaging
consequences on the U.S. extended deterrence @oastather regions and perhaps
worldwide if this step was perceived and interpiebs allies and adversaries as a
weakening of U.S. security commitments. Indeed,eecgived weakening of U.S.
extended deterrence protection could lead somesadind security partners to consider
seeking their own national nuclear forces or tegtvnore in potential hedging measures
such as air and missile defenses and/or enrichian@htreprocessing capabilities. As
Walter Slocombe testified in 1997, “The extensidra @redible U.S. nuclear deterrent
to allies has been an important nonproliferationl to. . Indeed, our strong security
relationships have probably played as great aimlenproliferation over the past 40
years as has the NP¥"”

In other words, averting a breakdown in the norifgration regime depends on ensuring
the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence comraitts as well as on preserving the
NPT. Indeed, sustaining the robustness of U.Sneei deterrence may well contribute
to the health of the NPT regim#. the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence and
assurance was diminished by the withdrawal of #meaining U.S. nuclear weapons
from Europe, the United States and its allies wdaddbbliged to devise compensatory
measures to reassure allies and security partnergiwide and to warn potential
adversaries of the continuing resolve of the Unit@dtes to honor its security
commitments. The rise of China, including its nacland missile build-upRussia’s
nuclear force modernization efforts; and other ttguments in Eurasia may oblige U.S.
allies in widely separated regions, including Ewamnd the Asia-Pacific region, to
recognize the extent to which their shared secuntgrests include upholding the
credibility of U.S. extended deterrente.

7 Walter B. Slocombe, Under Secretary of DefensePfiicy, prepared statement before the Senate Gmesttal
Affairs Subcommittee on International Security, [Remation and Federal Service3he Future of Nuclear
Deterrence Hearing on 12 February 1997 (Washington, D.CS.Government Printing Office, 1997), p. 23.

% For an incisive discussion, see Stephan FrihimgBenjamin Schreer, “NATO’s New Strategic Concad
US Commitments in the Asia-PacifidRUSI Journalvol. 154, no. 5 (October 2009), pp. 98-103.
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The Future of US Extended Deterrence
Elaine Bunn *

Even though the Nuclear Posture Review and sewdtar major defense policy
reviews are still underway in the United Statess ttlear that extended deterrence will
figure prominently in the Obama administration’sidens about the US nuclear and
overall defense posture. During the next five to years, the security concerns of US
allies will change as the capabilities and objexgiof their potential adversaries evolve.
The threats from proliferant states and non-statera may become more severe, and
the United States’ security commitments may requite exercise extended deterrence
in poorly understood global commons such as spack cgberspace. Against this
backdrop, maintaining extended deterrence in tree fture will require a strategic
force posture that not only deters but also reassacross a broad spectrum of actors,
contingencies, multi-dimensional threats, and dosarhat some advocate the United
States formally or tacitly expanding its securityhrella to include several Middle
Eastern states only compounds the complexity sf¢hallenge.

To understand the future of extended deterrencemwst first assess where we are
now; and then grapple with the changes that mayroddis paper will then approach
the future of extended deterrence within the cantéxhe debate about US deterrence
that is currently unfolding within the United Staité\s my time and your attention are
limited, | will focus on three specific issues: extled deterrence in space and
cyberspace; the implications of a nuclear-armed, lemd the potential challenges of
and alternatives to extending US deterrence to Nhddle East; and extended
deterrence on the path to nuclear zero.

Extended Deterrence Today

After almost two decades in the shadows, exten@¢ereence is back in the spotlight.
This is not surprising, given North Korea’s nucléast in May, as well as its original
nuclear test in 2006, and its series of missiléstdss year; Iran’s ongoing quest for
nuclear weapons which can rattle the Middle Eashin&€s ongoing military
modernization; and Russia reasserting itself.

Some believe the world is on the brink of a nuctgaing point, where a combination
of changes in the international environment coudd sff a domino effect, with
countries scrambling to develop nuclear weaponassaot to be left behind — or to
develop nuclear latent or "hedge" capacities thatild/ allow them to build nuclear
arsenals relatively quickly, if necessary. In swuchcircumstance, some who have
previously renounced nuclear weapons could recendcluding some US allies.

1 M. Elaine Bunn is a Senior Fellow at the Institfite National Strategic Studies of the National &refe
University in Washington, DC. Views expressed ifis thbaper are those of the author alone and do not
necessarily reflect the policies of the Nationalfddse University, the Department of Defense or Wmnited
States Government. Bunn would like to acknowledpe assistance of Vincent Manzo, researcher at
NDU/INSS, for his collaboration on the second patfrtthis paper, with regard to the future of extehde
deterrence.
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In the past, US security guarantees — includingereded deterrence broadly and
extendednuclear deterrence specifically — have been credited \Wwilping nations
toying with the idea of going nuclear to renouniattpath. The United States is the
only country which explicity makes a commitment it nuclear weapons for the
protection of others — at this point, 30 other d¢des (the other 27 NATO nations,
Japan, South Korea and Australia). Walt Slocombéestimony to Congress in 1997
when he was Under Secretary of Defense for Podisgerted: “The importance of the
role of US nuclear capability in preventing theesat of nuclear weapons often goes
unnoticed. The extension of a credible US nuclesterdent to allies has been an
important nonproliferation tool. It has removed entives for key allies, in a still
dangerous world, to develop and deploy their owmlear forces, as many are
technically capable of doing. Indeed, our stronguséy relationships have probably
played as great a role in nonproliferation over phast 40 years as has the NPT.” In a
world of proliferation challenges, reexamining exded deterrence, including extended
nucleardeterrence, needs to be a priority for the Untates.

Of course, in order textenddeterrence, the United States must first be abiketer.

There has been an ongoing and evolving reassesshatdterrence in the United
States for more than a decade. There is not yeplatenconsensus on what deterrence
means, whom we are most concerned about deterrmmm foing what, which
capabilities should be included in any examinatbdeterrence, and how to deter most
effectively (recognizing that there is less confide than during the Cold War that
deterrence will always be successful) . But thera widely-held recognition in the US
that it makes sense to explore whether and howrdete concepts could be adapted,
adjusted, and made to fit 2tentury challenges — the need to adjust deterreneach

of a wide range of potential opponents, actions, situations, and a wider range of
capabilities that contribute to deterrence. The 62@keterrence Operations Joint
Operating Concept states that the objective ofrcetee operations is “to decisively
influence the adversary’s decision-making calcutusrder to prevent hostile actions
against US vital interests... An adversary’s detareedecision calculus focuses on
their perception of three primary elements”: theddis of a course of action; the costs
of a course of action; and the consequences afnets(i.e., costs and benefits of not
taking the course of action we seek to deter).

The challenges of deterrence broadly defined (oset puclear deterrence) and its
viability can be examined by looking at three fastdrirst, improving the odds of
successful deterrence requires understanding paltewlversaries — for example, who
makes decisions, how they think and what they ahmt, how they're influenced by
domestic constituencies and politics, what theyase&ey objectives, how they weigh
costs and gains, how risk averse or risk toleraay tare, and what they believe about
the deterrer. All those aspects require expertis¢éhe region, country, group or leader
in question (expertise that lies not only withire tdS government, but potentially in
think tanks, academia, allies and elsewhere). Tissvars to some of these questions
are difficult to discern, and others may never lbswaered — but reducing one’s
ignorance as much as possible would seem to beabksivhen it comes to deterrence;
and some of the unknowns will become variableshe glanning process. Secondly,
adapting the mix of capabilities relevant to detgyispecific actions by specific actors
in specific situations will be important as welhd potential capabilities for deterrence
certainly go beyond just nuclear weapons, and delaoon-nuclear and non-kinetic
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strike, defenses of all types (both passive andvegctnon-military tools such as

diplomatic, economic or legal measures which cdecafan adversary’'s decision

calculus by either increasing costs or reducingbbreefits of the action to be deterred,
or inducing restraint. Third, the clarity and ctaiy of American messages in the
mind of the deterree are critical to deterrence.pggficymakers need mechanisms to
assess how their words and actions are perceivasl,they affect each adversary’'s
deterrence calculations, and how they might miéigaisperceptions that undermine
deterrence.

Thus, one aspect of reassurance rests on how Ivedl believe the United States can
deter actions against those allies’ interests.ji@sttas the United States is reexamining
deterrence, it must consider the requirementexténdeddeterrence in the evolving
security environment: how to assure allies anchétsethat the United States will meet
its security commitments to them, so they will fel the need to develop their own
nuclear weapons or other capabilities that the ddnitStates would view as
counterproductive. While US views on deterrence evalving, so may those of US
allies—including whom they are concerned aboutrdatg as well as the role of
offenses and defenses, and the role of US capeasilrersus their own capabilities to
underpin deterrence.

To be sure, extended deterrence is more than yjisha@ednuclear deterrence. US
conventional capabilities play an important — amdreasing — role in extended
deterrence. Defenses, particularly missile defenbese gained acceptance, even
enthusiasm, among some allies as a complementaty opaextended deterrence
(witness the emphasis and resources Japan is @uitim the Aegis/SM-3 system and
Patriot, or the desires of the Polish governmentUif missile defense deployments).
Forward military presence and force projection tédpees continue to help the United
States extend deterrence to allies. Beyond justamyilcapabilities, extended deterrence
broadly understood rests on the overall healthhef dlliance relationship, including
shared interests, dialogue, consultation, and ¢oated defense planning and
exercises.

In addition, the United States’ reputation as aiggcguarantor is shaped by trends in
US behavior in the international arena. Historicaflany allies have been conflicted on
this—on the one hand, fearing abandonment (wongléirithe United States will really
be there when needed, illustrated by the age-oédtopn, “Would the U.S really trade
New York for Berlin (or Los Angeles for Tokyo, oth{€ago for Ankara)?”); and on the
other, fearing entrapment or entanglement (getpinjed into situations or conflicts
against the ally’s interests). To be assured,salieed to have confidence in American
judgment and reliability; if not, specific capab#s — nuclear or otherwise — do not
really matter.

However, focusing specifically on extendeakcleardeterrence, what characteristics do
US nuclear forces need in order to continue makng unique contribution to global
security? What nuclear force posture and declaragolicy will persuade US allies that
their security interests are best served by comgto forgo the development of their
own nuclear capabilities?

It is not impossible that allies could get to theinb where they are insufficiently
reassured because of the details of the size opasition or basing of the US nuclear
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arsenal. This occurred in the late 1970’s, when tW&arman Chancellor Helmut
Schmidt voiced concerns shared by other EuropeafiNAations that the Soviets’ SS-
20 could ‘decouple” the US strategic nuclear fdroen the defense of Europe. This led
to the dual-track decision and the basing of Pagshs and Ground- Launched Cruise
Missiles in Europe — because nuclear Tomahawk ermissiles (TLAM-N) off the
coast of Europe were seen as insufficiently “cowgslito reassure NATO allies. So
there have been times in history when allies dide cgreatly about the precise
composition and disposition of US nuclear forces.

But at this point, there is nothing to indicatettladlies areinsufficiently reassured
about the US nuclear arsenal because of any spéedinical characteristics of it. Of
course, they can be talked into it Bgltdenigration of US nuclear capability. In
particular, talk of the US being “self-deterredtisually put forward by those who most
support new nuclear weapons — is counterproduchioen an assurance (and a
deterrence) stand point. By the same logic, althatigs unlikely that allies will no
longer be assured if the United States fails tqpadospecific modernization program
for its nuclear arsenal, public statements of combg US officials about the continued
health of the US nuclear infrastructure may evatecern among US allies about the
long-term dependability of US extended nuclear metee. Granted, it is a catch-22
situation: in a democracy, changes one may thieknaeded will not be made unless
there is public examination and debate; but urtlesdJnited States is able to come to a
domestic consensus to fill the gaps identified,npog out perceived gaps in US
nuclear capabilities can undermine assurance (hasvdeterrence).

According to Lewis Dunn’s work on foreign perspees on US nuclear policy and
posture, questions are beginning to surface in Bajan and Turkey — not about
specific nuclear weapons characteristics, but alimaitcredibility of the US nuclear
guarantee. Within the Japanese defense commurngre twas during the LDP
government an interest in US-Japan discussionBenfypes of conflict scenarios that
could bring the American nuclear guarantee inty pleone means to demonstrate and
buttress the credibility of extended deterrences linclear what the DPJ government
position will be; while recent polls showed tha®6df Diet members would like to get
out from under the US nuclear umbréll@hat view may or may not be sustained once
the potential implications for Japanese defensgéiscare examined.

Do US nuclear weapons need to be deployed or dapleyo the region in question in

order to reassure allies? At present, the only U8ear weapons deployed on allied
territory are the remaining air-delivered bombss@veral NATO countries that could

be delivered by dual-capable US or allied airciéfhile the United States at one time
deployed nuclear weapons in South Korea, they vaam®ved almost two decades ago,
and the extension of nuclear deterrence to alhethe Asia-Pacific region has since
then been by offshore nuclear forces.

2 Based on poll by Kyodo News, as reported ifiapan Times Oct. 11, 2009; see

http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20091011iail. The Kyodo News survey was conducted on 308
members of the House of Representatives and drgponses from 211, or 68.5 percent, of them. WsBIS
percent of respondents said Japan should try toitengtliance on the United States' nuclear arsandghe
future, 2.8 percent said they wanted Tokyo to donsmediately. In contrast, 28.4 percent said Jegfayuld
remain under US nuclear protection.
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The ability to deploy nuclear weapons to a regmuléter or assure has declined over
the years. In 1991 and 1992, President George HBUgh's Presidential Nuclear
Initiatives eliminated most so-called “tactical” aiear weaports In 1994, the United
States announced its decision to permanently givéhe capability to deploy nuclear
weapons on aircraft carriers or other surface siMyisile the decision in 1994 was to
retain the capability to redeploy TLAM-N on attaskbmarines, there has been a
budget battle nearly every year since over wheineetain TLAM-N. Thus, TLAM-N

is a system that has not been updated with alhtbdern improvements made to the
conventional version, and may atrophy soon. Howeseme Japanese have been said
to place importance on retention of nuclear Tomahavissiles, even if in a reserve
status, as evidence of the credibility of US saguguarantees. If this continues to be
the case under a new Japanese government, theogussivhether or not Japan could
be reassured about the US nuclear guarantee thaihghmeandf a visible presence

is important to the reassurance of allies, theeeo#iner capabilities which can be made
visible. The deployment of nuclear-capable B-2&tam or Diego Garcia have been
covered in the news media at various times (prgbabt by accident); and looking to
historical precedents, even nuclear submarinesheamade visible in order to send a
deterrence and reassurance signal: when the USdrewthits intermediate-range
missiles from Turkey in the 1960s as a consequefdbhe Cuban missile crisis, a
Polaris strategic submarine, then deployed in the Mediteran, made a port call to
Izmir to demonstrate the continuing US nuclear @nes in the region. The question is,
how much does visibility matter to the credibilafyUS extended nuclear deterrence?

Besides visible nuclear forces or forces deployabléhe region, there may be other
ways to help demonstrate the credibility of US agl nuclear deterrent for the future
security of Japan, South Korea, Turkey and othéystions range from additional

affirmation of the US nuclear guarantee through tyy@e of discussion of nuclear
scenarios that some Japanese have informally siegiges the institutionalization of

exchanges on nuclear deterrence matters. Similarlght of the perceived importance
of a US-NATO nuclear tie in the thinking of “new”ANO members, how best to

provide that tie in a changed environment also tméurther examination.

As officials in the United States think about numsband characteristics of nuclear
forces, they will need to consciously address $isee of how to reassure allies that the
extended nuclear pledge is still viable. But oneusth recognize that aspects of
“nuclear posture” which reassure one ally may teghor disturb another — whether
that is nuclear weapons deployed on their terrjtoryS modernization of its nuclear
weapons. US officials should constantly consultveliies about what reassures them,
and what factors are most important to their remginonnuclear—even when they face
potential adversaries who are, or are on the rodiking, nuclear-armed. It is not the
specific characteristics or size of the US nuckeaenal that are likely to impact allies’
views of the credibility of extended nuclear detaexe. However, the perception of
inattention to things nuclear — the cumulative @ffef numerous individual events,
incidents, decisions or lack of resolution over himasustain US nuclear capabilities
and infrastructure — may at some point add up ltedatoncern. It is through lack of
attention that the US can best undermine the ndifgmaiion aspects of its nuclear

% The term “tactical” or “non-strategic” nuclear vpeans is oxymoronic: all nuclear weapons would batsgic
in their effect; “tactical” or “non-strategic nueleweapons are really just differently-deployedisTik leftover
terminology, meaning nuclear weapons not covere8 &RT, SORT or other arms control agreements
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posture in providing cover for its allies. In thede if the US is comfortable with its
own nuclear posture and can — and does — makeathe to allies that its security
commitments, including extended nuclear deterrenemain strong, then allies are
likely to be assured.

The Future of Extended Deterrence
Deterrence and Extended Deterrence in Space anérSyace

The United States and others utilize space andrsghee for military purposes, and
these valuable global commons also form the avetiwesgh which the international
community participates in a vibrant and interconeeé@conomic (as well as social and
scientific) system. But these commons create nelmevabilities too. Great powers,
regional actors, rogue elements within states, aowkstate actors may attempt to
employ force in these domains to deny or destraytheer actor’s ability to leverage
space- and cyberspace-enabled capabilities andcegrvsuch as communication
satellites, the Global Positioning System (GPSY aatworked information systems.
Some argue that this dynamic is already underway.iristance, China’'s 2007 ASAT
test and the 2008 US satellite knockdown reigndetdates among policymakers and
defense analysts about security and stability inerospacé And the Obama
administration’s decision to appoint a cyber seaguczar highlights the seriousness
with which the US views threats to cyber infrastanes and networks.

We do not yet understand how vulnerabilities incgpand cyberspace will affect how
we exercise deterrence. The United States and athers need to better understand the
unique characteristics of space and cyberspaceeter gpotential adversaries from
targeting these domains. Fortunately though, westerting from scratch; exercising
deterrence in the twenty-first century may be narallenging than it was during the
Cold war, but there are several attributes thatfanelamental to any relationship in
which one actor attempts to deter another fromvargaction. As a starting point, we
can think about deterrence in space and cybersapace function of our ability to
influence three variables in a potential adversargecision-making calculus: the
perceived benefits of action, the perceived cobection, and the perceived costs and
benefits of inaction.

Benefits of ActionDenying an actor the benefits of an attack spadecgherspace will
require an ability to defend US space and cybegtasas well as a responsive space

* In the post-Cold War era, space capabilities me@me increasingly routine, ubiquitous, and comitized.
The United States first began lashing togethersgiace infrastructure it built to support strategerfare and
using it to produce operational and tactical lefétcts during the buildup for Operation Desertr8tén 1990-
91. The nascent reconnaissance-strike complexethatged during the Gulf War showed that space doaNe

a transformational effect on the conduct of militaperations and enable a new American way of Wwhe
trend towards long-range, precision strike hasinaetl and accelerated such that the use of precgiaed
munitions has increased from only 3 percent in 18@ing the Gulf War to almost 70 percent in 20QBirthy
Operation Iragi Freedom. Commercial space capgbiévelopment and US military reliance upon these
capabilities are proceeding apace. Commercial inyjagempanies now provide a major portion of space
imagery used by the United States Government anthwgcial systems carried over 80 percent of segelli
communications traffic during the combat phase péfation Iragi Freedom. Moreover, while space mayeh
been perceived as a strategic sanctuary in the fmay it is becoming an increasingly contestetltamy
domain like land, sea, or air where tactical operat face a variety of threats, interference, artda attacks
that are within the capability of more actors.
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and cyberspace capability to enable the UniteceStat operate even if a portion of its
space and cyber assets are damaged or destroyatk &pd cyber experts frequently
note that defending attacks in these domains fecdlif. For instance, spacecraft are
fragile, difficult to maneuver, and the United &&imust improve its space situational
awareness (SSA) to better detect attacks in sfgadedefensive capabilities need not
be impenetrable to contribute to deterrence; ratttexy are helpful so long as an
adversary perceives them as effective enough tengiatly deny it the benefits of an

action.

Costs of Action:The United States can raise the costs of aggressispace and
cyberspace by holding at risk assets that aregtf alue to potential adversaries. The
notion that space and cyber deterrence requiresbdity to retaliate against an
adversary’s space and cyber assets, or would ne#doa-tat declaratory policy, is
erroneous. Since not all nations are equally degr@ndpon space and cyberspace and
therefore are not equally vulnerable to attackh@se domains, threatened responses to
cyber or space attacks do not necessarily neecke tm lthe same domain (although
caution is required in that such a response woelkeddno be credible). Of course, a
threat of retaliation will be incredible if we castridentify the attacker, and we cannot
currently assume that we will be able to tracespfice and cyber attacks back to the
perpetrator. Therefore, the possibility that actors could dtdee United States in
space and cyberspace and retain their anonyméymsjor challenge to contemporary
deterrence. But we should not limit our thinkingpabthe costs of offensive operations
in these domains to the military realm. The ecormoutility of space and cyberspace
may deter many countries from endangering stabifitthese domains even when
doing so serves their immediate security needsusecsuch an attack could disrupt the
services that enable their country to participatand benefit from a complex web of
economic relationshipslt seems to me that enmeshing potential attadkessweb of
interdependence could make them think twice abbetkiowback costs to them of
certain types of cyber attacks; this might be anfof deterrence by entanglement. The
Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studiesmiaa®e the same observation
about space.

Strategic CommunicationsDeveloping the knowledge and tools to shape these
variables is not enough; we must also communicatecapabilities and intent to the
actors that we are trying to deter. The clarity anetlibility of American messages in
the mind of the deterree are critical to deterreDegerrence in space and cyberspace is
similar to deterrence in other domains in this rdga

Extending US security commitments to the space @rxkr capabilities of NATO
states, Japan, South Korea, and Australia meritthdu consideration. Some may
perceive this discussion as primarily academic.ifkstance, one could argue that space
and cyberspace are included in US security obbgatand that a formal recognition of
such is unnecessary. In fact, a declaratory pafayalculated ambiguity for space and

® See Ambassador Roger D. Harrison, Major DeroraBksbn, and Collins G. Shackelfo@hace Deterrence:
“The Delicate Balance of Risk,(Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studiesl 2009 ), pp. 15-17;
and Franklin D. Kramer, “Cyberpower and Nationalc8éy: Policy Recommendations for a Strategic
Framework,” inCyberpower and National Securitgdited by Franklin Kramer, Stuart Starr, and affentz,
(Washington, DC, Potomac Books and National Deféhsigersity Press, 2009), pp. 15-16.

® For an example of this argument for space, seriddaet.al, op cit. pp. 21-23.
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cyberspace would give the United States more fiiyitbo respond during future crises
in which force employment may not be an appropratel efficacious retaliatory
option. This may be the United States’ de factoitmws on the issue until US allies
grow sufficiently concerned about space and cyldtacks to request an explicit
security guarantee. Such an approach to extendedelece in space and cyberspace,
however, should not prevent the United States fraitrating a dialogue on space and
cyber security with its allies. In fact, as US wrasts identify and develop the
necessary policies and capabilities to deter attagainst the United States in these
domains, they should consult with US allies in thepe of cultivating shared
understandings of threats, concepts, policies dattine.

Again, even though we are not familiar with exdrgsdeterrence in these domains, we
do know that extended deterrence must deter pateadiversaries and reassure allies.
In light of these demands, the United States amalites should consider if extended
deterrence in these valuable global commons isbiesand desirable.

Would Potential Adversaries Perceive US Securitylig@bons in Space and
Cyberspace as Crediblg2onvincing potential adversaries that the Unitetes would
risk treasure, military assets, and American liteeprotect an ally is one of the core
challenges to extended deterrence. Exercising é&terdeterrence in space and
cyberspace may compound this challenge. Can theedUiSitates credibly threaten to
employ force in response to a cyber attack agan®ATO state? Many analysts
guestion if the United States would risk Los Andles Seoul, can we credibly claim
that we will risk Los Angles for Seoul’s informatigyrid? Would the United States take
the nuclear option off the table for these contimmes? Clearly, the declaratory policies
and capabilities that the United States adoptextended deterrence will flow from the
larger debate about proportionality, credibilityscalation, the offensive-defensive
balance, and stable deterrence relationships itespad cyberspace.

Would US Allies Accept Extended Deterrence in SpadeCyberspace®S extended
deterrence in these domains would be credible ritlye United States and its allies
possess a shared perception of the threats in spaceyberspace and the appropriate
responses to aggression. The United States couldcrealibly deter a potential
adversary from attacking an ally’'s cyber infrastane if its declaratory policy is
fundamentally at odds with that of the ally’s gawaent. For instance, US declaratory
policy may hold that non-kinetic attacks on the cgpand cyber components of its
missile defense systems constitutes an attack stgte territory, troops, military
assets, and allies which the shield is intendegrtdect. US allies, however, may
perceive this position as either extreme and urssecdy escalatory, or as weak.
Again, this challenge is universal to all extendbderrence commitments, but it is
currently more acute for space and cyberspace bedath domains are relatively new
and a consensus about the threats to each hasgalesce.

Strengthened Deterrence in Space and Cyberspaceighr Resilience and Security
Cooperation —Coalition space capabilities can enhance resilienegundancy and
operational continuity during military contingensithat involve counterspace attaéks.
Establishing the agreements, procedures, and unetial relationships to rapidly

" Colonel Francois Malo, “Schriever V: Lessons LeanA Canadian Perspectivéfigh Frontier5, 4 (August
2009), p. 30.
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offload space services to allies may strengtheerdeice by reducing the potential
payoffs of an attack on US and allied space askeiag a conflict. By this logic, the
United States could exercise extended deterrenspane by deploying interoperable
systems with its allies, and this would enhance aten deterrence posture too.
Likewise, resilience and redundancy in networks #rel ability to find other cyber
routes if some routes are disrupted can lead &ri@gice by denial.

Extended Deterrence in the Middle East

Before moving forward with this discussion, | stebuemind everyone that the US
government remains committed to a diplomatic sofutthat prevents Iran from
becoming a nuclear weapon state. Howevelraii proceeded, despite many nations’
best diplomatic efforts, to become a nuclear weatate, the situation would warrant
consideration of extended deterrence to friendthénMiddle East. US Secretary of
State Hillary Clinton recently raised the prospett extending the US “defense
umbrella” to the Middle East in response to a naickemed Iran. (She did not specify
this as anuclearumbrella.) The principal objectives of formal segucommitments
would be to assure US friends in the region, blumuclear proliferation chain, and
contain Iran. Without taking a position on this gtien, | am going to discuss several of
the issues that would shape a policy debate abdaeh@ed deterrence in the Middle
East.

Assuming a nuclear-armed Iran is the core threa¢g@mnal security, which countries
would fall under the US security umbrella? GCC daes, including Saudi Arabia?
Israel? Egypt?

Tailoring an extended deterrence commitment muginbeith extensive consultations
with the allies that the United States is tryingagsure and an analysis of the adversary
it wants to deter. From these discussions, theedriftates and its allies can identify the
actions they are trying to deter, the Iranian @sseit must be held at risk to do so, the
defensive capabilities that will enable them toyd&an the benefits of these actions,
the capabilities and deployments necessary to @d48r allies, and their declaratory
policy. The United States would also need to carsdlS public opinion, the impact on
US security commitments in Asia and Europe, thegdterm financial and strategic
costs of extending deterrence, and the potentargband third order consequences of
increasing the scope and complexity of the UniteteS’ involvement in the Middle
East.

What are the Current US Commitments@rward deployed US troops and weapon
systems are important elements of extended deterren Europe and Asia. They

symbolize our stake in our allies’ security, anéytiphysically link any attack on a US

ally to an attack against the United States. Sge#iside our military presence in Iraq,

the United States currently has troops temporatdgloyed in other Middle Eastern

countries, including the United Arab Emirates, Bahy Kuwait and Oman. Do these

deployments constitute a tacit security commitmdnt@n in the absence of a formal

security pledge, an adversary will probably peredive risks involved in an attack on

any of these countries as higher because of therdupresence of US forces. Is this
sufficient for deterrence and assurance? Wouldeitsbfficient for deterrence and

assurance if Iran has nuclear weapons?
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Extended Deterrence in the Middle East Would Prbpakot Mirror Extended
Deterrence in Asia and Europ&he United States extended deterrence to Asia and
Europe in specific circumstances and tailored éi®itence and assurance relationships
to its allies, the regional dynamics, the capabdit intentions, US and allied
perceptions of potential adversaries, and theipalitlimate in the United States. And
we adjust our policies to reflect significant chasgn any of these variables. Tailored
extended deterrence and assurance relationshiplseirMiddle East will likely be
different than tailored extended deterrence andirasse relationships in Asia and
Europe, which of course are not identical, becdluserariables are different.

Forward Deployed Forces in the Middle EadPermanently stationing military
personnel and assets to a politically volatile sagivhich possesses a population that is
acutely sensitive to what they perceive as Westarterference, may be
counterproductive. For instance, imagine that thetdd States deployed a modest
number of US troops to Saudi Arabia and Egypt terage theater missile defense
systems. If the population perceives these deplaygnen a threatening light, the
United States may conclude that the risk to USpsoand the cost of force protection
are too high to sustain such a commitment. At thmes time, widespread public
disapproval of a visible US presence could destabilhe countries that the United
States is trying to assure. The United States naigltite asked by a foreign government
or decide on its own to withdraw its forces.

A Capabilities-Enabling ApproachRecognizing these difficulties, the United States
may consider a different approach. Rather thandaivdeploy US military capabilities
to the region and sign binding security treatié® United States could provide its
friends with conventional weapon systems, such iasil@ and air defense capabilities.
Such an approach would increase the difficulty adduacessful missile and bomber
attack against these countries and allow foreigwldes to publically downplay their
security ties with the United States. Furthermaohe, United States could potentially
cooperate with Russia and China, and other sudfraaxe and the U.K., to train and
equip Middle Eastern allies with robust conventiordefenses. Such a joint
commitment to Middle Eastern security may conveyram that its nuclear capability
does not mean great powers’ acceptance of a mereice Iranian foreign policy. On
the other hand, we must consider the possibiligt #h capabilities-enabled approach
would spur an arms race and exacerbate tensiongéetiran and the beneficiaries of
such arms sales.

Extended Nuclear DeterrencEffective conventional defenses may be insufficient
assuaging the security concerns of US regionasaifilran possesses nuclear weapons.
After all, there is a psychological dimension taclear deterrence. As one Australian
analyst put it, “nuclear weapons speak a uniquiediaf the language of deterrence.”
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, the United Arab Emirate statewl others might conclude that
they must acquire their own nuclear capabilitietess the United States (or others)
protects them with its nuclear umbrella.

Before examining the implications of extending tmeclear umbrella, though, it is
worth briefly exploring whether the United Statesuld extend a formal defense
commitment to the region without pledging to keeglaar weapons “on the table.”
Recall that current US declaratory policy for exted deterrence is that the United
States will consider using nuclear weapons in nespdo an attack on its allies. How
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would others react if US declaratory policy for Msddle Eastern security umbrella
stipulates that the United States will respond vatimventional weaponer if it is
ambiguous? Segments within the Arab community nagtgo this policy decision as
proof that the United States views Arabs and Muslms inferior to Europeans and
Asians. And US friends in the Middle East may dediol move forward with their own
nuclear weapons programs. Similarly, Iran may ddbbtUnited States’ commitment
to a purely conventional security pledge, which ldoundermine deterrence. Or
Iranian leaders may conclude that threatening asscthe nuclear threshold will allow
them to coerce their neighbors with impunity, thdrsving them towards a more
belligerent foreign policy. From an operational qperctive, this declaratory policy
could complicate US military planning, training, pl@yments, and doctrine for a
conflict against a nuclear-armed adversary. Moreade&ing the nuclear option off the
table would probably require the United Statesotwvérd deploy a larger conventional
force presence in order to support its assurandedaterrence relationships during
peacetime, to credibly threaten and deter militatyon in a crisis, and to prevail in an
actual conflict. Such a deployment, however, mayhbed to reconcile with a US
conventional security commitment because US polakens would be unlikely to
station US troops in a region indefinitely for ateteence mission without the
protection of US nuclear forces.

Of course, a security commitment that includesgli@t nuclear pledge carries risks
as well, including the risk of escalation. Woulcke tiunited States forward deploy
nuclear forces to the Middle East if Egypt, Saudal#ia, Kuwait, and others concluded
that it was necessary to deter Iranian aggresswpo@ld forward deployed nuclear
weapons be an attractive target for terrorists?ldCae ensure the safety of forward-
deployed nuclear assets in the Middle East? Oravdd nuclear weapons there be just
as safe and secure as nuclear weapons in Europefd Waclear deployments
undermine other US non-proliferation goals? And weould other countries, including
Russia and China, react to such a deployment?

Would the United States support Extended Deterfefidee expert community often

forgets that the perceptions of Congress, the pulaind the federal bureaucracy
influence the credibility of extended deterrencennatments. A large segment of the
American public may believe that the costs of edileg the security umbrella to the
Middle East are too high. This could undermine W8rts to deter Iran and reassure its
allies-to-be in the Middle East. A related issud@av US security obligations would

evolve if Iran developed the ability to launch reasl strikes against the continental
United States. Would public support for US extendettrrence diminish?

Asymmetric Challengesthe threat of Iranian proxies attacking Americahdrs in
Iraq in retaliation to US or Israeli strikes onnis nuclear facilities illustrates another
challenge: Iran’s ties with Hezbollah and Hamas.ulfcattacks by these and other
Iranian proxies against Israel trigger US secuctynmitments? Would the threat of
terrorist attacks against the United States or &Bek in the region deter the United
States from fulfilling its security obligations?

The Implications for Other Extended Deterrence Cdments: How would a Middle
Eastern security umbrella impact existing US ségwbligations? One danger is that
US allies in Europe and Asia may doubt the singeaftUS security commitments if
they perceive the United States is “diluting” exted deterrence by assuming

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE a7



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

responsibility for the security of more and moreimies. Similarly, a failure to make
good on Middle Eastern security commitments mayeumihe the credibility of the
United States’ commitments to its other allies. tBig logic, any additional extended
deterrence pledge will exacerbate the challengesyahtaining current US security
commitments.

Extended Deterrence on the Path to Zero

What would extended deterrence look like in a warldeduced numbers of nuclear
weapons, on the path to eventual elimination? Tik@®le becomes particularly
interesting in the in-between phase of the roagelitbination — that is, after the follow-

on to New START, and before zero. There seems @ dgp@wth industry in next steps
and last steps, but a lack of analysts focusechemtiddle steps — that is, the “three-
digit phase”: not thousands, not teens, but sommelteals of operationally deployed
nuclear weapons.

That middle area is worth contemplating for sevegasons. Arms control in that case
would necessarily be a multi-player discussion, jt a bilateral US-Russian
negotiation. If one assumes that the United States Russia have come down well
below 1000; UK and France have stayed about winengdre, as has Israel; China has
continued modest modernization; India and Pakisi@re continued to increase their
nuclear arsenals, then that would be eight natwatts arsenals in the hundreds. (And
who knows what to assume about NK and Iran somesygavn the road?) The three-
digit phase is also where the issuemmimbersmay be less important to strategic
stability than theposturesof nuclear forces. The third complicating factsithat for a
number of nations, the posture of their nucleacdsy particularly at low numbers, will
be related not just to their potential adversariestlear forces, but also to their
conventional forces and active defenses. Extendetbar deterrence in such a world
would be even more complex than today, and theepéon of whether the US
(without the numerical nuclear advantage it hasayodis-a-vis all countries except
Russia) would or could credibly pledge to risk lArsgeles for Seoul or New York for
Istanbul could be called into even more question.

In the longer term, there are larger questions| @ United States continue to play a
major role in the world, in underpinning globaltstay through extended deterrence,
and specifically in extendingucleardeterrence to others? What are the implications of
much lower nuclear force levels (in three digits) éxtended deterrence? Will other
nuclear nations, as their relative power increatsd® on explicit or implicit extended
nuclear deterrence commitments to others’ security?
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The Future of Extended Deterrence:

A South Korean Perspective
Seok-soo Lee !

Introduction

The end of the Cold War brought about a dramatiit ehglobal nuclear challenges.
Under the Cold War structure, the United States@mdet Union had enjoyed a certain
degree of strategic stability stemming from balamdéenuclear capabilities which
dictated a strategic doctrine of deterrence. Ralitwill and military capability of the
two superpowers for retaliation against the firstke served both status quo and
avoidance of the nuclear war. Since the end oblbek confrontation between the East
and West, nuclear materials, technologies, know-aod/ scientists have been diffused
to states and non-state actors such as rogue atatesrrorists.

Against this backdrop, the strategy of extende@rdetce began to capture attentions
again from strategic planners and scholars. Inidadt Asia, North Korea has yet to
make a strategic decision to forego nuclear progndmte involved in negotiation for
nuclear dismantlement. It already conducted nudiesir twice in 2006 and 2009. In
Middle East, Iran seems to be developing nucleaapars on the basis of uranium
enrichment program. It is these two countries fhage serious nuclear threats to the
world.

Amid the emerging trend of nuclear proliferatiomug Korea faces a direct nuclear
threat from North Korea. The Korean peninsula setnise one of the heavily armed
places in the World. South Korea shares the teialtborder with North Korea which
claimed itself as a nuclear weapon state in pulfig.a result, Pyongyang poses
military threat to Seoul with conventional and resl capabilities as well. The latter
joined non-proliferation and arms control regimel goursued denuclearization policy
within the framework of “The Joint Declaration ofeBuclearization on the Korean
Peninsula” in 1992. More striking is that South &aicontinues to abide by the accord
so far despite the North’s violation of the agreatme

Even though South Korea occupidsrank in terms of number of nuclear reactor, it is
not permitted both to enrich uranium and to sepapdtitonium. This precludes the
potential that Seoul is able to build nuclear weapdow facing North Korea’s nuclear
threat, Seoul is completely relying on extendecerehce with the nuclear umbrella
provided by the United States. That is the reashy 8outh Korea is so sensitive to
North Korea’'s nuclear test and raise questions taboedibility of the U.S. nuclear
guarantee and assurance. The recent national-vedatel on what is called ‘nuclear
sovereignty’ offers the case.

! Korea National Defense University. Final versioovdmber 16, 2009.

% Keith Payne et. aNuclear Guarantees, Extended Deterrence, and tiserAace of AlliegVirginia, National
Institute Press, 2009)
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Considering the recent renewed discussion on e&terdkterrence, this paper is
designed to examine the credibility of the U.Seexied deterrence to South Korea and
discuss how to reinforce the extended deterrenssuption underlying this study is
that North Korea’s development of nuclear weapoignifscantly affects South
Koreans’ sensitivity to the credibility of the U.8uclear guarantees. In other words,
North Korean nuclear tests changed South Koreamgiarns over and perspectives of
the U.S. extended deterrence. The first part of #uticle is devoted to overview of
contending views on extended deterrence to Soute&d he second part is assigned
to discussion on extended deterrence before Nodite&s first nuclear test in 2006.
The third part is focused on South Korea'’s poli@ésxtended deterrence to cope with
North Korean nuclear threat since the nuclear testly, the paper is concluded with
summary of research findings and policy implicasion

Recent Debates on Extended Deterrence in South Kare

North Korea’s second nuclear test in May last ygtmnulated discussion on deterrence
against nuclear attack, which were led by politisiland media. Even though the
Korean peninsula is surrounded by nuclear weaptats ef China and Russia, South
Koreans have not premised nuclear attacks fromhbeigng countries. Seoul has been
preoccupied with conventional threats rather thaclear one from Pyongyang before
its nuclear development program move forward. Imiatety after the test, South
Koreans began to be seriously concerned aboutredeter against North Korea’s
nuclear attack.

The recent debates revolve around how to deal Mitfth Korea’'s nuclear challenge
which looms real and true. South Korean armed $oare deficient of nuclear capability,
perfectly relying on the U.S. capability since therean War. With the threat imposed
by the North, some South Koreans are worried aktrategic vulnerability without
nuclear weapons. Four perspectives have been abngesince the second nuclear test
last year. First one is related to building indeget nuclear deterrent by possessing
nuclear weapons. Second one concerns establidienguclear fuel cycle. Third one is
associated with a complete relying on the U.S.reded deterrence. Final one has to do
with negotiation for nuclear dismantlement of Nakbrea.

Intelligence sources estimate that North Korea ighlig likely to possess nuclear
weapons. In response to nuclear threat createNd Korea’'s second nuclear test, a
group of conservatives led the discussion whicbsse&d nuclear sovereignty of South
Korea. Nuclear sovereignty comprises ‘military’ apeéaceful’ one. The former is to
acquire nuclear weapons for the purpose of selirdef, while the latter concerns a
complete nuclear cycle and peaceful use of nueleargy.

Proponents of military nuclear sovereignty justityeir stance, providing several
reasons for nuclear armament. As the United Staliedfto deter the two nuclear tests
by Pyongyang, there emerged suspicion of credibaitthe U.S. extended deterrence
capability in Seoul. Given distrust of extendededetnce, this line of reasoning
concluded that South Korea should be equipped wittlear weapons to effectively
cope with nuclear challenge from the North and dkpedismantlement of North

Korean nuclear program. Critics of this strategitian raised a question of feasibility
due to multilayered constraints imposed on Southres nuclear development.
Supporters of military nuclear sovereignty arguledt the South was not responsible
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for abiding by the denuclearization agreement i®219vhich the North already
violated.

This perspective is represented by so called naligin, seriously lacking popular
supports. Even though most South Koreans regardntieear weapon card as
infeasible and undesirable one, the minority opirgtearly demonstrated South Korea’s
sensitivity to North Korea’s nuclear threat andpstien of the U.S. nuclear security
guarantee. Peaceful nuclear sovereignty has besensded since the conclusion of the
1992 denuclearization accord. Some experts cgticithe declaration in which South
Korea gave up enrichment and reprocessing of nuahederials for peaceful purpose.
They contended that South Korea should be permitbedonstruct the fuel cycle,
proposing economic and strategic rationale. Nuobeergy occupies about 40 percent
of electricity in South Korea which runs 20 nuclgawer plants. Without enrichment
and reprocessing facilities, South Korea shouldarhpuclear fuel completely and just
accumulate huge amount of the spent fuel at sterage

Most of South Koreans feel that constraints on them® too rigid and strict. In
comparison, Japan was allowed to have enrichmeahtrgprocessing facilities which
provided it with a virtual nuclear deterrent. Instiategic sense, it is claimed that a
virtual nuclear deterrent of the South, once buwilguld drive the North’s nuclear
dismantlement. Some South Koreans hope that theyaearanteed to be involved in
enrichment and reprocessing activities for econanit strategic reasons as discussed.
In a nutshell, proponents of peaceful nuclear smgaty want to enjoy right for
peaceful use of nuclear energy paralleled to Japaey argue that South Korea remain
non-nuclear state under any circumstances.

Mainstream and official thinking is that South Kaneithout nuclear capability should
rely on the US extended deterrence guarantees. groigp of thought rejects the
strategic option of possessing nuclear weapon,ifgdthat it is neither effective nor
feasible for South Korea. The group tried to drénergy public commitment of the U.S.
extended deterrence to South Korea. After the skoonlear test last May, the United
State reaffirmed in public its commitment of extedddeterrence including nuclear
umbrella several times at both presidential andstenal level. As stipulated in 2001
NPR, the United States extended deterrence comsiitsee elements: offensive strike
systems (both nuclear and conventional), defensth @ctive, such as ballistic missile
defenses, and passive), and a responsive defdnastrincture that would provide new
capabilities to meet emerging thréabouth Korea has built capabilities cross three
domains except nuclear sector so as to complerhent1S. deterrent to North Korea.
While showing a highest degree of confidence inUt®. security assurance, the group
is also afraid of decline of the U.S. extended wletd.

Most of the liberalist places a priority to globan-proliferation and denuclearization
on the Korean peninsula rather than nuclear detegtelhey perceive that emphasis on
extended deterrence with nuclear umbrella lays r@l@uor negotiation with North
Korean to eliminate nuclear weapons. Furthermares icontended that frequent
reaffirmation of extended deterrence catalyzes IN&tbrea’s nuclear development.
They are also concerned that the North would prepaglear arms control talk with

3 Christopher F. Chyba and J. D. Crouch, “Understandhe U.S. Nuclear Weapons Policy DebatElie
Washington Quarterly32:3 (July 2009), p. 23.
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the United States. In short, this view is predidate the assessment that the U.S. extension
of deterrent to South Korea is not an appropriaasure for peace and denuclearization on
the peninsula. This group recommended that settiertteough negotiation is the
proper path to be free from nuclear threat fromNloeth. This view is criticized in that

it underestimated nuclear threat from the North.

Extended Deterrence before North Korea’s Nuclear T&t
Nature of military threat from North Korea

Since 1978 when the United States mentioned nuciedarella for the first time, it
remains the provider of extended deterrence toSKorea. Adapting to changes of
security environment, South Korea seems to uttheeU.S. security commitment to it
for its own strategic objective. In other word, rilnés a correlation between the nature
of security threat and the U.S. security guarantees

Before detonating nuclear device in 2006, Northdg@oremained conventional military
threat to South Korea. There have been sporadiaritemsity armed clashes between
the two Koreas. Inter-Korean relations were defiagd protracted armed conflict. The
North demonstrated its intention of invasion to t8euth by initiating military
provocations and sending guerrillas. Its provoebehavior culminated in an abortive
guerrilla attack on the Blue House of presidentegdidence and infiltration of 120
North Korean special operation forces in 1968. 976, ax accident occurred in the
Joint Security Areas with two casualties of Amamildiers. There were three naval
clashed in the West Sea in the 2000s. As histoopwsh North Korea has been
aggressive and provocative toward the South, samestiviolating the Armistice
Agreement which prohibits hostile action towardteather on the Korean peninsula.
Very recently, both sides were involved in navahed clashes on the West Sea on 10
November in 2009. As such, the Korean peninsulatimoes to be unstable and
volatile. In this vein, it is not surprising thab@h Koreans have suffered from fears of
North’s military attack toward the South.

With aggressive intention and challenging behawdemonstrated after the national
division, the North has made an effort to build itarly capabilities as strong as
possible. It became common sense that Pyongyanguyesior to Seoul in terms of a
conventional military equation. Entering the 2000sw assessment of inter-Korean
military balance emerged, challenging the trad#élomisdom of the North’s conventional
advantage. Some liberal experts began to holdtieaEouth was superior to the North
in terms of conventional capability. This estimdt@s been under fierce attack by
conservative experts. Now both sides seem to réaehconsensus on conventional
military capabilities that equation favors the Sourt quality, while the latter maintains
edge over the former in quality. Furthermore, itargued that North Korea pursued
nuclear weapons program and put an emphasis odirfuhsymmetrical capacity due
to weakening conventional edge over the South. ileedpe emerging evaluation that
the North’'s comparative advantage of conventiomatds reduces, the North still
possesses over 1 million troops which are armel wonventional weapons whether
advanced or obsolete in part. There is little dipecto the evaluation that North Korea

* This is an armed clashed between the United StaigiNorth Korea. When the U.S soldiers prune pspta
JSA, North Korea soldiers approached and attackadrsans all of sudden and kill and injured them.
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keeps posing conventional military threat to Sokitirea with aggressive intention,
behavior and capability.

South Korea was not afraid of nuclear threat uNbrth Korea conducted the first
nuclear test in 2006. During the Cold War, theréstex, if not high, a danger of
nuclear war between the two superpowers on theafopeninsula, which might have
evolved from inter-Korean conventional armed canfliHowever, North Korean
conventional forces created military tension on #erean peninsula. Under the
framework of the Cold war, South Korea did not pere seriously nuclear threats
from the former Soviet Union and China with confide in the U.S. nuclear primacy.
Since the first nuclear crisis in the early 1999srth Korea’s nuclear program gained
much attention from the world as a proliferatiosuis. Nuclear threat from North Korea
was not deemed as a direct and real one untiliteerfuclear test, even though the
North proclaimed as a nuclear weapon state in epra005. It seems that South
Korea had ignored the threat caused by North Kereaiclear program. In reality,
South Korea had been trapped in the vicious cydecanventional military
confrontations until 2006. South Korea perceivedt ttonventional threat is greater
than nuclear threat by the first nuclear test.

The U.S. extended deterrence to South Korea

As discussed, South Korea has felt military thigeaterated by conventional forces of
the North. In contrast, it has not been concernsalianuclear threat posed by the
Soviet Union (now Russia) and China. Given thesegmions, Seoul aimed to achieve
the strategic objective of deterring conventiorttdck by the North, with little concern
about nuclear risk. It seems that the United Sthtas two-pronged goals to extend
deterrence to South Korea. First of all, it inteshde deter conventional and nuclear
invasion® Secondly, it wanted to prevent Seoul from develgpiuclear weapons.

A historical case supports these observationshdretrly 1990s, president Park Chung
Hee pursued development of nuclear weapons andentiomal military build-up so
called *Yulgok Program’ as well. Although theseceté had been made for the political
and security purposes, it seems apparent thatdeettr build military capability strong
enough to deter North Korea's aggressive ambitiodn conventional attack.
Furthermore, he wanted South Korea to reduce oovents strategic dependence on
the United State’.

In this vein, President Park was strongly interstedeveloping nuclear weapons in
the early 1970s. Finally, he failed to realize imiglear ambition due to the U.S. harsh
pressure for non-proliferation. Following his deasto give up the nuclear card, the
United States announced its commitment of exteraitdrrence to South Korea in

1978 with dual purposes of deterrence and nonfpration. It promised to provide the

nuclear umbrella to South Korea.

® See, Kathleen C. Bailey, et. al., “White PapeiTbr Necessity of The U.S. Nuclear Deterrence,” tgalAugust
15, 2007, p. 1, available at www. nipp. org. “Dugrithe Cold War, the U.S. nuclear deterrent had hasic
missions: deterrence of nuclear attack (by thréagerswift, effective retaliation) and deterrenceaiagt
overwhelming conventional attack, against NATO ddes by the Warsaw Pact”

® He wanted political independence following seguaititonomy.
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The forward deployment of ground troops in Southidéolaid the groundwork for the
credibility of extended deterrenéd he tactical nuclear weapons deployed in southern
part constituted essential capability of extendetewent before the United States
withdrew them completely from South Korea in 1990he U.S. nuclear umbrella
contributed to deterring conventional attack by tNdforea. Before the first nuclear
test by North Korea, South Korea and the UnitedteStafocused on nuclear
dismantlement rather than nuclear deterrence irdingeavith nuclear challenge
stemming from the North.

Extended Deterrence after North Korea’s Nuclear Teis
Nature of military threat from North Korea

North Korea does not forego nuclear weapons dewsop program, still maintaining
huge conventional forces as befrientering the 1980s, it began to lose conventional
edge over South Korea. It is speculated that NKdhea was no longer involved in
conventional arms race with South Korea due torahreconomic hardship. Under this
circumstance, North Korea seems to have a strarentive to concentrate on building
its asymmetric capabilitie’s.

North Korea has advanced nuclear and missile dpredat program. It seems that the
North has secured about 40kg of plutonium and cotedunuclear tests twicé.lt
probably has somewhere between six and twelve aualeapons, or at least explosive
devices? Most recently, it announced that its uranium dmrient program for nuclear
weapons production has entered its final phasetlaadit is making more weapons
from extracted plutoniurh. This means that it took the two paths of nuclear
development using plutonium and uranium. Assessrde/d@rges on weaponization
technology. There is no agreement whether NortheKatan make warhead small
enough to be mounted on missile.

Defiant North Korea went ahead with the long ramgeket launch in April, 2009

despite international appeals not to send up aetodRyongyang made effort to
sophisticate ballistic missile technologies whieinching Taepodong 1 in 1998 and
Taepodong 2 in 2006. The two tests revealed itentogical deficiency which

resulted in the failure of the experiments. It s this context to speculate that
Pyongyang intended to advance ballistic missilrietogy by launching a long range
rocket on last April. Delivery system of missilerdfwulates an essential element of

" Kathleen J. Mclnnis, “Extended Deterrence: The.C8dibility Gap in the Middle EastThe Washington
Quarterly, 28:3 (Summer 2005), p. 180.

8 Berry M. Blechman, “Extended Deterrence: Cuttirdg€& of the Debate on Nuclear Policy,” May 28, 2009,
p. 1, available at www.stimson.org

° The Ministry of National Defense, RORgefense White Paper 2008. 25.
19 International Crisis GroupNorth Korea’s Nuclear and Missile Programisia Report N 168, June 2009.
" The Ministry of National Defense, ROBgfense White Paper 2008. 37.

2 There are various official and private estimatesNmrth Korea’s nuclear capabilities. For more detasee
International Crisis Group\orth Korea’s Nuclear and Missile Program&sia Report N 168, June 2009; Larry
A. Niksch, North Korea’'s Nuclear Weapons Development and Diticy CRS Report for Congress, 27 May
20009.

13 JoongAng Daily September 5, 2009.
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overall nuclear capability. The pure military pusgoto improve strategic capability
should not be ignored.

The rocket test contributes to ratcheting up tersion the Korean peninsula, Northeast
Asia, and the world. The international communitpwh the immediate response that
North Korean rocket launch is aimed at developiadjistic capability and thereby
threatening the world with weapons of mass destructVith regard to the performance of
the rocket, however, different assessments areendimg. A group of experts in South
Korea estimated that the test was successful initlextended range of missile to at
least around 3,300 km. The other group mainly caegdoof American scientists
underestimated North Korean ballistic missile texdbgy, paying attention to the fact
that no object entered into orbit. They believet thath the third stage boost and the
payload might fall into the Pacific Ocean.

The United States became relaxed on the basis @fsaessment that North Korea
would take several years to sophisticate ballistissile which is able to reach the
western part of America. An American space experitended that “The missile
doesn’t represent any kind of near-term thréatGeneral James Cartwright, vice
chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, saia tfOn the idea of proliferation, would
you buy from somebody who had failed three timesairrow and never been
successful?® This statement symbolizes U.S. estimate of thedau

Before the launch, North Korea has posed missikatito Seoul and Tokyo which are
within the short and medium range of Scud and Rgduissile. Psychological impact
of the launch on the region is more serious thandhl strategic one. The test made South
Koreans and Japanese feel being insecure, malenigtént North Korean missile threat
surface. Following the long-range rocket firinge tNorth conducted the second nuclear
test. It seems to improve overall nuclear capghificluding delivery system. Nuclear
threat to South Korea becomes real and intensifiade conventional challenge weakens.

The U.S. extended deterrence to South Korea

The effectiveness of U.S nuclear umbrella begacatbinto question in South Korea

and Japan. North Korean delivery system with nuclesapons appears to be able to
reduce nuclear deterrent in South Korea and Japaragteed by the United States.
This strategic assessment would lead to a nucl@aire effect and space arms race in
Northeast Asia. North Korean ICBM capability cowlaninish conventional deterrent,

either delaying or blocking additional troops digied from the U.S. military bases in

Guam and Okinawa.

South Korea might have the two strategic objecti@® is to reinforce nuclear deterrent
of South Korea and the United States, which encesgsm nuclear strikes, missile
defense, and new long-range precision strike céipedi The other is to keep pursuing
North Korean nuclear dismantlement and missile tooam, mobilizing multilateral,

4 For more details, see International Crisis Graugrith Korea’s Nuclear and Missile Programasia Report,
n 168, June 2009.

15 william J. Broad, “Failure hurts Pyongyang’s quiesbe a feared entity/hternational Herald TribuneApril 7,
2009, p. 1.

16 | ee Young-jong and Yoo Jae-ho, “Behind North'silation was anxiety,”JoongAng Daily April 8, 2009,
p. 2.
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bilateral, and unilateral approaches. In additibns recommended that Seoul and
Washington begin to discuss about how South Korag &n access to uranium
enrichment and fuel separation in the context etcpéul use of nuclear energy.

In regards to the first ingredient of deterrergp@ has been totally relying on the U.S.
extended deterrence. In order to elevate politocatibility of extended deterrence,
South Korea wanted the United States to reaffirnnrodment to providing extended
deterrence since the first nuclear test in 2006that38th SCM (Security Consultative
Meeting), it was stipulated that “the United Statdtered assurance of firm U.S.
commitment and immediate support to the ROK, iniclgdcontinuation of the
extended deterrence offered by nuclear umbrellasistent with the Mutual Defense
Treaty.®’

As South Korean fear of nuclear capability of thertN grows after the second nuclear
test, South Korea continues to ask the United Stateensure nuclear guarantee and
assurance. The United States reiterated its conenitf extended deterrence to South
Korea at a June Summit and the 41th S€Miesident Lee Myung-bak stated at a joint
press meeting immediately after the last June stittvai “President Obama reaffirmed
this firm commitment to ensuring the security oftifoKorea through extended deterrence,
which includes the nuclear umbrella, and this hasrgthe South Korean people a
greater sense of security.’Furthermore, at SPI (Security Policy Initiativepeting,
both sides agreed to have discussion on how toneehextended deterrent.

Secondly, South Korea tries to construct competitivallistic missile defense
capability. The Ministry of National Defense revdsBational Defense Reform 2020,
which was completed by the former government. Téwly revised one would meet an
increasing strategic requirement to effectively &opth North Korean missile threat.
Seoul seems to put a priority to allocate militdoydget to improve capacity of
monitoring, tracing and intercepting cruise andisiad missiles from Pyongyang.

A Korean-version missile defense system what wleat# under construction, comprising
a missile defense command and control structutkeoRAMD (Air and Missile Defense)-
Cell, the early warning radars and AWACs (Airbonarning and Control System),
and anti-ballistic missiles such as PAC-2, SM-6e Korean missile defense system
reflected South Korean security conditions and ltidgstraints. South Korea doesn't
need to have medium and high altitude intercepiate Japan and the U.S. Because
North Korean missiles deployed along the frontiva® strike Seoul in a short time of
2-3 minutes. Furthermore, South Korea cannot affarting-edge interceptors and
early warning radar system. The AMS-Cell is a niésdefense command and control
center which will play a pivotal role in detectimgd attacking missiles from North

" The 38th Security Consultative Meeting Joint Comigue.

18 Defense Secretary Gates articulated in Seoul: tmited States is committed to providing extended
deterrence using the full range of American mijitexight-from the nuclear umbrella to conventiortaike and
missile defense capabilities. To be sure, the dnBtates will maintain an enduring and capable tanifi
presence on the Korean peninsula.” For more detséls Robert M. Gates, “U.S.-ROK Military,” A spéec
delivered in Seoul, Korea, October 21, 2009, abtdlat www.defenselink.mil/utility/printitem.aspxpt

9 See, “Joint Remarks by President Obama and Presidee Myung-bak, June 2009,” available at
www.cfr.org
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Korea. Prompt detection and precision attack weliedmine performance of a Korean
style missile defense.

On a multilateral format, South Korea can utilizdl,Lthe PSI (Proliferation Security
Initiative), and the six-party talk. For instanédN adopted the resolutions of 1718 and
1874 to impose sanctions on North Korea’s nuclestst South Korea decided to join the
PSI as not an observer but a regular member. Tég@sidn might contribute to
international counter-proliferation efforts. Stithere is no doubt among membership
countries that the Six-party talk is the only affetient multilateral mechanism to promote
dismantlement of North Korean nuclear program. [sd{area faces a policy dilemma
between condemning bad behavior of and resumiriggiia to North Korea. In dealing
with North Korea, Seoul will combines hard line hisoft line policies under the
multilateral framework. All in all, South Korea h&s utilize diverse measures under
the multilateral, bilateral, and unilateral framek® for the exit from North Korean
nuclear and missile quagmires.

Concluding Remarks

Before the nuclear tests, South Korea had beercqupd with threat from conventional
forces. The US nuclear guarantees helped detehNatean conventional attack and
prevent South Korea's nuclear development as widter the nuclear tests, South
Korea has been exposed to real nuclear threat frmmNorth. The U.S. extended
deterrent commitment to South Korea grows significa

Despite growing importance of extended deterreSemul seems to face challenges
which could entail demise of extended deterrentstFPresident Obama proposed a
world without nuclear weapori$ His new nuclear policy is characterized by nuclear
arms control and disarmament, non-proliferationd amuclear cooperation and
security?* In this vein, it is unavoidable for the United ®&to be involved in nuclear
arms reduction. This could diminish extended deterr

Second, North Korea enhances nuclear and missilabddies without indicating its

real intention. Iran is estimated to develop nuclgaapons with uranium enrichment
program. It seems problematic that rogue statesimento be involved in nuclear
activities during the negotiation talks are stalléfdthey extend range of delivery
system, they could pose serious threat to homedanide United States. Now nuclear
threats from rogue states contribute to makingreddd deterrent diffused.

Third, the United States keeps an eye on South &K®reuclear activities, strictly
imposing regulations and pressures on the allyntor-proliferation. It is pointed out
that the Washington’s pressures on Seoul seem tooblearsh in comparison to Japan.
Seoul has respected the principle of non-proliferat maintaining nuclear
transparency. The United States is still very nggato uranium enrichment and
separation of the spent fuel ahead of negotiatiomuclear energy between the two
allies. Lastly, the ROK-US alliance is under stuuat transformation identified by

% see, The White House, Office of the Press SegretRemarks by President Barack Obama,” April 5020
available at www.whitehouse.gov

2L Arms Control, Association, “Transcript: Arms CasitAssociation Annual Meeting-Speaker Luncheon with
Gary Samore,” available at www.armscontrol.org/8i67 1

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 57



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

wartime operation control transfer from the Unit&tates to South Korea. This
rearrangement of alliance could deteriorate extemgterrent commitment too.

Under these unfavorable conditions, the two akiesuld reinforce extended deterrent
so that they can confront emerging nuclear chaleran the Korean peninsula and in
the region and globe effectively. The strong atteuolstered by the Mutual Defense
Treaty and presence of 28,500 troops in South K@rea starting point to reinforce
extended deterrent.
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Reflections on Extended Deterrence
in the Middle East

Ariel E. Levite !

Preface

Discussion of Extended Deterrence (ED) in the Madgast must inevitably begin with
an effort to define both ED and the Middle Eastnéither case can on one safely draw
on any consensual existing definition. So let m#lesdor now on rather simple
definitions of both constructs, leaving room forldav up discussion on further
elaboration and refinement of either or both dé&fins and discussion of the
implications of such redefinitions on the overdlldy. For purposes of this paper the
Middle East refers to the swath of land stretchirmgn North African to the Persian
Gulf, whereas connotes an application of a deteergrosture on behalf of a friend or
ally, as well as other salient interests in theaeg

History in a Nutshell

On the whole, ED has been extensively practicethenMiddle East, rather frequently
so since WWII. While it has mainly been practicgdtlie US on behalf of its allies in
the region, the Soviet Union, and to a lesser éxkgance and the UK have also
similarly engaged in ED in the Middle East. Theagéusually done so by themselves,
but occasionally also as part of an ad hoc coalititut ED has also been occasionally
applied by some Middle East parties from Egypt kad to Israel and Iran in support
of both state (e.g. Egypt for the Gulf states,dkfar Jordan) and non state (such as the
Kurds in Iraq, the Maronite Christians in Lebanang Hizballah in Lebanon) allies in
the region, and occasionally even beyond it. Moeeomost parties in the Middle East
have at some point or another been on the receandgf ED.

Remarkably, since the 1950s the overwhelming nmgjaf ED relationships have not
evolved in the context of a formal treaty relatioips(other than the NATO-Turkey
one), and the early and ill fated example of thgtgiad Pact (CENTO) has hardly been
repeated since. Some of these have occurred astamsion of a broad cooperative
framework (such as the Treaty of Friendship andp@aation the Soviet Union has had
with the likes of Egypt and Syria) even outside ¢batext of any other formal alliance
structure, either as an ad-hoc arrangement or av@ntinuous one (e.g. between the
US and Israel). Interestingly enough, some of thacp keeping arrangements in the
region did have either an implicit or even (lessnomonly) more explicit ED flavor.
This held especially true when these arrangemeanested the US as a de facto
political and occasionally even military guarantdra peace, armistice, cease fire or
disengagement accord or arrangement between régiariees.

! carnegie Endowment for International Peace. | atelited to Bruno Tertrais for his invaluable suggest
and support. | am also grateful to comments recefk@n George Perkovich, Paul Schulte, and seadrtiie
FRS workshop participants. Special thanks are du€irhberly Misher for her outstanding research upgort
for this paper.
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Interestingly enough and probably related to thediezapoint, some of the ED
arrangements in the Middle East may not have begmally conceived as such, and
certainly have not originally been publicly portegly as ED arrangements by the
recipient and certainly not by the provider. Intagr cases (such as those that
commonly pertained in the contexts of arms tras3féhis may have been done
intentionally, driven by the interest of one andiates both sides to maintain as vague
or ambiguous the nature of the ED obligations irexiin order to avoid some of the
pitfalls typically associated with such arrangermsent

For the provider the incentives to stop short efifalizing the arrangement it commits
to as ED often included sparring itself the needlééend or secure formal backing
domestically for entering into such obligations, tefrain from (excessive?)
emboldening of the protégé, to avoid the creatibaredibility trap for itself, and to
minimize potential escalation that might be asdediavith entering into overt such
arrangements. Whereas the recipient may have algzedhtely sought such ambiguity
in order to leave itself enough elbow room for ipeledent maneuver, as well as to
spare itself the need to defend against domesticiem that may arise for entering
into such arraignments with a foreign party. Bubther cases the ambiguity may have
been a true reflection of the original situationwhich they evolved, and the their
development over time into ED arrangements may loacearred due to the emergence
of strong interest in such transformation by asteme of the parties to them, and/or
the emergence of circumstances which requiredtitiegtbe clarified or solidified.

Lastly, while ED has largely been practiced in M&ldle East on behalf of and in

collaboration with one or more regional ally, itshaccasionally also taken the form of
extra regional deterrence of encroachment on atiberests in the region or adjacent to
it, mostly directed at either prevention of disiaptof the freedom of navigation in

critical waterways by other warlike actions, piragy arms and WMD technology

shipments.

Common Forms of Extended Deterrence in the Middle &st

It has already been noted that ED in the Middlet,Basike other regions, has usually
occurred outside the context of a formal treatgtrehship. It has thus been commonly
anchored in bilateral (and more rarely multilatealblic (and/or at times discreet)
understandings, but has often taken the form ofladatory statements, contingency
planning (some of it joint), exercises, crisis @iy, permanent and occasional
stationing of forces (most recently evidenced kg ébtablishment of a French military
based in Abu Dhabi), putting forces on alert, réogpent , deployment of fighting
units in crisis (e.g. Patriot and later also Aegissile defense unit in and off Israel,
naval forces), direct interjection (reflagging ofiaiti tankers, “Desert Storm”Jhese
have all had an overwhelmingly conventional chamact

The Nuclear Dimension

It is rather doubtful whether ED by nuclear powtersheir Middle East allies has ever
reflected a serious willingness on their part te ngclear weapons merely in defense of
those allies, regardless of the threats the I&tad. Its is also doubtful whether use of
nuclear weapons had ever been seriously conterdpiatéhe Middle East for any
global ancillary benefits associated with demonisigaresolve to counter certain forms
of aggression. Furthermore, the nuclear dimensas dlways been largely implicit,
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and more recently also further qualified in the teah of Middle Eastern ED
relationships. Nevertheless, it does seem thamdlckear dimension may have played a
more pronounced role in Middle East ED that therafentioned observations may
otherwise suggest.

One clear context in which nuclear weapons havgepla role is in countering Soviet
actions on behalf of its allies. The US has exghigracticed nuclear signaling toward
the end of the October 1973 War to deter certawiebactions on behalf of it's failing
Middle Eastern allies. Other contexts in which eaclweapons are widely assumed to
have played an important role is in discouragingjifaration and especially deterring
WMD use, against American and allied forces, notelplicitly committing to a US
(and in at least one case--the Iraq War of 199btergially also a UK one) but in
refusing to rule it out, by pledging to undertake deliberately undefined
"overwhelming" or "absolutely devastating” respanse

Perhaps most intriguing is the potential utilitymfclear weapons in the Middle East in
another context. Here | refer to the possibilitatthy refusing to rule out a nuclear
response, or even nuclear first use, on behatsddllies or vital interests in the region,
(a position that France has also come to adogtamtid 1990s) the US may have been
able to reassure its allies and deter their anidéts while still sparring itself the need to
engage in a very elaborate conventional pre-deptoymor force projection and
perhaps even joint contingency planning. The medear shadow and the escalation
dominance contained therein may have sufficed tkentlae prospects of confrontation
with the US uniquely unpalatable and consequerifly emake the US deterrence ED
reassuring enough to its local allies. Under themesaircumstances a conventional
substitute may have been less compelling in theradgsof both proven and available
capabilities to back it up.

Underlying Motivations for Extending Deterrence to(in) the Middle East

A quick survey of motivations that have commonlivein parties to provide ED to and
in the Middle East reveals that these are hardlguento this region, even if the
specific combination of incentives that has appirethe concrete Middle Eastern cases
may have been rather unique. The most importanenyidg motivations appear to
have been one or more of the following:

» Guaranteeing oil supply

» Safeguarding freedom of navigation in key supplg &xansit routes

* Lubricating arms sales

» Diminishing incentives for WMD (especially nuclegrpliferation or use

* Preventing the loss of symbolic or strategic askmtdear of a domino effect
and spillover beyond the region

* Preserving one's reputation and zone(s) of inflaefespecially pronounced
during the Cold War)

* Cultural affinity to the protégé
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* Pressure of domestic lobby favoring the protégé(s).

Clearly many if not all of these factors (with tlexception of oil as such) have
motivated extending deterrence to allies in Eurapé Asia. Similarly, there seem to
have been few if any original motivations for Middtast parties to seek or accept ED
relationships. What is perhaps unique to the reg®nthat these Middle East
arrangements have occasionally applied also tostee parties and not just to nation
states. Consequently, many of the dilemmas andndigsaassociated with the ED
relationships that have pertained in other regidresje also applied to and in the
Middle East. For the provider of the ED these higpécally included concerns for free
riding or emboldening of protégé(s) as well as sétaebaby" or creeping entrapment
characteristics. Still the gravity of some of thesansideration might have been
somewhat ameliorated by the less formal natureasfynof those ED obligations in the
Middle East.

US Middle East ED Track Record

The US has for decades been a central ED playeviitidle East and certainly is the
leading one at present. It may thus prove usefugflect in brief on its ED track record
in this region. It would seem that the overall exgece with US ED in the region is
rather mixed in terms of its reliability, namelyetlpredictability that the US would
honor its obligations once push came to shoveadtiieen far more successful in terms
of efficacy by which | mean its ability to accongili the desired reassurance and
deterrence impact once its had actually extendeddterrence posture over a Middle
East ally.

There are many cases in which the US has proventlhes forthcoming in honoring
what were believed to be solid ED obligations oti@se were put to a test, especially
in the Arab-Israeli and non proliferation contetts. mixed track record in this regard
may well be directly correlated with the juxtapasit of the informality of the US ED
relationships with parties in the region, the higtidence of conflict in the region, and
the prospects for escalation of conflicts into attwonventional armed confrontations.
It seems to have been further aggravated by théebsron the US associated with its
other global commitments and priorities and the glem mosaic of US Middle East
relationships. The latter refers to the multiplessr cutting regional conflicts in the
Middle East that have not only complicated life fioe US in undertaking and carrying
through ED commitments to the region, but also madeore difficult for its intended
recipients to accept them. This has also been ewnih the ambivalence of some
regional parties toward hosting US forces (or wipe) on their territories, as well as in
the US assessment (especially in recent year$eaitks these forces may be exposed
to when they deploy in the region. None of thesacems is unique to the Middle East,
and they have been very much evident with varyrignsity in Western Europe and
Asia. Nevertheless, their salience in the MiddlstEs®eems to have been greater than
that evident in either Europe or Asia.

The net effect of the informality of the US ED d@altions to the region and its mixed
track record in carrying them through has beenriggér acute anxiety among its
regional allies whether the US will actually stamgthem when push came to shove.
This anxiety has been further heightened by conoeen the resilience of the US ED
obligations over time given the tendency of the @S reexamine its overseas
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commitments once administrations change. The ufetvaUS superpower status
coupled with intermittent interventions in suppoftits ED posture have generally
suffice proved sufficiently appealing make andirethe US as a coveted ED partner in
the region. They have also generally accorded thd=D posture with the presumption
of credibility once extended. But the lingering artainty over the reliability of US ED
has, nevertheless, propelled several regionalgsatdi hedge their bets and pursue other
and complimentary measures for looking after teegurity. These have typically taken
the form of acquisition of conventional forces asllvas WMD capabilities and their
delivery means, all the way up to political hedgiweysus adversaries, and pursuit of
reinforcing ED relationships with other states tonplement the US ones. The latter
has been especially evident since the 1991 Gulfaraong the US Gulf State allies.

Looking Ahead

Some of the regional dynamics that has thus faredrMiddle Easter states to seek ED
and other parties to provide them will probably aamunchanged for some time to
come. But further Iranian progress toward nucledion is bound to be a defining
moment for everybody in the region and beyond, gltoyg the requirements for ED by
regional parties to an all new level as well agghining the risks associated with
denying them. This seems to hold especially trukgimt of Iran's desire to legitimize
its nuclear pursuits as serving the broader cads&laslems in the region (not
dissimilar to Saddam's claim with regard to hisroloal weapons arsenal) and beyond
it (Iran maintains that its role extends to Cen#ala and the Caucuses as much as the
Persian Gulf and the Middle East). These all sakend sure recipe for much greater
friction and instability in region the long run.

Yet the anxieties related to Iran's posture areaaly building up rather rapidly even
when Iran is still a certain distance from acqujran nuclear weapon capability. What
drives it are Iran's pronounced hegemonic claimghéregion, its professed hostility
toward (and repeated calls for the destructionlssBel and outright contempt toward
its Arab neighbors, its active subversion of Suregimes and support for Shia'a
factions, as well as its own engagement in ED dralief its allies and surrogates.

But scenarios in which ED might play a role in Meldle East in the future are not
confined to the nuclear context. Present Middlet Bgsamics, and the trends one sees
ahead suggest a high probability that other threategional stability and the security
of the Western allies in the region will ensue. Séeange from intimidation, terror, and
subversion all the way up to cyber attacks, boskémmishes, stand off conventional
attack(s), and cross border conventional attadksfdhe above by state and non state
actors alike.

It seems a safe bet that that the pull of the Midethst to extra regional players will not
go away in coming decades, nor will the desire egfional parties to enhance their
security through ED relationships with parties e region and certainly beyond it.
Assuming that the regional allies can not or witlt rprove sufficient (or coveted)
providers of ED guarantees, we may be seeing irfutuge not only the US but also
other powers, from the traditional ones (France, iK and Russia) all the way to
Pakistan, China and India, and Turkey playing soofeein ED in the Middle East, be it
by themselves or in some coalitions. Especiallgriggting opportunities for the formal
alliances and collective security arrangements tragise if there was some progress
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toward peaceful settlement of one or more of theldiéi East conflicts, first and
foremost obviously the Arab-Israeli one.

The Nuclear Versus the Conventional Dimension of ED

Evolution of the Iranian nuclear threat would certa put a premium on offsetting

nuclear deterrence and ED arrangements in the Bliddist. But the relevance of
nuclear weapons to the Middle East security andilgtaequation far exceeds the
narrow nuclear context. It very much comes to tre fin the context of the severely
handicapped US ability to shape events in the regloe in part to a growing

perception of the US overstretch, weakness, andelimresolve. The formal US

commitment to proceed toward nuclear disarmameualdcturther diminish US clout

should it become very pronounced and concrete,cegjyein the absence of an

offsetting enhancement of its conventional and dgpcojection capabilities. And its

missile defense umbrella much on offer to its allilee region (as well as to those in
Eastern Europe and Asia) seem inherently limitednfmwv in its capacity to act as a
substitute instrument of ED, especially when lagken continuous footprint in the

region.

One should not read into the above observation ideglogical or even pragmatic
opposition toward nuclear disarmament, especialfy accompanied with a
correspondingly hopeful progress in the domainaf proliferation. The reverse holds
true. The sole issue raised here is that any daméd role for nuclear weapons must
take into consideration and strive to offset theusiéy deficit that is likely to emerge in
that context. And nowhere will this prove more bisi and challenging than in the
Middle East. This is not because of the warfightpgiential inherent in nuclear
weapons. Paradoxically quite the opposite seermsltbtrue.

In the Middle East, but not only there, the nuclshadow and stature has in many
cases obviated the need to engage in elaborat@atadas of conventional sufficiency
while still overcoming the anxieties associatedhwaissuming risk especially in the
domain of ED. This did not require that nuclear p@@ be ruled in these scenarios,
but it did seem to necessitate that their use motubed out. Even an open ended
amorphous ED has thus far proven sufficiently cdimgeand reassuring, especially
when its credibility has been enhanced by formammitments, declaratory
obligations, and forward presence footprint or wipe.

The outright substitution of an open ended ED Ipypigely conventional alternative not
only enhances the prospects of an rams race bstagainst a broad perception that
conventional wars are more likely, messier and ewere politically controversial,
which it turn inevitably affects the willingness &xtend new ED obligations to the
region which raises the very real specter of suthrglements in the first place. The
appetite for the latter seems in any event to Ipedha dissipating in the West, even
outside the context of ED. The challenge these eptedor transition toward a
conventional ED guarantee are thus formidable iddee
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Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees
and Nuclear Weapons:
US Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf

James A. Russell !

In July 2009, Secretary of State Hillary Clintotdtoeporters during a visit to Bangkok:
“We want Iran to calculate what | think is a fagsassment that if the United States
extends a defense umbrella over the region, if wewven more to support the military
capacity of those in the Guilf, it's unlikely thean will be any stronger or safer because
they won't be able to intimidate and dominate ay tipparently believe they can once
they have a nuclear weapon.”

Some seized upon these comments as an indicatarthid United States would be
prepared to explicitly commit its strategic nucldaterrent to the defense of the region.
The strategic nuclear deterrent would fit togethex seamless web of conventional and
nuclear weapons as part of a US-backed systemgibna& security to prevent a
nuclear-armed Iran from creating a coercive pdaltiramework to intimidate its
smaller gulf neighbors. Not all America’s regioradlies found her comments useful.
Israeli officials immediately criticized Secreta@finton’s statement as evidence that
the United States would accept the possibility afiuelear-armed Iran. Reaction in
Arab capitals was more muted, although EgyptiarsiBemt Hosni Mubarak stated that
Egypt would not participate in such an umbrella amaild not allow foreign troops on
its soil?

Secretary Clinton’s formulation contains a humbkinteresting elements and usefully
raises many questions about US regional strategypaficy. A core issue is simply
this: what roles do the estimated 2,200 operationalear warheads that constitute the
nation’s strategic nuclear deterrent play in Amessecurity strategy in the Gulf?

Clinton’s remarks come as the Obama Administraisodrafting the congressionally-

mandated 2009-2018uclear Posture RevieviDue out in February 2010, the report is
expected to describe the Administration’s planstha@ size and configuration of the
nuclear arsenal and the role of these weaponstianaa security strategy. President
Obama reportedly ordered drafters of the reporthat Pentagon to go back to the
drawing board to embrace further deep cuts in thdear arsenal consistent with his
Administration’s commitment to an aggressive disamant agendi.

! James Russell is a senior lecturer in the DepattmiNational Security Affairs at the Naval Posiguate
School in Monterey, CA. The views in this artiele the author’s alone.

2 Jumana al Tamimi, “Clinton’s Statement on Iran étees Cool ReactionGulf News July 22, 2009; Mubarak
remarks reported by Egypt News “Mubarak: Israelmalisation Second Priority,” August 17, 2009, acegs
online at http://news.egypt.com/en/200908176982#feiddle-east/mubarak-israel-normalisation-second-
priority.html

% See Marc Ambinder, “On Nukes, Obama Plans a H@m#pproach, The Atlantic October 23, 2009; Also
see Ambinder, “More Nukes7he Atlanti¢ September 3, 2009.
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The paper will address the challenges facing pahekers in the Gulf region as they
seek to square the Obama Administration’s policglgof nuclear disarmament with a
variety of regional security commitments that, mdi¢ated by Secretary Clinton, may
implicitly draw upon the nuclear arsenal. This papdl explore the issues that the
NPR draftersshould be considering as they think through the role & #trategic
arsenal as tool to secure the nation’s strategectises in the volatile Gulf and Middle
East regions.

Past as Prologue?

How useful is the Cold War past in suggesting lesdor today’s strategic planners in
thinking through the role of nuclear weapons inioegl strategy? The strategic
deterrent has made episodic appearances as aftdoharican foreign policy in the

Middle East and the Gulf. Throughout most of thddC@&ar, nuclear weapons were
seen as the ultimate guarantor of the broaderamylimission to “defend the region”
against encroachment from outside powers like thvae$ Union. Planning for the use
of nuclear weapons in the Middle East began inestrim the early 1950s as military
strategists sought ways to redress Soviet conveadtimilitary superiority around the
world.

In June 1950, the National Security Council isswedeport (NSC 26/3) titled
Demolition and Abandonment of Oil Facilities ancelds in the Middle EastThe
report addressed the possibility of plugging Sanildivells “as a means of conservation
and denial during enemy occupation.” Nuclear weapoare looked at as a possible
tool to deny the Soviets access to the oil fieldse report found, “Denial of wells by
radiological means can be accomplished to preverinamy from utilizing the oil, but
it could not prevent him from forcing ‘expendabketabs to enter the contaminated
areas to open well heads and deplete the reservidiesefore, aside from other ill
effects on the Arab population, it is not considethat radiological means are
practicable as a conservation meas@rguch was the initial (and unsuccessful) attempt
to find a useful role for nuclear weapons in regicstrategy.

In October 1973, US forces — including the Stratefjr Command — were placed on
heightened alert in response to possible Sovietamyilintervention to keep the Israelis
from destroying the surrounded Egyptian Third Arnuring the crisis, Henry
Kissinger sent Soviet leader Brezhnev a messagagthat the introduction of Soviet
troops into the region would represent a violatainthe recently signed Agreement
Between the United States of America and the UnpioSoviet Socialist Republics on
the Prevention of Nuclear War. The implication aé¥{nger's message was obvious:
introduction of Soviet troops could have led toualear face-off between the Cold War
antagonists.

In January 1980, following the takeover of the Aiten embassy in Iran and in
response to the Soviet invasion of Afghanistansidemt Carter stated, “An attempt by
an outside force to gain control of the Persianf @Ggion will be regarded as an assault
on the vital interests of the United States of Aicgerand such an assault will be
repelled by any means necessary, including milifange.” At the time, Carter’s

* Declassified Top Secret Memorandum for the Nafi@ecurity Council, June 29, 1950, NSC 26/3, Subjec
Demolition and Abandonment of Oil Facilities an@lBs in the Middle East.
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statement was widely considered to encompass #efusuclear weapons in response
to a potential Soviet advance onto the Gulf. Inrkaby 1980, details of a Pentagon
report emerged indicating that the United Stateghinhave to use tactical nuclear
weapons in response to a Soviet move towards thi€.°GEihe Pentagon study,

Capabilities in the Persian Gulhelped form the basis for recommendations toterea
the Rapid Joint Deployment Task Force, which |lassrame the US Central Command.

In the spring of 1996, the application of the &igat deterrent in the region occurred in
the context of counterproliferation policy. The téu States detected construction of an
underground site at Tarhuna in Libya that was widalieved to be related to Libya’s
production of chemical-warfare agents. Secretarefense William Perry stated that
the United States would consider a wide range tbog to ensure that Tarhuna did not
become operational. In discussing the Libyan dRerry stated that any country
attacking the United States with chemical weaporsuldv “have to fear the
consequences of a response from any weapon imwentory.” He further elaborated
that “we could make a devastating response wittitmutise of nuclear weapons, but we
would not forswear that possibility.”

Potential use of nuclear weapons emerged in watslvaqg in 1991 and again in 2003.
Statements made by a variety of senior governmigiciats in both crises reflected a
belief by decision makers that the nuclear arsaadl a role in deterring the potential
use of chemical or biological weapons against USef®.

In the 2002Nuclear Posture Reviewhe Bush Administration assigned a variety of
roles to nuclear weapons in the regibifhe 2003 NPR noted that nuclear weapons
could both reassure allies of the US commitmerth&r security and could dissuade

potential adversaries from competing against Anagripre-eminence. The document

strongly implied that the strategic deterrent wasmitted to the defense of Israel. It

specifically suggested that nuclear weapons mighhé&eded to target hardened and
deeply buried targets in the region. The 2009-2RPR will have to address some of

these same issues.

Conceptual and Strategic Clarity?

The NPR drafters face a tall order insofar as tleliberations involve the application
of the strategic deterrent in the Gulf. Despite tact that the region is home to over
150,000 troops housed in an extensive and widalyedsed basing infrastructure, there
has been little strategic thinking about US regiostaategy and policy since the
decision to defend the Arabian Peninsula and eévattdam Hussein from Kuwait in
1990. After the war, the United States essentsdiigled upon a comfortable “holding
action” administered by its Navy and Air Force untlee rubric of enforcing United
Nations Security Council (UNSC) resolutions — aprapch that continued the strategic
drift in US strategy and policy. To the extent ttte approach of the 1990s era of “dual

® Richard Burt, “Study Says a Soviet Move in Irangkti Require U.S. Atom Arms,The New York Times
February 2, 1980, p. 1.

® Perry’s statements as cited in the Arms Contradosgtion Fact Sheets, “U.S. Nuclear Policy: ‘Negat
Security Assurances,” at http://www.armscontray/éeictsheets/negsec.asp

" For treatment of the NPR and the region in thehBAidministration, see James A. Russell, “Nucleaat8ty
and the Modern Middle Eastiddle East Policyl1, No. 3 (Fall 2005), 64-78.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 69



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

containment’ can be considered a strategy — ieardhat the approach failed on at least
one count: Iranian influence is perceived to behenrise, courtesy of the removal of its
major regional adversary, Saddam Hussein, coudkte United States military.

The 2003 invasion of Iraq initially justified aspseventative war based on counter-
proliferation objectives came not a result of ggat clarity but from the strategic drift
and obtuseness of the 1990s that then became dowfile the ill-defined concept of
the “war on terror.” While useful for domestic gadal purposes the term served no
strategic use and created conceptual confusion fuich US security strategy still
suffers. Symptomatic of the strategic fog is theirderest in exploring the “real”
reasons for the Iraq invasion and determining wdrettne invasion today could be at all
related to national strategic objectives.

Today, American regional strategy seems shaped foprthe inexorable forces of
organizational and bureaucratic momentum than lwneated strategic requirements
by the national command authority. The US forwaeployed military has built out a
vast physical basing infrastructure in Kuwait, Bahr Qatar, and the United Arab
Emirates. For example, thd" &leet Headquarters in Manama, Bahrain, occupies 62
acres that is home to 54 tenant commands. In #tefilze years, the Air Force has
poured over $60 million in military constructiortanAl Dhafra Air Base in the United
Arab Emirates that is now home to 1000-odd militagysonnel that work at the base’s
Information, Surveillance and Reconnaissance (IS&nch and Recovery Facility and
Maintenance Complex. Another $75 million in mititaconstruction funding has been
used to construct an “aerial port” at Ali Al Saledr Base in Kuwait. Hundreds of
millions in military construction projects has deé many large bases in Iraq. These
are but a few examples of the way in which US Gtriitegy is being “built” by Army
Corps of Engineers projects instead of policy ptomwements from civilian and
military leaders.

Since President Carter's pronouncement, no subse@uieninistration has articulated
an enduring formulation of American strategic iet#s in the region and the role that
force, including nuclear weapons, would play inwsaw those objectivesDirectly
relating nuclear weapons — whatever their numbeo strategic objectives will thus
require a clear enunciation of those strategicaihjes — objectives that remain unclear
in the aftermath of the 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraqg.

Does the United States still seek to defend thenéglf so, from whom? Does it see its
military presence as a tool to preserve regionabikty and manage the regional
balance of power? If so, what should a stable loaldook like and what role should its
conventional and nuclear forces play in maintainthgt balance? Does it see the
forward deployed force as an instrument to helpterelemocracy and civil societies?
What is the role of conventional and nuclear formesn instrument of nonproliferation
policy? Is the forward deployed presence intendaugyily to preserve stable pricing

in world energy markets? All these unanswered gquesionly deepen the intellectual

fog surrounding American strategic objectives ia @ulf’

8 Discussed in some detail in Robert H. Johnsone“Persian Gulf in U.S. Strategy: A Skeptical View,”
International Securityl4, No. 1 (Summer, 1989), 122-160.

° Andrew Bacevich argues that access to oil remthim®verriding US strategic imperative in “The Reé#brid
War IV,” The Wilson Quarterl9, No. 1 (Spring 2005), 36-61.
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Extended Deterrence and Security Assurances in th@ulf

Secretary Clinton’s pronouncement interestingly radses some of these issues —
despite the lack of an overarching strategic aridy&ramework. It in some senses her
remarks provide a useful starting point for stretgganners working on the NPR to
consider the role that nuclear weapons could areh eshould take as a tool in
furthering American regional interests. In the Gulie United States maintains a
complex and intersecting web of conventional anclear guarantees meant to reassure
allies of American commitment to their security atml deter adversaries from
threatening those allié$.Not all the recipients of these guarantees ardriendly
terms. For example, the United States maintainseclgecurity relationships with
regional antagonists in the Arab-Israeli disputaud Arabia and the Gulf States,
which operate under US protection, have no dipl@maiations with Israel, which is
also the recipient of American security guarantees.

In Israel’s case, it has been the object of repleat®l specific assurances of American
commitment up to and including nuclear weaponsdeassary. In extending a nuclear
umbrella over Israéf, senior American officials have repeatedly madeledei
references of their commitment to use all meartbeit disposal to defend Israel up to
and including nuclear weapons. Vice President Ditleney offered the following
representative formulation of the American commitine Israeli security in 2008
when he stated: “America’s commitment to Israegsisity is enduring and unshakable

. as is our commitment to Israel’'s right to defdtself always against terrorism,
rocket attacks and other threats from forces dégticto Israel’'s destructiort”’ Then-
President Bush specifically stated in February 20@6 the United States would defend
Israel militarily in the event of an attack by Irdrin October 2007, President Bush
went so far as to state that a nuclear-armed Irayhtntead to World War 11 In
remarks that received no disavowals from governnmsmirces, then-Democratic
presidential candidate Hillary Clinton stated infh@008 that the United States would
“obliterate” Iran if it ever attacked Israel withuclear weapons.

Clinton’s remarks in Bangkok reflect an implicitlie¢ that this intersecting web of
deterrent objectives and security commitments sér@elual purpose of (1) warning an
adversary against any expectations that acquistifonuclear weapons will lead to

19 The problematic and historical context of thesargements is interestingly discussed in Shahraobi@h
“US Security Interests in the Persian Gulf in t880s,”Daedalusl09, No. 4 (Fall, 1980), 31-65.

1 Strongly implied in theNuclear Posture Reviewanuary 8, 2002, Department of Defense, Washin@¢,
16; posted on th&lobal Security.orgvebsite, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/librgpglicy/dod/npr.html

12 «Cheney Affrms US Commitment to Israeli Securitylos Angeles TimesMarch 28, 2008,
http://articles.latimes.com/2008/mar/23/world/fgecey23

13 Glenn Kessler, “Bush Says US Would Defend Isr&éélécessary,"Washington PostFebruary 2, A18,
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2006/02/01/AR2006020102134.html

14 Bush made his comments at a press conference mb&cl7, 2007 in which he said: “We got a leader i
Iran who has announced that he wants to destraglisBo I've told people that if you're interestedvoiding
World War lll, it seems like you ought to be inteied in preventing them from [having] the knowledge
necessary to make a nuclear weapon.” Text postedediSNBCwebsite,
http://firstread.msnbc.msn.com/archive/2007/10/18B47.aspx

> As quoted in “Clinton Warns Iran of US Nuclear Pesse,” MSNBG April 21, 2008,
http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/24246275
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regional political dominance; and (2) reassuringioreal allies that acquisition of
nuclear weapons by the adversary will not subjeetrt to coercive influence from the
adversary as a result of American political andtary commitment to their security. In
this particular case, the statement is intendegsigioal Iran that no tangible benefit will
obtain from nuclear weapons while simultaneouslgks®y to deter its allies from
taking corresponding steps should Iran achieve eanclweapons status. These
assurances are thus regarded as a vital non-paide tool as the United States seeks
to prevent a regional arms race in response tdslrapparent pursuit of a nuclear
capability.

Her formulation reflects a firm historic grounding the time-honored Cold War
concepts of extended deterrence and security agsmsaboth of which have served as
vitally important tools of American statecraft sinthe dawn of the nuclear age.
Extended deterrence is the threat to use forcéydimgy nuclear weapons, against an
adversary that threatens an ally. As noted by ipalitscientist Paul Huth: “The
objective of extended deterrence is to protectratbantries and territories from attack,
as opposed to preventing a direct attack on oneis wational territory.” Security
assurances are the means through which the aawsirdy upon extended deterrence
conveys the commitment to an ally’s security. Eaththese concepts is critically
contingent on the credibility of the actor exterglithe deterrent umbrella and the
security guarantees, which may or may not invoheedpecific commitment of nuclear
weapons? To be effective, the actor receiving these ass@srand the antagonist
threatening action must be convinced that the ggcprovider is prepared to follow
through on its conveyed commitmetts.

The linked concepts of extended deterrence andigeguarantees are nothing new to
American security stratedy.During the Cold War, the United States’ commitment
defend Europe became operationalized through aesseoi extended deterrent
commitments that included the basing of nuclearpeea in Europe that could have
been used in the event of a Soviet attack. In Eyrtdpe United States and its NATO
allies eventually constructed a “seamless” webaniventional and nuclear capabilities
to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Soviet inwndsio

16 An opposite view is taken by Ted Galen Carperit@igsing the Nuclear UmbrellaForeign Affairs73, No.
3 (Mar.-April 1994), 8-13.

" Paul Huth, “Extended Deterrence and the Outbréak/ar,” American Political Science Revied2, No. 2
(June 1988) 424. Also see Hulxtended Deterrence and the Prevention of {Meaw Haven: Yale University
Press, 1989); Timothy W. Crawford, “The EndurandeEatended Deterrence: Continuity, Change, and
Complexity in Theory and Policy,” in T.V. Paul, Aek M. Morgan, and James J. Wirpmplex Deterrence:
Strategy in the Global Ag&€hicago, IL: Chicago University Press, 2009).

18 Addressed by Vesna Danalovic, “The Sources of dth@redibility in Extended Deterrenceélhe Journal of
Conflict Resolution45, No. 3 (June 2001), 341-369. Also see Thomdwmlfing, The Strategy of Conflict
(Cambridge, MA; Harvard University Press, 1960) &helling’s Arms and InfluencgCambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press, 1966).

¥ The Cold War history of role that extended deteresplayed in U.S. strategy in the Middle Eastidrassed
in Janice Gross Stein, “Extended Deterrence inMiedle East: American Strategy Reconsidered/brid
Politics 39, No. 3 (April 1987), 326-352.

20 Alexander George and Richard Smoketerrence in American Foreign PoligNew York: Columbia
University Press, 1974)

% The evolution of nuclear strategy in the 1970susmarized by Walter Slocombe, “The Countervailing
Strategy,’International Securityp, No. 4 (Spring, 1981), 18-27.
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More recently, United States clearly still believbat the concept has great relevance
in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean earchnd missile tests during the last
several years, senior US officials quickly and moely fan out to South Korea and
Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitmenthigirt security’”” A main target of
these efforts is to forestall the possibility theither South Korea or Japan will
reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapdaggan in particular has a robust
nuclear infrastructure and is now widely consideiete a “latent” nuclear power that
could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.

As is the case in Northeast Asia, the United Stedday routinely acts as if extended
deterrence and security assurances together cgasiittive, ongoing and useful tools
in managing its regional security relationshipghe Gulf. Secretary Clinton’s recent
remarks only represent the latest evidence that ithithe case. In May 2006, for
example, the Bush Administration embarked on a mioalyhooed “Gulf Security
Dialogue” that sought to re-invigorate US secur#lationships with the six members
of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The initiative waiesented as part of a consultative
process to focus attention on building regional defense capabilities; consulting on
regional security issues like the Iran nuclear paog and fallout of Iran’s struggle
against Sunni extremists; the US invasion of Iraqunter-proliferation; counter-
terrorism and internal security; and critical irsiraicture protectiof. The dialogue
came as the Bush Administration proposed billiohgl@lars in new arms sales to
Israel and its Gulf partners that included precisijpided munitions such as the Joint
Defense Attack Munition and the Advanced Medium g&aAir to Air Missile.

The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapfean active and ongoing practice of
reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, atide icase of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and
the assurances made by President Roosevelt toatldi Bader, King Abdul Aziz al-
Saud. The United States has worked assiduouslyp&rationalize conventionally-
oriented extended deterrence commitments and $gqguarantees in the Gulf. As
noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrencenas a hands-off strategy. It
cannot be created from a distance through a subeaapability in the Persian Gulf or
a troop deployment in another country such as ltadgs a real, tangible, physical
commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies @atyersaries® The United States has
indeed worked hard at this in the Gulf largely tigb its ever-efficient military
bureaucracies.

In the aftermath of Operation Desert Storm, thetéthiStates actively sought and
concluded a series of bilateral security agreemetitts each of the Gulf States that
became operationlized under something called defe®peration agreements, or
DCAs. These commitments between the United Statestlae regional signatories

contained a number of critical elements: (1) that tnited States and the host nation
should jointly respond to external threats whenheparty deemed necessary; (2)
permitted access to host nation military facilitibg US military personnel; (3)

permitted the pre-positioning of US military equigmt in the host nation as agreed by

2 For a relatively recent example see, “Obama Reassllies,” AFP, May 27, 2009.

% Background in Christopher M. Blanchard and Richar@rimmett,The Gulf Security Dialogue and Related
Arms Sales Proposal€ongressional Research Service report RL 3432&yk@r 8, 2008.

24 Kathleen J. McKiness, “Extended Deterrence: The @8dibility Gap in the Middle EastWashington
Quarterly 28, No. 3 (2005), 180.
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the parties; (4) and status of forces provisionscivladdressed the legal status of
deployed US military personnel. The United Statefay has agreements with all the
Gulf States except Saudi Arabia, which is subjext similar bilateral security
commitments conveyed in a variety of different foss Under these agreements, the
United States and the host nation annually convesetings to review regional threats
and developments in their security partnershipse Qfrthe principal purposes of these
meetings is for both sides to reassure the otlier ai their continued commitment to
the security relationship. In short, this proceg®rationalizes the conveyance of
security guarantees in ways that reflect the ppiesiin the DCAs.

Using this Cold War-era template, the United Stdiast an integrated system of
regional security in the 1990s that saw it: (1)posation three brigades worth of
military equipment in the Gulf in Qatar, Kuwait amdfloat with the Maritime Pre-

positioning ships program; (2) build host natioritauny capabilities through exercises,
training and arms sales; and, (3) build out a maysbasing infrastructure that
continues its expansion today. Each of the Cen@ammand’s major service

components today have forward headquarters in é¢iggom today spread between
Arifian in Kuwait, Al Udied Air Base in Qatar anti¢ 3" Fleet Naval Headquarters in
Manama. After the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the tgdi States further added to this
infrastructure with bases in Iraq and a space dbidfra Air Base in the United Arab
Emirates used by the Air Force for ISR missions.

As is the case in Northeast Asia, there is a suobatabasing infrastructure with
significant numbers of forward deployed US militazgrsonnel. The major difference
in Northeast Asia is that a hostile actor (Northré&a) has already achieved a nuclear
capability while in the Gulf, Iran may aspire tchaave North Korea’s nuclear status. In
Northeast Asia, the nuclear component of US extndeterrence and security
guarantees is palpable, whereas in the Gulf itdsenimplicit, or existential.

Conventional and Nuclear Deterrence

The build out of the US military infrastructure pts around the region provide the
hosting states with tangible evidence of the ciétlibof the American military
commitment to their security. The military footgrioday in the Gulf is no “trip-wire”
force, but is engaged in tangible military openasio such as the multi-national
maritime security operations conducted in the Gatid the Arabian Sea by the
combined task force command operating out of th&lBet Headquarters in Manama.

Since the British withdrawal from the Gulf in tharky 1970s, the United States has
repeatedly demonstrated its willingness to deptsyconventional forces to the region
in response to regional instability. Starting wiiiperation Earnest Will in 1988, the

United States slowly but inexorably inserted it$etb the role played by the British for

over a century as protecting the Gulf States fraereal threats. Following Operation

Desert Storm, the United States kept sufficientderin theater to enforce the United
Nations’ cease fire resolutions on a recalcitraatidam. Last, but not least, it flowed
significant forces and absorbed the monetary aofstisppling Saddam and providing a
protective conventional force that can be readdjyled upon by the Iraq regime if

needed. Given this history it is difficult to seashany state could doubt the credibility
of the United States’ commitments to use its cotiveal forces as an instrument of
regional defense.
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This history suggests an overwhelming emphasisherrale of conventional force in
operationalizing American security guarantees attdneled deterrent commitments. In
the Gulf — unlike Northeast Asia — the role of mal weapons has never been
explicitly spelled out and has very much remainethe background. However, while
reference to nuclear weapons might remain unstatesl,reality is that theyre
explicitly committed to defend American forces wheer the commander-in-chief
might deem it necessary. The entire (and substprimerican military regional
footprint operates under a quite explicit nucleabrella — headlines or no headlines. If
a nuclear umbrella is indeed draped over Amerit@'ward deployed Gulf presence,
it's hard not to see how that umbrella is similadhgped over the states that are hosting
those forces. The only problem with Secretary ©lifg recent statements is that she
seems unaware of this fact, i.e., the United Staltesdy maintains a nuclear umbrella
backed by nuclear weapons in the region.

While the United States has pledged not to useeauckeapons against non-nuclear
signatories of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treglynown as negative security
assurances), it maintains a policy of calculatedbigmty in honoring those
commitments if its forces are attacked by chemarabiological weapon$. President
Clinton reinforced this position iRresidential Decision Memorandum G0December
1997, which stated:

The United States reaffirms that it will not useclear weapons against non-nuclear-
weapon state-parties to the Treaty on the Nongralifon of Nuclear Weapons, except
in the case of an invasion or any other attackhenUnited States, its territories, its
armed forces or other troops, its allies, or ortagestoward which it has a security
commitment carried out, or sustained by such amartear-weapon state in association
or alliance with a nuclear-weapon st&te.

As previously noted, the United States last unsieehthis proverbial sword in 1996
with the discovery of a potential chemical weapgiant in Libya. The sword,
however, remains at the ready in the Gulf where'$radevelopment of chemical
weapons, long-range missiles, and its emphasi®marism and asymmetric warfare
constitute prominent elements of the regional thexavironment. If anything Iran’s
weakened conventional forces potentially drive imanmilitary responses during an
armed conflict to those weapons that would lead ttheted States to consider
forswearing its negative security assurariéds. this scenario, it seems clear that
American nuclear weapons are a component in the eafelnilitary capabilities
designed to discourage Iranian use of its uncomwegitweapons in war.

Conclusion

Nuclear weapons have historically helped implicalyd explicitly support America’s
far flung global commitments in the Gulf and elsewh The system of Gulf security

% Background on negative security assurances in g@eddunn and Roland M. Timerbaev, “Security
Assurances to Non-Nuclear-Weapons Statesyiproliferation ReviewFall 1993), 11-21.

% As quoted by Darryl Kimball, “US Negative Securigsurances At a Glance&rms Control Todaya online
at http://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/negseces®ed November 3, 2009.

2" As argued in James A. Russell, “Strategic StabRieconsidered: Prospects for Escalation and Nutiéa
in the Middle East,Institut Francais des Relations Internationale®ieration Papers26 (Spring 2009).
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built by the United States reflects a time-honotedhplate of regional defense and
security honed in decades of Cold War experiencethé Gulf, the dual tools of
extended deterrence and security assurances havenpa cornerstone of a system of
regional security efficiently administered by Antars military organizations. Nuclear
weapons today undeniably form part of this systeexplicitly protecting US forces
and implicitly protecting regimes hosting thosects.

It remains to be seen how today NPR drafters wdtlrasses the historic context of
these commitments in the Gulf and the role of rarcigeapons in helping maintain a
Cold War-era template of regional security. Actiwgkomoting nuclear disarmament
on the one hand while also drawing upon nuclearpaes on the other to prevent a
regional nuclear arms race in the Gulf is a comttaah that must be addressed by the
NPR drafters. They must therefore try and squaseris of circles of competing and
contradictory requirements in relating nuclear weepto global and regional strategic
priorities.

The Obama Administration’s aggressive disarmame@enda is sure to emphasize
continued cuts in the strategic arsenal and witicat certainly include an attempt to
ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. A redunathber of warheads will need to
be apportioned to national-level protection andeeded deterrent commitments in
Northeast Asia and the Gulf region. The possibdmisig of the CTBT will represent
another nail in the coffin of what may become a $tway asset” of strategic nuclear
weapons in the American arseffallhat stockpile is slowly withering away as aging
weapons deteriorate and the human and materiasinficture around those weapons
becomes more difficult and expensive to mainfain.

In short, the United States is slowly but sureagiming itself — a scenario that must be
addressed in NPR. This trend will mean that thaddh&tates will one day be unable to
draw upon any nuclear weapons to back extendedagiggs commitments in the Gulf
and elsewhere around the world. This inevitabitl} lead planners down some of the
same paths of the 2002 report, which spent propased) conventional weapons for
missions once assigned to nuclear weapons. In tidgld East, the problem of
targeting hardened and deeply buried targets ealt its head in 2010 as it did in 2002.

In the Gulf, nuclear planners must determine the ptayed by nuclear weapons in the
region. This in turn means drawing upon a set earnty articulated regional objectives
that have so far not been forthcoming. If policykexa determine that extended
deterrence and security guarantees are to remaiitah$ools of strategy and policy (as
implied by Secretary Clinton), the NPR will havestrt out the numbers and types of
weapons that may be needed to fill these commitnehtle also satisfying the Obama
Administration’s goal of nuclear disarmament. Naclelisarmament and extended
deterrent commitments are not compatible, whatetrex expanded roles for

conventional munitions.

% Fears initially raised at the dawn of the nucle@. See Marc Trachtenberg, “A ‘Wasting Asset’: ekivan
Strategy and the Shifting Nuclear Balance, 1949419% Marc Trachtenberdistory and StrategyPrinceton:
Princeton University Press, 1991). More recentlgdfew Krepinevich interestingly draws upon this apdtor
in “The Pentagon’s Wasting Assets: The Eroding Bations of American PowerPoreign Affairs88, No. 4
(July/August 2009) 18-33.

2 Covered by Clark A. Murdock, “The Department off@ee and the Nuclear Mission in the'Zlentury,”
Center for Strategic and International Studies, Mfegon, DC, 2008
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Last but not least, the United States today fabesptospect of extending deterrence
and security assurances in a regional politicalirenment in which the governing
elites must pay increasing attention to publicsclvhilo not necessarily share their
leaders’ enthusiasm for American protectidithis is an issue that cannot be managed
by the NPR drafters, but it is nevertheless an daicgy that may reduce the utility of
extended deterrence in the Gulf before the erosidhe nuclear stockpile.

30 As argued by McKiness, op. cit.
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Extended Deterrence in the Gulf:
A Bridge Too Far?

Emile Hokayem *

The idea of extending a US defense or nuclear ufalicethe six Gulf states members
of the Gulf Cooperation Council (Saudi Arabia, Kutwaahrain, the United Arab
Emirates, Oman and Qatar) has gained steam sif@&i2@he context of a prospective
nuclear-capable or nuclear-armed Iran. As optioagobd preventive actions are
examined (and assuming that diplomacy and engageoaweid fail, in which case
contingency planning is understandably necessanye policy makers and analysts
who see a nuclear Iran as having a profoundly toamstive impact on Middle East
security and geopolitical dynamics consider coneeal responses such as
containment, conventional deterrence and missfiende as too limited.

This idea has found a major proponent in Hillaryn@@n who has articulated, as
presidential contender in 2008 and as US secraifirstate since 2009, the grand
principles that would underly such an umbrella.

April 2008:

“An attack on Israel would trigger massive retatiatfrom the United States. So would
an attack on those countries (Saudi Arabia, UAE Kodait) that are willing to go
under the security umbrella and forswear their owlear ambitions. We've got to
deter other countries from feeling they have tauegnuclear weapong.”

April 2008:

“If Iran were to launch a nuclear attack on Israghat would our response be? And |
want the Iranians to know that if | am presidewm, will attack Iran. And | want them

to understand that. Because it does mean thathi#ey to look very carefully at their

society. Because whatever stage of developmentntiigiyt be in their nuclear weapons
program, in the next 10 years during which theyhnigolishly consider launching an

attack on Israel, we would be able to totally ahte them. That's a terrible thing to
say, but those people who run Iran need to undetdtaat. Because that, perhaps, will
deter them from doing something that would be k| foolish, and tragic.”

May 2008

Clinton said she would "provide a deterrent backiat would extend U.S. nuclear
protection beyond Europe and Japan to Saudi Ar&liaait and other Arab countries,
guaranteeing "massive retaliation" if Iran targetsthel or Arab allies. The Arab
countries -- but not Israel -- would have to proenisot to obtain nuclear weapons,
which Clinton said would prevent a nuclear arm® iacthe regior.

! political Editor, The National.

2 http://www.jpost.com/servlet/Satellite?cid=1208968587&pagename=JPArticle%2FShowFull
? http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/babylonbeyond/2088ran-considerin.html

* http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/deti2008/05/03/AR2008050301875.html
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July 2009 as US secretary of state

“We want Iran to calculate what | think is a faBsassment that, if the United States
extends a defense umbrella over the region, if wewven more to support the military
capacity of those in the Gulf, it's unlikely theam will be any stronger or safer because
they won't be able to intimidate and dominate ay @pparently believe they can, once
they have a nuclear weapaoh.”

The idea has also found resonance and supporteraimstream Washington policy
circles. The Washington Institute on Near East dyolian influential think tank,

published a report authored and endorsed by sé&iSofigures, some of whom joined
the Obama administration in senior positions:

“One issue needing much more thought is how a U3eau guarantee (or ‘umbrella’)

would work and whether it is appropriate in the MalEast. Many in the Gulf seem to
think that the region already benefits from a dgddJS guarantee; they may welcome
its formalization [...] The United States should teady to offer robust security

guarantees and cooperation (..) to address theityeconcerns that would lead Egypt,

Saudi Arabia, or any other regional state to carsstich proliferatior?’

In Western discussions about the merits of extendildS defense umbrella to the Gulf
states, much is made of the US experience in We&terope with its NATO allies and

in East Asia, where the US acts as a formal segcpravider with a military presence

on the ground against the perceived conventiondl rarclear threats from the then
Soviet Union, China and North Korea, to support tioion that extended deterrence
would mitigate the effects of a nuclear Iran, canits power and provide for regional

stability.

Important conceptual and analytical questions dr@m® these analogies: What lessons
from these successful experiences, if any, appyhéoGulf? What specificities of the
Gulf region (nature of the threat, role of exteraetlors, distribution of regional power,
strategic culture, political considerations etcomplicate or even undermine such
analogies? Is there a genuine demand on the paneo&ulf States for a formalized
security guarantee?

In this paper, it is understood a nuclear umbnelbald come in the form of an explicit

declaratory policy that would commit the US to utsenuclear arsenal in case of a
nuclear attack or in case of an attack of exisdéntature against an ally. In this
definition, an assurance along the same lines g@wvand reiterated in private to the
Gulf leaderships by the senior most US officialseslonot qualify as an umbrella

because it draws no clear redlines that would enfbe the strategic posture of other
actors, including the country meant to be deterred.

The current US commitment to Gulf security is @iffit to understate. The key question
is whether_formalizing it furthewould contribute to the objectives listed belowda
ultimately facilitate the establishment of a motabse Gulf security environment.

® http://www.voanews.com/english/archive/2009-07200-22-voa8.cfm?CFID=318797888&CFTOKEN=
74453471&jsessionid=8830f18de35eee37e75d767082826B8

® http://www.thewashingtoninstitute.org/template G¥a?CID=308
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Because the US is a nuclear weapons state (intfectstate with the most advanced
and deployed nuclear arsenal), it is often, if meipy and perhaps abusively,
understood that a security umbrella provided byuBewould be the same as a nuclear
umbrella. This is not necessarily true, as ambjgug an essential element of
deterrence. But the US security commitment to théf & so deep that the next
threshold, if ever reached, would be a formal sgcguarantee.

(Since the US has not had to confront a nucleaedrregional state so far, the only
precedent of relevance is the US liberation of Kivut Iraq at the time was not even
a nuclear capable power. Therefore, although ther@aof Iraqi aggression was

existential from the Kuwaiti viewpoint, the libei@ of Kuwait was done through

conventional means only, with the US threateningadtating consequences to a
potential Iraqgi use of WMD against coalition tropps

The main arguments in favor of a formal securitybuelia are the following:

- should diplomacy and engagement fail, it could nignatess persuade Iran not to
develop a nuclear weapons capability if the stiategsts of doing so are clearly
outlined and communicated;

- it would deny Iran any strategic gain from a potEnnuclear capability,
establishing deterrence;

- it would enshrine the US commitment to the securityts allies, strengthening
assurance;

- it would prevent a nuclear arms race in the Midthtest.
Debating Iran’s nuclear ambitions and regional straegy

The debate about whether and how a nuclear cagyabitiuld enhance Iranian power

has not settled yet. Views vary from one extremeht® other, from a Middle East

completely dominated by Iran that constantly ballreighbors and sets the regional
agenda to an Iran incapable to leverage a nucégmabdlity and increasingly isolated as
a pariah state.

Analysts generally agree that the danger is not frehran would use a nuclear
capability to flatten another country, even the hwiified Israel, at least in the

medium term. Iran will lack the capacity in termk fssile material and delivery

systems to equip itself with and deploy a large diversified nuclear arsenal, much
less a second strike capability. In any case, eévarase of failure of deterrence, the
response would be devastating and overwhelm Iradeéensive capabilities.

Rather, the real concern is that a nuclear capabitbuld serve as a shield while Iran
uses its asymmetric capabilities (the trifecta mbhey, mullahs and militias” as aptly
put by journalist Barbara Slavin) as the sword.olmer words, Iran would feel

emboldened by knowing that it holds a nuclear Gard would feel free to press its
advantage in the region. When it comes to the &alfes, the real concern is that an
Iranian nuclear capability would severely constridieir security, defense and security
policies, forcing upon them a gradual erosion dirthraditional strategic alignment

with the West and potentially requiring them to @sge the tenets of Iranian foreign

policy.
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The grand strategies of the Gulf States and Iranmafundamental contradiction. Iran’s
grand strategy is to indigenize Gulf security (bbtain the withdrawal of all foreign
forces from the region) to maximize its own powed anfluence, while the grand
strategy of the Gulf states consists of internaii@mg Gulf security by turning into a
global public good. The Gulf States are now usimgrtnew economic clout and the
associated economic interdependence to give aadsitry number of states an interest
in their security and survival and thus build lsy@f protection, from international
organizations to privileged allies at the UN Setyu€ouncil. This new strategy is in
profound contract with the Gulf States’ previousngbete reliance on external security
actors, most prominently the US. This reliance leadgendered strategic passivity,
turning the Gulf States as bit security and defeplagers in their own region. This is
no longer the case, though Gulf security policies still very uncoordinated at the
GCC-level, which preserves the role of the US ask#y defense actor in the region.

The main opposing argument is that given how disrapnd extensive Iran’s current
behavior and involvement in the region is, a nuctagability does not matter much.

Finally, there is the question of whether a nuclesan would extend a security umbrella
to its allies and proxies in the region, includifgria, Hamas and Hezbollah. This is
doubtful as such a move would undermine the delitiabnd flexibility of these actors,
two characteristics that have proven most usefuthey advance their own local
agendas as well as Iranian strategic interests.

Understanding the balance of power in the Gulf

There are three major state powers in the Gulf, Ileaq and Saudi Arabia, and five
smaller states, the UAE, Qatar, Kuwait, Bahrain Battrain. Traditionally, the large
northern states (Irag and Iran) have posed dife&ats to or tried to assert their
political hegemony and leadership on the south&tes Iran and, until 2003, Iraq,
fielded large armies equipped with the full rangeanventional weaponry as well as
WMD and asymmetric capabilities. In comparison, #withern states have much
smaller and younger militaries which, though oftequipped with state-of-the-art
equipment and trained by Western military advisamannot yet provide for their
territorial defense, on their own or as part obalition with other Gulf armies.

Because the Gulf States are young states thathatiaormous importance to their
sovereignty, have internal disputes, have diffeesria threat perceptions and conduct
independent foreign policies, collective securigsmot yet become their paramount
objective. The Gulf Cooperation Council, once eiwvisd as political-security alliance,
has become an organization primarily concerned aattmomic integration, the failure
of Peninsula Shield, a joint GCC force, to deteragel the Iragi invasion of Kuwait,
has for all purpose frozen all serious efforts atlding a collective conventional
deterrent. The fate of Peninsula Shield is stiknown, with some reports declaring it
defunct and others mentioning a possible revitabna

The perceived hegemonic ambitions of Iran and Ithg, imbalance of power, the
physical and political vulnerability of the smaluf® States, and the need to secure the
flow of oil and gas explain why external actors édéeen so involved in Gulf security.

In their dealings with foreign actors, the Gulf t8& prefer to build and strengthen
bilateral relationships that increases their legeranstead of multilateralizing such
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relations within a GCC framework. Gulf States sigp to NATO’s Istanbul
Cooperation Initiative on an individual basis.

This reluctance to multilaterize GCC security atésplains the little progress made on
essential integrated GCC-wide early warning, afedge and missile defense systems.
These functions are currently filled by the US thglb Central Command.

The US commitment to the Gulf

The US has acted Saudi Arabia’s security partner since 1945, but has assumed
ever greater responsibility in the region since whthdrawal of the British from the
Gulf in 1971, gradually deepening its involvemanthe region without ever providing
automatic, irrevocable, blanket assurances. Iniputiie US has constantly tried to
maintain some ambiguity and flexibility about itscarity guarantee. The trend has
been a move from region-wide doctrines to counpgesfic arrangements and issue-
specific actions with as little formalization asspible.

1969: Nixon doctrine

“First, the United States will keep all of its ttgacommitments. Second, we shall
provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens teedom of a nation allied with us or of
a nation whose survival we consider vital to oucusity. Third, in cases involving
other types of aggression, we shall furnish myitand economic assistance when
requested in accordance with our treaty commitmedsus we shall look to the nation
directly threatened to assume the primary respdaitgibf providing the manpower for
its defense.”

1980: Carter doctrine

“An attempt by any outside force to gain controltbé Persian Gulf region will be
regarded as an assault on the vital interestsedflithited States of Americand such
an assault will be repelled by any means necessmtyding military force.”

1980-88: Iran-Iraq war and tanker war
During the Iran-Iraq war, after Iran started tamygwil tankers sailing in the Gulf, the
US promoted the reflagging of tankers and provigledection to tankers.

1990-91: Liberation of Kuwait
The US led a successful coalition effort to repel fragi invasion of Kuwait.

1993-2003: Dual containment
The US articulated and conducted a strategy desigmecontain and roll back the
regional power and influence of Iraq and Iran.

2003 Iraq war
The US mounted an invasion of Iraq, deeply upsgttie regional balance of power.

The current US involvement

The US involvement in the Gulf is deep and multieimsional. The US has defense
agreements with most GCC states (importantly nah \Biaudi Arabia). It maintains

bases in Kuwait, Qatar, Bahrain, Oman and the UA#esigned and animates the Gulf
Security Dialogue, as much a framework for confaebuilding as it is about arms
sales and military cooperation. After the tumultsidRumsfeld years, when the Gulf
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States were treated at best as a nuisance, at a®rigeacherous, the Pentagon under
Robert Gates and his commanders are reestablistugy in the US security
commitment. The US has also approved the sale agdading of missile defense
systems, including the Terminal High Altitude ArBafense to the UAE. Other arms
sales include air defense and missile systemgaétigales and upgrading, land-based
systems.

Strategic Culture in the Gulf

Strategic thinking in the Gulf States is the puwief senior decision makers who

rarely consult or rely on their bureaucracies toategic advice. Strategic decisions are
debated in small, almost impenetrable settingscamtimunicated later to the rest of the
government. Strategic engagement is heavily peligzedabecause ruling elites prefer

to conduct high-level diplomacy, make commitmemtd eeceive assurances in person,
with as little pomp and light as possible.

Are the Gulf States interested and asking for an&drdefense umbrella? Several US
analysts argue that in private, Gulf leaders almtieg its merits and seem inclined to
accept the need for a more robust US commitmenis Hifficult to establish the
veracity of these claims, but given that most ety&t decisions have been made in
similar conditions with the senior most US offigalt is difficult to dismiss them as
well.

There are two main arguments to counter the cldiat the Gulf States are really
interested in a formal security guarantee at thistp

The first one relates to the notion of acceptabdind visibility. Gulf governments face

a dilemma: they want and need a visible US milifargsence on their soil as a way to
link US security to their own (the entanglement amgtwire effects) but at the same
time they need to manage and even limit the vigibdf this presence to avoid a

popular backlash giving the high anti-US sentimeémt$ie region.

There is no precedent that indicates that a fomaalear umbrella would be acceptable
to Gulf public opinions. The fact that Saudi Arahiad the US have constantly refused
to formalize their intense defense relations réflébe idea that US protection is still
considered a political liability that could damate legitimacy of the ruling elite.
Much of the criticism made by Osama bin Laden efltouse of Saud revolved around
the notion that the royal family had surrenderedsiecurity and that of the country,
including its Holy Sites, to the US, but criticisshthe Arab security dependency on the
US extends beyond extremist movements such as éd&a

Furthermore, the Gulf States would be at painsxjgaén to a largely anti-US, Iran-

sympathetic Arab public how deepening strategiati@hs with the US advances other
Arab interests. In Arab eyes, the US umbrella seneesecure the survival of the
regimes rather than serve Arab national intereStab governments in general are
vulnerable to accusations that their relations wWithUS emasculate them

In short, the current relationship with the US cenwdéth a manageable amount of
political toxicity, but this could become a biggaoblem if the US commitment were
to be formalized and publicized.
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Furthermore, Gulf leaderships and the US governralke realize the difficulty, if not
the impossibility, of securing US popular and casgional support for a treaty that
would obligate the US to equate an attack agairstlé state with an attack with the
US homeland and pledge an automatic responsee Ipa$t-9/11 environment and with
the mounting perception on both sides that US arab Anterests and values are less
and less aligned, such a political battle may gnturting both sides.

Another dimension that Gulf governments will comsids the impact of a declared
defense guarantee on their long-term relations Wwéh. The Iranian challenge is seen
as complex and multidimensional: timeless (Persiationalism supersedes Shia
expansionism), psychological (a perceived Irani@mse of cultural superiority),
religious (Iranian claim to Islamic leadership)rustural (size of country and
population) and tangible (Iran’s regional outreactd recent history in the Gulf). The
Gulf perception of Iran is shaped by insecurity, aauite perception of imbalance of
power, and a sense that Iran under any regime sgik regional hegemony. The
nuclear program is seen an additional tool in isermal, and by some a fundamental
game-changer.

With this perspective in mind, a nuclear umbrefiattfurther antagonizes Iran without
preventing it from going nuclear has no upsidetf@ Gulf States. Iran will always be
their neighbor while US attention, interest or epemwver may eventually vanish.

This is why the Gulf States need to maintain a elegf ambiguity in their relations
with Iran as part of a hedging strategy and aréelyl to request or respond positively
to a formal US security umbrella. In internatiormlitics, ambiguity is a valuable
instrument of statecraft often mistaken for hyp®griStates often don’t announce
policies or capabilities precisely to avoid an untea overreaction, and other states
often respect ambiguity to avoid being drawn imceacalatory dynamic.

Non-US Security Providers
European countries

As part of their grand strategy of internationadziGulf security and loosening their
dependence on the US, the Gulf States are reachingp new actors, leveraging their
economic clout to tie partners into relations vathktrategic dimension. The first targets
of this strategy are the members of the SecuritynCib other than the US.

Two Western nations have a considerable presenteiGulf, France and the United
Kingdom. Both have a first class military, nucletatus, a readiness to project power,
technological and industrial prowess, and a seatthat UN Security Council.
Furthermore, both have signed defense agreemetiisseweral Gulf States, are major
arms providers, provide military training and assise. France is quickly supplanting
the UK as the major European strategic player enGhlf, as illustrated by the opening
of a French military base in Abu Dhabi.

The two countries affirm that they are committedh® security of their allies, and have
made their defense agreements known to their palolit parliament, contrary to the
US. But even then, the language is not one of aaticmunconditional assurance, and
does not include any mention of a nuclear dimensiotheir security guarantee. For
instance, the French agreement with its closest &lyl the UAE, states that the two
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countries “would jointly decide of specific andltaed responses, including military
ones, if the security, the sovereignty, the teradointegrity and the independence of
the UAE was threatened.”

NATO

Many Gulf analysts believe that the Gulf countrieat have agreed to join NATO’s
Istanbul Cooperation Initiative are in reality irgsted in obtaining a NATO security
umbrella along the lines of Article 5. But NATOaslamant that the ICI is a capacity-
building and confidence-building exercise not imtet to provide ICI members with a
security umbrella or any other kind.

Pakistan

Several Gulf states, most prominently Saudi Arabgoy a longstanding relationship
with Pakistan that extends to the military realnau@ Arabia is suspected to have
funded the Pakistani nuclear program and Pakigtanps have even at times served
under Saudi colors.

This explains why there is much speculation th&igan could extend to Saudi Arabia
a nuclear umbrella should the Kingdom request sddtance a Iranian nuclear
capability. Such a decision would not be withoumgptications. Saudi Arabia would
need to factor the implications for the US-Sauthtrenship. It would need to work out
a strategic and operational framework with Islandabbewould need to factor whether
and how political instability in Pakistan impactsetcredibility of a Pakistani nuclear
deterrent.
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The Future of Extended Deterrence:
The Case of Turkey

Mustafa Kibaroglu *

Introduction

Turkey has been considered as a “staunch allyieotunited States since the establishment of the
strategic relations in the aftermath of the WorldnWYwo. Even though there were episodes
of strained relations mainly due to the divergipgmaches of both countries to the resolution
of the conflict over Cyprus between the Turks dmGreeks communities, in the overall, the
scope and the content of Turkish-American relatioas been rich and satisfactory for both
parties.

Turkey’'s NATO membership and its enthusiastic supfar the strategies adopted by the
Alliance made the Turkish as well as the Americartharities confident about the
effectiveness of the extended deterrence agaieshtbats posed by the Soviet Union and the
Warsaw Pact throughout the Cold War period. Thdapeé of the bipolar international
system did not bring a change in the view of thekiBin authorities to endorse the notion of
extended deterrence of the Alliance, which was idemned to play a significant role against
the new challenges and threats to Turkey’s sectlimisytime emanating from the Middle East.

Since recently, however, Turkey is having unpreneztly good and comprehensive relations
with its immediate neighbors in the Middle Eastmedy Iran, Irag, and Syria, against which

the extended deterrence of the Alliance was thotmlte a highly useful instrument in the

defense of the country. This new situation may icédi question as to whether Turkey would
still need to be a part of the extended deterren®ATO.

With these in mind, this paper will discuss what tfotion of extended deterrence meant for
Turkey, and how Turkey’s role has evolved, throughthe Cold War period and in its
aftermath. Then, the paper will discuss how and Whskey’s position within the strategy of
extended deterrence of the Alliance may be sultigeet change given the dramatic changes
that are being experienced in the nature of Tukkeglations with its neighbors. The paper
will then conclude by discussing the options thratavailable to Turkey in the years to come.

The Cold War Context

During the Cold War years, Turkey relied heavilytbe presence of nuclear weapons on its
territory for national security. Turkish politicahd security elite considered these weapons as
a credible deterrent against the Warsaw Pact Qrgaon (WPO) in general and the huge
military might of the nearby USSR in particular. diear weapons were deployed according
to the mutual commitments of Turkey and NATO. Ae tNATO’s heads of governments
summit meeting in Paris, France in December 195¢,deployment of intermediate range
ballistic missiles (IRBM) in Europe was the topicsdue on the agenda. Around 1960, the US
Thor and Jupiter missiles became operational in Wke Italy and Turkey. The Jupiter

! Mustafa Kibaroglu, Ph.D. — www.mustafakibaroglurce kibar@bilkent.edu.tr — Bilkent University Ankas Turkey.
Final version 30 November 2009.
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missiles in Turkey, which had a range of approxatyaB,000 km and a warhead yield of 1.5
megatons, were phased out by 1963 as part of atskal between Kennedy and Khrushchev
achieved during the Cuban missile crisis in Octd9§2?

The initiation of nuclear weapons to Turkey under auspices of its NATO membership owes
more to the geostrategic significance of the cquftdr the United States in its confrontation
with the Soviet Unior.Because, as was the case for countries like Ddnarat Norway, the
North Atlantic Treaty did not bring a compelling dertaking to the member states with
regard to the deployment of nuclear weapons oradhgr specific weapons systems. There
were, however, good reasons for Turkey to rely alu@ear deterrent. Soviet claims on the
Turkish Straits and on some of the eastern prosimae Turkey during the Stalin reign
inflicted grave security concerns in the Turkishlitpmal and security elite$. Turkey’s
vulnerable situation in the aftermath of the Wovithr Two and the timely pledge of the
United States to extend its security umbrella talsafurkey marked the beginning of
substantial US-Turkey bilateral military cooperatfo

During the 1960s and 70s, the Soviet threat wasrfete explicitly both in Turkey and in the
United States as the Russians closed the gap hethAmericans in the nuclear field. The
Soviets have also increased their military presemzk capabilities both in conventional and
unconventional weaponry across the eastern frooti€urkey, as well as their naval presence
in the Mediterranean. That period also witnesseensifying relations between the Soviet
Union and Syria and Iraq in many respects includimg cooperation in the military field.
Growing military presence of the Soviet Union bathquantitative and qualitative terms
across the southern flank of NATO instigated thiaAte in general and Turkey in particular
to rely extensively, though gradually, on nucleacés.

Hence, fully aware of the overwhelming preeminentehe Warsaw Pact countries in the

conventional weapons systems, Turkey opposed thmopal to establish a Nuclear Weapons
Free Zone (NWF2) in the Balkans. A proposal foruglear-weapons free Balkans was first

avowed by the Soviet Union in June 1959. As thdaepent of US medium range nuclear

missiles to Turkey was seen on the horizon, Sovieitsated counter measures at the

international level, and ‘recommended’ to the Tumk$to accept these weapons that could hit
targets in the Soviet Union, and therefore wouldthe target of Soviet nuclear missiles.

However, Turkish attitude was not receptive toSlo@iet threat.

The proposal was reiterated by the Balkan membetheoWPO in the early 1980s. Non-
deployment or removal of nuclear weapons from #reitbry of Turkey was believed to
expose it to a very difficult situation militarilfzor Turkey, the existence of nuclear weapons
on its soil meant the active presence and full imaclkf NATO in general and the United
States in particular in contingency plans involvitte WPO countries. Hence, Turkish
security elites did not opt for a nuclear-weapare Balkans while such an occurrence could

2 See Nur Bilge Criss, “Strategic Nuclear MissilesTurkey: The Jupiter Affair (1959-1963)Jburnal of Strategic Studigs

1997.

% SeeWorld Armaments and Disarmament SIPRI Yearbook,198®lon, Stockholm Peace Research Institute, 1982,

* The straits of Istanbul (Bosphorus) and Canakfthie Dardanelles) in northwestern Turkey are higligtegic sea routes
for the countries littoral to the Black Sea. Thete$ of the straits is agreed upon in the Treatyafitreux of 1936.

° See

Melvyn P. Leffler, “Strategy, Diplomacy, atne tCold War: The United States, Turkey, and NAT@45:1952,

The Journal of American Histor{985, Vol. 71, No. 4, pp. 807-825.
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be politically desirable for some of the countrieghe region and politicians for the sake of
conducting “high politics” with their rhetoric oishrmament.

Similarly, when the Soviet Union declared in 1988 part of a peace offensive, that it would
not be the first to resort to nuclear weapons aniiteied a ‘no-first-use’ strategy, Turkey
considered the Soviet pledge to be a mere propagtual. During the East-West rivalry,
NATO countries relied on their nuclear capabiliydffset the superiority of the Warsaw Pact
countries in conventional weaporrgecause it was envisaged that NATO might not win a
war without resorting to nuclear weapons, wheréasWarsaw Pact countries might, with
their conventional superiority.

Notwithstanding its opposition to a Balkan NWFZ rRey, on the other hand, fully supported
the proposal that aimed at establishing a nuclesmpan-free zone in the Middle East
(NWFZ/ME), originally co-sponsored by Egypt andnras early as 1974. Besides, Turkey
also expressed its concern that such a zone slkeoglimpass all sorts of weapons of mass
destruction as well as their delivery means. Omecpal reason for supporting the idea of a
NWFZ/ME was the threat perceived from the spreadatlear, chemical and biological
(NBC) weapons of mass destruction into the MidddstESuch a threat however was not in
the primary concern of NATO and its commitment3 tokey?

The Middle East was generally considered by mogt@NATO countries to be “out of area.”
Therefore, it was not clear to the Turkish politiaad security elites as to whether the “nuclear
umbrella” of NATO would be effective in defendingurkey in case a conventional or
unconventional attack launched by any or a combimaif its Middle Eastern neighbors. Being
confident enough that Turkish conventional arseoald fairly cope with its Middle Eastern
neighbors, if not superior to them, any proposait tiwould eliminate the unconventional
capabilities of these state would be desirableTimkey's security. Thus, Turkey assumed a
supportive role for a Middle East free of weapohmass destruction.

At this stage, it may worth elaborating further the concept of “out of area” and the
respective Turkish attitude which may serve asnaicator of the chronic dilemma inherent
in Turkey’s foreign and security policy. Whered® tUnited States suggested the inclusion of
an “out of area" intervention in contingency plarscompassing the Persian Gulf region,
Western European members of NATO generally opptiseddea, as the threat perceived
from the Eastern Europe was of primary importamettiem. Turkish political and security
elites did not want to get into a bilateral comn&tih with the United States alone in
contingencies including the Middle East where thest¥rn Europeans would probably not be
present in the scene.

The possibility of such an undertaking was not rdéxe politically or militarily for Turks due
to some reasons. To cite a few, Turkish securitgsebelieved that the United States did not
have a clearly defined strategy with regard todtetingencies in the Middle East, especially
those short of a Soviet involvement. Hence, eléased that Turkish military would have to
be involved in US operations specifically desigrnedack Israel against Arab states. Even

® For instance, Greece, despite the fact that itavd&TO ally, had not only welcomed the idea ofalkBn NWFZ, but had
also become a co-sponsor of subsequent delibesétidgiated by the Warsaw Pact countries.

"It was generally estimated that the Warsaw Pagitces had approximately 50 percent superiorigr &WATO countries in
the overall conventional weapons capability.

8 See Article 6 of the Washington Treaty that cigétte North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) éri\pril 1949.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 89



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

though Turkey kept its diplomatic correspondencia warael at very low levels de facto and de
jure and at the same time tried to keep clear firna-Arab disputes, Turkish political elites
did not want to be seen as taking side in any Asadeli disputé.

Second, the memories of unsuccessful and ill-fatediberations to institutionalize
cooperation among the states in the northern fi¢he Middle East reminded Turks of the
significance of their institutional ties with Eumpand the need for strengthening them.
Following its reception to NATO, Turkey was tryitg pursue an active policy in the Middle
East as a regional actor which promoted Westerncipsl Hence, the Pact of Mutual
Cooperation, or the so called Baghdad Pact, sigh&hghdad on 24 February, 1955, was an
outcome of this policy. Based on the lessons lehrii@rkish political and security elites
desired to stay away from the highly intricateanategional politics of the Middle East.

In sum, due to its national and regional securiiyoerns, and due to its foreign policy
principles and objectives, Turkish political andwwdty elites preferred to keep their political
and military freedom to be able to decide indepatige®n whether or not to participate in the
contingencies concerning the Middle East, takintp inonsideration the attitude of the
Western European members of NATO as well.

The Post-Cold War Context

Almost concomitantly with the relaxation of the E¥¢est tension, Turkey found itself facing
new threats and challenges to its national seguntystly emanating from the Middle East.
The eruption of the intra-state as well as intatestconflicts in the Balkans and in the
Caucasus were of no less significance for the gganfr Turkey. However, the profile of the
threats posed by the proliferation of weapons o$smiestruction (WMD) and their delivery
vehicles (i.e., ballistic missiles) in the Middlagtern was given a much higher priority in the
strategic considerations among the Turkish secweitie. The growing unconventional
capabilities of Turkey's neighbors such as Iramgland Syria were equally concerning
Turkey's allies within NATO, the United States bgiat the forefront, which had plans to
deploy missile defense systems in various partsefvorld including the Middle East. In this
context, Turkey was considered, from the US petspgeas one of those locations where the
missile defense systems could be deployed so @®wde a forward defense capability to its
troops as well as its allies in the Middle East.

Due to the similarities in the perceptions of theetits emanating from the Middle East,
Turkey has, in principle, supported the US planegtablish a “Missile Shield” that would

constitute a new and significant component of tkiereled deterrence of the North Atlantic
Alliance in the “new world order” of the 1990s. Kay's support, however, was not

unconditional and rested primarily on the satigacdf the demands of the Turkish authorities to
have a role in the development as well as the tiparaf the system in the medium to long-
term by way of sharing the advanced technology Wwaaild be used in the system. Another

® Turkey was one of the first countries to recogrife State of Israel in March 1949. Nonethelesski$h politicians
have expressed their regrets as regards Israetsion and occupation of Arab lands. Turkey alszeatedly urged
Israel to return to its frontiers prior to 1967 veard to comply with the UN Security Council Resmlns 242 and 338.
Eventually, Turkey decided to repeal its entirehhigvel diplomatic staff from the Turkish EmbassyTiel Aviv in
December 1980 (right after the military coup stagedurkey) and asked from Israel to take a sinaletion with regard
to its Embassy staff in Ankara. Eventually, withstiag the growing pace of recent Arab-Israeli rappement, the Turkish-
Israeli relations gained a new momentum. As anession of this, a senior Turkish diplomat agairuasd his office in
the Embassy in Tel Aviv right after the Peace Adcbetween Israel and the PLO signed in Washingi@,., in
September 1995.
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condition that the Turkish authorities had in mimds to see the support of other members of
the Alliance for the development and deploymenthefmissile defense project the territories
of the allied nations.

Neither of these conditions could be easily s&ikfiBecause, on the one hand, there was a
deep divide between the allies on both sides oftlentic Ocean regarding the feasibility as
well as the utility of the missile defense systgmngposed by the United States. European
allies were concerned whether the project, evesuicessfully realized against all the
technical hurdles experienced then and now, coeldfbany use for the security of their
territory against the missile capabilities of thediMe Eastern states that were situated in far
away distances and had no significant political tawersies with most European states
anyway. Moreover, European allies also fearedttieproject could provoke the Russians to
take such counter measures that would disrupt ¢oary and stability situation that was
reached in Europe since the abolishing of the WarBact threat. On the other hand,
regarding the desire of the Turkish authoritiesgéa involved in the development of the
system, the United States was reluctant in meéturgey’s expectations. The United States
was not ready to share the cutting edge techndlugjywas being developed at the expense of
billions of dollars of investments in scientificsearch and development in America’s most
advanced institutions.

Due to these two factors, the appetite of the HBlrlauthorities to endorse the US “Missile
Shield” project was diminished considerably. Buicsi their desire to deploy missile defenses
in Turkey for the protection of the country agaitse WMD and the ballistic missile
capabilities in the neighboring countries, Turkalthorities started to look for alternative air
defense systems of Russian and Chinese origiribeltate 1990s and early 2000s, especially
the Turkish military officers have paid frequentsits to these countries. No purchase
agreement has been concluded to date by eithéreaino potential suppliers. However, the
most advanced Russian air defense systems, nahee§-400s have been frequently referred
to in the media as the next generation Turkish ileisiefense system. The Undersecretary of
Defense Industries Murad Bayar is quoted for sayimgt Turkey had plans to buy 8
battalions of air defense systems and the candida¢ee Russian S-400s, Israeli Arrow-lIs,
Chinese Honggi-9s (HQ-9) as well as the AmericaicB3&™°

US Nukes in Turkey: A Proof of Continued Reliance o Extended Deterrence?

The absence of common positions of Turkey and thieed States with respect to the missile

defense project, throughout the 1990s, howeverndidcause a change in Turkey’s reliance
on the extended deterrence of the Alliance fosésurity. Because, the US missile defense
project was still underway and was yet to comeitalfstages that would lend enough

confidence to both the American and the Europednoaities that the system would at least

be operational, let alone useful, against the ehgks the Alliance was likely to face in the

future. One clear indicator of Turkey’s continuadiance on the extended deterrence of the
Alliance has been the presence of the US nucleapaves deployed in Turkey. Since the end
of the Cold War era, Turkey remained among the rigembers of the Alliance, which still

10 See for instance “Istanbul ve Ankara’ya Fuze KailkéMissile Shield to Istanbul and Ankaralilliyet, 10 August 2008,
http://www.maxicep.com/konu-disi/istanbul-ve-ankgaduze-kalkani-155310.html
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retain the US nuclear weapons in their territoriegen though they are believed by the
Turkish authorities to have a symbolic military wal*

The decision to keep US nuclear weapons on Tuadhowes to a number of political and
military considerations. Turkish officials considenclear weapons more as political weapons
than as having a significant military value andytde not seriously think of contingencies where
nuclear weapons could or even should be used. giaaia that, they do believe in the deterrent
value of US nuclear weapons stationed in Turkeis ttue that the Middle East and adjacent
regions are far from being peaceful or stable &adl this situation is unlikely to change soon.
Adding to the unrest arising from the politicalusition in Iragq, and the Palestine-Israel
conflict, is Iran’s substantial nuclear developmembgram that may have weapons
development potential. Uncertainty about Iran’satalities as well as its intentions further
complicate the threat assessments of Turkish ggoelite, especially those in the military
domain. Hence, retaining the US nukes in Turkeyb&oon the safe side’ sounds like a better
option to thent?

Another fundamental reason why Turkish officialsnieal to keep these weapons, at least to
date, has to do with the nature and the scope diShsAmerican relations in particular, and
Turkey's place in the Western alliance in genefaist and foremost, the deployment of the
remaining tactical nuclear weapons in Turkey iselved to strengthen the bonds between the US
and Turkey. These bonds were severely strainedgland after the crisis in Iraq in late 2002
when the US wanted to deploy tens of thousandsoops in Turkey as part of its war plans
against Saddam Hussein’s Irag and the Turkish d&maeint did not approve such a request.
Hence, neither party got what it wanfédVithdrawing the US nuclear weapons from Turkey
in the aftermath of such a delicate period wasel@ao weaken the bonds in the longstanding
strategic alliance (or the ‘partnership’ as manykKish and American analysts would prefer to
term it).

Turkish officials also saw the deployment of thessapons as part of the ‘burden sharing’
principle within the Alliance. They would preferathsome other allies also continue to host
US nuclear weapons on their soil, if only in symbelumbers. Then, Turkey will not stand
out as the only country in NATO that retains USlaacweapons in Europe. It was reported
in 2005 that there were some 480 tactical US nuckezapons that were deployed in a
handful of NATO allies? This figure has come down to the level of 200 ptuslear
weapons in more recent reports and in the updatesions of the studies where analyses of
the military and political implications of the pesge of these weapons are also made.

Having expressed their desire to keep US nucleapams in Turkey at the expense of the
political and economic burden attached to themkibrofficials also pointed out to a serious
concern of theirs regarding the true desire of Ahgerican administration. They worry that
the United States might have secretly developednight be in the process of developing,

1 See Hans M. KristensetS Nuclear Weapons in Europe: A Review of Post-@¢d Policy, Force Levels, and War
Planning Washington, D.C.: Natural Resources Defense dhurebruary 2005, p. 9.

12 See Mustafa Kibaroglu, "Isn't it Time to Say Faedvio US Nukes in TurkeyZEuropean Securifyvol. 14, No. 4, 2005,
pp. 443-457.

13 See Mustafa Kibaroglu, ‘Turkey Says N@he Bulletin of the Atomic Scientjs#ol. 59, No. 4, July/August 2003, pp. 22-
25. Also see Mustafa Kibaroglu, ‘Missing Bill Clor’, The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientistgol. 60, No. 2,
March/April 2004, pp. 30-32.

14 See Hans M. KristensedS Nuclear Weapons in Euragbid.
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new weapons systems, which would not necessitaeseas deployment. Should this be the
case, Turkish officials fear that the solidaritynpiple may be seriously hurt and the Alliance
might lose its spirit and its raison d’étre.

The Current Situation

Despite these views that are generally endorsed@rtiee Turkish security elite, a series of
steps recently taken by Turkey in the foreign polrealm vis-a-vis its Middle Eastern
neighbors, namely, Syria, Iran, and Iraq, may weeyl call into question the validity of the
longstanding policy of reliance on extended deteree

Turkey and Syria have far advanced their relatisinse October 1998 when the two have
come to the brink of a hot confrontation due to tbegstanding support of the Syrian
authorities and the Syrian secret services to Ki€ terrorist organization, which was capable
of sustaining a separatist movement against Turl&emilarly, the controversy between

Turkey and Syria over the use of the waters ofEbphrates and the Tigris Rivers both of
which originating from Turkey has long shadowed thiateral relations that were

nonetheless affected by the Cold War context at vdtled to this, has been the problem of
Hatay, which was annexed to Turkey in 1939 witheterendum after long deliberations
between Turkey, France and Syria in the seconddfalfe 1930s. To date, Syrian authorities
have never acknowledged such a decision and hasedbpicted Hatay as “Alexandretta”

being part of sovereign Syrian territory.

Since the signing of the Adana Protocol betweentwgecountries soon after the crisis was
resolved, Turkey and Syria are engaged in takingefaching steps in the development of trade
relations in the first place that have become theseyor of political, diplomatic, social, cultural
and even military cooperation, which have culmidatethe opening of the borders in October
2009 to free transit of each other’s goods andisesvand abolished the visa requirements for
each other’s citizens. Since the most recent rah@ment between Turkey and Syria, these
and other problematic issues are not pronouncethéypolitical authorities. However, no
immediate and lasting solutions have been reaametde diverging attitudes of the parties,
either. One may hope that “time will solve the peolt’ as Beshar Esad said on a number of
occasions, especially during his official visitsTrkey in the past few years.

In mid-October 2009, when Turkey and Syria openled borders, Turkish and Iraqi
government officials held a joint ministerial cabinmeeting in Baghdad presided over by the
prime ministers of both countries. The joint miaisl cabinet meetings are said to continue
in the future by expanding the scope and the condéncooperation. These and other
unprecedented developments in this part of theda@rhinds one the “Schuman Plan” of 1950
which eventually led to the integration of the femarchenemies on the European continent. In
the same vein, the degree of Turkish-Iranian ragpment lately has been unprecedented
and unseen even during the Shah period when baoittroes were the main pillars of the US
in its Middle East policies.

All of these rather favorable developments fromKeyts perspective, which however caused
serious concerns especially in the diplomatic aildany circles of Turkey’'s western allies as
to whether the traditional pro-Western Turkish fgnepolicy deviates from its main thrust,
are explained with the “zero conflict with the nagrs” doctrine of Turkish Foreign Minister
Ahmet Davutoglu who is essentially a professorraérnational Relations. Should this be the
case, and if Turkey is not going to have troubleldtions with its Middle Eastern neighbors
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anymore, then the simple question will be “agaimsbm Turkey would need NATO'’s (or US)
extended deterrence?”

Interesting enough, these developments have talkee @t a time when the United States
seriously revised its previous policy of deployinussile defenses to central and eastern
Europe and thus returned back to options for depént in friendly territories like Turkey
sitting nearby the Middle Eastern sources of threath as Iran. Hence, these currents, which
seemingly run against each other, may become ausebone of contention between Turkey
and its Western allies as well as Israel. Besidiaskish-Israeli relations, which had reached
their climax especially in the military domain ihet mid-1990s have with the military
cooperation agreement signed in 1996 have come dowsuch low levels that bitter
statements from each side follow one another haiglticizing each other’s attitude toward
the countries in the region. Turkish politicianssédeen the most critical of Israel's Gaza
operations in January 2009, while Israeli polithgariticized Turkey for its supportive stance
towards Iran’s nuclear program and underminingdbegers associate with it for regional
security and stability. Such a cold atmosphere eapeed lately in the political domain had
direct bearings on the future of military coopesatbetween Turkey and Israel, which had
envisaged, among others, possible joint-projecthénarea of development and deployment
of air defense systems.

The Future

Against this background of recent dynamic develagsethe issue of extended deterrence
requires a careful planning and a fine-tuned ambrad the Turkish authorities both from the
political and the military circles. Because, theiens of the parties involved in the decision-
making mechanism in Turkey may run contradictore#éeh other resulting in either an ill-
fated policy, or no policy at all, regarding whatshto be done with respect to the defense of
the country against actual and potential threasnating from the Middle East.

That said, it wouldn’t be unfounded to argue tigaten the warm atmosphere in the political

relations between Turkey and its three immediatédié Eastern neighbors, namely Iran, Iraq
and Syria, the chances for a decision to be taketind current Turkish government to host
the US missile defense systems in Turkey would beotoo much. Because, the “Missile

Shield” is known for being developed by the Unitethtes against the long-range ballistic
missile capabilities of the countries like Iran aNdrth Korea. Hence, if deployed, the

presence of US missile defense systems in Turkéybwiconsidered by Turkey’s neighbors,

especially Iran, as contradictory to the positinm@sphere reached in the bilateral relations
with them.

But, on the other hand, taking into consideratioturfe contingencies, Turkish military
authorities and the security elite would probalike lto have air defense systems in various
parts of the country. Because, Turkey is neighlgptime Middle East, which is a highly
volatile region. One can hardly talk about regirtebgity in the Middle Eastern states. It is
difficult to argue with great certainty as to whathhe current regimes and/or the current
governments in the neighboring countries with whichikey is developing highly advanced
and comprehensive relations will remain the samd, ahether the pace and the nature of
bilateral/regional relations will also be the saméhe foreseeable future. These are some of
the questions whose answers are open to specutatien the long history of the Middle East
that has taught many dear lessons to the auttenofi¢he regional as well as extra-regional
actors.
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Turkish authorities might, therefore, consider tleployment of missile defense systems in

Turkey as a precautionary measure against suchngenties in the medium to long term. Such

a decision, if taken, may not necessarily be maate gnd parcel of the US plans to erect a
Missile Shield in the Turkish territory. In suchsea Turkey’s decision may not be seen as a
hostile move by Turkey’s neighbors, especially Jnahich has cut a similar deal with Russia

to buy the S-300 air defense system.

Turkey’s choice as to which missile defense sysieruy will be highly critical. If Turkey
chooses the US made PAC-3 air defense system thieeoperation of that system might be
compatible with the overall US plans to operatedafiense systems at the global scale. But, if
Turkey chooses the Russian S-300/400 and/or thaeSadiHQ-9 missile defense systems,
then, one may conclude that Turkey will have detitte establish an air defense system
independent from the United States and also frarNbrth Atlantic Alliance. Should this be
the case, the extended deterrence of the US andlliiaace may have not much to offer to
Turkey except for the presence of a limited nundfeyS nuclear weapons that are reportedly
deployed in the Incirlik base, near Adana.

Then, the status of the US nuclear weapons thaitidirdeployed in Turkey may be subject to
a debate both inside and outside of the countryof&an allies within NATO in whose
territories US nuclear weapons are still deployadehalready expressed their desire to send
them back to the United States. Turkey’'s Middle t&as neighbors may very well expect
Turkey to adopt a similar stance vis-a-vis thes@apmas at an early date so as to see the
Turkish authorities to act in accordance with theicent attitude toward them. That said,
there is no sign coming from the Turkish politicalmilitary circles regarding whether there is
any plan to send US nuclear weapons back in thefuteize. So long as these weapons remain on
Turkish soil, one may conclude that the extendeeramce of the Alliance will continue to be in
force with the active participation of Turkey irtdiwe contingencies.
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The Future of Extended Deterrence:

A UK View
Paul Schulte *

Introduction and Definitions

To reduce the confusions, and bring out the coidtiads, inherent in this topic, | begin with
Sir Michael Howard's terminology in his classic 3#&say ofReassurance and Deterrefice

"The object ofdeterrences to persuade an adversary that the costs to tinseeking a
military solution to his political problems will faoutweigh the benefits. The object of
reassurances to persuade one’s own people, and those ofsoallies, that the benefits of
military action, or preparation for it, will outwgh the costs."

Howard goes on to observe that, in the 1980s:

“It is also apparent, at least in Europe, that reasance cannot be re-established by any
improvement in the mechanism of deterrence, cdytaiot of nuclear deterrence. .... Perhaps
we should all feel safer if the United States dddadop the capacity to carry on, and ‘prevail’
in, a prolonged nuclear exchange with the Soviebbmut in fact public opinion in Europe
is terrified by the prospect — and so is much ahithe United States. In the calculus of
nuclear deterrence both developments may appearopppte, even essential, but such a
calculus does not translate easily into the languagpolitical reassurance and certainly not
in a Europe where any nuclear exchange, on howdweited a scale, spells almost
inconceivable disaster. Limited nuclear optionsnid look very attractive if we are likely to
be one of them ourselvés

It is salutary to introduce right at the start ofliacussion of Extended Deterrence the very
possible disjunction between its constituents oftedlence and reassurance, which
reverberated gratingly through European securitifip® of the 1980s. But | shall not assume
that this disjunction will necessarily be encouetein all future situations, theatres and
scenarios where Extended Deterrence may be appideed, avoiding it will be a key policy
objective. As | shall argue, new resources for ihttude the availability of effective missile
defences and other types of precision guided a@dhnonventional weapons, networked in
rapidly deployable land and sea and air units, esipely available, in limited numbers, to a
few advanced or rich countries, and overwhelminglthe United States.

To bring out the deterrent possibilities of evotyimilitary technologies, | propose the
following definition of Extended Deterrence as:

1 Kings College/LSE/UK Defence Academy. Final vensidctober 2009.

2 http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/37127/miehdnoward/reassurance-and-deterrence-western-deferibe-
1980s
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‘the systematic, multidimensional, attempt to pedsuan adversary, through the prospect of
military engagement, defensive support, interventioretaliation, not to attack an ally , and
to provide reassurance to that ally about the amritig security of the relationship.’

Additionally, and more controversially, it might B&ategically prudent, and it is likely to be

politically popular, at least amongst the defengbenslic, to include a concern to extend some
degree of reassurance to the potential aggressqara of a fully comprehensive concept of
Extended Deterrence.

Structural Aspects of Extended Deterrence

Extended Deterrence has certain essential strli¢tatares, but we should be prepared to see
them combined in extremely varied ways:

A triadic structureof defender(s) (or deterrer(s)/ally (allies)/cbather(s)

A political relationship based upon acknowledged interest on both sisgesyhich
ideological or religious opposition to the challengs) may play a major role.

Some degree of cultural or ideological affinitymgyathy, or at least understanding of
the ally and its strategic predicamefdas Bernard Brodie once pointed out, "good
strategy presumes good anthropology and sociologkie lack of common values

between Saudi Arabia and the US, for example, heguéntly been brought up by

American commentators as a reason to doubt or rép@rguarantees to the Kingdom.
But it has been managed)

Joint incentivessome two-way mix of strategic, ideological, regiignal, diplomatic or
economic payoffs. Some of these may be secretyiolely suspected.

A process of Alliance management consult and decide on the other features, at
whatever level of formality, seniority and frequgnc

A peace time basing madeith choices oveforward presence?Are elements of the
defender’s nuclear or conventional forces norma#ifiore, or nearby at (or under the)
sea? If they are based on the ally’s territory,they sufficiently large to contribute to
deterrence by denial of any possible attack, or ateey simply

— but potentially very importantly — a tripwiredrward presence has been crucial for
credibility because, while no state or group thimksan defeat the US outright, some
think it won't always fight®

Some balance of burden sharirdgpendent upon the manpower, technical level, and
available government resources of the ally, bud afgon its nuclear sensitivities.

Some jointly agreed decision on the extent of pitplor reticence over the deterrent
relationship.At one extreme, as in NATO, this may involve ismalisation in an open
Treaty, around which a common Alliance identity magy constructed as a political
project, building upon shared cultural traditioAs the other end, as in Japan/American
relationship, there has been great domestic pallitichibition in admitting to the

% | am indebted to Hassan Elbahtimy of King's Cadlétdar Studies Department for original ideas bekfisl definition.
* | am grateful to Prof Malcolm Chalmers of The Rioyaited Service Institute for raising this point.
® Patrick M Morgan, "Deterrence Now", Cambridge Uity Press, 2003, p. 256.
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Japanese public that their country was part ofUBenuclear alliance system and its
security rested ultimately upon a nuclear guarahtethe defender which had bombed
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. (This has so far led t@t@ably restricted Japanese appetite
for detailed nuclear consultations, though theeesagns this may be changing with the
new government, formed in September 2009 by the dgestic Party of Japan.) And
the domestic legitimacy of Middle Eastern regimegarticular, may be affected by ill-
advised publicity for formal extended deterrendatienships with Western defenders,
especially the US.

- Some understanding (whether or not formalised) altioel limits of actions by the ally
which the defender would accept and suppdinérica’s conditional support for
Taiwan is the best example

- Development ofsome level of joint Alliance doctrine, perhaps, tae high end,
including joint planning for demanding and regulatpdated scenarios.

- Decisions on how far to clarify the red lines fagithe challenger: whether clearly
signalled or left to "constructive ambiguity".

- A resultant overall posture of a more or less wa{inalled, agreed, planned and
capability - backed mix of defensive or retaliatdigcluding, above all, nuclear)
responses to aggression

Extended Deterrence and its Controversies

Extended Deterrence is an elemental configuratioimiernational security affairs. It will
continue whenever militarily stronger states dedmleommit themselves to the security of
weaker and more threatened ones. It need not atitatha involve the threat of nuclear
retaliation: the "nuclear umbrella”. But in a woddminated by the threat of nuclear attack or
blackmail, there is likely to be a correspondingpbamsis on deterrence by retaliation.

Extended Deterrence is almost always politicallgtooversial, though can over time become
a more or less accepted part of the internatiaraddcape — except to the challenger nations.
Proponents will claim that, because it deincengiwimilitary action, it is inherently stabilising
and so increases the provision of global secufliyey can additionally argue that it
generously protects common values and smallertdmed allies, and farsightedly contributes
to the stability of the world's major economic asseich as the oil-fields and sea lanes.

Critics, especially within revisionist challengeations, and those sympathetic to them or
simply hostile to guarantor states, will tend toalence extended deterrence arrangements as
aggressive increases of Great Power influence mtested geopolitical zones, especially
"shatter belts like the Middle East or Eastern Europe. Accusatitypically amount to
seeking "blood for oil" , or for other resourcesntracts, or bases, in a reckless, exploitative
hegemonic form of connection to states whose eliteske geopolitical or economic
concessions to stronger outside powers for their emrichment or survival.

Extended Deterrence becomes automatically moreraasial if, as it usually has since
1945, it possesses a nuclear dimension. The nugleaantee involved can then be justified

® A 'shatterbelt' is a "a region that combines ima¢icultural, economic and political diversity acmhflict proneness,
with competing external (superpower) involvemenisheawut clear spheres of influence”, John O'Loughiih994)
Dictionary of Geopolitics
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as an even stronger resource for stability, andnagnportant, or even indispensable, means
of reducing global demand for additional nucleagp@ns. In a recent discussion of the case
for making an explicit nuclear guarantee to US argl allies in response to the Iranian
nuclear program, Michael Krepon recently arguedt tha

"Extended deterrence remains very important. & isey element to preventing cascades of
proliferation,” ...“It's up to the Obama administration now to shone tlne credibility of that
guarantee,” he said, adding that long-range bombdeployed at a U.S. air base on the
Indian Ocean island of Diego Garcia would be suéfit for launching a nuclear strike in the
Middle East..”

But sceptics about nuclear deterrence will corntestcertainty of the assumed link between
extended deterrence and non-proliferation and esipddhe contrary possibility. They argue,
with varying audibility in different countries, théhe principal consequence is instead the
exposure of millions of extra human beings to addél nuclear miscalculations: citizens of
the ally being defended, citizens of the defenditege offering the protection, the innocent
population of the challenger state, and, potentialso, citizens of the defender’s less well
defended allies who might become more conveniagieta for the retaliation of nuclear-
armed challengers. According to Jonathan Pollodkérsame discussién

"Nuclear extended deterrence, if it fails, couldbeail the United States, or whoever else is
providing this guarantee, in a nuclear war thatyh@herwise could have avoided,” “These
second-hand retaliatory threats that we're talkialgout may not be quite as credible as the
retaliatory threats one would make on behalf of'sevn country.”

Critics excoriate extended nuclear deterrence geraents as undermining NPT obligations
by conferring special nuclear security upon somagestbut not others, and thus intrinsically
obstructing the recently renewed aspiration to ielate nuclear weapons. There is constant
international pressure for nuclear weapon statesgio no first use undertakings, despite — or
for some campaigners, precisélgcausef — the difficulty of combining them with Extendle
Deterrence. Western antinuclear activists join Mthn-Nuclear Weapons State diplomats in
denouncing NATO's nuclear sharing arrangementsiwtiéc been evolved, in the interests of
Extended Deterrence, before the NPT was negotidibdir objections would rise to a
crescendo if similar arrangements were ever prapeewhere. Some critics also assert that
there is an inevitable and deeply undesirable

"Link between extended deterrence and the naturdSfnuclear strategy. Counterforce
nuclear planning doctrines and escalation contrtoategic concepts are linked with extended
deterrence because of the nexus between credianidyextended deterrence. .... Relying on
extended deterrence, indeed extending that reliafice non-proliferation only further
encourages the maintenance of such nuclear stredegnd ultimately dents non-proliferation
because of Article VI effeéts

Given this widespread international disapprovagréhare many reasons nuclear extended
deterrence will not be emphasised, explicit or esemitted.

" Experts Mull Potential Middle East Nuclear Umba&lINTI Global Newswire Wednesday, Aug. 26, 2009
http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20090826_5956.php

8 Ibid.

® Marko Beljac “Extending US Nuclear Deterrence tie Middle East is a Crazy, Bad, Idea’The Nuke Stat Wonk
http://scisec.net/?p=166
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But repetitive antinuclear criticisms may have tmai impact. More serious warnings come
from senior military officers, in-house plannersdgooliticians whose roles require them to
consider how much more inherently difficult Extedd@eterrence is to conduct successfully
than Simple Deterrence and therefore how much hardgay be to justify to elite and public
opinion. They are well aware of its historicallytasdished problems: of credibly establishing
a defender's determination to risk catastrophimnat damage for less than ultimate national
interests, of overextension, misinterpreted signalgderestimation of challengers'
motivations, and commitment trdfsAll in all, given the growing intensity of inteational
disapproval, and the notorious difficulty of progimast triumphs of deterrence, there are
many reasons to expect that extended deterrengeciaBy in its nuclear aspects, will only
rarely and reluctantly be publicly emphasised,xqlieit.

The Decisiveness of Strategic Culture

How far these varying considerations are weigheavilipdepend upon the political balances
and Strategic Cultures within states potentiallyolmed in a relationship of Extended
Deterrence. | use Strategic Culture here as shuittfar the way the use of force is
conceptualised in different natidhs The culture of course interacts with the military
capacities which the state builds up to be ablest The point is that, however profound and
farseeing they might be, proposals or policy ities inconsistent with Strategic Culture
tend to be ignored. Those cultures themselves ehangr time, as a result of developing
international opinion, fluctuating economic fortgne positive or adverse historical
experiences. Very few countries have Strategic uCedt which could even hint at a
willingness to take on the responsibilities of Exted Deterrence. National self-confidence
and willingness to commit to the defence of distaatld-be allies is a political factor which
can rise or decline over time, as it obviously kath French or British willingness to
consider armed intervention in the Middle East dherpast six decades. In the nuclear field,
perhaps above all, we should assume that natistataking and assertion will be different
between even major members of the same Allianatttzat it may be rather different for all
of us in 10 years time.

It is impossible to know what declaratory concessimay be made by any of the nuclear
states next year in the NPT Review Conference deroto avoid diplomatic isolation and
international abuse as obstacles to the forwardcimaf nuclear de-legitimisation and
disarmament. Certainly the UK has now invested sachmin its effort to claim the
international lead toward disarmament that it wdaddmost unwilling to be seen to block any
hint of progress? In textbook terms, the logic of continuing to reduto give a No First Use
undertaking, in order to maximise deterrence, rematrong But that consideration may
very possibly be overwhelmed by the politics ofimntlear yearning which are, to varying
degrees, now important constituents of Westernegfi@acultures.

2 Morgan "Deterrence"”.
M See Lawrence Sondhaus "Strategic Culture And Way¢ar", Routledge London and New York, 2006.

12 see The Road To 2010: Addressing the Nuclear @ueist the 21st Century”, a Cabinet Office Strat@gper (CM
7675) http://lwww.cabinetoffice.gov.uk/reports/roa@®10.aspx

13 See "The Case for No First Use: an Exchange",ilrwolume 51, Number 5, October-November 2009.
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Unprovable Calculations -Balancing Security Losseffom Reduced Deterrence against
Security Gains through Increased Support for Denu@arisation

There is a genuine problem in determining the §icance of robust Extended Deterrence in
its various scenarios against the chance thats istrength is somewhat reduced, defenders
and allies will still benefit overall from a benigglobal process of de-nuclearisation and
strengthened non-proliferation. One can have gendoubts whether the gamble is likely to
succeed, but it is politically unsustainable as$ stiage to refuse to bet anything at all. There is
no common currency for measuring what is at stale r®o good means of estimating the
relative probabilities. With this degree of uncerty it seems unlikely that the strategic
requirements of Extended Deterrence will be a wigrargument for resisting change in the
direction of nuclear delegitimisation for anyoneside the US.

This clearly does not bode well for the continuatad US nuclear weapons in Europe. NATO
may be facing a new disjunction between deterramcereassurance (and perhaps, too, as in
1983, between elite and public opinion). But thimet reassurance may involve a large
number of Alliance governments assuring their eletes that they will be joining in the
shared risks of pursuing a nuclear free world.

To examine the downsides of that push towards weasse, withdrawing US nuclear
weapons from Europe would probably have few diogsrational consequences. There is a
frequently encountered, but obviously unofficiakw that the first nuclear weapon fired by
NATO in Europe would come from a US Trident SSBNha direct and precise request of
SACEUR. It is hard to see why nuclear tipped SLCMbgther in Europe or the Pacific
would be operationally or politically preferablendathey would certainly open up a Pandora's
Box of arms control verification problems. Similgrhonpermanent presence of US nuclear
weapons on Allied soil would be a pretext for destoations and uncertainty, and a
contributor to crisis instability. SSBNs seem to the weapon of choice for sustaining
worldwide extended deterrence but the numbers gmestof weapons involved are far less
critical than previously during mutual deterrenegween superpowers. However, doubts are
likely to creep in among allies as well as Amerg#memselves about American commitment
to their networks of deterrence if US nuclear wespoumbers were allowed to fall below
Russia's or China's.

But because extended deterrence is much more amatgdi than rocket science, political
psychology cannot reliably predict what it wouldlik@ for NATO Europe to live in the long-
term next to a huge Russian stockpile of Theatrelddu Weapons with no balancing
equivalents whatsoever on the side of the Atlante can perhaps say that it is at least
unlikely to be conducive to a firm determinationawoid intimidation of exposed member
states and, at worst, to lead to an anxious désieccommodate Russian choices without
open dispute — just as the old Soviet Correlatib-Farces doctrine would predict that it
should do. The alternative of future nuclear peshtion among European states who might
come to feel themselves insufficiently protectecense extremely unlikely, given the
antinuclear attitudes incorporated into their siyat cultures and the easier option of calling
for some real intensified form of US nuclear commant.

Uninhibited Strategic Cultures Offering Purchasable Portfolios of Extended
Deterrence?

New nuclear nations may have fewer inhibitions alieking on such commitments. Their
strategic cultures could motivate them to push rfaximum return from their expensive
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national nuclear investments and a grander intiermat role. It is certainly imaginable —
although it would be inflammatory to canvass in afficial document —that an economically
desperate Pakistan, perhaps facing reduced US armghéan subsidy, could offer extended
nuclear deterrence (not just an Islamic but a Sbomb) to Saudi Arabia or other rich status
— quo Gulf states, against Iranian threats, in argk for continuing cheaper oil supplies.
This might be a secret guarantee with little depetb planning to leak out. It could be
completely devoid of any conventional component guitle possibly taken up in addition to
American or European promises. One possible futareExtended Deterrence in places,
above all the Gulf, that can afford to pay for therefore, is a portfolio of overlapping
guarantees. That would be highly undesirable. S#&urdbia doesn't need more nuclear
backing, given US dependence on its oil, and nostroelld encourage Pakistan to become a
virtual nuclear mercenary state, relying on missiie increase its importance and revenue.
Nor could it be a good idea to further complicat@tool of a major nuclear crisis in the Gulf
by bringing in additional players who are not prephto subordinate themselves to the
command of a lead nation in an international cioaiit

The Possible Future Global Contexts of Extended Detrence

Extended Deterrence is not an objective in itdalft, a joint response to anticipated threats
within a wider security climate. Its necessity,quency and salience, and particularly the
degree to which it relies on nuclear threats, thiéirefore depend very much on which of the
two broadly discernible international tendenciesvpils. For simplicity we might call them
Obama World or Khan Planet.

Obama World

In this future, a still-nuclear America remains tjlebal hegemon and keystone of stability,
the NPT regime holds and indeed strengthens, nueleapons are progressively reduced in
number and salience, nuclear use is further del@ged, the risk of nuclear terrorism is

minimised, and there are no additional nuclear drstates. To make this achievable, there
would have to be intense political, diplomatic, atichtegic consultations with allies covering

non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic asdcurity initiatives, and bilateral security

cooperation. As a result, general military tensiare lowered, regional problems are
contained, even if not solved, and there are noomhigh-stakes revisionist challenges.

Extended Deterrence does not disappear, since ex@des will still need reassurance. But
it is a less risky and potentially escalatory smét enterprise that no longer needs to
emphasise nuclear retaliation.

Khan (and Ahmadinejad /DPRK Politburo) Planet

Here, global hegemony is decisively rejected andeumined by the righteously inspired

attainment and spreading of nuclear capability éeanined revisionist nations, consciously
inspired to change the American backed status wjtloel interests of ideological, religious or
nationalist aspirations. Even if great power riyal avoided so that their carefully insulated
relations are not characterised by deterrence lagilcns, the demand for Extended
Deterrence by lesser powers, from as many suppiensossible, is very high. There is an
inevitably strong nuclear component and serioussequent risks of confrontation,

miscalculation and escalation.
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American Dissuasion as the Highest Form of Extendeldeterrence?

US writers point out that only America can provitie "dissuasion” which would avoid, or, at
least, manage and moderate Khan Planet, by opgratren before General Deterrence
became applicable

“Whereas deterrence is the logic of military coertiunder dark war clouds, dissuasion is
the logic of peacetime strategic influence in sgti marked by wary manoeuvres ...
dissuasion aims at urging potential geopoliticalals not to become real rivals by making
clear that any sustained malevolent conduct will dreckmated by the United States. It
involves military pressure applied with a velvebwg, not crude threats of war and

destruction''*

Dissuasion, in its American meaning, is a concepsoaated with the strategic
grandiloquence of GW Bush's presidency. Whethetlitremain plausible will depend upon
how far America maintains the economic, technigalitary, diplomatic, and "soft" strengths
which underpin its leadership role. The chance davilg "dissuasion” exercised
sympathetically in one's interest will offer a stgoadditional incentive for allies to seek US
Extended Deterrence. But opponents and challeng#nsish to believe that US power is on
the decline and the future is unwritten. Dissuas@ren more than deterrence is an elusive
concept to test historically. But in all the hadkmtified proliferation cases like Iran and
North Korea, it has by definition failed and théseno reason to suppose that at this stage it
will not gone on failing. Libya seems the singleast exception and that regime has an
idiosyncratic one-man worldview and decision systémalso faced a uniquely effective
sanction arrangement. Politburos and Byzantinelotking Iranian committees are likely to
be harder to dissuade.

Technology, Numbers, Affordability and Rapid Availability

Amid the daily footage of grinding low intensity rtict in Afghanistan, it is important to
remember that high-tech Armed Forces really doteraaw strategic balances. New military
technologies, and the synergies available fronr tetective networking, promise to deny
success to any conventional aggression by largéebsttechnically sophisticated challenger
forces. Aimed against leadership or national inftedure targets such as power stations or
desalination plants, aircraft , UAVs , or precisguided missiles with non-nuclear warheads,
(including large advanced volumetric munitions, hwéxplosive yields approaching those of
small tactical nuclear weapons, designed to bectafe against hardened or buried targets)
could also progressively inflict some of the retadry damage of a nuclear strike -but without
crossing the annually more fateful nuclear threghol

But the procurement, training, maintenance and ntekr manpower costs of modern
armoured divisions, fighter wings and major warshgge enormously high and growing.
Very few states can afford many such units, while strategic lift to bring them to a
threatened theatre is a major cost in itself. @etsiorces which could not be rapidly
transported would offer little in terms of ImmediaDeterrence. They could only represent
General Deterrence, through their ability to assighe destruction of enemy forces and the
eventual reconquest of Allied territory which maythen have been subjected to occupation
and scarred by at least two campaign phases.

1 Richard L. Kugler, “Dissuasion as a strategic eptt; Strategic Forum, Dec. 2002.
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Shared intelligence and space imagery informationtrack developments over the entire
theatre and optimise long-range targeting, are edsources for deterrence by denial, In
which, again, the US has a large comparative adgantVery few conventional Armed
Forces can keep up, securely digitally communicael interoperate with the US military,
whose unassailed technical domination in the initiggh intensity phase was the positive
message of the 2003 Irag War. (The difficultiemtiacountered during the insurgency, and
in Afghanistan, provide perhaps another relevardsage for Extended Deterrence: that the
aggressor leaderships may not now calculate th&éateby a US coalition would
automatically lead to their permanent replacemgniriposed regime change)

The rarity of modern forces capable of providingtedence by denial, through their
continually updated technical superiority over aggrassor, partially explains why true
collective securityin which there would be multiple defenders, eaapable of guaranteeing
their most exposed allies, is unlikely to becomieeguent form of Extended Deterrence. A
further reason is the lack of regional cohesiongfostrategic cultures in most of the world
which seek to become able to defend one's neigebour

Missile Defences

These expensive and ambitious systems now embasycumulative strategic impact of
hundreds of billions of dollars invested by sucoes$®JS administrations since 1945. They
are becoming the great hope — perhaps the panaaiehboth of the American Right and Left
for ameliorating the tensions of Extended Detereem a Heritage Foundation study puts it:

“it is becoming increasingly clear that the mear® fapplying the policy ofextended
deterrencels changing in two fundamental ways. Firsktendeddeterrences less about
retaliating against an attack and more abownegincing the enemy that he is unlikely to
achieve the political and military purposes beheml attack. Seand, the rise of the multi-
polar world means that thextendeddeterrencepolicy must be supported by a layered
structure of alliances and security commitments. The new approach will place less
emphasi®on US retaliaton for an attack and more emphasis protecting and defending the
ally. It will also rely lesoon a single commitment to alliance security and nmmr&€oncurrent
commitments.

These changes are timely because a retaliasedextendeddeterrencepolicy is [now]
prone to breakdowns .... The relative clarity of the pavorld permitted carefully designed
signals about which aains by a potential aggressor would result in retaligt and
escalatory steps by the US The multi-polar worldkesasending these signals much more
difficult, because the signals must apply to mldtgctors operating in differenbatexts and
with different perceptins of the US and its alli&g®

While, for George Perkovich:

"In discussing the Middle East, the concept of mdit®y nuclear deterrence to Iran’s
neighbors now is both premature and counterprodectiConventional deterrence and
missile defenses should be emphasized instéad."

!> Europe, Missile Defense, and the Future of Extdnibeterrence, Baker Spring, Heritage FoundationbM&mo
208, 25 September 2008

16 George Perkovich "Extended deterrence On the Waya Nuclear Free World” Ifiternational Commission on
NuclearNon-proliferation and Disarmamenitjay 2009.
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Missile Defences will rely upon US technology aimkédge to American global sensor and
C3I systems, even though they may be operated lbgr atations, as with the expanding
number of warships of the Japanese, Korean, AiattaSpanish and Norwegian navies
mounting the Aegis Combat System (ACS) or the laased Patriot batteries in Germany,
Greece, Israel, Japan, Kuwait, Netherlands, Sawdbid, South Korea, Spain and Taiwan.
They, and their successor systems, can thereforeilmate to deterrence of any kind only in
the context of operationally functioning US Allianc

Seaborne missile defences, in particular, repreaanéxceptionally flexible and relatively
non-provocative means of strengthening immediatergsnce in a crisis. The automatic
precautionary arrival of additional Aegis capabkssels as regional tensions mount may
become as common in the 21st Century as the dismdtgunboats was in the 19th. High
Altitude Airships are further mobile developments nissile defence, now under active
investigation, although the Airborne Laser Progiaas been cancelled. Widespread theatre
missile defences will also create air defence cawaar wide areas, further blunting and
denying possibilities of conventional aggressiohe Tindustrial and contractual aspects of
these expensive and sophisticated systems wil| atsaloubt, add to the probability of their
prolific introduction.

Americans would have every reason to send conwynoiumbers of mobile missile defence
assets to a crisis, and to use them unhesitatihgigoming threats were detected. The policy
guestions for others are then likely to be simpbywhmuch they want to participate in the
ballistic missile defence project (and on what stdal terms) and how closely they would
wish to be associated with the US handling of ifipecrisis.

For deterrence purposes it is not of course nepessaassume that these missile defence
systems will work perfectly at any particular tinagainst all challengers' rockets and
whatever countermeasures they may come to incdgofae psychological impact of their
presence by itself can be a huge strategic factorelassurance, as with the early version of
Patriot in Israel in 1991, which hit no incomingdi missiles.

But it is hardly necessary to point out that, eperfect, rapidly deployable missile defences,
proven capable of smothering anything launched dxyional challengers, would be no

substitute for successful political efforts to detp regional tensions. Unextinguished

conflicts could still be expressed through staterspred subversion and terrorism, including
the apocalyptic WMD scenarios which have been ptedifor it.

Eastern Europe - Constructing Deterrent Credibility by Multidimensional Alliance
Practice?

But, in Europe, it has become increasingly cleasughout 2009 that Russia will not accept,
and the US will not try to impose, a situation whéts nuclear potential might be even
slightly degraded by NATO missile defences. Thisemtuates the problems of extended
deterrence for Alliance countries as militarily espd as the Baltics now are, and potential
future members of NATO might become. Relatively neembers on the periphery of the
Alliance who could not be defended conventionatigiast Russian attack might also be seen
as insufficiently important and central to the Afice to justify initiating a nuclear exchange.
For such countries, there is an uneasy feelingttieateliable supply of Extended Deterrence
in adverse conditions may not meet their demand tiids fear is rarely vocalised, in case its
public utterance turns into a self fulfilling wang about uncertain Alliance commitment.
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When it does surface, it tends to refer to thirdips, including .in this case, conveniently
unofficial ones like Stratfor:

...."” security guarantees from third nations alwaysgfer from credibility problem. History
provides many examples when extended deterrenise(éag. British and French security
guarantees did not deter Germany from attackingaRdl in 1939). Extendeduclear
deterrence is even more difficult to implement. thar United States, the United Kingdom or
France to prove to other nations that they are re&alrisk nuclear holocaust for the sake of
the Baltic States is extremely difficult. For exdmpn Stratfor’s view, it is doubtful that
Russia would believe the United States' willingrtesssk a nuclear confrontation over the

Baltics”.'’

This situation will certainly not be improved if USuclear weapons are withdrawn from
Europe. Deterrence by retaliation would of coursmain possible but with the obvious
guestions about the credibility of any nuclear cese made even more sceptical. Improving
conventional deterrence by denial would require easpve rearmament or provocative
eastward rebasing which no one believes is prdclicdhe present climate, the problem is
not militarily pressing, and the best availableutoh seems to be to raise the salience of
Alliance membership and strengthen collective batiats Article V obligations for over 20
other nations as a guarantee.

Proposals by.ukasz Kulesa of the Polish Institute of InternaibAffairs wouldamount to
what could be calledoft forward presence:

“From the perspective of Central Europe, the greatdanger...would be to create the
impression that NATO has somehow gone soft [aleig¢nding the territories of the member
states...[there], would probably need to be ... a §efeaisions giving credible reassurances
on the value of Article V...it's about putting theypical infrastructure of the alliance within
the member state...some of the allies would mostapitpbexpect the United States to
increase its presence on their territory, though necessarily by building new bases or new
installation.*®

Associated ideas includeore frequent exercises of Alliance forces, pgtiimysical NATO
infrastructure into Eastern European countries, ianteasing the presence of US troops or
Patriot batteries (even without permanent bases).

These seem to be acceptable responses to the dila@npresent. Similarly enhanced visits
and connections (but in this case without troopghmalso be developed for non-NATO
nations whose security NATO and the EU was interkst preserving. It might amount to a
form of general extended economic and diplomatic deterrefkis would be a constructivist

approach, reliant upon the willed assertion ancetbggment of common identity, rather than
hard defence capabilities. It would signal thatjlevthe Alliance, or, naturally, the EU, would

not go to war for these countries, painful econosanctions and the rupture of diplomatic
relationships, would have to be expected if theyeander attack.

These are worthwhile approaches for exploratiotoday's reasonably benign climate. But if
they were continued when political relations hadederated to the point of real military

7 vaidotas Urbelis and Kestutis Paulauskas “NATO'stdbrence Policy — Time for Change? “Baltic Segufit
Defence Review, Volume 10, 2008

18 See: http://csis.org/blog/under-new-missile-degeplain-there-are-still-options-assurance
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threat, they could become a kind of obsessive-césiygudefence- diplomatic displacement
activity to avoid coping with the real anxieties @diling deterrent credibility. That,
historically, was how the League of Nations stattedehave as the 1930s darkened.

France and Britain: the Middle Eastern role of smal nuclear powers with attitude

Britain and France have attempted for decades, thoe® rivalrously, to advance their
economic and diplomatic interests in the Middle tHag military assistance and security
commitments which are also intended to contribatehie stability of an obviously vital
region. for their part, Gulf countries, particularbaudi Arabia, seem to have used the
allocation of exceptionally lucrative arms, traigiand support contracts as a way of buying
increased confidence that Western supplier statelsl e counted on to come to their aid in
an emergency. (Part of the intention behind thac@ss might be described as the pursuit of
additional deterrence by purchased outside miliamyanglements.) Promising support to
Gulf Allies consequently serves national interestpeace time and both Britain and France
have multiple reasons to involve themselves in kokéel Deterrence for the Gulf.

France has recently significantly raised its reglgrofile by opening its first permanent base
in the Gulf, the naval, air and ground forces "Re@@mp" in Abu Dhabi in May 2009,
followed by a report in Le Figaro that, accordimgan unnamed senior officials, the new
defence agreement with the United Arab Emiratesm@® stringently written than Article 5
of the NATO treaty and committed France to usel"amhilable means” — and therefore
presumably nuclear weapons — in defence of the UAkas claimed that the agreement has
considerably increased the possibility of an " endtic activation of the bilateral contract,
because an attack by Iran could now be interprased violation of vital French interests.”
The exact extent of French commitment remains anchnd no open or direct public nuclear
promises have been made, but the agreement hamn#yithcreased the salience of French
military involvement with the UAE.

The UK has repeatedly emphasised its military comm@nt to the stability of the region, but,

especially in view of the intensity of domestic ipo&l dispute about Trident replacement is
quite unclear that it would go as far as any kifcé muclear commitment. Nevertheless, the
potential involvement of nuclear weapon statesgianal conflict inevitably raises questions
about nuclear use.

Both countries would face problems of credibilitynder what circumstances would the
Americans not be involved in the defence of Guliea? And if they were, could the two
European nuclear powers contribute more than adaikj rubble-bouncing, devastation and
shared responsibility in a nuclear use? On therotiaad, their much smaller and less
specialised nuclear capabilities would not matterces they would not engaged in
counterforce targeting, and it is not completelyeasonable to think that, as in Europe, their
involvement could contribute some unquantifiablea@xeneral deterrence value by creating
additional sources of decision that a challengeuld/dhave to take into account. But in
immediate circumstances of real tension, crisistrobnvould be best achieved by the
equivalent of a single Middle Eastern SACEUR, dbleoordinate overall military responses
and control escalation. Conversations to bring #ietut and achieve harmonised command
and control arrangements, inevitably on the basineerican primacy, could be worthwhile
but would be exceptionally sensitive.

9 e Figaro,15 June 2009.
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Conclusion

The future of Extended Deterrence is protean. It ®@main a permanent but extensively
adjustable building block in international securchitectures across the globe. Economies
of scale, and cumulative US technical investmergamthat the most sought-after versions
will be overwhelmingly produced in America. The auoh of missile defences and other
precision guided munitions will help its acceptabéglaptation into more regional
configurations than ever before, though Europe rbayan exception. If wider security
developments do in fact reduce the salience ofeamaheapons, Extended Deterrence could
also become less and less nuclear. Alternativetirei non-proliferation system fails, and the
future involves more and more nuclear armed adtgréor example, an irretrievably more
nuclear Middle East, a clearly announced outsidelean component may be highly
stabilising.

But Extended Deterrence may be put in place unwiselinadequately maintained with the
necessary range of associated political and ecanamsi well as military efforts. Its
requirements will often be controversial and disilt will usually be so expensive that it
cannot credibly be offered by many states in matyatgons. Even without a Manichaean
ideological disputes driving confrontation, it cdutill fail, catastrophically, in practice. That
range of risk and promise is daunting but usuadiitds than not trying at all. Although the
sophistication and analytical rigour of thinkingoalb Extended Deterrence has continually
increased, the inherent complexities of extending the post-Cold War are greater than ever
before — and the current international experimeitt wuclear delegitimisation will not make
matters simpler. There are few grounds to assummeBktended Deterrence will in future
either become less necessary or more likely toitveduced and managed successfully.
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NATO and Extended Deterrence

Oliver Thranert !

With his Prague speech of April 2009 in which helded the global elimination of nuclear
weapons as his goal, US President Barack Obamaedraie international arms control,
disarmament and non-proliferation debate. At thmesime, Obama’s global zero vision has
an impact on the upcoming debate about NATO’s neategjic concept. The same is true for
Obama’s September 2009 decision to shelve preyiarss of the Bush Administration to
install missile defense components in Poland aadCtrech Republic and at the same time to
concentrate the future missile defense architeatureenhanced collaboration with NATO
allies. Both decisions may pave the way for NATQchange from offense to defense in its
extended deterrence posture.

In Prague, Obama announced that the United Statesyercome Cold War thinking, will
reduce the role of nuclear weapons for its natiogpeturity. As a consequence, the
significance of nuclear weapons for NATO’s deteceerposture can also be expected to
diminish. At the same time, Obama made it cleat #isalong as nuclear weapons exist, the
US will maintain a safe, secure and effective narciersenal to deter any adversary and to
guarantee that defense for US allies as well.

Since the 1960s, NATO has been practicing what darbe known as “nuclear sharing”: The
US deploys nuclear weapons under its strict contr@urope, whereas — in addition to US
delivery systems stationed in Europe — some Europdizes maintain aircraft and formerly
also ballistic missiles for delivery of these USclear weapons during wartime. Moreover,
participating in the NATO Nuclear Planning GroupP@), non-nuclear allies take part in
NATO’s nuclear planning. There have been four psegsoof this arrangement. First:
Deterrence. During the Cold war, US nuclear fomese stationed in Europe to better deter
the Soviet Union, which enjoyed a numerical supéyion conventional weaponry; today the
purpose is to better hedge against Russian residivbecond: Transatlantic ties. The purpose
of US nuclear weapons in Europe has been to biadUB to the European continent by
making the US commitment more credible and visibleird: Non-proliferation within the
Alliance. US nuclear bases in Europe were meaptdgent US allies from developing their
own nuclear weapons. And fourth: Cooperation. Ting@se here is to give European allies a
voice in NATO'’s nuclear force planning.

Today, many in Europe and in the US as well, belithat this arrangement is a relic of the
Cold War. Others maintain that terminating the eaclsharing arrangements and removing
all US nuclear forces from Europe would sharpendifference within the Alliance between
nuclear weapons haves and the have-nots. Nucleapame would again be turned into
symbols of purely national power and prestige widlgative effects on the political dynamic

! Dr. Oliver Thranert is Senior Fellow for Arms Cositand Nonproliferation, German Institute for Imtetional and
Security Affairs, Berlin.
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inside NATO? In the coming years, this debate will become awere controversial, because
decisions have to be made about the modernizatihre@aging nuclear forces in Europe.

Modernizing nuclear forces in Europe?

At the peak of the Cold War, there were more th&dT US non-strategic nuclear weapons
on a wide variety of platforms available in Eurof@day, only about 200 B-61 gravity
bombs remainr.In addition to US fighter wings based at Avianaljtand Incirlik/Turkey, the
air forces of the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, GeeTurkey and Germany maintain aircraft
and crews in different readiness states to usesthaslear weapons during wartime. These
aircraft are aging, and their military value isesftcalled into question. Although they have
been adjusted to the changing strategic challeageéstherefore still have useful military
capabilities, the ranges of these aircraft as waslltheir airspace penetration capabilities
remain limited. The US Air Force has increasinglgtlits interest in the stationing of nuclear
forces in Europe as has been underscored by tle¢ drawdown of such weapons from the
UK, Greece, Germany and Turkey in recent years. édew due to the aging of platforms,
NATO at some point in the future has to make atigali decision whether it sees the
modernization of its nuclear forces in Europe asssary.

In any event, it would be very difficult to modezai NATO’s nuclear forces in Europe in

terms of both hardware and political legitimizatiofhere is a huge difference between
maintaining nuclear forces in Europe and modergizinem. Any such decision process
would trigger a debate about strategic requirememtationships with Russia and other
countries to be deterred, the impact of such as@etion the nuclear non-proliferation

regime, technical issues and costs. Most impostaatidecision to modernize nuclear forces
in Europe would signal that the Alliance is inclihto use nuclear weapons for deterrence
until 2050 and beyond — a proposition in stark m@sttto President Obama’s global zero
vision.

With the East-West confrontation and the Sovietdhmow history and the US government
aiming at the complete elimination of nuclear waegadt seems very unlikely that a public
policy campaign in favor of modernizing nuclearcies in Europe could be successful. In
fact, such a debate would turn out to be an ugfaltle for politicians in all countries
currently hosting US nuclear forces — with the jgassexception of Turkey.

In Germany, on the insistence of the liberal paviiiose party leader Guido Westerwelle
became Germany's new foreign minister, the goveninmow aims at the complete
elimination of the remaining US nuclear weaponsnfithe German territory. While the new
conservative-liberal German government intends db i@ cooperation with the US and
NATO, it is now crystal clear that Germany will nstipport any initiative to modernize
nuclear capable delivery systems such as fighteradi in a nuclear role. Any plans to give
the Eurofighter Typhoon a nuclear role let alonpuocchase the US F-35 aircraft as a national
asset for nuclear missions are now anathema. Asuty as far as Germany is concerned,
nuclear sharing is doomed to be phased out by &8#1d. Many in the Christian Democratic
Party may oppose such a development, but givewitthespread anti-nuclear sentiment in the

2 See David S. Yost, Assurance and US extendedrdeter in NATO, in: International Affairs, Vol. 85lo. 4/2009,
pp. 755-780; Michael Rihle, NATO and Extended Dreteze in a Multinuclear World, in: Comparative &gy,
No. 28/2009, pp. 10-16.

3 See Robert S. Norris/Hans M. Kristensen, Nucleatebook: US nuclear forces, 2009, in: The Bulletithe Atomic
Scientists, March/April 2009, pp. 59-69.
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German public and President Obama’s Global Zerniativie, a vast majority of Germans
believe that their country should make a contrioutio his effort to make the world free of
nuclear weapons.

And if Germany refuses, other NATO partners arekeht to go it alone. Some Central and
Eastern European NATO partners might become irtees filling the gap, but they are
barred from hosting US nukes due to NATO’s thre&s riiost articulated in 1996 and then
reiterated in the course of the NATO-Russia Foupdint of 1997: no intention, no plan and
no reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the tgrriibnew members.

Currently, Belgium and the Netherlands operate Faitéraft for nuclear missions, while
Germany and lItaly use Tornados. Both weapon systemkl be in operation until at least
about 2020. In general, there are two replacemgtimrts under consideration, the F-35 Joint
Strike Fighter or the Eurofighter Typhoon. The Halgudecision to participate in the F-35
Joint Strike Fighter program is based on the assomphat this aircraft could be used not
only in a conventional but also in a nuclear rélewever, a decision has not been made yet
whether the new aircraft should be used for nualeiasions. Belgian policy-makers consider
abandoning fighter aircraft altogether and workvith France and the Netherlands to secure
Belgian airspace. Thus, Belgium is likely to erglparticipation in NATO’s nuclear sharing.
Italy may in the future join the Netherlands inngsthe F-35 in a nuclear role as it, like the
Netherlands, is participating in the F-35 developtrand production program. But it can not
be taken for granted that Rome will take a decismadopt the F-35. In addition, Turkey and
Greece, which continue to earmark F-16 aircrafiniaclear missions although in limited state
of readiness, could pass decisions to replace t#di6 with F-35 Joint Strike Fighters.
Furthermore, the US Air Force is using F-16s basettaly and Turkey in nuclear roles.
Absent a decision by its European partners to dice F-35 for nuclear missions, the US can
hardly be expected to replace nuclear F-16s withean F-35s to be stationed in Eurdpe.

To be sure, any possible decision about modernidi&§O’s nuclear forces in Europe would
be taken in light of NATO-Russia relations. Thigat®nship cooled down for a number of
reasons including the Caucasian war of summer 28@8 the Russian recognition of
Abchasia and South Ossetia as well as Russian agmsmbout NATO’s enlargement policy.
The Obama Administration is aiming at improved tielas with Russia, but it seems safe to
assume that the NATO-Russian relationship will carg to go through ups and downs for
the years to come. Neither will both sides solMassiues on the agenda, nor will relations
deteriorate to a point where a direct military confation becomes more likely. If the latter
would to occur, NATO would be confronted with arvasary possessing a powerful nuclear
arsenal. But Moscow does not have a huge numesigagriority in conventional weapons
anymore as it did during the Cold War. In revexdfathe Cold War situation, NATO today
has a huge conventional superiority over Russia goeb not need to think about using
forward-based nuclear weapons in the early houssroilitary conflict. Even if relations with
Russia would deteriorate, the value of US forwaadda nuclear forces in Europe therefore
seems questionable. From a Russian perspectivprésence or absence of a limited number
of US nuclear weapons in Europe with limited calidds to penetrate Russian airspace
hardly would make a difference in its military aaltions. Furthermore, politically, many
would fear that a decision to modernize NATO’s eacl forces would be perceived in
Moscow as an act of aggression which would sevelatyage NATO-Russia relations.

* See lan Anthony, The Future of Nuclear WeaponSATO, Paper presented at the 20th Cercle Strategiganco-
Allemand, 11-12 June 2009.
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The second region to be taken into consideratioanwdiscussing NATO’s possible nuclear
modernization is the Middle East. Today, we do kmaiw yet whether it will be possible to
stop Iran from acquiring a nuclear weapons optiMoreover, we do not know yet which
route Iran will take as a country given the trenearsdpower struggles within the religious
and political elite. If Iran becomes nuclear-arnaed at the same time more assertive vis-a-
vis Israel and its other neighbors, NATO will comé& play not at least because NATO ally
Turkey shares a border with Iran and the Alliansecooperating with Israel and Arab
countries through the Mediterranean Dialogue anel I$tanbul Cooperation Initiative.
Although not very likely, a confrontation betweeaan and the US/NATO could not be ruled
out, in which case nuclear weapons could play @ iyain, however, in pure military terms,
it would seem unnecessary to have available nuéteaes in Europe. The US could deter
Iran with its strategic as well as its sea-based-stmtegic forces (sea-launched cruise
missiles on attack submarines). Furthermore, modenventional weapons could be used
which in many ways perform as nuclear weapons inynthallenging military missions.

Hence, from a purely military point of view it seemeasonable to argue that NATO already
today does not need land-based US nuclear weaponEurope. In the future, the
modernization of these forces would not be necgssaen if the political and military
environment were to change dramatically. Agains tfackground and given the global zero
debate, it seems unreasonable to expect Europeaingeents to successfully legitimize a
modernization of NATO nuclear assets in Europe.\Bhite no modernization in the future is
one thing, unilateral withdrawal now is a quitefeliént matter. As the following section
shows, there are a couple of reasons why NATO shoat abandon nuclear sharing today,
and why a substitute for this years-long practiceidd be necessary when NATO arrives at
the point where the exiting platforms would neetbégohased out.

Alliance cohesion

Extended deterrence has always been a complicatieheor, particularly because credible
deterrence is not the same as credible reassufana#lies. During the Cold War, numerous
discussions took place within NATO about the regmients for extended deterrence, with US
views often differing from those of its Europeatieal, directly exposed to the Soviet threat.
Today, things are becoming even more complicatedinvNATO. The perception of Russia
differs among NATO members, with new allies andodMdorway perceiving an evolving
threat, and most other NATO countries being muds lalarmed by the current Russian
foreign policy. Turkey, for its part, feels morereatened by current developments in the
Middle East, particularly the Iranian nuclear pragt than other NATO members do.

Eastern Europeans value America’s presence in Bui@gounterbalance Russia in light of
their specific historical experience of the Cold WWahen they for more than forty years
became part of the Soviet empire against their. Witlis still distinguishes them from other
NATO members, who experienced the Cold War from dtteer side of the Iron Curtain.
Today, many new NATO members see Russia as becoeweg more authoritarian.
Moreover, Moscow’s foreign and security policy rgeived as assertive if not aggressive.
Particularly after the Caucasian crisis of 2008st&an Europeans more than ever feel the
need to engage the US militarily in Europe for thpeotection. Against this background, these
new NATO members can be expected to oppose anylogenent that might lead to the
withdrawal of US nuclear forces from Europe noweywould fear a weakening of the US
commitment to Europe. Given these threat perceptiamebate about US nuclear withdrawal
from Europe could trigger a controversy within thkiance that would undermine NATO
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cohesion. Many NATO members could lose their carfie in the alliance’s defense
commitments in general and the US commitment terttEurope in particular.

Ending the US nuclear force presence in Europe dvalsio end the NATO allies influence on
NATO'’s nuclear policy making. Only the US and the&KkUwould remain as NATO partners
directly involved in NATO nuclear policy. True, thveork of the NPG would nevertheless
continue, but this body would certainly loose igngficance over a short time, while NATO
members would loose their nuclear competences.

In addition, NATO’s nuclear sharing has always baemuclear non-proliferation endeavor.
After all, this concept was born during the 1960a ime when the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty (NPT) was negotiated and the US needed twimoe the Federal Republic of
Germany to forgo a nuclear weapons option and ber@dto the NPT as a non-nuclear state.
To reassure Germany and to give Bonn as well asr diuropean allies a say regarding
NATO’s nuclear policy, the NPG was created and firactice of nuclear sharing
implemented. Today, Turkey is sometimes consid#rednost likely candidate to develop its
own nuclear weapons. True, it would not be easyAftrara to conduct a clandestine nuclear
weapons program because it could not be sure timtwould go undetected. But if Iran
pursues its current nuclear course and if at timeestime the US were to withdraw all its
nuclear installations from Incirlik, those voices Turkey that already talk about a Turkish
bomb would become much stronger and influential.

In many ways, a removal of US nuclear forces ctalde negative effects on the Alliance. It
could highlight different threat perceptions amatiges; contribute to the loss of confidence
in the US commitment to Europe; diminish the rdi&ATO allies in nuclear policy making;
and make under certain circumstances nuclear peratibn within NATO more likely.

At the same, the end of US nuclear bases in Eunappdd not automatically be the end of
some form of extended deterrence. Nuclear optioosldc be replaced by advanced
conventional capabilities. Moreover, US sea-basedear forces such as cruise missiles
deployed on attack submarines could become morertant for extended deterrence in
Europe, as is already the case regarding JapamarBumhportant NATO symbol irrevocably
would be phased out, for a return of US nucleacdsrtto European territories could hardly be
envisioned unless a severe crisis involving Russithe Middle East were to take place. In
such a scenario, if Washington would decide toagkaly nuclear forces in Europe, not only
would this cause tremendous logistical problemg,ibwould also probably contribute to
crisis escalation.

Missile Defense as a substitute for Nuclear Sharing

Prudent policy-makers on both sides of the Atlashould not withdraw US nuclear forces
from Europe in the next years. Such a decision @vauly highlight differences within the
Alliance in addition to other controversies, fostance regarding NATO’s engagement in
Afghanistan. At the same time, a modernization &TR’s aging nuclear forces would
military be not necessary, have a negative on tioéear non-proliferation regime, and would
hardly be swallowed by the already nuclear-avetgbeaces in Western Europe where new
nuclear weapons would need to be deployed.

Contradictory as these arguments may seem, thexep@ssibility to reconcile them: While
US nuclear forces still remain in Europe, NATO ddatep-by-step develop missile defenses
into an ever more important element of its defepesture, adding a strong element of
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deterrence by denial. Establishing an effectivesiteislefense system could be substituted for
nuclear sharing as a means to keep the US comntitdguropean defense over time.
Moreover, NATO allies would be given a new oppoityito actively participate in NATO
force planning. Specific arrangements similar ®work of the NPG could be the focal point
for transparency and consultation. Because effectiissile defenses would make improved
protection available particularly for allies suck Burkey, those NATO partners would not
feel inclined to develop their own nuclear weapoRsally, a NATO missile defense
endeavor would not differentiate between nuclead amon-nuclear European NATO
countries, thereby avoiding special roles for Feanc Great Britain in that field. The aim
would be to have a NATO missile defense as a dubstior the US nuclear presence in
Europe developed at a time when a decision to naeithese forces would need to be
made. At this point, instead of investing in comi@ms new nuclear forces, NATO would be
in the process of establishing efficient missiléedse architecture.

Most significantly, as opposed to US nuclear foroe€urope, a NATO missile defense
project would make sense militarily. Such a defemwseld deal with one of the most likely
military threats the Alliance will have to facetime coming years. Particularly in the Middle
East, which is to say in the immediate NATO neighibod, more nuclear powers may
emerge, some possessing evermore advanced bathgtgiles. Such nuclear newcomers
certainly would not be as irrational as to directifack NATO, still the most powerful
military alliance in the world. But they might camt aggression against their non-nuclear
neighbors. NATO as an Alliance that feels respdaditr maintaining world order and which
might be mandated by the UN Security Council folitarly operations to reconstitute order
could come into a situation where it would needdexide whether it wants to use its
conventional forces against aggression in a coating that might result in severe damage to
its own populations caused by the use of nucledlistta weapons by the aggressor.
Deliberately accepting one’s own vulnerability agswhe case during the Cold War does not
seem the appropriate strategic approach in sucbntext. Moreover, even limited missile
defenses would have an impact on an aggressorcsilaabns, as he could not be certain
actually to cause damage with his nuclear missibespite all their technical limitations,
missile defenses could provide a damage limitatiption for situations where escalation to
the nuclear level could not be ruled out.

NATO already is developing its Active Layered ThieaBallistic Missile Defense System
(ALTBMD). The aim of this project is to combine sking as well as future missile defense
systems in order to protect troops against shortt medium-range missiles. Much will
depend on whether it will be possible to stop loanits way to become a nuclear power. In
any event, missile defense will continue to begaificant part of the NATO defense posture.
The Obama Administration’s change of emphasis fiaerceptors to be deployed in Poland
to sea-based systems such as Aegis which wouldecthe Mediterranean or forward-based
defenses such as THAAD has the advantage of etitgcting NATO’s southern flank.

Of course there is one important caveat to makimgsite defense a substitute for nuclear
sharing: Although US/NATO missile defense actigtiare not directed against Russia,
Moscow often perceives them as a threat to its @ecurity. To convince Russia that
America’s or NATO’s missile defenses are not ainadundermining Moscow’s nuclear

® See this argumentation in more detail: Oliver Tler, Europe’s Need for a Damage-Limitation Option,Michael
Emerson (Ed.), Readings in European Security VolGmédsuropean Security Forum, Brussels/London/Gar&909,
pp. 62-77.
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deterrence posture, the most persuasive approaoheistablish missile defense cooperation
between the two sides. Indeed, at their summit imgé&h Moscow in July 2009, Presidents

Obama and Medvedev reached agreement on the sktablit of a joint data exchange center
and on a joint threat assessment of ballistic heidhreats. It appears that it may be possible
to make the missile defense issue less controvéesiaeen Russia and the West, particularly
now that President Obama shelved previous pladepoy missile defense elements in new
NATO countries. Indeed, as far as missile proliierais concerned, Russia and NATO more
or less are facing the same threats. Thereforé;, #@ should be to cooperate as far as
possible in establishing missile defenses.

Only if it were feasible to establish close NATOgRia cooperation in the field of missile
defenses will it be possible to substitute misdefense efforts for nuclear sharing.
Otherwise, missile defense will trigger controvessinot only between Washington and
Moscow, but also within the Alliance. To be sureATD/US-Russia missile defense
cooperation is not an easy undertaking. Numerooll@ms would need to be resolved. Most
importantly, both sides would need to develop tausi confidence over time to allow for
transparency in technical cooperation. In addit®©hina needs to be taken into consideration.
Already today, Beijing perceives NATO-Russia missiefense cooperation as counter to its
national security interest, given that China hay arsmall force of ballistic nuclear missiles.
Hence, both NATO and Russia should seek a dialagineChina about the future of missile
defense at the earliest possible junction.

As far as missile defense is concerned, there ameerous political, technical as well as
financial hurdles to overcome. But given the grayvimangers resulting from nuclear and
ballistic missile proliferation, however, therehiardly any alternative.

Cooperative missile defense as a means to achiel@bgl zero

NATO'’s extended deterrence strategy will soon ari@ a crossroads. For the moment, the
Alliance should not withdraw US nuclear forces sa@avoid yet another deep controversy
among its members. At the same time, missile defesbould step-by-step substitute for the
role that US nuclear forces in Europe play for NATOhesion. This effort should be
undertaken in accordance and in cooperation witesRu(and China) wherever possible. If
successful, NATO-Russia missile defense cooperaiiahd become the nucleus for a wider
missile defense that could provide some re-assaragainst a nuclear break-out in a world
free of nuclear weapons. Only this way could PeasidObama’s vision become true, for a
world with no nukes would not be a world withoutctditorships. Verification therefore
always will have limitations, and it would not bewarld without missiles, as increasingly
more countries will develop civilian space programs

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 117






PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

Extended Deterrence and Assurance

in Central Europe
tukasz Kulesa !

For the region of Central Europe, including for theposes of this essay the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Poland, Hungary and the “Baltic 3" — lu#imia, Latvia and Estonia, geography and
history have dictated the need to pay special tabremo the issue of security and survival of

the state. The nation-states which emerged fronsdhapse of the Soviet empire nurtured the
feelings of victimization and distrust for both getent neighbour to the East, and the “West”,
frequently accused of ignoring or betraying theiasts of the region.

Despite their legacy of successful political, stadieand economic transformation, and
membership in NATO and the European Union, secuntfures of the countries in the
region are still characterized by the fear of almsmdentand a high degree of caution
regarding political declarations not backed byawi Especially with regards to the three
Baltic states and Poland, their quest for exteguarantees did not stop at securing formal
commitments from NATO. The credibility of both camtional and nuclear deterrence is
constantly assessed against the background ofdeutigivelopments and internal state of the
affairs within the Alliance.

The starting point of this analysis in the desamiptof the limitations of the shape of the
deterrence posture in the countries of the regioing the process of NATO enlargement. A
political agreement reached with Russia precludesl gtationing of nuclear weapons or
substantial combat forces at the territory of thentries admitted to the Alliance. In practice,
the credibility of the NATO’s commitments dependetwstly on the perception of the
strength and unity of the Alliance itself. Whereagh a solution was fully acceptable in the
1990s, the second part of the essay describesathad which in the last years contributed to
the diminishing of the credibility of deterrence@ges: the change of the situation in Russia,
the policy of the new US administration, and doubt®r NATO’s cohesion. The third
chapter describes the actions taken at the iméaif the countries of the region to influence
the policies of NATO and the US towards increassmssurance of the Eastern allies. The
possibilities of the emergence of the alternatwarses of security guarantees (EU, European
states) are also discussed. Finally, the artigiestto the unsuccessful attempts to establish a
form of extended deterrence for the benefit of @eoand Ukraine.

This text draws partly upon the interviews conddateth the representatives of the public
administration (MFAs, MoDs) and strategic communitly Poland, the Czech Republic,
Slovakia, Hungary, Lithuania and Latvia in the fework of the ongoing PISM-SIPRI

project “The attitudes of the Central and Eastemnofpean members of NATO towards the
Alliance’s nuclear strategy”.

!t ukasz Kulesa is an analyst of international ségand Acting Head of the Research Office at toéish Institute of
International Affairs (PISM).His current research interests include: non-pn@ifen of nuclear weapons and
perspectives for nuclear disarmament, the futurarwis control system, security policy of Polangh. ésplications of
the missions in Iraq and Afghanistan.
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“Soft” extended deterrence for Central Europe

In the 1990s, the military capabilities of Russieravat its lowest point, therefore the issue of
providing visible extended deterrence for the coastof Central Europe which were to be

admitted to NATO was seen as a minor one. Muchempoessing was the need to show the
opponents of the enlargement, both in the NATO nmenshates and in Russia, that the fears
of the negative impact of the process for the agjiatstability in Europe were unfounded.

Among the most prominent arguments against theganaent were the ones concerning the
“encirclement” of Russia and the possibility ofngsthe territory of its neighbours as possible
launching pods for an attack against Russia. Tsebffhose A political deal was agreed by
NATO with Russia on the limitation of the Alliansgpresence in Poland, the Czech Republic
and Hungary. Negotiated in 1996 and confirmed gy 1897 NATO-Russia Founding Act,
this political commitment involved:

1) the nuclear “three no-s”: the Alliance declarechdtd “no intention, no plan and no
reason to deploy nuclear weapons on the territbrgesv members, nor any need to
change any aspect of NATO's nuclear posture oraugolicy”;

2) in the “current and foreseeable security environiiene pledge to fulfil the collective
defence and other functions not by “permanentatatg of substantial combat forces”,
but through “ensuring the necessary interopergbilittegration, and capability for
reinforcement”;

3) to rely on the ,adequate infrastructure” to futfie above-mentioned task

These provisions were criticized inside NATO asaitempt to placate the Russian leadership
at the expense of the Alliance’s cohesion. Nevétise they provided a political cover for
President Boris Yeltsin in his decision to contirtbhe cooperation with the Alliance despite
its decision to move on with the enlargement prec&be prospective member states, which
had no formal power to influence the Alliance’s idemns, concentrated on the assurances that
the future observance of the promises made to Mwoseties on the developments of the
situation in Russia. If the security situation opaah to worse, the Alliance would be prepared
to modify its defence posture accordingly. Accogdio Ronald Asmus, who was a member
of the US negotiation team, a deployment of a cerps unit to Poland were promised in case
of emergency.While such plans were never made public, a coating plan for Alliance’s
actions in the context of Article 5 threat to Palamas drafted by the NATO planners in 1999
in order to address Warsaw’s reservations abotgéisond-class” membership status.

The Alliance’s preoccupation with the stabilizatiohthe Balkans, and later with the global
antiterrorist campaign following the attack of ldpSmber 2001 kept the issue of the
credibility of extended deterrence at a back-burmér that period, Russia was slowly
recovering from the political and economic turmailthe 1990s, and militarily preoccupied
mainly with the situation in the North Caucasuss@lthe decision to support the US in the
anti-terrorist campaign contributed to the scale4dcof anti-NATO rhetoric. It is worth

2 Founding Act on Mutual Relations, Cooperation amtBity between NATO and the Russian FederadnMay,
1997; available at: http://www.nato.int/cps/en/hiaofficial_texts 25468.htm

® R. Asmus, Shattered Confidence In Eurgpe‘Washington Post’, 19 September 2009, available a
http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/agi2l009/09/18/AR2009091803046.html
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noting that the implementation of the decision ndasge NATO to Estonia, Lithuania, and
Latvia, which in other circumstances would haverb&emly opposed by Russia, was not
attacked with the same ferocity as the decisiotherfirst “wave” of enlargement.

Credibility of deterrence under stress

The credibility of the Alliance’s security guaraesehas been recently called into question.
Three major factors cause the renaissance of siterextended deterrence and repeated calls
for the need to re-assure the countries of CeRuabpe about the dependability of the United
States and other allies.

The change in Russia’s strategy towards the Westn the narrative which gained in
importance in Russia in the first years of the XXtentury, its security was directly
threatened by the advance of the Western institstionto so-called traditional sphere of
interests, which involved the countries of the goasviet space. For Russia, the “colour
revolutions” in Georgia (2003) and Ukraine (200dg¢mmed to signify a renewed effort to roll
back the political and economic influence of Rusgsiats immediate neighbourhood, and
possibly also to prepare the ground for the pdalitcthanges in Moscow. The continuation of
the process of NATO enlargement (commonly refertedas “NATO expansion”) was
considered a part of the same grand plan. Constgute Russian government decided to
include the military dimension to its efforts tourder the Western incursions and re-establish
Russia as a great power. The reform program ofRigsian military accelerated, with a
seven-fold increase in defence budget between 20@02008. Russian strategic aviation
resumed regular patrol flights, the yearly numbigpatrols of the strategic submarine forces
increased significantly. Highly-publicized eventsck as the visit of Russian ships and
strategic bombers to Venezuela received wide cgeeirathe Russian media, as a sign of re-
emergence of Russia as a centre of power with blezch. The decision to unilaterally
suspend the observation of the Treaty on Conveaitidrmed Forces in Europe in December
2007 was supposed to signal Russia’s dissatisfaetith the regional security architecture.

What might be seen from Russia as defensive megsuaréhe countries of Central Europe
was perceived as a confirmation of the deep-sesitspicions about the aggressive and
revisionist character of the Russian state. Togethith Russia’s actions clearly directed
against the NATO countries of Central Europe (&equent violations of airspace of the
Baltic countries by the Russian aircraft), theynse® represent a preparatory stage for
launching a more aggressive policy vis-a-vis thgiore. Russia’s assertions that it should
have a say in the strategic decisions involvingréggon, for example the MD deployment,
were interpreted as a first step in re-gaining nbver them or emulating the Cold War
“Finnish scenario” of limited independence. The &00risis in the South Caucasus,
culminating in the August war with Georgia, raisknther the level of suspicion about
Russia’s motives. In the prevailing interpretatiday, provoking a conflict with Georgia,
Russia managed to test the limits of support bylihied States, NATO and the EU for the
pro-Western forces in the post-Soviet space.

Despite the Georgian-Russian war, the return of diseussions on the need to provide
Central Europe with re-assurances about the cadimitachment of NATO and the US to
their defence has only remote connection with theessment of the changes of military
balance in the region. Although the process oftaryi reform and modernization of Russia’s
armed forces is closely monitored, Russia is naisickered to be able to pose a threat to
NATO countries. However, the prevailing feelingthre Central European countries is that
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actions to re-assure the Allies should be takesocas as possible, in ordey establish the
“rules of the game” for NATO-Russia relations ir thext decades.

The policies of the Obama administration.During the presidency of George W. Bush, the
position of Central Europe in the hierarchy of Ukesa reached an unprecedented level. As
firm supporters of the administration’s antitersbrstrategy and the intervention in Iraq,

countries of Central Europe seemed to represenptéierred partners for the US, which

found it difficult to enlist the support of the noajWestern European countries (France and
Germany). The pro-Americanism of the region madalsb the perfect target for the Bush

administration’s plans for the deployment of thesMlie Defence installations in Europe.

Taking into account this context, the advent of thew, democratic administration was

greeted with caution. At minimum, countries of tlegion expected to be informed about the
plans of the administration regarding the futuréigsile Defence, relations with Russia and

the NATO policy. Whereas the US policy of “resef’relations with Russia was introduced

early in 2009, the formulation of other elementsted US agenda was repeatedly delayed.
This created a strong impression of neglectingrtexests of the region and downgrading the
relationship — as visible in the open letter puidd by a group of eminent personalities
(former politicians, diplomats, and intellectudigym the region in July 2009.

The roll-out of the new approach to Missile Defetgethe US in September 2009 did not
help in the strengthening of the credibility of ta@ministration. The news of the US decision
reached Poland and the Czech Republic before ttmriies had a chance to examine the
details of the US strategy, which envisaged a mes$ important role for Poland in the new
configuration of the MD (and seemingly no role tbe Czech Republic). The subsequent
visit of the US Vice-President Joseph Biden to tkgion eased the tensions, but the
confidence in the US has not entirely recovered.

The state of the Atlantic Alliance.Developments within NATO added to the perception of
decreased reliability of the extended deterrenedges towards Central Europe. Initially, the
focus on out-of-area missions (the Balkans, latigghAnistan) was viewed in a positive light,
as a way to preserve the relevance of the Alliandbe new strategic environment. Also, the
process of transformation of the Member States’earfiorces concentrated on expeditionary
capabilities was accepted and implemented. Neuegbge the broadening of Alliance’s
agenda was seen as an addition to, and not reptateithe traditional tasks of NATO.

The countries of Central Europe have taken for tgchithat with the change of situation in
their neighbourhood (increased assertiveness o$i&ughe Alliance as a whole would re-
emphasize the importance of the collective defdnpetion. Also, in their views, it should
have confirmed its support for the membership ofdile and Georgia in NATO, despite
Russia’s opposition and the internal problems dhlmandidates. Instead, they have found it
difficult to discuss collective defence within tiAdliance, which was preoccupied with the
operation in Afghanistan and divided over the iptetation of the Russian foreign policy.
The threat perception differed, the majority of &kibes underlined rather the need to engage
and cooperate with Russia, especially taken intmwatt its increased value as a partner in
conduct of the Afghan operation. The fiasco of Bueharest Summit, where the coalition of
Central European countries led by Poland did nataga to persuade other Allies to grant the
Membership Action Plan to Ukraine and Georgia, wasn as a sign that the Alliance is

* An Open Letter to the Obama Administration fromt€#rand Eastern Europeavailable at:
http://wyborcza.pl/1,76842,6825987,An_Open_Letertlie_Obama_Administration_from_Central.html
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moving in a wrong direction. A modest reaction AATD to the Georgian-Russian war in
August 2008, and the decision to resume the cantatth Russia despite its continued
violation of the ceasefire agreement, also testifeethe fact that corrective measures should
urgently be agreed to restore the importance af%im Alliance’s thinking.

Strengthening assurance and deterrence in Centraluiope

Nuclear weapons, be it at the disposal or NATO twes or Russia, have only marginal
importance in the public discourse and for theqyohiakers in Central Europe. The increased
demand for re-assurance about the credibility ofisey guarantees of NATO and the United
States works at different levels, and should noattidicially narrowed down to the issue of
credible nuclear extended deterrence, or the aeedimpresence of the US tactical nuclear
weapons in Europe.From the point of view of the Central European rsomers” of
extended deterrence, as important as the existdribe adequate military means to fulfil the
defence pledge is the psychological component -b#iief that the providers of extended
deterrence share their threat perception and utaghel sheir sensitivities.

NATO. At the psychological and political levels, the oties of the region expect their
partners at NATO to recognize that Russia’s pali@y be a source of potential threats to the
NATO Member States and the partners in the joilghi@urhood. Accordingly, the Alliance
should not ignore the provocative actions of Mos@owhe interest of maintaining the policy
of engagement with Rusdidefining the limits of the “pragmatic partnershigbduld help to
offset the impression that the Alliance has adojgtdd factopolicy of not upsetting Russia.
A strong signal of the shared perception of seguhteats would ideally be included in the
new NATO strategic concept document.

Another aspect of the re-assurance would involeeiticreased attention to article 5 tasks in
the functioning of the Alliance, including the resption of the practice of defence planning,
either in the form of updating or preparing plaosArt. 5 contingencies for specific countries
or regions, or through more generic approach tetaening of defence of Alliance’s territory
and population. Correspondingly, the process opisigathe capabilities of the armed forces
and their training (both national and multinatiomadercises) should take into account the
need to sustain the readiness of NATO member diai@st together in the collective defence
scenarios, such as repelling an attack or the dstration of forces in a given region. The
role of nuclear weapons in such scenarios would teée carefully examined.

® According to publicly available information, thesiie of US tactical nuclear weapons in Europe @issidered a
secondary one in the overall reflection about teelibility of Art. 5. No willingness to increaseetloperational profile
of nuclear weapons or to change the “three no-fityp@s expressed in the open fora. Additionallyamg experts and
officials in Central Europe express reservatiorsualstarting a debate at NATO which could resulh idS decision to
withdraw the nuclear weapons from Europe. It ihhigihted that such developments would create autditi platform

of conflict between the Allies and send the messdgdliance downgrading the collective defencedtion. Also, it is

pointed out that the US and some allies may optjfick gains (“global zero” agenda) instead of@esly debating the
role of nuclear weapons for deterrence, and passéglacements.

® A case in point is the initial lack of NATO’s rei@m to the joint Russian-Belorussian exercisesp&h2009” [West-
2009], conducted in September 2009, mainly at ¢hnetéry of Belarus and Kaliningrad. The scenaridhe exercise
involved the suppression of the Polish minority-lecsurgency, supported by the regular armed formieshe
neighbours, by the joint Russian-Belarussian corgbatp. Only in November 2009, under the presséir@ group of
Member States, North Atlantic Council formally e&psed its concern over the impact of such exercseATO-
Russia relations.
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Thirdly, a visible form of seeking re-assurancansincrease of demand for NATO'’s presence
in the region (decisions on the location of new o@nd & control structures, NATO
institutions). Recent decisions to establish NATGer Defence Centre of Excellence in
Estonia, main base for the jointly-acquired C-1Hsdvy Airlift Wing initiative) in Hungary,

or the elements of NATO’s C3 battalion in Polanah dse interpreted as reactions to this
demand. Granted, the efforts to place the elen@n$ATO infrastructure at the territory of
the new Allies have often been justified along lines of prestige, practicality, the need to
avoid discrimination or even financial benefits fire concerned states. However, the
argument about the need to secure physical presémoaltinational NATO units as a means
to strengthen the link between the Allies is alsespnt. None of the above-mentioned
deployments contradict the 1997 pledge concernigg stationing of “substantial combat
forces”. One might expect more pressure from thati@e European members of NATO,
especially the Baltic 3, to examine the options rieww permanent deployments of NATO
forces and installations on their territories.

The United States.The US is still considered in the region as the mogidrtant member of
NATO and an indispensable actor in guaranteeingstdwurity of Europe. The US is also
believed to be the only country capable of influegcdRussia’s behaviour during a possible
crisis involving Central Europe, when it might biffidult to secure the political cohesion of
the European Union or NATO. The attitude of thetBaiStates is of crucial importance to
the countries of the region. Besides the formalsgcguarantee through Article 5 of the
Washington Treaty, efforts are made to establishidmmensional links with the US in order
to guarantee its attention and support duringsascri

The deployment of the US conventional military #8do the region was seen as the most
credible backup of the US security assurances.pfbspects of hosting US bases seemed for
a long time unrealistic, taken into account theraWNescaling down of the US military
presence abroad and the political limitations cotege with the 1997 NATO-Russia
agreement. However, when the US began the prodesdexting the partners in the Missile
Defence project, the countries of the region immatdy volunteered to host the elements of
the system. One of the main arguments supportieg garticipation highlighted the crucial
importance of the planned installations for theusig of the United States, which would
guarantee Washington involvement in the affairsthaf region (this line of thinking was
particularly visible in the Czech Republic). In Bofl, the discussion about the project
evolved towards a more comprehensive approach,enheras claimed that Warsaw should
use the negotiations over MD to significantly breadhe relations with the US and establish
a system of contacts which would go beyond the M@jeat” Consequently, the political
declaration which accompanied the legally-bindimgibg agreement signed in August 2008
provided for a wide-ranging cooperation and comrgighs in the political sphere (in the
format of the reinforced Strategic Dialogue and ewnbody — Strategic Cooperation
Consultative Group), military-to-military contactsgefence industrial and research
cooperatiorf. At the request of the Polish side, a pledge tolayethe US ArmyPatriot
missile battery to Poland was included in the dati@n. Taken into account a limited
military value of such deployment, it was cleanty derve as a political symbol of the US

" See e.g. L. KulesaMlissile Defence Dossier. The Polish Perspectifaints de Vue’, Fondation pour la Recherche
Strategique, 2007. As the controversies surrounttiegViD project in the US were growing, in the fistages of the
negotiations the Polish administration emphasibatithe agreement should outlive the Bush presidenc

8 Declaration on Strategic Cooperation between thetéthStates of America and the Republic of Polakidrsaw,
20 August, 2008.

FONDATION pour laRECHERCHE STRATEGIQUE 124



PERSPECTIVES ON EXTENDED DETERRENCE
RECHERCHES & DOCUMENTS N° 03/2010

commitment to the security of Poland. Paradoxicadlith the change of the concept of the
MD, this pledge can become the most tangible legddie MD project in Central Europe.
The Obama administration decided to carry on with tleployment plans, and the first
deployments of the UBatiot unit from Germany to Poland (on a rotational basig)lanned
for the first part of 2010.

The efforts to secure the US interest in the sgcofithe region continue. One track involves
communicating to Washington that the Central Euaopeountries can act as useful allies in
supporting the US strategy globally (involvementAifghanistan, promotion of democratic
and economic transformation) and regionally (suppgrpro-Western forces in the post-
Soviet space). The other track consist of the gitento warn against the negative
consequences of neglecting the security of theorefgir the long-term interests of the United
States. The countries of Central Europe might Be \eilling to support global US security
initiatives — be it in the framework of NATO or “alitions of the willing”, if their more basic
interests are not taken care of. Also, the dimigisbredibility of the US security guarantees
for some NATO members may be damaging not onlgHerUS image in Europe, but also in
other regions.

The European Union and other European countrieskor the foreseeable future, the EU or
any particular European state or group of statasldvoot be seem as credible alternatives to
NATO and the US in providing hard security guarastéor Central Europe. It should be
noted that significant changes have occurred i #néa since the accession of the Central
European states to the European Union. It is régzednn the region that the membership in
the EU is a unique project, which binds the membtates together to the degree
unprecedented in history. In many areas connectgld foreign policy, including the
European Neighbourhood Policy, development assistanm energy policy, the European
Union is the most important actor and the membegestincreasingly turn to Brussels as the
main forum of interaction.

In its present state, the EU could be describetbrims of “existential deterrence”, with its
size, internal cohesion and potential discouragitigr actors to contemplate aggressive acts
against its members. An attractive hypothesis, rievertheless difficult to test because of the
overlapping of the membership in NATO and the EUudilly, in terms of outsiders’
perceptions, the EU does not seem to possess tigepio act as a credible actor for
deterrence/assurance. Its foreign policy is betlet@ be incoherent and ineffective. The
security mechanisms of the ESDP are still undelddeeel, and matched with rather basic
capabilities. Even with the changes introducedheyltisbon Treaty, the EU is not seen as an
organization providing its member states with siéguguarantees across all spectrum of
threats. In the military sphere, where the creiiypdf extended deterrence is decided, the EU
appears to be a particularly weak contestant.

As for the major European states — partners oCeatral European countries, they still suffer
from credibility problem having their roots in hesy and their approach both to Russia and to
the region. Whereas the United States is viewed asuntry which (to a certain degree)
subscribes to an idealistic agenda in foreign gplice major European powers are still seen
through the prism ofealpolitik. Notwithstanding the close cooperation in bilateial)-
related and economic spheres with Germany or Fraheee is a reluctance to contemplate
these ties as an alternative to the US-led secamngements.
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On the positive side, the European cooperation e defence matters is not longer
automatically seen as a threat to NATO or carefstiseened in search of ‘hidden agendas’.
In this area, the developments of the French faraigd security policy seems to be observed
with growing interest and appreciation (implemeotabf the White Book recommendations,
return to the integrated military structure of NAT@volvement in the ESDP). In case of
Poland, a joint agenda with France has been fotedileegarding NATO and ESDP issues,
with a number of specific initiatives agreed. Notetmy, the declaration adopted at the
Polish-French summit in November 2009 explicitlyraduced “the role of nuclear deterrence
in the present strategic environment” as a topithefbilateral dialoguglt remains to be seen
to what extend the political statements would bedfated into tangible results.

Extending deterrence beyond Central Europe? The syjort for Ukraine and Georgia

After the victory of the “colour revolutions” in €argia and Ukraine, the issue of providing
support for both countries, which adopted a polafyintegration with NATO and the
European Union, emerged as a political and stratpgoblem. It could be expected that
Russia would overtly or covertly work to undermitiee chances of success of the pro-
Western governments, especially reaching the gbalATO membership. Additionally,
whereas the changes in both countries were gepevaltcomed in the West, there were wide
differences regarding the degree of support whihukl be made available to them. A group
of countries (including Central European memberdN&TO and the EU) advocated the
fastest possible track of admitting them to NAT@ &orging closer ties with the EU as a way
to strengthen the reformist forces, regardlesshef apposition of Russia and with little
scrutiny of the internal situation and their lewélreadiness. The opponents questioned the
rationale for speeding up the processes of enlaggenespecially taken into account EU’s
“enlargement fatigue”, NATQO’s preoccupation with ghfinistan, and the danger of
antagonizing Russia.

As a result, the issue of the scope of Westernagui@es for the security of Ukraine and
Georgia was never dealt with explicitly. In case MATO, it could be implied that the
acknowledgement of the aspirations of both cousitiagoin the organization meant that their
security was a matter of concern to the Allies. NAdIso frequently expressed its support for
the independence and territorial integrity of tla¢hbcountries. That was especially important
for Georgia, whose integrity had been challengedhgy situation in Abkhazia and South
Ossetia, wherde factoprotectorates of Russia were set up. However, nodbguarantee of
security was ever offered by NATO or its membetestdo Georgia or Ukraine. The situation
became even more peculiar after the April 2008 Buest summit, where both countries were
refused the MAP, but assured that they would eallytbecome members of the Alliance.

The test of whether the extended deterrence had bstablished with regards to Georgia
came during the August 2008 war. It should be notedl between 2003 and 2008, Georgia
was active in the attempts to establish multidinmra links with the West. In the context of
the generally pro-Western policy, attention sholokdbrought to the attempts by President
Saakashvili to forge close, informal contacts viidteign leaders, offering Georgia’s territory
as an element of the transit route of energy ressuirom the Caspian Sea and Central Asia,
enlisting US support for the reform of the Georgg@amed forces (including the training of the
Georgian troops by US advisors), participationha mission in Irag, and arms procurement
from Turkey, Israel and Poland. These links cleldye not deterred Russia from escalating

9 Déclaration commune sur la sécurité et la défessenmet Franco-Polonais, Paris, 5 November 2009.
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the crisis in the South Caucasus before the owbodahostilities. However, President
Saakashivili might have acted under the impressinan in case of failure of the Georgian
operation against South Ossetia, launched on Aul2008, Russia might be deterred from
taking retaliatory steps against Georgia. That tegya backfired, since all available
information suggest that Russia made the decistostdp the military operation against
Georgia after it reached all pre-planned goalsypation of all Abkhazia and South Ossetia,
destruction of the Georgian military potential) heicause of outside pressure.

After the Georgian conflict, an attempt was magethe Polish foreign minister Radoslaw
Sikorski to signal to Russia that further coercaation in the post-Soviet zone would not be
tolerated. In a speech at Columbia University ipt8&mber 2008, and later in a lecture at the
Atlantic Council of the US in November 2008, hegweed a ‘Sikorski doctrine’, stating that
“any further attempt to re-draw borders in Eurogddrce or by subversion will be regarded
by Poland as an existential threat to its secuanitgt should entail a proportional response by
the whole Atlantic community® His statement was evidently not consulted witheoth
members of NATO, and received no support or cordtrom from other Polish officials.
Without the necessary support, the issue of gueeany the security of Eastern European
countries was dropped from the agenda. InsteadnBand other Central European countries
concentrated on the internal credibility of NATGscurity guarantees.

Conclusion: in search for re-assurance

The present security situation of the Central Earbps been often described as the most
fortunate in history. Membership in the Europeanddrand NATO, close contacts with the
United States, new quality of relations with Gergnand internal stability should equip the
countries of the region with a strong sense of-caiffidence. Nevertheless, the legacy of
history often prompts the strategic communitiethm region to act on the basis on the worst-
case scenarios, especially regarding the futureldpments in Russia.

The concerns about the long-term developments ssi@uand the reactions of the United
States and the rest of NATO'’s allies caused thentt@s of the region to re-assess the value
of security guarantees and the credibility of tkeerded deterrence offered by their partners
in NATO. The developments in the Central Europe&ghbourhood are not severe enough to
require the return to the adversarial posture inTMARussia relations. In the view of the
countries of the region, it is nevertheless prudenseek additional re-assurances on the
capabilities and willingness of the allies to suppleem in the event of future security crises.

19 poland 2009. Ten years in NATO, five years in thle Flus the lesson from Georgiaddress by Radostaw Sikorski
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Poland, 25 Septemb@008, School of International Public Affairs, Guolbia
University, New York.
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