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“Developing an airtight deterrence strategy directed at hostile proliferators may not be a realistic prospect.”
 


U.S. military dominance is clearly established throughout the world.  The U.S. military has a global reach and strike capability, information superiority, and a keen technological edge, and yet it is also uniquely vulnerable to an emerging range of non-traditional threats.  Although most second-rate powers in the world cannot meet the United States on the fast-paced, high-technology battlefield, increasingly the threat du jour seems to involve biological, chemical, and in some cases, nuclear weapons.  The significance of this issue is recognized in public policy circles (e. g., Department of Defense, and within the administration), as well as those in the political elite (e. g., the major press, and scholars in the academic community and in think tanks).  A small sampling of recent public press articles certainly points toward the need to critically examine current and potential future U.S. counter-proliferation strategies.

The public debate has changed over the last two years.  There is no longer much of a constituency for the elimination of nuclear weapons.  Perhaps the case for elimination was not made with enough conviction, or the current circumstances don’t make it a realistic choice.  What else has changed?  The Russian domestic environment has further deteriorated, and the political environment continues to fragment with questions about who is really in control.  Questions abound regarding the operational control of Russia’s nuclear weapons as well as its stockpile stewardship programs.

A handful of organizations with access to resources studied and seriously debated the possibility of eliminating nuclear weapons, and for all intents and purposes rejected it.
  However, while it may be too soon to call for the elimination of nuclear weapons,
 the debate has certainly shifted to a serious examination of the utility of nuclear weapons.  How does the U.S. plan on coping with the numerous and varied threats that have replaced the “predictable bipolar system” it faced during the Cold War?  How do nuclear weapons fit into this equation?  “There is a vast difference between decisive technological supremacy over a coherent enemy and instruments that will prevent the spread of lethal biological agents, terrorist organizations, or deploy troops to defuse instabilities or to counter unconventional means of war.”
 

What do U.S. war fighting commanders think about the role of nuclear weapons?  This is a question that has been studied and examined throughout the Department of Defense.  The entering argument is that nuclear weapons serve as a vital deterrent, and that the military is not adequately prepared for all potential contingencies without the availability of nuclear weapons.
  But does U.S. declaratory policy match this important assumption?  In 1993, the Secretary of Defense’s Annual Report stated, “a strong U.S. nuclear force provides a secure retaliatory capability that serves to deter the use of weapons of mass destruction while providing unambiguous warning to potential aggressors who have acquired these capabilities or are in the process of acquiring them.”  On 23 November 1998, Secretary William Cohen suggested at a press conference that the U.S. would make an “overwhelming and devastating response if CBW were used against us…we think that ambiguity involved in the issue of the use of nuclear weapons contributes to our own security, keeping potential adversaries who might use either chemical or biological weapons unsure of what our response would be.”  Finally, the 1999 Defense Annual Report states, “nuclear weapons remain important as one of a wide range of responses available to deal with threats of use of NBC weapons against the United States’ interests.”  It is clear that ambiguity is a major part of the equation.

This paper deals with the question of whether or not nuclear deterrence can be credible in dealing with chemical/biological threats.  The focus is on use and acquisition by rational state actors who are capable of and willing to make the required costs/benefits analysis.  This recognizes that deterrence may not be a useful concept for non-state actors, some state actors, and some individuals.  A member of Congress recently echoed this view indicating that deterrence as we now know it will not work in some cases, especially for those not abiding by the accepted rules of the international order.
  As former Secretary of Defense William Perry notes, “…one of the greatest and potentially most dangerous changes in the WMD deterrence equation between the Cold War and today is that the states and groups which seek WMD today may not be deterred by threats of U.S. retaliation.”
 

Some, however, believe that there are no “undeterables.”  Rather, there may be “doubts about our ability to influence the strategic calculus and decision making of certain adversaries under certain conditions.”  They conclude that this only makes deterrence uncertain, but certainly not impotent.
  While this might hold true for some state actors it may not be the case for terrorist organizations and individuals intent on using chemical and biological weapons (CBW) to do harm.  These may indeed be “undeterable.”


Though there are several necessary components to a credible and successful deterrence posture (e.g., active and passive defenses, arms control) this paper primarily addresses whether or not the nuclear deterrent can play a role, and if so, what kind of role.  It not only looks at the role of nuclear deterrence before conflict, but it also explores the role of nuclear deterrence during conflict.  Some have noted that nuclear deterrence alone may not be the answer to every nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) threat.  For example, a chemical user might believe that the U.S. is less inclined to consider a nuclear response if the chemical use does not cause massive casualties.  According to one government official, the U.S. will have to sustain a lot of casualties before nuclear weapons would be used.
  In this case, the chemical user might be less deterred from further chemical use if the threat of a nuclear response is the only element of a deterrence strategy.
  This is similar to the arguments advanced during the Cold War in evaluating Massive Retaliation versus Flexible Response, and when former Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger presented Limited Nuclear Options as an alternative to assured destruction.
  Both of these debates centered on the excessiveness of the in-place employment options and the need to have more realistic and, therefore, credible options.  


This research explores issues related to several questions.  First, it establishes a theoretical framework of deterrence concepts that are relevant to the question of nuclear deterrence vis-à-vis CBW.  For example, issues such as credibility, proportionality, and ambiguity are relevant when considering the potential for using nuclear weapons against CB-armed adversaries.  Unlike the one-enemy adversary of the Cold War, the current threat environment contains multiple adversaries, each with a different set of circumstances (e.g., even different target sets) requiring unique thought.
  The second part of the paper looks at the political and military questions that come to bear on a deterrence strategy.  For example, how do discussions about Just War and belligerent reprisal affect a strategy of using nuclear weapons to deter non-nuclear weapons?  Do nuclear weapons need to be supplemented by active defenses in order to provide a greater deterrent capability?  Is the current nuclear arsenal sufficient?  The third segment of this research attempts to look at lessons learned from two case studies: Israel’s response to regional WMD proliferation and NATO’s attempts to deter post-Cold War proliferators.  Finally, the paper concludes with recommendations for U.S. policymakers.

BACKGROUND
On 21 February 1991, during testimony before the Senate, then Secretary of Defense Richard Cheney predicted that 30 countries would have chemical weapons by the year 2000.
  It should be noted that the concern about future nuclear proliferation did not materialize as was predicted from the 1950s to the 1980s.  Many predicted that the world would eventually see perhaps 20-25 nuclear states.  There are many reasons why this did not occur.  While some of the same reasons might hold true for chemical and biological proliferation as well, some proliferation in this sphere is believed to be more likely.  Senator Jessie Helms, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, noted during the 1996 Convention on Chemical Weapons (CWC) hearings that six of the fourteen countries suspected of possessing chemical weaponry had not signed the treaty.
 


In December 1993, Les Aspin, then Secretary of Defense, announced the Defense Counter Proliferation Initiative (CPI).  It has a three-part strategy: reduce the threat, deter the threat, and defend against the threat.  These initiatives include improved deterrence against those armed with WMD, and improved counterforce capabilities to destroy adversary WMD if necessary.
  There were early misperceptions and concerns about counter-proliferation after CPI was publicly released.  Some thought it would undermine diplomatic and political nonproliferation efforts; that it was an admission that nonproliferation does not work; that it was an attempt to replace the Cold War threat, and thus, increase defense spending; and there was a concern that counter-proliferation meant preemption. 
  Even though the CPI was to be a non-nuclear program, those hoping for either rollback or elimination of nuclear arsenals at the end of the Cold War would be critical of any policy that might legitimize the threat or use of nuclear weapons.
    


According to former Secretary of Defense William Perry, countering WMD proliferation and use of WMD is the absolute priority and “single greatest challenge.”
   Secretary Perry and others note that WMD is considered a real potential threat because it is an asymmetric means of countering the globally recognized conventional potency of the U.S. military.
  Since chemical warheads can be more lethal than some conventional munitions, a state with a few, inaccurate missiles would likely prefer chemical warheads to conventional warheads.
  


According to a highly placed adviser to the Secretary of Defense, the U.S. has two problems that might prompt states with CBW to use them.  He notes that along with having potent forces, the U.S. is considered to be interventionist.
  Thus, adversaries would turn to CB and ballistic missiles in order to deny the U.S. access to a particular region.

All major defense and national security publications devote significant attention to the WMD issue, specifically addressing the credibility of the threat, the likelihood of WMD use, and the difficulty in deterring some potential threats.  In April 1996 the first edition of Proliferation: Threat and Response was published.  This document was considered by some to be the post-Cold War counterpart to the Cold War annual report entitled Soviet Military Power.
  Recent publications such as the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), the Defense Science Board (DSB) 1997 Study, and the National Defense Panel (NDP) are consistent in their attention to the seriousness of this threat.
 

President William Clinton’s 1997 National Security Strategy for a New Century cites WMD as the “greatest potential threat to global security,” and cites nonproliferation initiatives for deterring WMD use.
  In November 1997 the President signed the top secret Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 60 which apparently “directly addresses the controversial issue of nuclear retaliation against a chemical or biological attack.”
  One senior defense official reported that he had never seen such a discussion in a document before.
  Though some were worried about a possible expansion in the role of nuclear weapons, they were somewhat relieved to know that PDD 60 simply made the implicit threat an explicit one (in talking about a nuclear response to CBW use).
  

Chemical and Biological Weapons Versus Nuclear Weapons
“The term weapons of mass destruction has become popular to describe nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons collectively.  As a collective noun for these non-conventional weapons, it is useful.  At the same time, each of these weapons is different in important ways from each of the others for reasons having to do with the technical characteristics of that weapon.”
  Some have made the point that it is important to understand the differences between nuclear, chemical and biological weapons and that each requires a different type of military and policy response.
  With this in mind, the term NBC (nuclear, biological, and chemical) is more appropriate than WMD (weapons of mass destruction) because while the latter aggregates these weapons, the former acknowledges their distinctiveness.  This research effort accepts this view because there are two big differences between nuclear weapons and CBW.  The first relates to the military nature of these weapons in terms of levels of destruction.  The fallout and blast from a nuclear detonation puts these weapons in a special category.  The second difference comes about as a result of the psychological nature of the nuclear weapons which creates the “taboo” against its use.  Some have noted that CBW use has its own taboo, though it has been violated while the nuclear taboo has not.
   Both of these differences are useful in explaining the non-use of nuclear weapons and why they have not prevented the use of CBW.  Further, because nuclear weapons have not been used they have often been cited for their prestige and political values, whereas CBW have had military value for the user.

“In order for chemical weapons to have political value…possessor status would have to be known and acknowledged.”
  However, generally this has not been the case.  Instead, developing countries have emphasized that they do not possess them.  “This suggests that chemical weapons do not have the same sort of prestige value as nuclear weapons, and that decisions in the developing world to acquire chemical weapons are based largely on military rather than political considerations.”
  

Moreover, the dual-use problem makes chemical proliferation more of a challenge than nuclear proliferation.
  Chemical and biological weapons can be produced using the same technologies and organisms used in a number of day-to-day products (e.g., pesticides, medicines, solvents, etc.), the ingredients are readily available, and there are legitimate industrial uses.
  “While there are clear judgments in the international community that biological weapons were not militarily useful on the battlefield, chemical weapons were judged very differently.  Many countries, including all the major powers, considered chemical weapons to possess great utility on the battlefield.”
 

THEORETICAL FOUNDATION

As far as deterrence against chemical weapons in the past, it has been suggested that one possible factor in its success was the threat of a chemical response by the U.S.  Thus, U.S. chemical capability played a role in deterring chemical attack.
  “Indeed, the historical evidence of where CW was used and where it was not used since the Geneva Protocol went into force strongly suggests that the ability to retaliate in kind is the best deterrent of chemical attack.”
  There is some suggestion that while the civilian arms control community believes nuclear forces can deter chemical use, the military community places more confidence in conventional capabilities.
  

“Prior to the mid-1980s, the United States regarded chemical proliferation primarily in terms of the East-West conflict; the U.S. 1984 draft treaty on chemical weapons was largely concerned with the Warsaw Pact chemical threat to NATO.”
   There was little public attention given to the need to deter CBW.
  During the Cold War nuclear weapons could deter CW and BW use given that the threat of such use could potentially escalate to “limited” nuclear use and further.
  These constraints do not exist today because many of our potential CB adversaries do not possess nuclear weapons.

Three elements of deterrence—dissuasion, denial, and retaliation—have been relied on, in varying degrees, since the beginning of the Cold War.  Dissuasion involved using the sum total of all political, economic, and military tools as well as a state’s technological base to convince potential adversaries of the futility of large-scale aggression.  Denial strategies blunted or negated the effectiveness of the adversary forces denying them the opportunity for successful aggression.  Retaliation promised a prompt and unacceptable level of damage in response to aggression.  Clearly, retaliation is currently on the decline with increasing discussion about a greater role for denial strategies, particularly the use of active defenses.
  


Until recently the majority of scholarly work and public policy analysis on the emerging chemical/biological threat centered on nonproliferation efforts (political measures such as arms control initiatives) and not on counter-proliferation possibilities (such as deterrence, and military offensive actions).  The 1996 DoD Proliferation: Threat and Response, for example, briefly discusses deterrence in general terms.
  This might be because of the difficulty of applying traditional nuclear deterrence notions to a threat other than a nuclear one.  Paul Bernstein and Lewis Dunn make the case that “some of the traditional canons and mechanisms of Cold War deterrence of the former Soviet Union will need to be modified or even abandoned.”
 


Others agree and state that the “calculus of deterrence shaped by our cold war nuclear experience is not necessarily applicable to CW in the post-cold war era.  Unlike nuclear weapons, the consequences of chemical weapons use can be offset.”
  Those who feel that deterrence as a concept is too abstract will want to rely more on concrete insights to understand the CB problem.

There are, however, some aspects of the Cold War deterrence debate that can be useful in the discussion of nuclear weapons deterring non-nuclear threats.  Nuclear retaliation against chemical/biological use may have some merit as a deterrent against states with no nuclear capability because the potential for escalation by the enemy to nuclear warfare is non-existent.  However, one of the most significant political consequences of this suggestion is that it would probably pose a problem for the initiator of the nuclear response in the eyes of the rest of the world.  

Credibility.

Cold War deterrence had as one central element the notion that there would be retaliation in response to nuclear or conventional aggression.
  In order to make this threat credible and flexible, non-strategic nuclear weapons (theater nuclear weapons) were incorporated.  Even so, because of the level of devastation some believed that nuclear weapons use was reserved for only a few situations in which the response was the obvious, and only, choice. 

A former Bush administration official notes that “the most dangerous aspect of relying on the nuclear deterrent to deter CW and BW attack comes not from a potential enemy’s misunderstanding of how the US might respond, but from a correct understanding of how difficult a decision it would be for any American President to use nuclear forces.”
  Because “even in the worst-case scenario, [used against U.S. cities or civilians, or U.S. armed forces deployed overseas] there will be a tremendous reluctance to use or even threaten to use nuclear forces.”
  It is a truism that “the adversary may well calculate that for anything less than catastrophic use of CBW, U.S. decision makers will face significant pressures in the region and at home to refrain from a nuclear reprisal.”
  Many believe that since conventional reprisals have fewer political, moral, and psychological constraints, they may be considered more credible, and thus useful, as deterrents though they may not be enough by themselves.
  This would suggest the need for more credible nuclear forces: extremely accurate, relatively low-yield, with a sub-terrain burst to minimize collateral damage and the spread of contamination and to destroy hardened and buried facilities.
  


Another way to consider the need for more credible nuclear forces is to look at the Cold War discussions surrounding the “usability paradox.”  In this situation, one is dealing with whether or not the forces a state has are such that it is believable that they will be used.
  This is a necessary element of deterrence.  If the adversary does not believe you will retaliate with a particular class of weapons then they can not serve a deterrent role.  It is a legitimate question as to whether or not U.S. strategic nuclear forces are usable, and thus believable, as deterrents.  As noted previously, throughout the Cold War there was considerable debate about the utility of nuclear weapons in any case.  Because they are so destructive the costs were considered to outweigh any gain when considered for responses short of an all out nuclear exchange.

There have been debates about what types of nuclear weapons are more credible, this leading to the development of different types of weapons systems throughout the Cold War.  Henry Kissinger, however, believes that a threat does not need to be absolutely credible in order to be effective.
   “And for purposes of deterrence, so the argument goes, what we may do will prove as effective as what we will do.
  This being the case, it is still more credible to have forces that will put doubt in the mind of the adversary.  Smaller yield nuclear weapons may not only be more employable, they may also resolve the problem of proportionality if this problem is considered a legitimate one.

Proportionality

There is linkage between proportionality and credibility, and the discussion should center on whether or not the latter requires the former and to what degree.  Some have argued the appropriateness of a nuclear deterrent/response for chemical and biological acquisition/use to be one of whether you need a like deterrent/response to a particular weapon.  That is, you use a chemical/biological response for chemical/biological use, and chemical/biological deterrence for chemical/biological weapons.  Another major consideration frequently cited in discussing proportionality is the applicability of the Just War Doctrine to these questions.  If you accept the argument that this doctrine concerns the relationship between ends and means, not the relative lethality of the respective forces, this doctrine does not prohibit a nuclear response to CB use.
 

 Others have suggested that proportionality is more applicable to the question of interests, not actions.  That is, it is the interest that should support the particular response, not the action one is responding to.
  For example, if you consider the interest to be deterring the next use of CBW, not just responding to the current CBW use, then the response can be appropriate to the interest though it may seem disproportionate to the CBW use.  This would also be consistent with the notion of belligerent reprisal when the response can be proportionate to the injury suffered.
  It is felt that use of CB removes any policy restrictions on retaliation with nuclear weapons.

The U.S. has stated that to force a requirement of symmetry between U.S. threats and the opponent’s forces would be unprecedented and would pose a risk of undermining deterrence effectiveness.
  If proportionality still remains a concern one should consider how lethal chemical and biological weapons are.  One WMD expert notes that while chemical warheads can kill as many people as dozens or even hundreds of conventionally armed missiles, biological warheads offer the possibility of inflicting casualties similar to those seen using small-scale nuclear weapons.
  In fact, biological weapons have been called a “poor man’s nuke.”    

Ambiguity
Cold War nuclear deterrence was relatively “easy” to communicate publicly, citing in explicit terms what the response would be should the Soviets initiate conflict.  Thus, nuclear deterrence could be explicit because there was one adversary it was designed to counter.  Post-Cold War nuclear deterrence, on the other hand, may need to be implicit or even ambiguous because of the variety of potential aggressors and scenarios the U.S. wants to deter.  Further, because nuclear deterrence would need to meet scenarios with no “in-kind” threats (i.e., chemical/biological threats instead of nuclear ones) explicit statements would not be reasonable.

While there was some clarity during the Cold War about conditions under which the U.S. might respond with nuclear weapons there is truth to the statement that “ambiguity is the soul of deterrence.”
  Ambiguity is designed to cause doubt in the mind of the aggressor as to how a state will respond to a particular act of aggression.  This ambiguity is required because as one DoD official recently put it, “if you draw a line you diminish deterrence below that line.”
  The number of actors one is attempting to deter complicates the difficulty with ambiguity in the post-Cold War period.  Not all adversaries will respond to the same deterrence package in the same way.
  In fact, ambiguity may not be successful in all cases.  Some experts have suggested tailoring certain deterrence strategies to specific proliferators.
     


Shortly after a London-based think tank gained access to the Strategic Command’s (STRATCOM) “Essentials of Post-Cold War Deterrence,” the U.S. press published a piece on the necessity of ambiguity using the title “U.S. image: A mad dog with nukes.”
  This article commented on the STRATCOM report that was obtained under the Freedom of Information Act.  The report’s discussion of ambiguity is relevant to the question of deterring CBW:

While it is crucial to explicitly define and communicate the acts or damage that we would find unacceptable, we should not be too specific about our responses.  Because of the value that comes from the ambiguity of what the US may do to an adversary if the acts we seek to deter are carried out, it hurts to portray ourselves as too fully rational and cool-headed.  The fact that some elements may appear to be potentially “out of control” can be beneficial to creating and reinforcing fears and doubts within the minds of an adversary’s decision makers.  This essential sense of fear is the working force of deterrence.  That the US may become irrational and vindictive if its vital interests are attacked should be a part of the national persona we project to all adversaries.
 


In a classic publication long before the “mad dog” article Thomas Schelling explained the essence of ambiguity by simply saying that “it does not always help to be, or to be believed to be, full rational, cool-headed, and in control of oneself or of one’s country.”
  There is, however, the opposing view on the usefulness of ambiguity.  That is, it might encourage aggression because it may lead the adversary to believe the U.S. won’t respond at all.
  Even so, the response that one is being ambiguous about should be in the realm of the possible, and one that the U.S. would carry out if necessary.


There is one very good reason for not having a publicly articulated, unambiguous policy of deterrence. Victor Utgoff, a scholar who has written extensively on this subject, notes that 

…any prewar declaration promising no nuclear retaliation for CB attacks cannot be counted on to hold in the aftermath of such an attack….  If nuclear retaliation is seen at the time to offer the best prospects for suppressing further CB attacks and speeding the defeat of the aggressor, and if the original attacks had caused severe damage that had outraged American or allied publics, nuclear retaliation would be more than just a possibility, whatever promises were made.
 

Colin Powell talking about the Gulf War on “PBS Frontline: The Gulf War,” which aired in early June 1996, said “there was always the implicit threat of nuclear weapons.  I don’t think we ever would have used them but, nevertheless, the Iraqis didn’t know that and we could have if the provocation was serious.”
  There was a discussion during the 1996 Chemical Weapons Convention (CWC) hearings of adopting a reservation to the CWC that would declare that the U.S.  reserves the option of retaliating against a chemical attack with nuclear weapons.
  At these hearings Secretary Perry said that 

…we believe that the ability to retaliate with conventional weapons is no longer a necessary element in countering chemical weapons…we choose not to specify in detail what responses we would make to a chemical attack.  However, as we stated during the gulf war, if any country were foolish enough to use chemical weapons against the US, our response would be absolutely overwhelming and devastating.  And we do not need chemical weapons to provide an effective deterrent or to deliver an effective response to the use of chemical weapons against our forces.
  

POLITICAL-MILITARY CONSIDERATIONS

Political Considerations

Because nuclear weapons were never used and there were only a few situations in which their use was considered, the primary utility of nuclear weapons during the Cold War was thought to be political.  This political utility was a hedge against uncertainty and a way to prevent the adversary from intimidating you.
  Still, in order to perform these roles the U.S. had to have a credible ability.  It is in this area that deterrence becomes the most difficult to operationalize before or during conflict, particularly when considering the linkage between two crucial components: credibility and capability.  As deterrence requires, the opponent must believe the defender is capable of using a deterrent, and is willing to use it, if attacked. 


A very large factor in incorporating a nuclear deterrence strategy is the role of public and elite opinion. 

In the event that CB attacks against the US or its allies had caused massive numbers of US or allied deaths, posed the prospect of decisive defeat, or had substantially raised the costs of defending the interests being challenged, a variety of considerations could collectively argue for nuclear retaliation….  Public rage and a strong desire for vengeance could create intense political pressure on allied leaders for a devastating nuclear response.
 

“Retaliating with nuclear weapons to punish the aggressor could also be seen not only as justice for the case in hand, but also an object lesson for those who might consider CB use in the future.”
  One member of Congress, however, suggests that most Americans would be against nuclear weapons use under any circumstances.
  It is difficult to predict what public reaction would be in the face of significant casualties.

There are a number of reasons for not using nuclear weapons to deter chemical and/or biological weapons.  Among these are that it would be a violation of a long-standing international taboo; it would violate negative security assurances (made originally by President Jimmy Carter); there is a desire not to escalate; and it might increase the use of CB.
  Another concern about using nuclear weapons as a response to CBW use is that to do so would send a signal that nuclear weapons have some value, thus encouraging states to acquire their own capabilities.
  Also, using nuclear weapons to deter chemical and biological weapons would erode the distinctiveness of nuclear weapons, and this distinctiveness, though symbolic, is very important.
  The assumption here is that to keep nuclear weapons in a category all by themselves they should be used only in response to similar types of threats.
  


There is a need to look at the existing international agreements and policies that might already limit U.S. options to using its nuclear forces as a deterrent, most specifically, the U.S. policy of negative security assurances to non-nuclear states.
  With negative security assurances the U.S. pledges not to use nuclear weapons first unless 1) the attacking state is nuclear capable; 2) the attacking state is not a member of the Non-proliferation Treaty; 3) or the attacking state is supported by a nuclear state.
  Not withstanding, the U.S. has not ruled out nuclear retaliation for CB use, an ambiguity many consider useful.
  Some have suggested that “the US should consider a modification of its negative security assurance policy that at least provides for a nuclear response to the use of non-nuclear weapons of mass destruction.
  This is needed because there is still a feeling that negative security assurances undermine deterrence.
    


Former Secretary of Defense William Perry says that the NSA policies which date back to 1978 remain unchanged and there is no need to reevaluate them because they do not “detract from the ability of the US to deter CW use by an adversary through the threat of an overwhelming and devastating response.”
  With a similar perspective, Robert Bell, the Clinton administration’s senior director for defense policy at the National Security Council said the NSA does not tie the hands of U.S. decision-makers facing a CBW attack.
   Further, it is our ambiguous policy that tells adversaries “we may not live up to our political promise.”
 

Military Considerations

A number of terms can be used when describing military counter-proliferation strategies, and all of them involve the use of force or the threatened use of force:  counterforce, attack operations, interdiction, prevention, preemption, punishment, and denial.  To determine whether military action is justified the U.S. needs to make at least six key judgments:
  

1.  Are we confident the country can be deterred from using WMD?

2.  Are we confident the country will not transfer the capability to others that might use it?

3.  If we acquiesce to the development, acquisition, or deployment by the country will the result increase the danger of conventional war, with possible escalation to nuclear or chemical/biological use?

4.  If the answers to these three questions are yes, can the danger be contained by diplomacy (including military enforcement of economic sanctions)?

5.  Is offensive military action ethically and legally justified though it would cost many lives?

6.  Can military action contain or eliminate the danger without risking retaliation that would be an even greater risk?      

Added to these use-of-force considerations are several others that relate directly to the prospects of a successful interdiction of procurement sources and supply, should this be the desired course of action.  Three key issues emerge.  Is the intelligence capability sufficient to target the source of the interdiction effort?  One government official suggests that the intelligence function is two-thirds of a deterrence strategy of finding, characterizing, and then neutralizing the threat.
  Will there be international support for the interdiction effort?  Do the interdicting military forces have the necessary tools and training?
  This may not be a question of numbers but of capability.  That is, cleaner weapons with “dialable” yields can provide a “nuclear shot across the bow in retaliation.”
  And if there is indeed an aversion to using ballistic missiles for attacks on CBW then tactical or air deliverable weapons would have more flexibility.

There is still another element to be explored.  When do counterforce capabilities (i.e., attack operations) promote the “use or lose” dynamic and when do they serve as deterrents?
  The “use or lose” issue may not exist at the current time because of the difficulty of being able to put all of an adversary’s CB arsenal at risk due to mobile basing modes, successful deception, and protection efforts.
  But, the U.S. needs to think about what kinds of activity in a crisis might “paint the adversary into a corner where they feel they have no choice but to respond with a CB attack.”
 

In support of using nuclear weapons in response to CBW use, one could surmise that “if the aggressor’s CB attacks had created a military imbalance that pointed toward defeat for the US and its allies, military leaders could also argue that nuclear attacks against military targets could shift the balance back in favor of the alliance” and that “immediate nuclear punishment [might] suppress the aggressor’s willingness to continue with further CB attacks.”
 
Preemption and Prevention.

Preventive military actions are those taken to prevent another from acquiring a threatening military capability, while preemptive military actions are taken to neutralize a danger that already exists.
  One interesting dynamic regarding both is that “as a state’s nuclear (or other weapons of mass destruction) capability becomes more threatening, it becomes less vulnerable to military action by an outside power.”
  This inverse relationship suggests that prevention may be more successful then preemption.

Other necessary considerations affecting the use of preemption are the number of times a state can realistically expect to use it as a tool, dealing with the moral issues, and with the reaction of the U.S. public.  Though the first is a military issue, the remaining two political concerns will be formidable.  Even the military variable (how many times it can be used) has a political dimension—if it is used too frequently it could produce a political backlash from friends of the targeted country, from U.S. allies, and from the American public.
  Most of these issues may become irrelevant if preemption is relegated to those situations in which conflict is imminent.  When force is used to neutralize an immediate threat during times of heightened conflict the reaction to it (at home and abroad) will likely differ.   

The allies successfully preempted during the Gulf War.
  “While often considered to signal the failure of deterrence, preemption can in itself have a deterrent effect by threatening the adversary with further destruction if it attempts to use any remaining WMD or to rebuild its arsenal.  Additionally, preemption may make a significant impression on other proliferators, thus deterring them from WMD use.  Preemption is most feasible against proliferators who are states, but might also be considered against a terrorist group on the threshold of using WMD.”
  This last point, of deterring terrorist groups, is overly optimistic.

Conversely, there are a number of good reasons that nuclear forces should not be used in a preemption mission: the user could be shunned by the world and would lose the moral high ground; it may justify and legitimize proliferation and use of nuclear and other WMD; and it could violate existing negative security assurances which would shatter the nuclear nonproliferation regime.  With all of these arguments the political costs could outweigh the military benefits.
  

There is also the argument that conventional forces are a more credible option for acting preemptively.
  Paul Warnke believes that conventional responses are more capable and credible while “nuclear responses are absurd.”
  During the 1996 CWC hearings one witness noted the current U.S. armed forces’ ability to destroy preemptively an enemy’s chemical weapons and weapons facilities with air strikes and other offensive combat operations (e. g. such targets as chemical production facilities and storage depots) as well as chemically armed forces.
  Some might think that the same success could be achieved with biological weapons.  This may be overly optimistic because 

…the prospects for effective preemptive attacks to destroy an opponent’s BW agents before they could be used are much poorer than in the case of CW…because a lethal amount of agent could be covertly manufactured in legitimate facilities.  Thus, an opponent could create a BW attack capability that could be very difficult, if not impossible, to interdict before its delivery systems had been launched.

Punishment versus Denial

Many hope that high-tech conventional weapons can be used for both denial and punishment missions, taking on some missions previously monopolized by nuclear forces.
  Some find this troubling and “one of the most dangerous beliefs being spread…In fact, the overwhelming advantage that US forces could have against a CW-capable state might actually create an incentive for CW use to ‘level the battlefield.’”
  Others note that “tactical nuclear forces are the most credible deterrents to CW use precisely because they can be used in a limited and discriminate way without resorting to the potentially destabilizing action of responding with our long-range strategic forces.”
 

The prevailing view seems to be that regarding nuclear deterrence some note that “it seems unlikely that nuclear weapons would be needed to impose commensurate punishment on, or to defeat, any such aggressor that uses CB weapons” because of U.S. conventional superiority.
  This conclusion is certainly not shared by all.  The Gulf War Air Power Survey presents data supporting the lack of success the coalition air forces had in attempting to find and destroy Iraq’s chemical and biological weapons.  Not only were there no biological weapons found or destroyed during the war, UNSCOM later found 150,000 chemical munitions that were untouched by coalition bombings.
  The Gulf War revealed another lesson: these weapons may not be successfully destroyed even if their location is known because they may have been hardened or buried, or based in a mobile mode or deceptively based.
  In addition, you may be prohibited from attacking if you are concerned about certain levels of collateral damage.

What, then, deterred Iraqi use of CBW during the Gulf War?  General Wafic Al Sammarai, a senior Iraqi defector, is reported to have said in 1996 that “some of the Scud missiles were loaded with chemical warheads, but they were not used….  The allied troops were certain to use nuclear arms and the price will be too dear and too high.”
  On the other hand, post-war statements by U.S. officials (National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft, Secretary of State James Baker, and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Colin Powell), note that the U.S. did not intend to use nuclear weapons in retaliation because it could undermine future deterrence efforts.
 

There is uncertainty as to why Iraq did not use CBW during the Gulf War.  Some cite its fear of U.S. nuclear retaliation that they conclude from Deputy Prime Minister Tariq Aziz’s comments.
  “In a letter to Saddam, which Tariq Aziz refused to accept on 9 January 1991, President Bush emphasized that the US would ‘not tolerate the use of chemical and biological weapons….  You and your country will pay a terrible price if you order unconscionable actions of this sort.’” 
  “During the crisis, Iraqi spokesmen had threatened to use chemical weapons in the first week after the invasion of Kuwait; the Iraqi ambassador to Greece had stated that ‘Baghdad will use chemical weapons if it is attacked by the US or Israel.’”
  Other explanations as to why the Iraqis did not employ these weapons include adverse weather, destruction of its artillery and air force, and rapid coalition tempo.
  Other explanations include fear of Israeli nuclear retaliation; escalation by the coalition to include occupation of Iraq; and post-war retribution.
 


The international action against Iraq in the early 1990s is not likely to be the future response.  Instead the non-action against Iraq when it used chemical weapons against Iran and its own citizens in Halabja is the more likely response.
  

Defenses 

Whereas punishment strategies might have been effective for nuclear deterrence regarding the former Soviet Union during the Cold War, third world regimes may not be responsive to this approach.  Thus, denial strategies would be useful if deterrence fails. 
  The lack of defenses during the Cold War, thus promising inevitable nuclear destruction, was seen as a necessary pillar of deterrence.  The opposite may apply to CBW.  Here, the presence of defenses along with a punishing capability become the twin pillars of CBW deterrence.  Defenses permit the shift from punishment strategies to denial strategies.

Defenses provide many advantages when dealing the CBW problem.  With U.S. defenses challengers should question whether or not they are able to adequately threaten U.S. assets.  Thus, the challenger’s ability to coerce is reduced.
  Defenses can also reduce the need for preemptive action and can increase decision-making time in a crisis.
  On the other hand, there may be a similar reaction to defenses by an adversary as was feared during the Cold War—the proliferation of larger, more capable types of CBW.
 

The Cold War debates surrounding strategic defenses did not result in much optimism regarding their potential effectiveness.  This may not be the case in the post-Cold War when looking at defending against CBW.  

The prospects for reasonably effective defenses against CW attack seem promising….  The large sizes and weights of the chemical weapons needed to have strategic effects create multiple opportunities to defend against them….  If the defenders were able to subject the attackers to multiple interception attempts, even modest probabilities of success each time would multiply to make the attacker’s eventual destruction very likely.


Lower- (Patriot) and Upper-tier (THAAD) systems are part of an active defense capability.  There is a need for boost-phase defenses to defeat ballistic missiles early in their flight before they release their submunitions.
  A combination of defenses is necessary as part of a layered approach to increase success.  Any discussion of defenses brings up the potential constraints posed by the ABM Treaty.  This depends on whether or not one accepts the broad versus narrow interpretation of the Treaty’s provisions.  According to Secretary of Defense William Cohen the treaty does not limit U.S. activity in developing, testing, or deploying theater missile defense systems.
   He recently lobbied the Russian government in order to push for modifications to the ABM Treaty to enable the U.S. to deploy a limited National Missile Defense system.  Cohen said that “we have an obligation to provide a defense for our nation against the leakage and proliferation [of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems]” and he was looking at a system that had a level of protection depending on the threat.
   Notwithstanding, defenses are attractive additions to a counter-proliferation strategy because they serve several purposes.  They not only perform deterrence roles by deterring initial aggression, they also can deter escalation during conflict and blunt adversary escalatory action.
  

CASE STUDIES:  ISRAEL & NATO

The United States is not alone in facing this increasingly sinister spectrum of NBC threats.  Key allies situated in strategic areas of the world are similarly grappling with these post-Cold War threats to their security.  Israel, a fulcrum actor with a sphere of influence encompassing the Mediterranean basin, northern Africa, and the Middle East, is facing the sobering reality that its historically dominant conventional forces may no longer be capable of providing sufficient existential protection from burgeoning WMD threats throughout this sensitive region.  The NATO countries, in pursuit of socio-economic prosperity and a concomitant reduction in defense expenditures, have come to realize that hope as they may, stability to post-Soviet Russia and its former satellite states has not yet materialized, and that the colossal Soviet nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons complex is far from secure.  In addition, over-the-horizon threats from traditional protagonists such as North Korea, China, Libya, Iran, and Iraq, as well as non-conventional threats from the likes of Osama Bin Laden, also plague the security landscapes of these key U.S. allies.  With this in mind, it would be helpful to examine Israeli and NATO responses to regional WMD proliferation, thereby exploring potential lessons that might have relevance for U.S. counter-proliferation policies.  

Israel’s Response to WMD Proliferation: Realpolitik with a Robust Military Capability

Most experts that begin to study Israel’s response to the WMD threat usually begin by almost romantically reminiscing about the spectacularly successful June 1981 Israeli Air Force attack on the Osirak nuclear reactor in Iraq.  Indeed, the attack was brash, daring, and perfectly timed, preventing Iraqi fissile materials production just before the reactor was due to go critical.  Israeli security analysts today also tend to agree that Osirak was a unique case in military preemption, and that the Begin Doctrine cannot be readily and universally applied as a counter-proliferation strategy.   In fact, today’s strategic environment is significantly more complex, and Israeli officials are in the process of attempting to redefine their security strategy and counter-proliferation policy in the face of several new realities. 


The defining event for Israeli counter-proliferation strategy occurred not in 1981, but came in the form of the Iraqi Scud missile attacks during the 1991 Gulf War.  Almost exactly ten years after Osirak, the Israeli population became only too painfully aware of how vulnerable it was to WMD attack by countries equipped with appropriate delivery means.  The result of these attacks, during which Saddam Hussein fortunately did not employ chemical or biological warheads, was a tremendous change in the perceptions of the threats facing Israel.  According to Brig. Gen. Shlomo Brom, a senior research associate at the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, the classic threat of high-intensity, conventional warfare from traditional ring states (i.e. Egypt, Syria, Jordan) has been replaced by a new, increasingly over-the-horizon challenge.
  According to Gen. Brom, “Israel’s ability to create a favorable balance in the conventional sphere has led Israel’s adversaries to conclude that they cannot win in this realm.  Instead they are now moving toward two other dimensions—low-intensity, non-traditional conflict, and the strategic domain, i.e. WMD and their delivery means as weapons of terror targeted against civilian population centers.”
  Israeli defense experts are quick to point out that one must take into account the trauma of the Gulf War and the significant impact that it had on Israeli thinking.  It was a watershed event, breaking the classical paradigm and the population’s perception and faith that the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF) could adequately protect the state.  The current environment and its new strategic realities in which WMD are a prominent feature has, according to Dr. Ariel Levite, Prime Minister Barak’s Deputy National Security Advisor for Defense Policy, propelled the Israeli government to conduct a National Security Doctrine review.
 


The sweeping security review, broadly organized by the recently created National Security Council (NSC), acknowledges the strategic nature of the new threats facing Israel.  According to Gen. (Ret.) David Ivri, the head of the NSC, “the major threat is from tactical ballistic missiles with chemical and biological warheads.”
  As Ivry points out, “To counter the threat of invasion by neighboring armies and, in the event of invasion to bring hostilities to an end, Israeli doctrine has previously emphasized the role of ground forces.”
  However, with over-the-horizon delivery systems, borders are less significant.  Ivry adroitly concludes that “once you don’t have a land border, that changes the role of land forces.  They are no longer a deterrent and there is a rationale to ‘go to chemical/biological weapons’ to replace land forces in the deterrent equation.”
  The Israeli Defense Force Chief of Staff, Lt. Gen. Shaul Mofaz, also points toward the strategic-level threat.  In CROSSWORD 2000, the IDF’s new strategic plan, Gen. Mofaz portrays “the potential acquisition by militant and fundamentalist nations of long-range ballistic missiles with the ability to deliver weapons of mass destruction” as a major influence on new Israeli doctrine.
  


Thus, while the Middle East peace process reluctantly moves forward promising eventual stability on Israel’s immediate borders, more distant states are developing the arsenals to hold Israel at risk in the future.  George Tenet, the Director of the CIA, recently testified before the Senate, that 

Iran’s success in gaining technology and materials from Russian companies, combined with recent indigenous Iranian advances, means that it could have a medium range missile much sooner than [previously] assessed.  Iraq retains the technological expertise to quickly resurrect its WMD program if UN inspections were ended.  Syria continues to seek missile-related equipment and materials, and despite the UN embargo, Libya continues to aggressively seek ballistic missile-related equipment, materials, and technology.


What then, is Israel’s response to this new security dilemma?  On the whole, the Israeli defense community seems to recognize that there is no singular solution to this multi-dimensional challenge.  As Gen. Brom points out, “there is no single method that provides a universal solution; instead one must devise a package of synergistic methods” to tackle the problem.
  Of course, the goal is to prevent proliferation before it occurs in the first place.  There are numerous ways to attempt to deny the enemy the capability to acquire WMD, including (1) political pressures, (2) economic sanctions, and (3) the interdiction and disruption of foreign assistance, upon which most proliferators are dependent.  However, most Israelis are Machiavellian enough to believe that “if a state with the scientific and technological expertise to build a weapon, spurred by a perceived threat from a neighbor, decides to go nuclear, international opposition and threats of sanctions will not stop it from doing so.”
  


Hence, the State of Israel decided in the early 1950s to develop its own, indigenous nuclear deterrent.  Today, “Israel is understood to have at least 200 nuclear weapons.  These include aerial bombs, artillery shells and mines, along with delivery systems including Jericho-2 intermediate-range ballistic missiles deployed around a huge underground storage complex at Azahariah near Tel Aviv and attack squadrons at Tel Hof air base to the northwest.”
  


While the Israeli government currently prefers “nuclear ambiguity” vis-à-vis a more aggressive declaratory policy, security experts nevertheless refer to deterrence as the initial and over-arching pillar inherent in a counter-proliferation strategy.  Deterrence by punishment, or making an enemy’s first-strike unquestionably and unbearably costly, seems to be the cornerstone of Israeli deterrence doctrine.  Israeli experts tend to eschew deterrence by denial due to the inherent difficulties of executing a denial strategy.  Instead, discussions of secure second-strike capabilities are beginning to surface.  Indeed, recently Israeli defense officials, in unofficial comments, have referred to the need to ensure a second-strike capability for Israel’s deterrent forces.  One official directly expressed concerns that in order to remain robust, deterrence will require a secure second-strike capability—in other words, an absolutely assured retaliatory capability in conjunction with the ability to inflict unacceptable punishment to a potential enemy.
  Concerns about Israel’s second-strike capability are largely the result of its small geographic size, and the associated challenges to dispersal, hardening, and camouflage of nuclear forces.  As a result, some experts have hinted at a second-strike mission for Israel’s newly acquired 1,800-ton Dolphin class submarines.  Israel, lacking the strategic depth for a nuclear, or even chemical or biological exchange, may use these modern submarines, constructed in German shipyards, to base an SLBM version of the Jericho missile at sea, thus enabling a greatly enhanced second-strike capability for its nuclear forces.
   


Some Israeli experts even envision a nuclear Middle East in which “nuclear ambiguity” may no longer be adequate in order to assure a robust deterrent posture.  As Professor Gerald Steinberg, Director of the Program on Conflict Resolution at Bar-Ilan University, points out, “When you have a nuclear monopoly, you can maintain nuclear ambiguity—however, with an additional nuclear power (threat) out there, things will need to change.”
  Steinberg envisions three stages of nuclear presence throughout the Middle East region:  (1) Israeli monopoly; (2) a transitional period; and (3) multiple nuclear powers.  In view of the fact that the region may be entering phase two and a potential Arab nuclear capability, Steinberg believes that discussions on second-strike capability (and securing it) are coming into being in Israel.  To be sure, until a defined Arab capability emerges, the Israeli government will continue to follow a policy of deliberate ambiguity with respect to the country’s undeclared nuclear arsenal.  When pressed, Israeli leaders will continue, for the time being, to “repeat their nuclear mantra:  that ‘Israel will not be the first country to introduce nuclear weapons in the region.’”
  As in the past, “this will be followed by the nearly inaudible second stanza:  ‘Nor will Israel allow itself to be the second country to introduce such weapons.’”


Beyond nuclear deterrence, coupled with an increasingly important second-strike capability, Israeli officials point toward the other two major pillars of a counter-proliferation strategy: Defense Operations and Offense/Attack Operations.  In terms of a defensive role, Israel is building a network of synergistic systems that will ultimately provide for a point defense for the entire state.  Israeli security experts argue that a point defense of the entire country is essential due to the fact that the Israeli population is much less resilient than say, the population of London during the German Blitz of World War II.
  Dr. Shai Feldman, Director of the Jaffee Center for Strategic Studies, explains that “there is a tremendous gap between how Israel behaves ‘on the Front’ and on the ‘Home Front’”—in other words, Feldman asks, “how many Israelis would continue to stay after a direct WMD attack on a population center?”
  With a population of roughly 5 million, and a geographic size smaller than most New England states, even a non-nuclear WMD attack on Israel should properly be considered an existential threat to its nationhood.  Therefore, a point defense is as much militarily significant as it is a requirement for the general confidence and well being of the population at large.

Israeli decision-makers acknowledge that no single defensive system is a miracle system—the most effective approach is a package of systems, and even with a complementary set of defenses, there will still be a small and unquantifiable leakage rate.  Even so, Israel is embarking on an aggressive program which includes (1) the Arrow 2 Anti-Tactical Ballistic Missile (ATBM), which is largely funded by U.S. foreign assistance programs; (2) a Boost-Phase Intercept (BPI) program, based on a Unmanned Aerial Vehicle (UAV) platform and the Python air-to-air missile; and (3) the Nautilus Theater High Energy Laser (THEL) program.

Though defensive systems are designed to ensure redundancy should all other counter-proliferation efforts fail, decision makers do not forswear the use of offensive or attack operations in order to preempt an enemy attack or deny a potential adversary the use of his WMD delivery systems.  As in the past, the Israeli Air Force would be the principle actor in achieving these types of goals.  According to some observers, “Israel is currently revamping military contingency plans to neutralize Iran’s Russian-backed missile and nuclear weapons program....  Military planners are studying...hitting Iranian missile plants in the cities of Shiraz, Kuramabad, Farhin, and Semnan” with strategic air power.
  The ability to engage in long-range, deep-penetrating strikes is being enhanced by Israel’s acquisition of advanced F-15I fighter aircraft, part of a $2.2 billion dollar order from the United States, made specifically, according to some, with Iran in mind.
  Most Israeli officials are quick to caution that operations aimed at damaging the adversary’s ability to launch strategic weapons are inherently risky and difficult, if for no other reason, than the requirement for precise and timely intelligence.  As Dr. Feldman indicated, “the key question in terms of preemption is the following:  if you have intelligence data that is totally reliable and accurate, then how do you operationally accomplish the mission?”


To conclude, Israel today is at the forefront of a dramatic change in its national security policy and posture.  The strategic shift comes almost directly as the result of regional WMD proliferation and the consequent need to protect the state from future threats in this sphere.  Israel’s entire security environment has changed.  For the first 40 years, the focus of threat perception was the “ring states,” and a concomitant focus on classic, conventional warfare.  Today, this is shifting toward the over-the-horizon threats in a region where Israel cannot assume that it will possess a nuclear monopoly for the indefinite future.  Though the technology gap between Israel and its immediate and more distant neighbors is still quite large, Israel now faces the challenge of pursuing a robust counter-proliferation strategy without making its neighbors extraordinarily nervous and therefore more likely to pursue WMD and their delivery means.  Indeed, as Dr. Levite, the Prime Minister’s Deputy National Security advisor recently commented, “A nuclear capability by another Middle Eastern country does not mean the end of the road.  It would be a grave event, but we hope that it can be averted—if you can buy time, other things may make them reconsider their pursuit of this capability.”

NATO’s Response to WMD Proliferation: Reluctance and Lack of Commitment

In April 1999 during the watershed Washington Summit, which celebrated NATO’s 50th anniversary and inaugurated the membership of Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic, the Atlantic Alliance also launched the Weapons of Mass Destruction Initiative.  According to official Alliance sources, this initiative will ensure that NATO is poised to address the risk of WMD in the years ahead, acknowledging that these weapons and their means of delivery pose a serious and growing threat to NATO populations, territory, and military forces.
  The initiative involves joint Alliance action in five areas:  (1)  information-sharing; (2)  defense planning; (3)  non-proliferation; (4) civilian protection; and (5) the creation of a WMD Center to ensure effective coordination of NATO efforts on WMD issues.
  


As early as the June 1994 Alliance framework document on WMD proliferation, member states agreed to “improve defense capabilities of NATO and its members to protect NATO territory, populations and forces against WMD use.”
  In June 1996, NATO’s Senior Defense Group on Proliferation devised an action plan calling for “extended air defenses, including tactical ballistic missile defense for deployed forces” as a high priority in dealing with the proliferation of WMD and associated delivery systems.
  While these certainly represent steps forward in addressing the burgeoning WMD threat, according to one senior NATO official, “there is both at NATO’s political headquarters in Brussels and at the Supreme Allied Headquarters Allied Powers in Europe (SHAPE) no overall vision that comes up with a Concept of Operations (CONOPS) or a force posture requirement which integrates these systems” and begins to address the WMD problem.

Stated differently, the post-Thatcher, post-Kohl, post-Reagan Atlantic Alliance is enjoying a period of socio-economic growth and prosperity unhampered by a directly perceived threat and the requirement to devote financial resources to protecting against that threat.  As Lt Col Hans Krueger, at the NBC Policy Branch of NATO’s International Military Staff put it, “for internal political reasons, the European countries are not prepared to bring the issue of the WMD threat to the public forefront for the fear of the required financial commitments that would be necessary to meet the threat.”
  Compared to Israel’s rather robust internal counter-proliferation debate and its parallel commitment to develop a multi-dimensional force posture to deal with the threat, NATO as a whole “displays a great reluctance to invest financial resources in missile defense [and counter-proliferation programs].  There is a lethargic attitude on this issue by politicians due to other more near-term budgetary priorities.”
  


To be sure, NATO’s inherent structure, its commitment to Article 5 of the North Atlantic Charter, its Dual Capable Aircraft (DCA) and associated nuclear weapons which are deployed in Europe, all lend a baseline credibility to the Alliance’s overall deterrent posture.  NATO’s nuclear weapons ensure the Alliance politically against the risks that might arise from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.  As Dr. David Yost has written, “NATO now relies on what some have called an ‘adaptive planning’ approach—an ad hoc targeting capability.  This...gives the Alliance the flexibility to deal with threats that WMD proliferants may pose in the future.”
  NATO’s nuclear weapons may actually play a role in deterring the acquisition of WMD.  Gregory Schulte, the former NATO Director of Nuclear Planning, wrote that the leaders of a

rogue government...must be made to understand that the possession of weapons of mass destruction would not provide any political or military advantage but, rather, would cause them to incur enormous risks.  Mounting such a deterrent requires the Alliance to have a balanced mix of active defense, passive defense and response capabilities, supported by good intelligence and effective command and control....  NATO’s nuclear posture plays an essential role in making the risks of any aggression incalculable and unacceptable.


In addition, the Alliance has internally identified deficiencies and created a roadmap to remedy them, recognizing the need to complement nuclear deterrence with an appropriate mix of conventional capabilities, coupled with effective intelligence and surveillance means, which together would reinforce the Alliance’s overall deterrence posture against threats posed by proliferation.  There seems, at least internal to NATO, a tacit acknowledgment that there may be instances where the Alliance’s nuclear weapons and nuclear deterrence might be less salient, therefore requiring other options available to Alliance decision makers during times of conflict.  In private, NATO officials tend to view nuclear weapons not as war-fighting tools, but as political signals, and they therefore acknowledge the need to provide other options that will continue to ensure Alliance cohesion, freedom of action, and conflict control during a potential crisis.  


The employment of NATO’s nuclear weapons during a proliferation or WMD crisis is, of course, highly situationally dependent.  Sentiments at NATO Headquarters seem to reflect the opinion of Mr. Roland Krueger, the Head of the Nuclear Policy Section of the International Staff.  “Employing nuclear weapons in a counter-proliferation role is almost inconceivable—there are major hurdles that must be overcome, things such as the negative security assurances related to the NPT.  The threshold for nuclear employment is very, very high and very much driven by public sentiment.”
  At the present time, NATO member states and their publics are not concerned with defense requirements or unperceived threats.  This of course, could change almost overnight if any single state were attacked by a WMD-armed enemy.  Even then, however, as one NATO official put it, “it will be a very difficult question to answer at that point—nuclear weapons are a means of deterrence and thus are political weapons—it would be very difficult to get the consensus at 19 that would be required [for nuclear weapons employment].”


Indeed, NATO’s military planners at SHAPE indicate that, outside of Russia, there are relatively few WMD-related targets where a nuclear weapon would be the weapon of choice.
  WMD targets that normally raise the prospect of nuclear employment usually are deeply buried, hardened, and dispersed, and require detailed analysis of potential weapons effects including collateral damage, the release of un-incinerated agents into the atmosphere, and the potential for the spread of nuclear fallout.  Several computer-based planning tools have been developed in order to assist military planners in advising their political leaders regarding a potential nuclear weapons release.  IMEA (Integrated Munitions Effectivity Analysis) allows planners to evaluate the effectiveness of a nuclear weapon against any particular target.
  HPAC (Hazardous Prediction and Collateral Damage) enables military planners to assess the impact of a nuclear explosion on the target environment, chiefly providing collateral damage and fall-out guidance.
  These planning tools underline the fact that counter-proliferation targets pose special targeting and weaponeering challenges, require in-depth intelligence information, and demand a crucial understanding of potential collateral effects.  


Perhaps the most vexing question with regard the role of nuclear weapons within a counter-proliferation strategy is what may be called the “deterrence gap.”  Although privately acknowledged by NATO officials, the same individuals would be loath to attest to this problem in a public forum.  As Lt Col Schulte Berge, a military member of the Permanent Delegation of the Federal Republic of Germany to NATO, indicated, “there is a deterrence gap but we cannot publicly acknowledge this—we cannot credibly posture nuclear weapons as a response against the entire WMD spectrum and expect adversaries to unambiguously believe it.”
  In other words, there is a problem with deterrence credibility at the “lower” end of the WMD spectrum, something that is of concern to some NATO officials.  “Nuclear employment is most likely to come only in the case of a direct nuclear threat—otherwise, nuclear employment or preemption is highly unlikely.”
  According to Krueger, “the deterrence value of nuclear weapons is very effective vis-à-vis high intensity conflict scenarios [e.g. when population centers are targeted], but not against isolated, lower-level WMD use against, for example, NATO military forces.”
  In order to address this perceived credibility gap, NATO argues in favor of bolstering deterrence by denial, while noting that deterrence by denial is only effective as a complement to strong deterrence by punishment.  As Krueger rather elegantly phrases it, 

Deterrence requires denial and punishment to work together.  Deterrence is enhanced if you can add elements of denial on top of punishment.  However, you cannot rely on deterrence by denial alone.  Thousands of years of human history have shown a spiraling dialectic between offenses and defenses and the only time this has been arguably broken has been with the help of nuclear weapons [and the threat of unacceptable punishment that they pose].

The “deterrence gap” is further accentuated by an acknowledged tension, within NATO’s counter-proliferation policy, between deterrence and defense.  Effective deterrence demands that the Alliance’s response will be almost automatic and unquestionably devastating.  However, defenses (both active and passive) provide NATO with a way to forestall the failure of deterrence, should this occur.  


The most likely solution to this self-evident dilemma is to acknowledge, as the Israelis have, that there is no single solution to the proliferation problem.  Instead, a battery of synergistic strategies and weapons systems must be created in order to cover the entire spectrum of likely WMD threats and situations.   The pillars of such a policy are widely identified and generally include the following concepts:  (1)  arms control
; (2)  denying supply
; (3)  deterring use; and (4) defending against use.  Since arms control, denying supply (export control and associated interdiction and intelligence efforts), and deterrence have been insufficient in preventing the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, deterring and defending against their use become very crucial elements.  Deterrence, as discussed above, is based on a bedrock punishment strategy, augmented by a denial capability.  Defense against actual WMD use is the last pillar and final insurance policy.   An integrated defense pillar includes conventional attack operations to reduce enemy launches, an active defense capability to minimize so-called leakers, and a passive defense capability to mitigate the effects of any potential leakers.  


Unfortunately, this solution carries with it a rather high financial commitment, and this at a time when NATO member states and their populations are less aware of the threat and less likely to commit themselves to greater defense expenditures.  Recent commentary from a NATO military officer seems to summarize the current atmosphere within the Alliance regarding the creation of a potent and effective counter-proliferation policy.  “These, of course, are all very hypothetical questions, which are being looked at the ambassadorial [i.e., political] level.  There is no definite answer, and indeed it depends on how the situation is assessed.  There is no over-arching counter-proliferation vision for the future—someone on the political side will need to set the priorities, and therefore NATO answers to this [problem] will take much longer [than is desirable].”
  

CONCLUSIONS, FINDINGS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A comprehensive counter-proliferation strategy calls for a synergistic effort.  In addition to classic arms control and non-proliferation programs, a robust and multi-dimensional military capability is required.  This capability must provide for nuclear and conventional forces able to perform offensive attack operations and preemptive strikes, as well as active and passive defense roles.  This multi-spectral response capability will ensure that national political and military leaders retain response flexibility during a potential crisis, a crucial element for credible deterrence.
   This research effort offers four findings that could be used to fashion a post-Cold War chemical and biological counter-proliferation strategy for the next millennium.  

Finding #1: Deliberate ambiguity is necessary as a general deterrence framework.  This does not suggest an ambiguous deterrence policy or ambiguous force posture.  Deterrence as a concept, though impossible to prove definitively as having been successful, has enormous national security value.  Deterrence becomes more or less credible depending on a state’s force structure and its will to use them.  Indeed, force structure and perceived “will-to-use” must be clear.  Instead, ambiguity means creating doubt in the minds of potential adversaries about how the U.S. will respond to a particular chemical or biological weapons use.  In other words, the adversary can never be sure that the U.S. will not resort to nuclear retaliation.   

A carefully crafted deterrence dialogue (with a single adversarial state) is no longer practical in today’s fractured global arena (as was possible vis-à-vis the former Soviet Union during the Cold War).  Instead, the U.S. should posture its nuclear weapons so the adversary always knows these weapons are available for use.  This will not work with virtual or de-alerted arsenals.   While ambiguity does not require weapons on hair-trigger alert, it does necessitate systems that are easily postured within a short period of time.  The U.S. will need to continue to maintain weapons like the B-61 Mod 11 gravity bomb, the advanced cruise missile, and the TLAM-N in order to ensure it can credibly deter adversaries with a CB capability.   On a different level, instead of “Mad Dog with Nukes,” ambiguity involves a “Mad Dog with Credible Nukes.”


Finding #2: The U.S. needs a more publicly articulated role for nuclear weapons in general.  A carefully crafted and massaged deterrence and declaratory policy kept deterrence both flexible and credible during the Cold War.  Public discussions about the value of deterrence, and the weapons systems characteristics necessary to make deterrence credible, created sufficient doubt in the minds of adversaries.  The end of the Cold War, however, led scholars and practitioners to romanticize about how to either eliminate nuclear weapons, or posture them so they would literally disappear.
  While the proliferation threat has grown, deterrence, in a general sense, has continued to erode or recede due to an increased reliance on political and diplomatic initiatives.  This is not to suggest that there is no role for non-proliferation activities, but they can and should occur in concert with counter-proliferation activities, (which includes credible deterrence).  

Finding #3: Traditional nuclear deterrence (by punishment) is neither credible nor effective against the entire WMD spectrum.  Although loath to admit this in a public context, a majority of defense experts on both sides of the Atlantic seems to believe that there is a crucial gap in nuclear deterrence.  Official defense policy declares that nuclear weapons act as a deterrent against the entire spectrum of potential NBC threats.  However, privately, most experts will distinguish among the threat from nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons.  Nuclear weapons are undoubtedly in a class of their own and represent the highest level of threat on the NBC spectrum.  Biological weapons seem to fall somewhat lower on the scale, while chemical weapons are viewed by most military planners as a rather limited, smaller-scale WMD.  


The obvious problem arises from the fact that the United States as a party to the Chemical and Biological Weapons Convention is unable to reply, in-kind, to a CBW attack and is limited to either conventional or nuclear retaliation.  It is at the lower end of the WMD spectrum, against “limited” chemical and biological threats, that the deterrence gap comes into play.  U.S. and NATO officials acknowledge this challenge—“there is a credibility gap when it comes to employing nuclear weapons against threats on the lower end of the WMD spectrum.”
  As another official put it, “There is a political reticence to say that we will use nuclear weapons against a CB threat—it is not very feasible politically.  This is a big gray area and response proportionality will be questioned if nuclear weapons are used to reply to a CB attack.  Even though as a military tool, nuclear weapons may be the best answer, there will be a political restraint to use them.”
  Institutional reservations with regard to the efficacy of nuclear deterrence (on the lower end of the WMD spectrum) extends to military officers.  Indeed, American military officers are growing more reluctant to turn to nuclear weapons to deter a regional opponent from using biological or chemical weapons, this largely as a result of the emergence of precision munitions and advanced technology weapons systems.
  


The United States will face non-traditional and difficult deterrence challenges in the future.  With an increase in out-of-area military operations throughout the world, it is conceivable that U.S. decision-makers may be hamstrung by asymmetries of interest.  A powerful regional enemy may come to believe that its interests are at risk due to U.S. global intervention and consequently may rationalize that the use of chemical or biological weapons is justified in order to defend those interests.  If the U.S. does not perceive vital national interests at stake, there may be more to loose from breaking the long-standing “taboo” against the use of nuclear weapons, than there is to gain from deterring or pre-empting the enemy’s employment of chemical or biological weapons.  The asymmetry of interests may actually work to defeat traditional nuclear deterrence theory, especially if the enemy’s WMD are perceived to be a lower-end-of-the-spectrum threat.  


Finding #4:  Credible defenses will bridge the “deterrence gap” and are vitally synergistic within a comprehensive counter-proliferation strategy.  Traditional nuclear deterrence (by punishment) is necessary, but not sufficient, in a counter-proliferation role.  Robust defenses will augment an overall deterrence posture, especially on the lower end of the WMD spectrum where nuclear deterrence may be less salient.  Of course, the paradox is that as one Israeli official put it, “there will be a continual tension in counter-proliferation between deterrence—you want to make sure that your response will be almost automatic and unquestionable devastating—and defense, meaning that you want to have a way to forestall the failure of deterrence.”


Defensive measures (both active and passive) strengthen deterrence by denying the adversary the ability to succeed militarily, while also running the risk of devastating nuclear retaliation.  If U.S. military forces are vulnerable to a CBW attack, then deterrence is undermined.  Conversely, if the U.S. has the capability to defend against a CBW attack and to prosecute military operations and bring to bear overwhelming military force within a chemically or biologically contaminated environment, then the enemy may conclude that there are no rational advantages to using CBW.  In fact, their employment will be perceived to raise the stakes and associated risks considerably.  The ability to continue to pursue military objectives and reply devastatingly with nuclear weapons, if so desired, will practically erase any benefits the enemy may perceive from employing CBW.


The required defense architecture should be well integrated into the overall counter-proliferation strategy and should contain an active capability (to minimize so-called leakers) and a passive capability (to mitigate the effects of possible leakers).  In other words, it should deny the adversary the ability to deliver WMD ordinance, while also ensuring that if penetration occurs, U.S. military forces will be able to operate in a contaminated environment.
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