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Missile Defense Conference Summary

Introduction

The role of missile defense is a subject of comdeistdebate, at a time of growing concern
over the spread of ballistic missiles and the peosf rogue regimes acquiring nuclear
weapons. In opening the conferenéenos Yadlin addressed a number of central themes
which were discussed at the Conference: deterrandéallistic missile defense (BMD) are
two strands of today’s security approaches. Aredlie/o elements contradictory, or can they
complement each other? As defense budgets areedlgtbbally, are highly expensive BMD
systems remotely practical? Furthermore, if therad such thing as a hermetic defense, do
BMD systems have any value in addressing a noneational threat? Yadlin addressed
these questions, and also discussed the advarda@D in terms of preventing damage,
providing decision-makers with more time and flelyp and denying benefits to an

adversary. These and other themes were discussath#t during the conference.

The Future of Missile Defense: A NATO Perspective

The proliferation of ballistic missiles in the handf rogue regimes is one of the great
challenges facing decision makers in th& 2éntury. In his keynote speech, NATO Deputy
Secretary Generahlexander Vershbow addressed the role of NATO BMD in deterrence,
the nature of the threat facing NATO and also wiethere is any possibility of reducing
tensions with Russia on the BMD issue.

Vershbow claimed that NATO’s BMD capability willgtupt the calculations of adversaries,

and make them think twice before attacking theahltie. Furthermore, the BMD system can



minimize the catastrophic impact of an attack avmeheorevent it. BMD can complement the

“deterrent role of nuclear weapons” but it canm®absubstitute for them.

At the Lisbon Summit in 2010, NATO and Russia adreework in cooperation on BMD,
but it has been very difficult to put this into pti@e. NATO has made it clear to the Russians
that its interceptors are designed to defend thrgatn short-, medium- and intermediate-
range missiles from outside the Euro-Atlantic asea will not threaten Moscow'’s strategic
nuclear forces — a point which many Russian exget® accepted. The principal threat to
NATO is from countries in the Middle East. Howev&ussia continues to insist that the
United States provide legally binding guarantees iis BMD system will not be directed at
Russia. This is a non-starter for the United Stadssit would limit the ability of US and
NATO BMD systems to meet grave threats. While Vbosth maintained that NATO still
seeks the establishment of an integrated missiiende infrastructure that can protect both
the Alliance and Russia, he pointed out that Russia not amenable to compromise at

present.

Vershbow also addressed the Russian claim thaetient P5+1 agreement on Iran’s nuclear
program would signify that a NATO BMD system waslonger necessary. He argued that
this claim was not only “premature” but also “migirmed” since the BMD system in Europe
is not directed at one particular country and i a defense against nuclear weapons but
against delivery means...a defense against ballsygtems that could carry nuclear,
chemical, biological or conventional warheads." icviea verifiable agreement with Iran is
achieved, the problem of ballistic missile prol&ton will remain an acute one. At the same
time, if international agreements are reached thuge the problem of ballistic missile
proliferation, the NATO BMD system would adapt aatingly. Vershbow concluded that
BMD had the potential to enhance regional stabilggd that it could become a “game-

changer” in NATO'’s relations with Russia.

Israel’'s Missile Defense: Pros and Cons

Israel's Missile Defense: An Asset or a Drawbach iNonconventional Scenario

Uzi Rubin presented the case for Israel's missile defenstesy as an asset against
conventional and non conventional threats. He ddinthat missile defense systems
worldwide were established with nuclear threatsind and now focus increasingly on non

conventional threats. In contrast, Israel’s misdadéense system was established to deal with



non-nuclear threats, and is now focusing incre&giog a prospective nuclear threat. Israel
currently faces a very acute threat, with hundrefdbanian ballistic missiles, hundreds of
Syrian ballistic missiles, thousands of Hamas astamic Jihad medium and light rockets,
and tens of thousands of Syrian and Hezbollah kglot heavy rockets. The development of

smart missiles has only increased this missileathre

While Israel currently faces a non-conventionale#ty it carries unacceptable strategic
implications. In this scenario, Israel’'s missildadese infrastructure is designed to preserve its
ability to wage war while saving lives and protagtproperty to the greatest extent possible.
All four layers of Israel’s missile defense musheen in place to deal with nuclear and non-
nuclear threats. The two upper layers are intendetbal with the threat from Iran. Israel is

deploying Arrow Il to deal with the nuclear threat.
Rubin presented three possible strategies forllsraeldressing the nuclear missile threat:

o Deterrence without defense (cold war — no longelieg)
o Defense without deterrence (SDI/ Japan today)

o Defense with deterrence (post cold war model)

The first option, deterrence without defense, campply as it exposes Israel to unacceptable
damage from the non-nuclear missile threat. Therskoption, defense without deterrence,
is not viable as a perfectly hermetic defense agamssiles does not exist. Reagan wanted to
make nuclear weapons obsolete, and mistakenlyvieeli¢hat new technology could bring
about a hermetic defense of the US homeland thrthegBtrategic Defense Initiative (SDI).

The third option, defense with deterrence, is thly @cceptable one for Israel. Deterrence
against nuclear threats is based upon a relialdesarvivable retaliatory force. Survivability
requires that a sufficient number of retaliatorscts are still operational following a surprise
nuclear strike. Thus even a less than perfect lmidsifense system can ensure that Israel can
deter its adversaries. In the absence of direatlyotiated, trustworthy and verifiable arms
control agreements, Israel’'s missile defense systean invaluable national asset against

both nuclear and non-nuclear threats.

How Missile Defense Undermines Deterrence: Theelsf@ase

Reuven Pedatzurpresented the case against Israel’s missile defeystem. The Israeli

defense establishment has already decided to ingplem missile defense policy, with a



focus on the Arrow anti-ballistic missile systenineTArrow system was originally developed
to meet a conventional threat. However, today,ntiaén justification for the development of

the Arrow system is the future threat of Iraniaclear-capable missiles.

In the debate over missile defense during the 1988sDefense Secretary McNamara was
influential in arguing against missile defense. &tgued that the United States could not
provide hermetic protection against Soviet nuctaasiles, and that in the event of a nuclear
attack, the price paid would be insufferable. Mciaadeveloped the mutually assured
destruction (MAD) strategy: each side was cleaviar®@ that it would be annihilated even if
it were to succeed in surprising its rival with &sile attack. This strategy was developed as
a form of deterrence against the use of nucleasiless Both sides were made aware that the
use of nuclear missiles would ensure mutual destrucTherefore, McNamara called for the
abandonment of missile defense systems. This igcuwtf since abandoning defensive
measures entails adopting a way of thinking whicbantrary to the natural human instinct of
self-preservation. It took a number of years forNdmara's viewpoint to be accepted. In this
way, the concept of MAD was formulated. The ABM aie which was signed by both
superpowers in 1972 entailed the abandonment ofilmisefense systems, and was the

cornerstone of strategic stability from that timiluthe end of the cold war.

Although the two situations are very different, trentral principles of McNamara's concept
can still be applied in the Israel-lran contextc® a nuclear missile strike on Tel Aviv
would be unbearable for Israel, an active deferys¢esr such as the Arrow can only be
relevant if it provides hermetic protection. Itilspossible to guarantee hermetic protection.
From the moment an adversary (in this case, Iregliiees a nuclear capability, every missile
launched will have to be regarded as a nuclearimigsrael must make it clear to the enemy
that an intolerable price will be paid for a missstrike. If Israel detects that a ballistic
missile has been launched towards it from Iranaitnot wait for the missile to strike. If the
costs of a nuclear attack are raised to an intolerdavel, it will be in neither side's interest to
launch a war. In order to achieve credible deteeeisrael needs to develop a second strike
capability, and have the ability to absorb a pretwve attack by an adversary, and still

respond with devastating force.

In such a scenario, the Arrow system would becaotedly irrelevant. Deterrence will have
greater success if the enemy believes that therdeteparty is determined to retaliate. The
use of the Arrow system will send the wrong sigimathe Iranians who may believe that

Israel will wait to determine whether it is a nwlevarhead, before they decide to retaliate.



This will damage Israel's deterrent image. A cérdoanponent of mutual deterrence would
be the abandonment of defensive measures. Binyletianyahu must begin to formulate a

new strategic conception, and plan for the day &fé& acquires a nuclear weapon.

Conceptual Approaches: The Defense-Deterrence-Disaament Triangle

Interactions between Missile Defense, Deterrennd,Risarmament: A Relativist Approach

Paul Schulte argued that BMD reflected the distrust and mildaion in international
relations. The challenge of the second nuclearisp manage an international order where
rivalries increasingly take place in a nuclear eahtand are expressed also through an
accumulation of ballistic missiles. In the comingcddes, ballistic missiles with the most
lethal warheads will be the most effective and lgagrocured weapons by aggressive
revisionist powers. The assumption is that deteseas a strategic imperative will continue
indefinitely. However, waging deterrence is notirmgistic process, and not only requires
investment but also well-thought out presentatioth advocacy.

Using effective deterrence requires an understgndiran opponent’s values and decision-
making processes and those of one’s own nationviding that BMD systems appear to be
credible, they may succeed in reassuring publiniopiin crises even when their interception
rate is low, as was seen in Israel with the Patnint1991. Exoatmospheric interception of
long-range missiles will be highly vulnerable touoter-measures, but it will be extremely
cost-effective if it succeeds in negating a nuclearhead. On the other hand, the success of
Iron Dome indicates that the interception of shiartge rockets is technically feasible, but

involves an unsatisfactory economic exchange rate.

How much does the survivability of national detaoe against pre-emptive destruction need
to rest upon BMD rather than other defensive meassuin general, it will always be likely
that the possession of BMD systems will potentialtidd somewhat to national deterrence.
The threat of the use of ballistic missiles caveers a counter-intervention against states or
alliances who might otherwise intervene to resteggonal order. Devaluing their threatened
use in many scenarios is likely to add to deterehiowever, no government will ever find it
easy to expose its population to even a slightsfSWMD attack by active engagement in a
discretionary intervention. BMD allows greater patie in crises because it enables countries

to mitigate or absorb an enemy attack, and it diyuaupports deterrence forces and



strategic assets. Furthermore, from a geopolipeaspective, joint investments in BMD can
be a means of remaining close to the United Statdsts structure of alliances, particularly
in the Middle East and East Asia. Nevertheless,idea of deterring and devaluing the
decisions of others to acquire ballistic missilasotigh BMD is both an attractive but
uncertain prospect. The possibility of getting agi warhead through will seem a huge
inducement to continue with nuclear weapons if aeonsidering a nuclear attack on
antagonists. For those without a nuclear capapibty numbers will be indispensable to
threaten successful prolonged conventional warsomber to harm an adversary and

overcome BMD systems.

It will always be difficult to judge whether BMD disions will have gone right: like all
deterrence-related calculations, they will be coteal and hard to prove. They do risk
generating international expectations that for emwnal attacks, at least, deterrence should
be exercised with restraint, relying on defense dawmial rather than punishment. That may
itself be an incentive to some aggressors. Thepprisre development of BMD systems can
also frighten potential adversaries and even theomamitted through the possibilities of
coercion. Trying to diminish the chances of a pv&ropponent pulling off a preemptive
attack will almost always be seen as diminishingirtithances of retaliation. It raises the
stakes, and presents questions whether statesiaggBMD systems are obliged to accept
strategic vulnerability as a condition of stabilifyhe United States was willing to accept this
with the Soviet Union and the Russian Federatian,i® unwilling to provide any formal
permanent acceptance that its homeland will remalinerable to Chinese nuclear forces, let
alone North Korean. Nowhere else in the worldeast not in the Middle East, is there any

acceptance of a national obligation to acceptegratvulnerability which could be negated.

Strategic disparities could be intensified becausssile defenses add to capabilities. For the
Russians, even the remote possibilities of thisl lseem to matter very much, although they
are exaggerating for political effect. Many comnatots have said these disparities do not
matter to the United States which would be proféyideéterred by the possibility of a single
nuclear warhead hitting a US city. This may be wlitsrael. It raises the Kissinger question:

what is strategic superiority and what can you dt vi?

Schulte concluded that decisions over BMD are noegcapable except for countries in the
safest circumstances. BMD cannot be a panacea,ncuwtmental choices might offer

worthwhile advantages. Certainty about the conseopee of introducing or not introducing



defensive systems is not going to be attainablethai is no reason to give up on a debate on

planning assumptions.

From Disarmament to Missile Defense: Obama’s Nuchgaproach

Emily Landau argued that in spite of President Obama’s amstidisarmament agenda,
deterrence and stability have remained at the obtas thinking. The US-Soviet missile
defense-deterrence relationship of the cold warsymsabest captured by the ABM Treaty of
1972 which regulated the missile defense deploysehtthe two superpowers.. The key
terms here are deterrence and stability. The AB®BRTy was grounded in deterrence, but it
sought to stabilize the deterrence relationshipc@&ying BMD systems, it was believed that
stability would be enhanced by halting the nevetheg arms race.

When Obama was elected president, nuclear armsotevds no longer focused exclusively
on the US-Soviet bilateral relationship, but wasnifested in his call for a world free of
nuclear weapons. This engendered a much broades emntrol agenda, encompassing a
wider range of objectives, including a much strangmphasis on non-proliferation, pursued
vis-a-vis Iran and North Korea. Although the agendach he introduced in Prague in 2009
was called a global disarmament agenda, deterrandestability have remained central.
Obama’s disarmament agenda reflected new thinkiagwas first codified in a significant
manner in January 2007 by the four former emin@atesmen (Kissinger, Nunn, Shultz and
Perry) who called for a world free of nuclear weagolhey argued that nuclear threats had
changed, with less of a threat from Russia, ancerbia danger that nuclear weapons could
fall into the hands of terrorists. The idea wast tine US could now afford to reduce its
nuclear arsenal, and the terror threat makes ieratwe to do so. The notions of strategic
stability and deterrence, however, remain a key glatheir thinking and that of Obama as
well. This was evident in a later article by Kigggn and Scowcroft in April 2012, where they
expressed concern that US nuclear reductions ngghtoo far, possibly undermining
strategic stability. They maintained that nucleatedrence remains essential for ensuring
strategic stability.

The theme of strategic stability was also prominenthe Nuclear Weapons Employment
document released in June 2013 by the US Departaiddéfense. The notion that nuclear
arsenals could be cut by up to a third as Obamaédifrhad advocated on the same day in
Berlin, rested on the notion that this could be edevhile maintaining strategic stability.



However, there are some mixed messages in Obamppieach on the US nuclear arsenal.
On the one hand, Obama calls for a world free aflear weapons. On the other hand,
Obama’s policy review has advocated keeping afldlglements of the US nuclear triad, and
calls for upgrading and modernizing US nuclear wads.

The debate over BMD in Europe is taking place irolhnew context. On the one hand, the
nuclear policy of the Obama Administration showsenelements of continuity than a break
with strategic thinking that was characteristictlod cold war years. On the other hand, it is
new because the arms control agenda has been besadéhe US also has to maintain
stability not only with Russia but also with Chin@he mix of disarmament and non-
proliferation with both global and regional agendatertwined, and with deterrence and
stability still at the forefront, means that BMDapk are taking place in a new and more
complex environment. The US claims that BMD in Epgas necessary to confront emerging
threats from rogue states: in Europe, this mears Russia’s opposition to the BMD system
is fuelled by cold war thinking, with the claim thihe system weakens Russian deterrence.
The result is that the US is continuing with BMDeavat the cost of upsetting Russia, even as
it plays up possible diplomatic movement regardrag’s nuclear ambitions.

The employment of BMD in preparation for failure thle diplomatic effort to stop Iran’s
nuclear aspirations has serious implications fordgé&rrence vis-a-vis Iran. The continued
support for BMD appears to be a more convincingsags from the Obama Administration
than the guarded optimism regarding Iran. Indeeaticued adherence to BMD actually
underscores implicitly the failure of arms contiolits non-proliferation manifestation: the
inability to make a convincing argument that Irail Wwe stopped by ongoing diplomatic
efforts. In facing a possible nuclear-armed Ira, BMD is probably being thought of as an
additional layer of protection for European alliessyond US extended deterrence. In the
context of ongoing efforts to stop Iran (in the leac realm) through negotiations, deterrence
takes on a somewhat different meaning. That faisiteed up with the inability of the US to
convince Iran that there will be serious consegesn€ Iran goes for nuclear weapons.
Nevertheless, one should be careful not to dravelosions from weak US deterrence in a
negotiating situation for its expected strengthairscenario where Iran could contemplate
using nuclear weapons. In the latter scenarios istill probably the case that extended
deterrence would be strong backed by BMD. But theeethe questions that arise in the
current much more complex nuclear arms controlrenment that the US and other states

are grappling with.



What Impact will Missile Defense Have on ExtendeteBence over East Asia?

Bruce Bennettfocused on South Korea's strategy of defense enfdlce of the threat from
North Korea. He began by discussing the extenhisfthreat. It is thought that North Korea
possesses some 1000 theater ballistic missiles §)BiMd considerable numbers of nuclear,
chemical and possibly biological weapons. It igljkthat North Korea would use relatively
few of its ballistic missiles with conventional vii@ads. They would be mainly armed with
WMD.

Were North Korea to target Seoul, for example, gian10 kiloton Ground Burst nuclear

weapon, within the range they have tested, 180@&dple could be killed, with about

160,000 people injured. The economic damage sestaiould be anything from $0.2 to $1.5

trillion with one nuclear weapon. Some may beligvat Patriot missiles are very expensive
at about $5 million each. However, if one can tak#e account the massive economic
damage (up to $1.5 trillion), the cost is trividhis should not be about the trade-off between
the cost of the missile and the cost of the infatiare It is about the trade-off between the cost
of the interceptor and the damage that will be @néed. In this case, immense damage will
be prevented. The danger that a warhead may daemical or biological weapons must also
be taken into account, but there are a lot of uacdres here, depending on a number of

elements including the atmosphere and wind diractio

South Korea does not rely solely on missile defeRecesident Park is considering defensive
measures such as a “kill chain capacity” and Kowsiarand Missile Defense (KAMD). This
is no longer purely extended deterrence from tha#edrStates. The Koreans have shown
that they need many of their own capabilities. Taey exploring the possibility of executing
counterforce and missile defense without consultiif§) forces. This is a departure from

extended deterrence, and the United States hasdstarrealize that this is really different.

The South Korean ‘Kill Chain’ involves three elentgnintelligence, counterforce and active
defense (missile defense). Counterforce includegetamg not just the missiles but the
leadership. South Korea will have hundreds of siatlimissiles in place by 2017 covering the
whole of North Korea. There are also cruise missi&ich can hit underground launchers, as
well as fighter aircraft and armed unmanned aes@icles (UAVS). In regard to missile
defense, the SM3 interceptors and THAAD are thmetds that will come directly from the

United States. South Korea does not have a mediunpper tier system. It has Patriot



missiles, but their range is limited. South Korgaiound five times the size of Israel, so it

will need a lot of Patriot batteries to protect twaintry.

If North Korea has 1000 TBMs with an 80 per cetialglity rate, that means that around
800 can be launched and reach targets. In tuBguth Korea has 600 interceptors with a 70
per cent kill probability, then 380 missiles wikach their target over time. That is an
unacceptable outcome if they are carrying WMD. Sty woes South Korea not purchase
[additional] missile defences? The problem is thih the high cost of interceptors ($15-20
billion alone), this is unaffordable. The South Kan military research development and
acquisitions budget is $9 billion right now. Inglea counterforce element has been added. If
the counterforce can destroy 600 missiles, anahnissile defenses are added to deal with the

320 or so remaining missiles that are launchedihteat is reduced significantly.

However, there are liabilities with this approatfhSouth Korea relies on retaliation, North
Korea may not be deterred in an attempt to contjuercountry. The South is hoping to
achieve deterrence by making it clear that if Nd€trea loses in its attempted conquest, the
regime will be destroyed. That has always been Sbath Korean end state which is
unacceptable to the North. Nevertheless, timingverything in this scenario. Were North
Korea to disperse its missiles from its undergrostorage facilities, then the ballistic
missiles used to destroy them will not be effectifevery unstable situation could ensue in
the event that the South attempts a preemptivkestBouth Korea will need to ask itself
whether it should risk getting caught in an escalaspiral, if it pursues the counterforce
option. South Korean forces are still under US e@nd. Could this be carried out without

US approval?

Missile Defense in Practice: Middle East Perspectas

The Next New Kid on the Block?

Gallia Lindenstrauss presented the Turkish perspective on missile defeifurkey has

historically viewed missile defense as a securtgrfly as a result of three main threats: 1)
The threat from Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, 2) Syrigoskgpile of chemical weapons 3) Iran’s
nuclear program. The country does not currently ehawdependent missile defense
capabilities and depends mainly on NATO. Iraqaslonger a concern for Turkey, while
Syria is in the process of eliminating its chemieaapons arsenal. Turkey is today

ambiguous over the Iranian nuclear threat.



In 1997, Turkey expressed interest in purchasingels Arrow Il, and commenced
negotiations to develop a coproduction agreemettt i8rael. The United States presented
objections to this. Later, trilateral negotiatiangolving Turkey, the United States and Israel
did take place, but these talks ultimately fail€drkey encountered a severe financial crisis,
and post-9/11 realities deterred Turkey from coapeg with the US and Israel on this
matter, fearing it might also become a target &atical groups. In 2011, Turkey was asked
by NATO to host a radar on its territory. Turkeyeep but refused to the naming of Iran as a
threat. Turkey was worried that it would be tardet@nd was concerned also that the radar

would benefit Israel.

In 2007, Turkey posted a tender for an off-thefspefchase of a missile defense system. In
2013 the tender was cancelled and reposted asradumpion tender. China’s CPMIEC won
the tender after it offered the lowest price ($3illon for a $4 billion tender), promised the

earliest delivery (2017) and was generous regairtiegxtent of coproduction.

It is unclear whether or not the missile defensa @éth China will materialize. On the one
hand, the deal may go through since the issue iot joroduction in general has been
important for Turkey in recent years — especiadlith regard to missile defense. A deal with
China could address this. The issue of nationaepis also a factor as is China’s low price.
Finally, Prime Minister Erdogan was personally ilwaal in the tender and may be less likely
to change his mind. On the other hand, Turkey b&forced to cancel the Chinese missile
defense deal because Turkey will face challengésgiating the Chinese and NATO
systems, since they are not interoperable. Thisneil only require a larger budget, but is
also strongly opposed by US and NATO officials.tRarmore, the Turkish military prefers
the Patriot System. The understanding with CPMIEGhimhave been used to pressure the
European and American companies. One final poirthas coproduction slows down the
procurement process. The decision that is made uttawyately tell us a lot about Turkey’s

international orientatian

Gulf Perspectives on Missile Defense

Yoel Guzanky addressed four elements of BMD in the Persian:Qilthe threat posed by
Iran, 2) the strategic vulnerability of the Gulf @peration Council (GCC) to asymmetric
warfare, 3) the progress made so far in BMD inGhif, 4) the goals of the United States in

the near and more distant future, and 5) the ntatienges that lies ahead.



Iran’s main military threat to the GCC states gsstiperiority in surface-to-surface missiles
and additional maritime asymmetric capabilitiegnlthas the largest arsenal of surface-to-
surface missile in the Middle East, with more tH&®0 missiles ranging between 150-2000
kilometers, threatening mainly the GCC states. isamorking to improve their accuracy and

destructive force. Iran has threatened to fire mieAcan bases as well as strategic facilities
such as water desalination installations, oil egfies, and power stations. A missile attack on
oil refining and production facilities along the & western shore could have a more

serious impact on the global economy than an Ireaieempt to block the Strait of Hormuz.

The status of BMD in the Gulf has changed in regagars. Between 1991 and 2006, the
GCC states have pursued Patriot Advanced CapaiyC-2) batteries which have limited
surface-to-surface interception capabilities. Sip866, the GCC States have increased their
interest in BMD with Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, the UABRNd Qatar pursuing an upgrade to the
more apt PAC-3 configurations. Guzansky noted @aNTCOM also has deployed Patriot
PAC-3 batteries in Bahrain, Qatar, UAE and Kuwaiid has stationed warships equipped
with the AEGIS system in the Gulf. Qatar and theBJ#ave requested the THAAD system,
and Saudi Arabia is also considering the procurérneTHAAD and SM3 interceptors on
Aegis ships. Between 2011 and 2012, collective rdafespending by the six monarchies
grew by 20 percent. Moreover, between 2008 and ,20&lmonarchies spent more than $75

billion on defense.

The United States has long sought an integrated Blydlem in the Gulf, but the rivalries
between the states have undermined this aspiraBamansky outlined five US goals and
objectives: First, it wishes to defend US forceplaged in the Gulf. Second, it wants to
protect oil infrastructure and strategic instatiag. Third, the United States wants to signal
its commitment to defend the six monarchies. Fqualthough not an official goal, the
United States seeks to help deter and possiblyasort nuclear Iran. Finally, the United

States wants to improve cooperation between the &at€s.

The rivalry among GCC states is one of the mail@hges to BMD in the Gulf. There is a
view that Saudi Arabia will have less of an inceatto acquire a nuclear capability because
of BMD. Guzanky discounts this view. Iran’s nucl@@sture and the relationship between

Riyadh and Washington will have a stronger inflleenn such a decision.



BMD acquisition in the Gulf takes place on a bifatecountry-by-country basis. An effective
missile shield in the Gulf will require the statesshare information, put aside rivalries and

coordinate arsenals.

Although some claim that BMD might be a disinceatfor Saudi Arabia to acquire nuclear
weapons in the future, Guzansky believes the sitnas more complex. He argues that
proliferation decisions like this depend more oa Hroader geopolitical context, on Iran's
future nuclear posture and on the relationship betwRiyadh and Washington. An effective
shield would require the GCC states to share inftion and coordinate their individual

arsenals.

There is a view that a stronger Iranian threat le@#id to greater Gulf cooperation. Guzanky
concludes that the opposite is the case: certaintdes may decide to move closer to Iran
and bandwagon out of fear. Cooperation will theretoe even harder.

Missile Defense: Stabilizing Force or Barrier to Coperation in NATO-Russia

Relations?

What Will an Iran Deal mean for NATO-Russia Reladi®

Azriel Bermant examined the issue of the tensions between NAT@®Rumssia over BMD

against the backdrop of the recent P5+1 interimeegent with Iran over its nuclear
program. Since the United States has maintainatl it European Phased Adaptive
Approach (EPAA) BMD system is designed to defendolra from Middle East threats, with
an emphasis on the Iranian threat, Russia has ethihat there is no longer any justification
for the BMD system if Iran were to agree to disneutls nuclear program. If the Iranian

threat recedes, is there a justification for a \a@stly and divisive BMD system?

The idea behind the EPAA is to bind US securityhat of the West, and to provide firm
security guarantees against a threat from the Mi#@ist. Teheran possesses missiles which
could reach targets in Southeast and even CentrapE. Nevertheless, Russia has expressed
its consistent opposition to the NATO BMD systetajraing that it is a threat to its strategic
nuclear forces. Moscow has also dismissed US resrsses that the BMD system is designed

to counter an Iranian threat.

Some of Moscow’s anger over the BMD system is eelato the legacy of NATO's

expansion eastwards. The BMD facilities in Cenarad East European countries require the



presence of US forces on the ground: in this whg, Wnited States is strengthening its

military commitments to key countries in Russiaigar abroad'.

In his conclusion, Bermant maintained that in spité¢he agreement with Iran, there would
probably not be any impact on future NATO BMD dgpients in 2015 and 2018. NATO-
Russia tensions will remain for some time to cortran’s nuclear infrastructure would have
to be dismantled completely before countries sicBualgaria and Romania could feel safe.
Iran could also renege on an agreement, and brgtalo @btain a nuclear capability. Unless
Iran’s nuclear program is dismantled and the wemadion issue is addressed, an agreement
is likely to bring only a temporary respite. Eastand Central European countries would be
opposed to BMD concessions, as concerns rise intges such as Poland and the Baltic
states over Russian intentions. They would likefbiSes to remain in the area. Moreover,
the United States is seeking to increase its cilégliamong its European allies, including
former Warsaw Pact countries. It would be problemfatr the United States to withdraw its

BMD commitments now.

Russian Countermeasures against New Missile Tegchied

Igor Sutyagin argued that Russia does have major concerns beetréanian and North
Korean missile threat, although many of its pradtgteps are taken to negate American and
Israeli systems. Russia has deployed a new gemerafiradars around its territory, as the
existing framework of early warning radars is okes®l The new generation of radars are also
more affordable. Russia has nine early warningrrait@s, a number of which are intended to

provide protection from Iran and North Korea.

Half of the Russian TBMD units are concentratedrnian. It is important to draw
distinctions between Russia’s interests and thenknés interests. In this case, Russia and
the Kremlin perceive threats in absolutely différeays. Russian military planning signifies
that Moscow is concerned about developments in drath North Korea. The capital city of
Kaluga, for example, is currently within reach @arian missiles: just 200 km from
Moscow. Thus, Russian military concerns over thaniin threat contradict the official
propaganda of the Kremlin which claims that Iranemd North Korean missiles do not

present a danger and cannot justify global miskfense systems.



Russia has developed countermeasures to negateécAmand Western systems. American
systems such as PGS/ArcLight provide the benchrageinst which Russian systems are
developed. The Rubezh/Avangard missile systemsXample, have been developed to deal
with the United States and not Iran. Russia dodsneed an ICBM which is extremely

mobile for Iran.

Russia also has concerns over Israeli BMD systesush as ‘David’s Sling’. It has
developed the‘lskander-M’ which is a highly maneaxe and agile missile possessing the
potential to negate ‘David’s Sling’. The ‘Iskand€rcan carry cruise and ballistic missiles,
and has been developed to disrupt interceptiomatte It is probably the only short-range
tactical ballistic missile which carries its ownngdration aid system. It carries an explosive
electro-magnetic pulse (EMP) device. It can effety blind anything within a range of 400
meters. The system has been named ‘Atropus’ (iaelilly) by the Russians. The
employment of this device will inevitably lead tsiption of missile interceptions. Russian
designers have also developed the ‘Yakhont whglpart of the Bastion coastal missile
defense system, and has been deployed in Syria:YEkdont’ has the capability to attack
ground targets with a range of 300 kilometers ftaunch.

Sutyagin expressed considerable pessimism regatftgngrospects for NATO-Russian BMD
cooperation. Regardless of Russian concerns beelranian and North Korean threats, its
practical steps are focused on negating Americamageli and western systems. Cooperation
cannot take place if one is focused on negatin(sqgragtner’'s systems.

Sutyagin concluded by challenging Landau's claiat RRussian objections towards NATO
missile defense are fuelled by cold war motiveslebd, he stated that the opposite is the
case: The Russian attitude is fuelled by an unaedstg of post cold war realities, including
the awareness that Russia is losing its internatiamfluence. Effectively, the Kremlin
believes that the only way to address this sitmati® to preserve a cold war-style
environment. The Kremlin has three tools to resitwenternational influence: oil and gas
supplies, the UN Security Council veto and itstetgec nuclear potential. Russian oil and gas
supplies could be undermined by the Americans thi¢lir shale revolution. The Russian veto
at the UN was challenged by the US and the UK ailgya. Thus, the Kremlin perceives that
the only tool left in their possession is theiragtgic nuclear potential. This is why the
Kremlin politicians would like to maintain a coldawenvironment, and why there is little

prospect of cooperation between NATO and Russia.



A Central European Perspective on the NATO BMDehyst

Petr Chalupecky presented a unique personal perspective on thehCRepublic’s
participation in negotiations over the NATO BMD ®&®, and also provided his assessment
on the future prospects for NATO BMD. The Bush Adistration decided to deploy a radar
in the Czech Republic and ground-based interceptoi8oland which would serve as a
countermeasure to the nuclear and ballistic mig$iteat facing Europe and the United
States, while complementing the two missile defesiges in the United States. The Czech
government was enthusiastic about the deploymerte shey acknowledged the existence of
a credible threat which justified their particifatiin the BMD system. Secondly, there were
technological incentives, since the Czech Repubiis eager to obtain access to BMD
knowhow and high technologies. Thirdly, there weitical advantages in a stronger
bilateral relationship with the United States arddfits from the presence of a major ally on
its territory. Furthermore, the Czech Republic saw opportunity to strengthen NATO'’s

capabilities, and believed this would enhance caaimn among Alliance members.

Russia was a difficult partner throughout negatiagi over the NATO BMD system. The
Czech side was already familiar with the Russiamclthat the BMD system would disrupt
the strategic balance and threaten the Russiamaruatsenal. However, it became clear to
the Czechs that the genuine Russian motivationdfsrupting the BMD components in
Europe was strictly related to geopolitical caltiolas. Thus, Russian officials stated that
they would not object to BMD assets being placed umkey, but deployments in Central
Europe would be a problem. Chalupecky concurred inandau that this was an example of

Russian cold war attitudes.

After the Obama election victory, the Czechs soughtconvince the United States to
continue with the arrangement. However, it wasidiff to obtain solid approval from the

Czech Parliament, and the Americans sensed thalzbehs would not be able to deliver a
guarantee of support for the system. In turn, thecis were uncertain of the US support for
the arrangement. The European Phased Adaptive Agpr@&PAA) BMD system was finally

announced on 17 September 2009. The United Stadggaimed that the new system would
provide a more flexible response to the threaisco8dly, they acknowledged that the ICBM
threat was not imminent, but that there were sharedium- and intermediate-range missile
threats. These were the most pressing problemsthan@Bl systems were not the best way
to counter them. Thus, the United States optedHerSM-3 type interceptors which were

present on Aegis ships and could be easily coretelitj and were much cheaper than the



GBI versions. However, the Central Europeans setis#dthe Americans had gone ahead

with a new system in order to improve relationshwite Russians.

Thus, NATO swiftly integrated the EPAA with theldd NATO BMD system: the Active
Layered Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMDIhe Czech Republic is no longer
actively involved in deliberations over NATO BMIHowever, it remains a strong supporter
of the deployment of the BMD assets in Central [pardt does not matter much to Prague
that they are not going to be deployed in the CZepublic: it is very important that the
assets are in Poland and Romania. The BMD assetentral Europe are important for

cohesion and East-West solidarity among alliesiwithATO.

Chalupecky claimed that the Russian goal remaingaio maximum control over NATO
BMD or to cancel the project altogether. While hdidwves that there is some scope for
cooperation with Russia, for example, in sharindyeaarning systems, the Russians do not
view this as a priority. Chalupecky claimed thatrthwas excessive optimism at the 2010
NATO Lisbon Summit regarding the possibilities oANO cooperation with Russia. When
Russia’s Defense Minister Shoigu recently announbatiMoscow was taking a break from
negotiations with NATO, and that it would commenmdateral negotiations with the United
States, this came as no surprise. Chalupecky tlo&tadvhen there is a strategic problem, the

Russians always go to Washington rather than Blsisse

The Central Europeans believe that it is essemtial the third phase of the EPAA is
completed. Since the fourth phase of the EPAA Hemsady been cancelled, a failure to
complete the third phase would send another bambkiggarding the US commitment to
Central Europe — especially, with all the talk dktUS rebalancing and the declining
American presence in Europe. This debate is bieielled by the assertion that the US and
NATO might reassess their MD plans if the threatimmment changes. This is something
the Russians are building upon when talking abbat gotential cancellation of the third
phase, and it is unclear what the US will do. Th&e® and other Central European allies are
very nervous that the third BMD deployment in 204 not take place. Since the United
States has to work with the Russians over Syréa &nd arms reductions, it is possible that
the third phase of the EPAA will fall victim to aund of rapprochement between the powers.

Central Europeans would not like to see that happen

Bermant, Sutyagin and Chalupecky were all pessienisgarding the future prospects for
cooperation between NATO and Russia over BMD.



Missile Defense: An Israeli Perspective

In his keynote addres¥aakov Amidror focused on the important role of missile defemse i
defending Israel from attacks carried out by testoorganizations based in Gaza and
Lebanon. At present, around 150,000 rockets andilessare threatening Israel (this doesn't
include the Iranian missile threat). Echoing poimsde earlier by Yadlin, Rubin and
Bennett, he argued that while the price of intetaemissiles might be steep, this should be
weighed against the amount of damage caused bgslenor rocket. Israel has faced missile
threats before but the intensity of today's thiseatnprecedented, and the country has to be
ready to deal with it. Amidror listed the three qmonents of Israel’'s approach in defending
the country from missile attacks: (1) preventid),dctive defense, and (3) passive defense.

First, Israel should invest its resources in pnéivng attacks before they are carried out. This
should be done by establishing an air-operatecesyshat will target and prevent launchers
from launching rockets. This will be difficult andill pose a great challenge to the

intelligence branch because of the range of theilass This system will require extensive

surveillance abilities on the border with Lebanonorder to identify, locate, and target

launchers. It will need to provide a real-time $woin to the difficulty of identifying those

carrying out the attacks.

Aside from carrying out aerial attacks on the ldwers, the IDF should be prepared to have
boots on the ground in order to tackle launchesgde southern Lebanon. A moral dilemma
exists in targeting rocket launchers as they terfsetbased in civilian areas. Does Israel take
action against the launchers and risk consideraiviBan casualties, or should it exercise
restraint and face the danger of rockets over TwalA Amidror urged the international
community to take immediate action against the gatzent of launchers in urban areas which

endanger human life.

In regard to active defense, Israel will have &gels of interceptors: Arrow I, Arrow Il
(half layer), David’s Sling, and Iron Dome. The dpment of these active defense systems
is one of the best examples of the fruitful cooperabetween the United States and Israel,
both in terms of development capabilities and fagdiThis has been the case with the Arrow
system and David's Sling (joint ventures). Iron [@ora an Israeli system, but the United
States is assisting with the funding of future eys. Looking forward, it will become
necessary to develop an integrated system ("amsystesystems") that will cover the whole

of Israel, and activate the different systems mniost efficient and cost-effective way. The



guestion is, how does Israel prioritize the logataf its missile defense systems? Does it
prioritize the allocation of defense systems iniligim areas or in military installations? It
cannot defend all locations at the same time.eldras to prioritize in such a way that it can

win the war without risking the lives of its cialns.

Amidror outlined his vision for Israel’s passivefelegse. He maintained that every apartment
in Israel should have a shelter, rather than omebp#ding. Israel needs to decide which
facilities are sensitive enough to be defendedrsg¢glg, and which need to be reinforced to
survive an attack if active defense fails. Amidooncluded that Israel needs to establish a
new command and control system as soon as posshikewill allow the military to win the

war, and enable other domestic institutions to ethe protection of the home front.



