Meeting One: Intro to SS and Evolution of Modern Warfare
Contents Slide
· Overview
· Intro to Strategic Studies Discipline 
· Evolution of Warfare: Change and Continuity
· About me:  IDC and Mabal (research center). Coming from Harvard; functional (IS, SS, Nukes, SC) & area expertise (ME, US and Russia). In the IDF and MoD – intelligence analysis and strategic policy planning. Ambat. Vaadat Meridor.

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Privileged to co-teach this class with the General Virov. Division of labor: Strategic Thought (intellectual history & foundation) & Strategic Thinking (theoretical tools & practical models); Application – BG Finkel.

· General points about the class.
· Readings (required and recommended)
· In the library and website. 
· Please read ahead of the class.  For this week it’s recommended.
· Next class readings:  second theme.
· MA Seminar modus operandi:  
· My goal is to make it as useful and intellectually stimulating as possible for you. I am also eager to learn from you.
· Let me present and then I will leave place for Qs. Raise your hand and then talk. I will make an effort to recall your names.
Q.: What’s the name of our course? What is strategy?
Slide 1: Strategic Studies
·   Strategy
· The most optimal (and creative) correlation between ends, means, and ways. While taking into account those of the other side.

·   Strategic Interaction
·  Dynamic interaction with an adversary who pursues an opposite strategy.  

·   Strategic Thinking
·  Considering choices in light of the adversaries’ ends, means and moves.
·  Prioritization of alternatives according to the cost-benefits calculus (utility of force).
· Ultimate Goal of Strategy (in military affairs):
· Imposing one’s strategic will on the other side (s).
· Translating lower level military achievements into higher order (military or political) results. 
· Clausewitz formula about division of labor and its relevancy.
Q: What levels of military strategic activity do we know?

Slide 2:  The Logic of Strategic (Military) Activity
Etymological Sources:
Strategy: 
· στρατηγός stratagos; literally meaning "army/military leader." στρατός – army/military force and ἄγω [ago] – I lead. In Classical Athens (6 BC) board of 10 strategos was elected annually from each tribe of Attica (phyles).[footnoteRef:1]   [1:  Preceded by polemarches (polemos (war) and archon (ruler/leader) - translates as "warleader" or "warlord", one of the nine archontes appointed annually in Athens.] 

· Authority to make most general administrative decisions about war. Finance, legislation and courts, recruiting, equipping, promotions, proclamation of war, time, space and way of waging war and logistical preparation for it.
Tactics: 
· Greek τακτικός - referring to the arrangement of the forces. From τάξις formation or deployment. Stands for the art of arrangement or deployment of formations (forces) on the battleground.  
· Conceptual and practical actions aiming at the achievement of a goal on the lowest level of military activity.  
· Hebrew – taksis (seder, maarach. 2 Meaning – tahbula).
Operational art:
· Sphere of prof military knowledge between strategy and tactics.
· Emerged incrementally in militaries worldwide since the 19th century. Always existed. Especially in Napoleonic, WW1 and WW2.
· But explicitly codified in the USSR after World and Civil wars and then on both sides of the Atlantic and Asia.
· Adoption and understanding of the term varied internationally. Under different strategic cultures & traditions it popularity went up and down.

· Response to similar shifts in the character of war in the last 200 years:

· Battle areas expended in depth, breadth, time, dimensions & force size. Impossible to attain strategic goals in one decisive battle. Only several operations  & campaigns diffused in space and time, but linked by a unifying intent. 
· Delegation of command authority to numerous subordinate tactical leaders. Demand in new levels of command organization, planning and logistics.
· New technologies enabling tools of war, movement, and communication.

· Field of professional knowledge that has three generic expressions:
· Intellectual Framework for formulating principles of war and military doctrines.
· Conceptual mechanism (methodology) that enables the interpretation of strategic goals and translation of them into tactical actions.
· Sphere or conducting discourse —an exchange of ideas between commanders and subordinates, which generates shared understanding of the strategic situation, the operational problem associated with it, and its tactical resolution.
· Abstract; is compared to architectural design; tactics compared to engineering.
· Major military innovations originate on this level of war. (Next week).


· Levels of warfare / ends and means / civil-military relations.
· Grand strategy, strategy, op. art, tactics  (WW2 examples)
· Correlation with the levels of authority and military ranks
· Blurred space - inter-level discourse
· Varies from one strategic culture to another; and within one culture during different historical periods.
· Definition of space, masses and weapon systems can vary in different strategic communities (US & RU vs. Israel) and in different historical periods (rabat astrategi)

· Symptoms of poor strategy and poor strategic thinking
· Winning the battle but losing the war or 
· Winning war but not achieving political goal 


Slide 3: Strategic Studies

· Classical and Modern Strategic Thought
· Why formal education? 
· Course like this are taught in mil academies and universities worldwide. 
· Strategic practice was always accompanied by strategic theory:
· An old tradition of strategic writing and educating the rulers in strategy all over the world (Thucydides, Machiavelli, Sun Tzu, Arthashastra Clausewitz, Jomini, Giulio Douhet, Mahan, LH, Nuclear Age strategists, Mao Dze Dung and Che Gevara)
· Aim: to distill several universal postulates of strategic reasoning.
· That’s how strategic studies discipline was born in academia as part of IR and political science.
· Always evolved as practical tool and theoretical discipline.


· Strategic Studies as Social Science
· Three roles of a science: to describe, explain, and “forecast” behavior.
· PS – IR – IS (S.S.) – Str. St. 
· Limitations of social sciences
· Academic Discipline and Practical Tool.
· Strategy is not a science but an art:
· Each problem might have several potential solutions rather than one optimal one.
· In the art there is no fixed rules.

Credo: although it is an art and not a science strategy can be studied systematically.

· Systematic Study of Strategy
(Good and bad news about our class) - (Geniuses vs. talented people.)
· Geniuses (Napoleon) don’t need formal education. 
· Talented people can educate / improve their strategic instincts for better performance.
· We are in the intellectual competition with our adversaries and we can improve our strategic judgment and strategic reasoning.
· Skills, methods and tools to analyze strategic problems
· Ability to pose the right questions and to make a correct strategic diagnosis about yourself, the enemy and strategic environment  (when u know the illness u know the treatment). 

· Our most basic professional PRODUCT: STRATEGIC DIAGNOZIS.

Focus of Our Class -- Q.: Two basic forms of strategic interaction in IR? 

Slide 2: Basic Strategic Interactions in IR
· Coercion = Diplomacy of Force (Threat is the main tool)
· Prevention / Preemption of Intentions and Capabilities.
· “Control” = does not leave a choice (brute force to impose one’s will)

 Course Overview


Strategic Thought and the Changing Character of War
· Argument about the Phenomenon: Strategic thought evolves in the context and in response to the changing character of war. 
· What do we do next? Let’s explore evolution of the changing character of war in modern times, and challenges of modern strategic thought. 
· Why do we do it? This is just an illustration to prepare us for the major debate next week about military innovations and the dialectics between the two.
Slide: Evolution of Warfare 
· Preamble  -- The last 200 years shaped our thinking about warfare and military strategy today. In modern times theoreticians were exploring phenomenon of war and developing strategic thought utilizing practical experiences in three conceptual realms – conventional, sub-conventional and nuclear.  
· Three Main characteristics 
· Technology + Conops + organizational structures
· Towards combined arms, jointensss and multidimensionality.
· Complex phenomenon; towards systemic & systematic mil thought.
· Mega Trend: Warfare made a full circle: from Limited to Total to Limited (total goals, means, scope - meimad).
· The Napoleon Legacy 
· Prior to the NE most armies are small professional or mercenaries soldiers (soldier root of the word). Mil power limited by your financial power. 
· Democratic obligation of the citizen to defend his motherland – mass armies  - conscription.
· Corps / divisions
· Joint formations: cavalry, infantry and artillery.
· March divided fight united. 
· The goals of the war are more ideological and thus more total – not only to gain a territory. 
· Logistics and supply – not prepositioning but exploiting the locals - Spanish peasants – guerrilla.
· Seeking the ultimate decisive battle of annihilation.
· Seeking the destruction of Clausevitzian center of gravity (the source of his power which will put out of balance).
·     “Industrial Warfare”
· Sophistication (accuracy, automatization) and mass production: 
· Rifled gun, smokeless cartedges, breachloading 
· Eight shots magazine rifle
· Machine gun (Maxim) 
· Rifles artillery: more precise, more powerful / longer range.
· Strategic mobility – supplies and troops can be moved more quickly (railways / ships – steam engage). 
· American civil war / franco-prussian war.
· Strategic command/control – telegraph. 
Bottom line: advantage to defender – extremely difficult to close with the enemy.

·     “Total War” – WW1 & WW2
· WWI – trench war as manifestation of this trend.
· Warfare becomes total because:
· Is aimed at all the infrastructure which produces/support the war machine – i.e. civilian population and industrial infrastructure
· Unrestricted warfare by all possible (and very sophisticated means).
· Attempts to break through the stalemate:
· Airpower (strategic bombing)
· Tanks
· Gas
· Pacifism (The Lost Generation Literature) 
· WWII: technology (internal combustion engine + radio) produces tactical mobility and returns the advantage to offence/ attacker. 
· Blitzkireg / Deep Battle – iron feasts + mission command
· Strategic bombing: V1/ V2 / N- Bomb - London Drezden,  Hiroshima Nagasaki.
· The war arrived to its absolute totality in terms of goals, means and ways. Especially on the Eastern front. 
·     “Nuclear Era” 
· From the early 1950s it became clear that the full-scale war is impossible.
· “Cold War” was cold globally – deterrence, but very hot regionally – lots’ of limited wars and conflicts – conventional and guerilla (insurgence – counterinsurgency). 
· Thinking about tactical nuclear weapons.
· Nuclear weapons ended the era of total war.
· Limited wars increased.
· Superpowers deterred escalations of conventional conflicts.
·   “Post-Modern Warfare” 
· Modern war – conducted by state – post modern by non-state actors.
· Hybrid / asymmetrical warfare.
· Article by Itai Brun and Carmit Valensi
· RMA: revolution in information, precision and speed + a new Cyber dimension of warfare
To Repeat the BOTTOM LINE: 
· Character of war is changing, strategic thought is trying to diagnose it and to respond to it.  
· Innovations emerge at the operational level of war.

Evolution of Conventional Warfare: Land, Sea and Air Warfare
Land Warfare
· General Point about Land Warfare:
· Brute Force vs. Coercion (Control & Physical Dominance vs. Psychological Influence)
· Continental/Land warfare as a brute force.
· Emergency of Modern System (maaracha modernit)
· Storm of Steel (Boer War, 1904-5, WWI) – a response through either or, or two bellow:
· Cover and Concealment (during the maneuver)
· Suppressive fire (when the attacker is exposed)
· Two problems:
· Very difficult to control the attackers
· Coordination of direct and indirect fire (the artillery conquers, infantry occupies)
· Countermeasure: combined arms approach and mission command (Auftragstaktik) – small units leadership
· Tanks and Airpower alone were vulnerable ------- Only combined arms doctrines integrating suppressive fire with movement (armor, infantry and air force) proved effective (Blitzkrieg, Deep Battle).
· Krav rav zrui or shiluviut (jointness)
· Vulnerability of tanks without infantry
· Poor performance of Arabs in 1956 and 1967; great performance in the early stages of the 1973 that showed again importance of combined arms.
· Arabs in 1973 good example of modern system – cover, concealment, suppressive fire, maneuver.
Sea Power
· General point about Sea power.
· Over 70% is covered by ocean; over 90% of international trade (weight and volume) travels by water.
· Uninterrupted access to the world transportation roots, markets and materials.
· Raising importance due to the climate change, rise of Asia and Northern Route.
· Traditional roles of the navy in peace time, crisis and war:
· Peace time:
· Defense the country from the sea.
· Securing routs of naval communications / control of the international access chokepoints (strategic straits: Turkish, Gibraltar, Suez, Bab al Mandeb, Panama, etc)
· Power projection – showing the flag; being ready for the war.
· Deterrence and Indirect use of navy as a competitive strategy t
· The US maritime strategy – to put naval pressure on the SU from the sea, to counterbalance its superiority in Europe.
· Israel as an example of defense from the sea and deterrence.
· China as an example of transformation from A2A2 to power projection. 
· Crisis: 
· Coercion/Deterrence: gunboat diplomacy / blockade 
· European/Russian Navies – Othman Empire
· British Navy – the US
· 1962 crisis - blockade
· War
· To defeat enemy forces at sea
· To effect events on land
Evolution of the Modern Navy
· Mahan – naval Clausewitz- decisive battle at sea- emergence of Dreadnought.
· Combined Arms: Incrementally naval theoreticians (Corvette) similar to the air theoreticians insisted that navy will not have strategic effect by itself but only through close cooperation with other services. 
· Diversification of battleships types and missions (destroyer – mashhetet; cruiser – saeret, sfinot torpedo, sfinot tilim)
· In modern naval history the battleships were replaced by aircraft carrier and submarines
· Tendency of towards joint warfare
· Attacks by cruise missiles and air force from naval platforms; the concept of marines.
· Sea, air and land powers became blurred today.
· US naval battle-groups around the carries as an example:
· 11 around the world. 
· Carrier as a joint platform effecting events on sea and land/air
· Submarines as the main tool of nuclear deterrence (second strike)
Bottom line: The importance of sea power is growing in the globalized world economy.
· Minerals in Africa, Latin America, Northern Pole and minerals hunger in Asia
· Western Navies command the sea but there is a rising Chinese, Indian and Russian naval aspirations.
Air Power
· Initially an extension and support of the land capabilities; then strategic bombing and CAS, then missiles, and then use in limited wars.
· WW1 - Initially intel collection; then division of labor: intel, fighters, bombers; one pilot was not able to do it all himself.
· Between the wars:
· The idea of strategic bombing (Germans during the war, Zeppelins, Gulio Douhet, Billy Mitchel). Types of strategic bombing:
· Classical form of influence: bombing leadership and civilian infrastructure (London, Drezden, Nagasaki, Deep Pentration raids in 1970) – to break the will to keep on fighting.
· Form of domination - produce strategic military effects (Pearl Harbor, 1967, 1969, 2006)
· Combined Arms, CAS and Force Maneuver by Air (dessant):  Blitzkrieg and Deep Battle, Brits slightly behind  (Liddell Hard and Fuller – only during the war Churchill pushed this forward)
· WWII – effects every campaign through CAS and even Strategic Bombing
· Cold War:
· air power as a guarantor of the 2 strike capability: part of the nuclear triad
· use in limited conventional wars against in a classical form (Arab Israeli / Iran Iraq) and against insurgency (Vietnam and Afgasnitan)
· the rise of the helicopters due to operational necessities.
· Post Cold War debates: 
· Airpower as an architect of the battle-space and the main tool of post-modern/post heroic war. 1991/2003/2006 – EBO.
· Against insurgency and hybrid threats (Hizbullah)

To Repeat the BOTTOM LINE: 
· Character of war is changing, strategic thought is trying to diagnose it and to respond to it.  
· Innovations emerge at the operational level of war.






















Meeting Two : Military Innovations
· Military Innovations
· IT-RMA
· O-RMA and Asymmetrical Warfare
Administrative Issues 
· How were the readings?
· Given intensity of the course we reduced the readings.
· Reading for the next meeting – Nuclear weapons – next week D
· Where did we stop last time? To show the Orientation slide.
· We will conclude today evolution of conventional warfare, up to modern days, and will explore the asymmetrical responses to it. 
· BUT – as strategists we are interested in broad picture and big trends. 
· No we have enough historical knowledge to make a conceptual leap forward to think more systematically.
Q.: to military – who wants to be CoS?  Q.: to civilians – what will be your expectation?

Slide 1:  Evolution of Warfare and Military Innovations
· Generals want to prepare for the next and not to the last war because they want to prevail. 
· This process is called military innovation.
· What is innovation and military innovation? Renewing weapons, organizational structure and doctrine. 
· How do we do it? What do we do if we are late? This is done by two complementary process: 
· Anticipation (imagining war) vs. Adaptation (adapting the lessons)
· Deductive vs Inductive
· Peace time vs. War Time
· Top-down vs. Bottom –Up.
· Pros-cons:  
· Anticipation is in advance, cheep, but cant ensure 100% probability; assumes mistakes and uncertainty. 
· Adaptation: assumes surprise, enjoys certainty, knowing exactly what to do, but paying the price of learning while fighting.  (Kipat Barzel, meil ruah as examples of anticipation. Imagine it in 2006 or even if the bld would start earlier)
· What is preferable?
· Different countries/organizations produce different balances between the two.
· Different historical periods – different inclinations.

· Military innovations can be evolutionary, when 3 main components change one by one incrementally or revolutionary.  The later is called in prof. jargon RMA.

· Three revolutions of the modern times and the current one – the IT-RMA

10.30     BREAK +++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

· Three were the pioneers of this revolution
· Pay attention how different was an approach of each of the pioneers to the innovation. Each one innovated in a different field from the others.
Slide:  The IT-RMA Debate
· Evolution vs. Revolution of Warfare debate between proponents and opponents of the IT-RMA takes place in almost every modern military.

·  IT RMA Proponents 
· PGMs, stand-off weapons – speed, lethality, accuracy and information gathering in all dimensions of warfare revolutionize it.
· NWC and miniature force are more important than masses of platforms. 
· Small, versatile / multifunctional, joint forces, with high power projection capabilities.
· To be seen is to be shot, to be shot is to be killed, and to be fast is to win.
· EBO - Airpower and PSO fire as an architect of the battle-space and the main tool of post-modern/post heroic war. 1991/2003/2006 – EBO.
· Against insurgency and hybrid threats (Hezbollah, Hamas)

· Opponents: More continuity than change:
· Still, to win a war one needs a close-combat.
· In close combat classical principles of the modern system come into play (cover, concealment, suppressive fire, fire and movement – maneuver; combined arms).
· Casualties are inflicted to technologically superior forces in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon, Gaza and West Bank. 
· Usually, the most skillful defenders maneuver the opponent into the urban or mountain area where technological superiority is neutralized.
· Underestimating defenders’ skills is dangerous.
· Motived fighters, in skillfully prepared positions demand a combination of PG&SO fire with ground maneuver and skillful countermeasures to defensive fire.
· Balance is needed.

· Still, we have never experienced warfare between 2 RSC. Mr. Marshall had this in mind when he was writing about RMA.
· Imagine US vs. China; 
· IDF vs an enemy that organized itself as a RSC, in light of proli of ballistic capabilities and improvements of ranges, accuracy and payload + improvements in C2 and intel.




Operational Level (Mivtzai/Maarachti).

The sphere were strategic thought produces innovations.

It demands hashiva maarachtit and can be assisted/ iformed by systems theory.











Competition of Learning and Winning the Next War
Preamble
· Let us explore facts that we know in the framework of military innovation and lets see it as a competition of learning.
· My aim is not to communicate facts to you but an analytical framework applicable in various strategic interactions.

· ORMA
· Absorption – to downgrade accuracy and lethality
· Deterrence – to limit the application of force
· Attrition – to convince the other side that efforts are futile.

· Theory of Victory: Victory by Non Defeat (survival) by uninterrupted ballistic barrage. To be able to fire till the last minute of war.
Techniques supporting it
1. Protective means (bunkers, tunnels), camouflage and deception, blurring military and civilian population. 
2. Low signature systems (AT, AA, SSMs), low signature forces (commando, infantry, guerilla, suicide bombers), low signature warfare methods that preserve this signature (terror and guerilla).
3. High Trajectory ballistic capabilities – difficult to locate the launchers - low signature and vast numbers.
4. Methods and weapons that lead to a high number of causalities among civilians and army forces. (IEDs, suicide bombers). Not to destroy enemy forces, but to create a feeling of failure that twill press to end the war. 
5. Undermine public resilience among the enemy and strengthen yours by using media and propaganda.
6. Strong desire for close battle to equalize technological supremacy.
7. Confronting aerial supremacy by active (air defense and attack systems) and passive means. 

· Paradigmatic Shift and New Theory of Victory following 2006:

· From Stand Off Fire, Passive, Defensive to Contact, Active, Ground Offensive. 
· Campaign Shorting:  Speed vs Attrition; Ground maneuver on Israel territory; Capturing territory and holding it. 
· Strategic Equilibrium: Fire on Beirut / Fire on TLV; on the AP / on BenGurion; Invasion to Lebanon/ Invasion to Galil. 
· Exercises training large offensive and defensive operation; urban warfare; offensive underground tunnels.
· Military targeting not less than civilian ones.
· New TofV in parallel with the old one. Probably the advancement of capabilities brought them to this point.
· Formative Experiences
· Syrian Civil War catalyzed exactly for this theory of victory. 
· Experience of closing sensor shooter loops as part of state militaries (Syria and Iran)
· Large, combined arms (armor, artillery and AF) battles in unknown territories 
· Maneuverable defensive and offensive warfare with long logistic tails and C2
· Encircled and enveloped and others did the same to them.
· Use of special ops for reconnaissance and for direct fighting.

· Impact of Russian Intervention
Operational Design and Planning. Maturation of operational cognition; 
· How to plan and execute large scale, combined arms, coalition operations on several theaters; complex C3 for them; 
· Perceiving oneself in terms of RSC; learning about the weaknesses and limitations of RSC from within. 
· Art of strategic signaling for deterrence equilibriums.
REW: 
· Incorporating REW capabilities (defensive, offensive and intel) in combined arms operational design.
· Suppressing unchallenged informational superiority of IDF ground maneuver. Disappearance. 
· Part of learning community (Syrian and Iran) that are better shaped for this
Special Operations 
· Activating SOP as integral part of RSC, especially for intelligence collection before and during the operation. Improving accuracy, speed and effectiveness of closing sensor-shooter loops.
· Enabling to better execute New ToV – limited ground maneuver and holding territory.
· Counter SOP warfare. More effectiveness in dealing with the IDF special operations in strategic rear and manipulating the “image of IDF victory”

· Israeli Response

· Two Competing Israeli ToV: Enhancing Deterrence vs Systemic Dismantling.  Each one demands its own campaign. Fire – Maneuver continuum supplemented by Active Defense.

· IDF’s CONOP incorporates three competing schools of thought re the next war with Hezbollah and theory of victory: (A) Air Campaign; (B) Land Maneuver; (C) Active Defense.  All three assume however, that the missiles will be fired till the last day. Each school accepts the other two but attributes to itself the role of the first violin.

· Possible triggers for the next war: (1) Hezbollah’s reaction to one of Mabams; (2) Miscalculation; (3) Preventive Strike: Israel’s moment of strength – better to initiate if it’s only the Q of time.























· Problems with the Israeli culture of war in face of  the asymmetrical adversaries:
· As IDF was experiencing the RMA the other side also did it.
· The theory of victory of the other side. 
· Inclination of the other side to attrition as oppose to previous symmetrical competition.
· Other side was learning lessons – it was a competition of learning and it started to disappear, learned to absorb and to produce attrition – 
· Not enough targets to utilize Israeli power. Most of the capabilities are irrelevant

















Meeting Three: Deterrence - Strategy pf the Nuclear Age
· Intellectual History
· Basic Terminology
· Deterrence in Action
Administrative issues: Readings for the next week. 
Orientation – Slide. Why do we learn it? One of the main tools in general, one of the main tools in particular. 
Disclaimer: History of Deterrence theory vs. Israeli Approach to Deterrence.  Evolved as conventional D. We will explore it in the 2&3 parts – Aluf and Finkel. Request: Pls do not elaborate on the Israeli examples, unless asked to.
Slide: Definitions
Question: Two forms of IR?
· Coercion – use of threat to effect strategic behavior
· Deterrence –  aims to preserve status quo.
· Compellence – aims to restore / change  status quo.
History of Deterrence
· Human  Civilization and Nature 

· Bible: Tree of Conscience- the first deterrence threat and the failure,  
· Religion – the treat of hell to deter from transgression. 
· Biology  - insects use deceptive markings and moves to persuade keeping the distance. 
· Criminology – preventing crime through the prospect of punishment of would be wrong doers. 
· Everyday Life – child’s education; children’s interaction.  ===  EXAMPLES

· Classical Strategic Thought

· It excited then, but was not as elaborate as today:
· Roman General Vegetiuse : if you wish for peace prepare to war – Parabellum?; 
· Deceptive stratagems; Greece, Chinas Strategic folklore and mythology;  .

· Clauzevitz: offence and defense; no deterrence. Why? Because…

· Pre-nuclear European History

· Expansion of borders and physical control (till early 20th century).
· Wars were relatively limited and thus bearable.  
· European concert (balance of power system) – some kind of early deterrence mechanism – figuring out counterbalancing alliances. 

· WWI – watershed.

· Airpower (strategic bombing) theory  - one of the two solutions of the WWI stalemate.
· Air-power theorists (tit for tat retaliation assured because the bomber will always get through) – deterring / compelling by threat or actual bombing. 
· Theory of strategic bombing: bombardment of the socio-economic targets to break the political will for fighting – collapse of moral and strategic paralysis. 
· Practiced on WW2 (London, Drezden and Hiroshima as a climax of the tendency.
· The new capabilities (bombers, N-bombs, rockets) were seen/used less than a deterrence and more as a tool of war.
· V-1 and V-2: revenge weapons.

· The Nuclear Age   (prime time) – especially after an end of US monopoly (1949) – a different class of weapon, that restricts totality of war.
· Who entered the club? When? Who are unofficial members?
· There was a need in theory to organize behavior in a new world. The business was too serious to be left to generals. 
· How to preserve Clauzevitzian logic?
· How to generate strategic benefits without using it?
· RAND: Basic terminology / mechanism – 10 years in an hour.

Slide 1: Deterrence Basic Terminology
Assumptions/Conditions 
1. Strategic Rationality (cost-benefit calculations drive strategic choices) 

0. Instrumental Rationality. (choices are rational, leaders and bureaucracy function effectively)
0. Normative (Value) Rationality. Self respect, dignity, ethnic or religious pride for which one can sacrifice life. (Value is higher than the risk of death; death is a value) Ishtishhad; Kamikadze; Assasins; Soviet suicide heroes. Warsaw getto. 

1. Threat Credibility 

1. Capability. (parades, maneuvers, drills, tests)
1. Resolve. (occasional application of force; small wars operations, punitive actions, “internal” examples of determination)

1. Threat Communication
2. Comprehensible Signal. 
· reaches the receiving end and not misinterpreted/ misperceived
2. Plausible Signal
· (not bluff or disinformation).  
· Ex. of both:  Chicken game – 2 PEOPLE WHO DON'T KNOW

1. War (use of force) is an inherent possibility. 
==========================BREAK =============

Slide 2: Deterrence: Basic Forms/means
1. Deterrence by Denial  - denying benefits and leaving costs.

1. Usually, various kinds of passive & active defense means; 
1. introduces “control” (use of force) out-front and on the spot
1. Strengthening defense, hardening targets. 
1. The war going to be long and very costly.

1. Deterrence by Punishment - subsequent retaliation in various forms.

1. Usually, various kinds of offensive means.
1. Chronologically more remote
1. On the theater of operations or elsewhere.
1. Might be more painful.


Slide 3: Nuclear Arsenals
· Arsenals: Strengths and Weaknesses of Nuclear Triads 
· Strategic Bombers
· Deliver large payloads, mission flexible (can be called back) and are accurate, but vulnerable on the ground and in the air.
ICBMs
· Survivable in silos, powerful but less accurate and can’t be called back once launched.
· SLBMs
· Flexible, undetected but also might be difficult to control and comand
· Early Warning and C&C Systems
· The main tendency in EW systems development - to expand the window of decision making: from launch detection to the retaliations
· C&C – introduce control against unauthorized launched but expand the order communication time
Second Slide: Strategic History of the Nuclear Age
· Strategies 
·    First Strike Capability and Second Strike Capability   
· SS- capability that survives the first strike 
·    Counter-value Strike and Counter-force Strike 
· CF- disarming strike on nuclear capabilities to prevent/minimize retaliation. 
· CF- is a traditional warfare strategy in human history.
· CV – strike on civilian infrastructure – cities. CV targeting reduces the incentives to start a war.
· What deters better? What posture communicates what signal? CF – aggressive, first strike intentions.
·    Deterrence is based on the Mutual Assured Destruction (MAD) Regime
· Balance of Fear
· Arms Race: To ensure the balance of MAD (Strategic  Stability Concept (US) and  Correlation of Forces (USSR)
Final Slide
·    “Massive Retaliation”  (50s-60s)
·    “Flexible Response” (early – late 60s)
·    “Détente” (60s-70s) : Arms Control Initiatives (NPT, SALT, START, ABM)
·    “The Second Cold War” (70s-80s):  “Star Wars” (SDI) and Perestroika
·    “The Second Nuclear Age” (90s-) 



















Meeting Eigth: Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age
Administrative Issues
Assignments
Lavi – v1/v2
Danielle – diffusions of nukes – strategic stability – Shaked – Foundation
Dana – strategic / tactical cyber.
· The First Nuclear Age – (1945-1991) 
· Was dominated by the two superpowers rivalry
· The main theme was the use of nukes to prevent superpower war, nuclear and conventional. How to use nuclear weapons in order to prevent an opponent to take an undesirable action.
· The most critical deterrence issue, from the western perspective, - to deter the Soviet Union from invasion to Western Europe.
· Vertical proliferation (arms race) and NPT against horizontal prolifiration.
· The Second Nuclear Age
· Radical expansion of the nuclear club. Technology is widely accessible and will be diffused with time. It mostly turns into the question of strategic choice.
· Possible naïve assumption – that the 21 century actors will act in a manner consistent with the rules of conduct of the Cold War. (and mind you – we still know very little about what happened there). We still don’t know for sure what prevented the Cold War from turning Hot.
· “Cold War Deterrence Manual” might not work (3 examples):
· states behave according to their best interests
· states don’t transfer their nukes
· States don’t preventively use nukes
· Strategic Issues of the SNA
· Problem 1: Radical leaders of normal countries. Concepts of rationality and national interests differ. Even “Western” leaders can bring their countries to collective suicide (Hitler and his nuclear program). Death is better than humiliation.
· Problem 2: Unstable nuclear states – the governments of troubled countries can change quickly and radically (consider Pakistan).  The danger of horizontal proliferation to unstable countries. 
· Potential solution: deny arsenals to rogue states. 
· Counter-porlifiration (PSI) vs. non-prolifiration (NPT) efforts 
· Forceful effort to enforce the legal arraignment 
· Problem 3: Increasing unreliability of deterrence  
· Various strategic cultures – no universal deterrence 
· How countries like Iran (and others) will act with their nukes?
· Strategic cultures change over time – nuclear acquisition might be a formative experience. It might change strategic culture. 
· Difficult to predict strategic decisions.
· Problem 5: Missile Defense
· Critical difference from the FNA - BMD destabilizes deterrence
· Small states acquiring nukes will be financially and technical incapable of building: (a) huge nuclear arsenals; (b) BMD
· Significant advantage to the country possessing BDM – theoretically – nullifying the nuclear threat and possessing second strike capability.  Nuclear strike will be devastating for both sides.
· Significant advantage to the counties with nuclear shield and sword
· Problem 4:  Conventionally weak countries may see the nukes as a cheap trump card on the battlefield against better equipped enemies.
· Russian case
· Middle Eastern would be proliferators
· Weaker state can coerce a stronger one. (consider NK already today)
· Escalation dominance in crises
· Significantly complicates military planning 
· Problem 6: New generation of tactical nukes
· US (against deep buried or terror/rogue targets)
· Russian cases – weapon for the conventional battlefield 
· Bottom line: eroding of the nuclear taboo – usable nukes.
· Problem 7: Diversification (Ideological and cultural) of the nuclear club and dynamic
· Nuclear dynamic in pairs, triads, and larger groupings. 
· Probability of misperceptions and mechanical failures
· Problem 8:  Will Nukes be eventually banned worldwide?
· Strong anti-nuclear movement for global zero (Obama’s N prize)
· Strong indication in the opposite direction
· Norms (slavery, cannibalism, nuclear taboo) and weapons (knife)




























Meeting Five:  National Security Policy Planning
Contents Slide:  
· Intelligence
· Nest Assessment
· Competitive Strategies 
Disclaimers: 
· Very panoramic overview: a separate course in the university
· You will have follow up 
Slide 1
·     What is policy?
·   Interests
·   Threats / Challenges and Opportunities
·   Counter-measures / Reactions 
·     Who is in charge and where?
·    Strategic Community
·    Distribution of Roles 
· Responsible for figuring out the interests, the threats , the reactions
·     Formulation and Implementation
·    National Interests (Implied or Outlined)
·    National Intelligence Estimate
·    National Strategic Evaluation
·    Strategic Policy Planning / Distribution of Labor inside strategic community – will address at the seminar.


Slide 1: Intelligence
· Introduction of intelligence as an institutionalized profession 19th -20th century. Analysis in the 20th.
· First example of the intelligence in human history – Noah ‘s pigeon.
· Analysis is one part of intel. and the most decisive/important one.
· Intelligence – mosad le birur ha matziut 
· Three roles of science similar to 3 roles of intel.
· Intel. on capabilities and intentions. Political, military, economic, cultural, environmental, social, health, etc.
· Operational Milieu vs. Cognitive Milieu.
· “Doctrinal shift to the FS policy… Massively destabilizing move” This is not enough to say. President’s assumption is also not enough. The causes of this shift should be explained. What is the root cause? What are the alternative explanations. Only when the diagnosis is done, one can approach the treatment. Similarity between medical diagnosis and strategic analysis. Diagnosis first only then treatment. Einstein- 1 min to save the world. 
· Otherwise all your subsequent actions might be non-strategic and non-effective.
· Two basic issues distinct intel. from an academic business:
· Acquiring secrete information through the secret means of collection
· Active deception and denial from the subject of the study
· All intelligence is information; not all information is intelligence.
· The entire process through wish intel is identified, obtained and analyzed to respond to the policy-maker’s needs.
Slide 2: Missions of Intelligence Agencies
· Avoiding strategic surprise (to track developments threatening national security and nation’s existence).
· Support policy process 
· Tailored and timely intel. to provide background, context, assessment of risks and opportunities and outcomes of choices.
· To provide unique information package to reduce uncertainties  and increase understating. 
· Helping decision maker to think through complex issues / outlining consequences of various actions, without specifying what to do about it. 
· Policy relevance vs. Policy advocacy. Distinction between policy and intel:  intel officer informs policy making but does not deliberately influence it / inclines towards particular choice. 
· Politicians can accept or reject intel. analysis; intel. officers can not reject policy guidelines. 
· Intelligence supports policy making but does not recommend on policy choices (also because it is not familiar with the other side – only decision makers have the whole picture – Agat/Aman/Amatz)
· Providing long term expertise
· senior policy makers are transients; analytical cadre  are relatively stable.
· Modiin meafsher:  Policy, Strategy, Force build-up, Waging war (targets)

Slide : Intelligence as Process -  Cycle
· Intel -  a process of requesting, collecting, analyzing and disseminating certain type of information.
· Intelligence Cycle:  Feedback/(identifying) Requirements – Collection – Processing – Analysis – Dissemination – Policy Planning and Execution. 
· Imperfectness of the Cycle (going back and forth/ several cycles before reaching the solution).
· The intel. cycle always starts from the decision maker.  Identifying the customer needs and satisfying them.
· Setting Intelligence Priorities (tiaduf)
· Who and where establishes the priorities. 
· Intel. priorities should reflect policy priorities. (decision makers sometimes assume that intel. offices are familiar with political agenda and know what is needed).
· Tziah Leumi – the impact of the IC structure
· One of the principles for prioritization: importance for national security (consequances) and probability of occurrence. – Ex. Low probability / high consequances events.
· Priorities are dynamic, and responsive to changes in international situation.
· Ad hocs and tyranny of ad hocs – usually in dynamic and uncertain environments (basic and current research)
· Shopping an issue to a policy-maker
· Reading central newspaper in the morning to figure out the agenda of the superiors/consumers (especially if u r on the bottom of the food chain).
· Collection 
· Collection steams directly from requirements.
· Different questions demand different collection efforts (HUMINT, IMINIT, SIGINT, OSINT)
· Collection produces information not intelligence.
· Collection – processing/analysis balance: we collect more than we can consume.
· Tendency to think that more collection brings better intel.
· Tendency to seek the golden piece of inf (idiat ha zahav)
· Tendency of some decision makers to read raw material.
Classical collection dilemmas
· Different IC emphasize and favor different means of collection and excel in different fields.
· Soviets – HUMINT; US – techint. IS – from HUMINT to Techint
· Different threats in different historical periods demand different means of collection.
· Cold War (nation-state) vs. GWOT (terrorist groups)
· Learning about enemy collection is important in order to exploit it. Denial/deception.
· Budget trade-offs between building various means of collection.
· Building collection asset takes time:
· Both in techint and in humint (training agents, cover stories infiltrating them)
· It may lag behind the intelligence priorities
· Collection agenesis should provide all source intell. This will compensate analysts for the gaps in knowledge.
· Collectors and Analysts: two professional groups which frequently do not understand each other.
· Vacuum cleaners vs microscopes; noises vs. signals. Collection needs analysts to focus its efforts. / either to collect less or to bring more analysts.
· Collector and analyst should understand each other world.
· In academic research its one personality – u
· Processing and exploitation imbalance.
· Competing collection requirements: collection agency receives requests from many consumers. It needs to prioritize. 
· Competition between collection agencies - Tendency of collection agencies to collect on the most important issue, thus duplicating each other and disregarding other issues.
· Protecting sources and methods of collection (classification) by downgrading the quality of analytical product. Existence of capabilities is a classified secret.
· Processing
· Intel. from various collection sources does not arrive in “ready to use” form.
· Separating wheat from chaff.
· A great amount of collected material never being used.
· Analysis
· Tension between current (short term) intel. and long term intel.
· The skills and raw material for preparing the two types of intel. is not identical.
· Competitive analysis: groupthink vs. footnote wars
· Mindset of the analyst: dealing with contradictory information (both internally and with pre-existing professional believes).
· Dissemination (marketing your product)
· What is the most important thing to report out of all the inf.?
· To which policymakers to report it?
· How quickly to report it? In what resolution of details?
· What is the best vehicle to reporting it? Orally? Brief? Memo?
· Seeking feedback.
· IC wants to influence and to be relevant – in reality difficult to establish and similar to academic community – a lot of things for self consumption


Slide With Errors: Strategic Culture as a Tool of Understanding the Other








Strategic Culture
· Definition
· Practical Contribution:
· (1) Counter intuitive, irrational, dysfunctional behavior 
· (2) Additional explanation to rational-material explanations
· (3) Academic & policy tool of strategic diagnosis & asking questions

· Intellectual History
· Initial Focus: The US – Soviet Cold War Competition
· Regional Focus: China, Iran, Arab World, Non-state Actors
· Functional Focus: conventional, non-conventional, cyber

· Diagnosing differences across strategic actors (for further exploitation) in:
· Perception of Values and Phobias – for deterrence
· Thinking about Strength and Vulnerabilities of Capabilities
· Offense – Defense Inclinations 
· Targeting Inclinations  (Counter-force vs. counter-value)
· HUMINT-TECHINT Inclinations
· Weapons Designs  (compare uniforms, armor and rituals)
· Military Innovations (Anticipation vs. Adaptation) 

Current Examples of Strategic Culture Research
· Cyber Innovations in Military Affairs
·  Cross cultural variance digital-tech. vs cognitive-psychological). 
· Iranian Approach to Strategy, Deterrence & Cyber
· Russian and Chinese Military Modernizations
· Expanding Nuclear Club in the Middle East
· Israeli Case Study of Change and Continuity (Defense & the IDF Strategy) 

Q.: Does intelligence by itself suffice to diagnose strategic problem?
Q.: Does intelligence by itself suffice to enable strategic planning?
Q.: Why do I have two markers?
Sun Tzu: if know yourself and the enemy don't fear results of 100 battles. If only one, for every victory you will have defeat. If both – 100 failures.

Net Assessment 
In Israel, elsewhere, self-attribution of some features of this practice, but no stand alone replica of such organ.
History of Establishment
· Kissinger:
· Frustrated; needs sophisticated intelligence and strategic planning analysis and integration. 
· More sophisticated estimates & comparisons of NATO vs WP military balances and the US vs SU correlation of forces. Panoramic overview and trends analysis is missing.
· Schlesinger recommends AM whom he knows from RAND
· AM: [Relevant Till Today]
· Frustration 1: not much focus on opponent and his otherness. Mainly on what we know to do well.
· Frustration 2: if focus on opponent then often mirror imagining, and emphasizing his strengths, ignoring how to exploit his phobias and weaknesses.
· Frustration 3: services, to promote budgets, emphasize the strength of the other and our weaknesses.

· 1975-2015
· Very small. Not more than 20 people.
· 8 Presidents, 15 SoD
· St. Andrew Prep.: Rumsfeld, Cheney, Wolfotiz, Denis Ross,  + Academics: Huntigtnon, Alliso, Wolsteter, + Steven Rosen & Eltiot Cohen, Aron Freidberg.

The Essence
Preambule: Frustration from RAND (nituah maarachot ve heker bitzuim). Seeks alternative methodology to support strategy making.
· Main logic: combining blue and red & modeling dynamic interaction
· Assessing not only symmetrical quantitative but also asymmetrical qualitative factors
· Qualitative aspects of competition
· Beyond bean counts – comparing numbers of divisions, tanks, airplanes.
· Non-material, cultural, ideational and organizational factors - ethnical issues, personal tensions, organization struggles, dynamic, procedures; what do actors pay attention to and when?
· Sub-optimal choices of the other (contrary to rational choice theory) 
· Org politics (Dr Stern); sub-groups having disproportional control;
· Org routines & believe in self efficacy (Man with the hammer)
· Popular opinion & emotional reaction of the masses
· We often shoot ourselves in the foot, waste money, get in conflicts we should avoid. Others may do the same.
· Identifying:
· Not only strength but also weaknesses on both sides - learning how to exploit them.
· Big Questions and challenges and opportunities that they bring.
· Long lasting trends of the competition.
· “How the US is doing in various areas of military competition.”
· Main sources: 
· Traditional: All Intel + All Blue Data
· Non-conventional (what the mainstream disregards – non reliable Soviet immigrants  - project on black market economy) – biggest interview project in the US ++ “Strange” Academics exploring tetesteron or geography of thought.
· Place in the process: 
· between intelligence and strategic planning (analytical methodology / tool supporting strategic planning)
· Main products: 
· diagnostic not prescriptive analysis; (AM: “diagnosis not therapy”); 
· a tool supporting strategic planning; 
· basis for competitive strategies.
· Early warning about emerging problems and way to think / ask sub questions about them. Einstein.

Examples of Analytical Products
Competitive Strategies: 
· Countervailing Strategy and Decapitation. 
· Soviet obsession with territorial integrity & sensitivity to invasion, leaders survival (2% GDP on shelters).
· Threatening the Soviet leadership and putting the whole country in the pre-invasion mode to force inverting in defense instead of offense.
· Bombers / Submarines to exploit Obsession although ICBMs were enough
· B1: Exploiting Trauma of Nazi Air Superiority 
· Subs: Exhausting the SU by anti-sub warfare 

· Competitive strategies against 3 revisionists: China, Russia, Iran. Mainly China.
Specific Initiatives: 
· Stingers & cameras to mujahedeen – exploiting Soviet soft spots; 
· US Defense Transformation following the IT-RMA
· A2/AD (as a result of proliferation of PGMs and RSCs); AirSea Battle as countermeasure (providing contours); 
Diagnostic tools: 
· RMA and military innovations (practical tool & academic field)
· Strategic Culture theories
Alternative Diagnostics: 
· Soviet Operational Code and Strategic Culture; 
· Economic intelligence on the SU (CIA underestimating defense expenditures).
· Strategic cultures of various actors (China, Iran, Russia – three main revisionists) and their impact on their military modernizations
Strategic Futuristic (Long Term Diagnostics of the Next Big Thing) 
· Clash of Civilizations; 
· AIDS & Climate Change
· Alternative strategic futures of the world in 2030
· Newcomers to the nuclear club and their strategic cultures; 

Competitive Strategy (product of highest order):
Definition
· Approach/concept for the long-term competition. 
· Competition is not the same as actual military fighting. Midway between conflict and cooperation. Ex.:
· US and GB in the 19th and 20th centuries.
· GB and Germany in the same period 
· Europe in the 19th-early 20th century
· US and SU during the second half of the 20th century
· US and China competition since the late 1990s.
· Takes place in peacetime and in wartime.
· Peacetime use of military power (development, acquisition, deployment and exercising of military forces)  - to shape competitors choices in ways that favors our objectives.
· Get competitors to play our game and make them make mistakes that they are inclined to make. 
· A la Greek tragedy – protogonists go to their doom because of what is inherent in their nature.
· Actors may be blind to the fact that they are damaging themselves by adopting a particular course of action.
Main Assumptions:
· Sophisticated opponent / competitor. Not an autistic approach to strategy.
· Interaction between the competitors  - each side’s choices are influenced by opponent’s actions, channeled through their own strategic cultures and preferences.
· Opponent’s choices are constrained. We seek to identify and exploit these constrains.
· Interaction over the course of years or decades. Protracted action-reaction chains.
· Understanding of the competitor. Not only what is competitor doing but also why he is doing this.
· Actors use “identity appropriate” scripts in response to external stimuli.
· Actors are imperfectly rational – subjective/bounded rationality.
· Different actors learn differently from same experiences. (Work on cognitive biology). Humans form persistent memories based on their experiences when they are exposed to emotions. These memories persist and shape our attitude to subsequent events.
Three Types:
Denial and Cost Imposition 
· Making it hard for the adversary to translate its operational means into political ends. 
· Adversary’s resources are spent without him achieving objectives.
· Making the adversary to be economically overstretched.
· Making the other side to believe that the victory is improbable.
· Demonstrating that the cost of continuing or initiating the conflict is very high.
Attacking the Strategy
· Manipulating interaction in ways that involve the adversary to the self-defeating dynamic. 
· Diverting interaction to the less dangerous areas of competition favorable to you (geographical / functional).
· In what areas I can take advantage of favorable cost-exchange ratio?
· In what areas I care less if gets stronger?
· The shock of the trap should be then multiplies by strategic panic and disengagement.  
Attacking the Political System 
· Causing adversary’s political system either to disintegrate or to decide to give up on your terms.  
· To cut away support of political leaders from their system or critical inputs.
CS Demands Three Constant Explorations
· Enemy (other’s assessment; its cultural & bureaucratic instincts & drivers)
· Ourselves (the same – self assessment)
· Nature of the Game (net-assessment)
Constant need to identify sources of competitive advantage in the constantly changing game.
Permanent Endeavor vs. Occasional Undertaking. Strategizing is a constant learning process and effort, not just a point in time when the white paper is published. 


GENERAL
Show Orientation Slide
· Not all of u come or will get back to military affairs or will be engaged in grand strategy
· Each of you in his own position manages sort of strategic interaction.
· Towards the general’s part try to apply / attribute the learned staff to you everyday past or future functioning.










Slide : Intelligence as Product and Organisation
· Intel – as product of the process (intel. cycle).
· Intelligence satisfies the needs in all the three levels of military activity – strategic intelligence, operational intelligence, tactical intelligence. 
· From “Finished intel. analysis” in written/oral form to quick answers to factual questions (video-conference/conversation/brief) (intel. officer is a source of knowledge on the unknown questions).
· Daily briefs, special estimates, annual national intel. estimate, etc.
· Finished intel – synthesis of the raw material from various sources interpreted in the form of the answer to policymaker’s needs.
· Intelligence as Organization
· Intel – as unites carrying out the above process and producing the above products
· Three main parts: Collection, Analysis, Special Operations
· Structures of IC vary across the countries: Soviet Union (KGB incorporated both); Israel – no overall organizing authority/ MI is the main intel. estimator; Iran – significant duplication in intel. agencies. 

Analysis, Analytical Pathologies and Strategists-Analyst Relations
Analysis 
· Analysts Consumer relations (is the essence of the profession)
· Analysis is the mainstay of the process
· Consumer defines priorities but analyst often makes educated guesses from being close
· Analyst may stand out in two ways: nature of sources or quality of analysis
· Current intel (preference of politicians due to the world view) vs. long term intel (preference of the analyst, where he can show all his knowledge)
· Tension between what policy maker wants to know and what analyst wants to tell
· PM wants to know only about miracles, not about the life of the saints which produced them.
· Breadth vs. depth
· Tension between analytical objectivity and sense of policymaker’s priorities
· Analysts are not as Collection Assets - Analytical managers dilemma: developing experts vs. sharp generalist global coverage.
· Analyst training: 
· 2 basic demands: Do they have interesting ideas? Do the read and write quickly?
· Dealing with wheat vs. chaff issue.
· Preserving expertise and preventing intellectual stagnation.
· Estimates (competitive product)
· Collective product / information and assessment.  (three roles inside).
· All source intel. analysis – NIOs produce NIEs
· Timely, Tailored, Digestible, Clear regarding inf and intelligence / knowns and unknowns
· Tell me what you know; what you don’t know; what you think. 
· Known unknowns vs unknown unknowns  
· Sorry – no information – no intelligence. Need to say smth
· Covering the uncertainty
· May be , perhaps, ground to believe, we assess, judge, assume
· %  or high / low probability
· Problems of the pluralism:
· Hostages (false position on the less important issue important to the other agency, so that the important agency will not kill the other one).
· Lowes common denominator. Agency A – high probability, Agency B – low probability – mid probability.
· Footnote wars (who will write the main text and who will do the ftnt)

Analytical pathologies and Sources of Failures
· External Sources of Intel. Failure
· Lack of Information
· Noisy Environment (too much information)
· Strategic Deception (enemy multiplies the noise)

· Internal Sources of Intel. Failure
· Individual Psychology
· Unmotivated Biases
· the influence of an individual’s belief system and the simplifying strategies that s/he uses to make sense of a complex and ambiguous world
· perception is a theory-driven process, and that prior beliefs are over-weighted relative to new information in the judgment process.
· people exhibit more confidence in their judgments than is warranted by the data, allow their probability assessments to be disproportionately influenced by vivid images of past events, update their beliefs only slowly, and over-weight the impact of small probabilities.
· Pre-existing beliefs (Conception) which blind the analysts.
· Japan can’t win the war and thus will not attack
· Germany will not strike before winning over GB (a la Shlifffen plan)
· Egypt will not strike before deep strike capabilities and Syria will not go alone
· Pre-existing policy preference – if an actor prefers a particular policy option, s/he may unconsciously exaggerate its likelihood of succeeding.
· Clientalism – “going native” (tkufat sinun) – apologizing for the actions of the nations rather than objectively analyzing them.
· Particular individuals  - People have different policy preferences, different emotional needs, different belief systems based on different political socialization, different degrees of tolerance for ambiguity, and different tendencies toward cognitive closure. 
· Small Group dynamic
· Much of intel. analysis and decision making  takes place in small groups. A model of small group behavior – “group think”. Social pressure which results in conformity with the group’s mainstream ideas, norms and preferences.
· GT results in tendency - to discount information that runs contrary to collective beliefs of the group; to keep the decision within the group and not to go outside the group to acquire additional information from experts; to consider only a limited number of policy alternatives; to fail to reexamine the possible risks of a policy once that policy is preferred by a majority, or to reconsider the possible benefits of alternatives after they have been rejected; to fail to consider what might go wrong and to develop contingency plans; and to take riskier courses of action.

· Organizational Factors
· Parochial interests, organizational autonomy, interservise rivalry, competition over control of intelligence. 
· Different services hand different parts of puzzle – Army and Navy in Pearl Harbor;
· Concentration of information – AMAN in 1973 not disseminating intel from Mossad (Agranat’s commission  decision about pluralism of analysis)
· Organizational culture of tolerating different views, challenging superiors and common wisdom, culture of an open debate – Authoritarian style of Zeira and Bandman – emphasize on decisiveness over debate. (Siman Tov / Agranat recoemndation to bypass authority – Miki H)

· Motivated Biases
· are driven by peoples’ fears, guilt, desires, needs, and interests—differ from “cold cognitions.
· to advance one’s interests—diplomatic, political, organizational, or personal. 
· cognitive biases lead people to see what they expect to see, motivated biases lead people to see what they want to see or need to see, based on their policy preferences or emotional needs.
· Politization of Intel.
· Dillema / tension – objectivity (separation from policy) at the price of irrelevance. Trying to understand the needs of the customers vs. separation.
· Conventional wisdom – policy interferes more in authoritarian than in democratic regimes – personal costs for providing bad news to the leader (Hitler, Stalin, Sadam) 
· However “intelligence to please” is also in democracies – to avoid, loss of job, loss of relevance and influence over policy, promotion,.
· Intelligence to support preferred policy course  - Building new institutions. looking for supportive evidence / believing in the basic assumption of the leadership (Team B / OSP – shulsky – Iraw has WMD; it is connected to AQ)
· Those who simplify and advocate better compete for consumers’ attention
· Consumers choose ‘comfortable’ Intel. directors  - build in tension.





















Two issues: technological developments and strategic history. I go only through the key terms. U should read all the rest.
·   Technological Advances to Enhance Deterrence
·    MIRV (multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle)
· Multiple N warheads - increased destruction and precision
· Some warheads – dummies – to confuse ABM (bluff/ deterrence)
·    Tactical Nuclear Weapons
· Incorporated in the Flexible Response strategy
· Definition problems: tactical in terms of: range, targets and missions, subordination, damage.
· Problem of C&C ; Uncontrolled/undesired escalation
· Differences among military and political interpretations: weapon of the battlefield (conventional equalizer/multiplier) vs. strategic lever/deterrence tool.
·    Escalation Dominance (Escalation Ladder)
·    MD (deterrence by denial)
· First Strike vs. Launch on Warning vs. Retaliation (Second Strike)
· For the FS u need to be sure that u destroy everything;  for LW you should have enough time between detection and decision;  for R u should be able to survive (both the systems and decision makers)
Slide 5: Strategic and Intellectual History of Deterrence
·   Détente (late 1960s – mid 1970s): 
·    Competition moves to the Third World   
·    NPT – Non Proliferation Treaty (1968-1970)
· The treaty limiting the spread of the N (prolifiration)
· Three pillars: non prolifiration, disarmament, and peaceful use. 
·    SALT I  –  Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (1969)
· To freeze the existing arsenal (launchers and warheads) of all platforms
· Salt I led to ABM
·    ABM -  Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty (1972)
· Defense against missile delivered nuclear weapons
· A tool for preserving strategic parity
· When MIRV was introduced the offence became cheaper than defense (number of warheads + decoys)
· It’s better to have no defense than the one that leads to war (because it is ineffective and erodes MAD regime).
· Neither side will be able to reduce the level of retaliation.
· Only one site to protect: Moscow; Minutman base.
·    SALT II  – Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (1979)
· Continuation of talks on actual reduction of delivery vehicles to 2250 
· Banned some new weapons programs and limited some range parameters (e.x. strategic bombers Tu22)
· The US didn’t ratify in reaction to the Soviet invasion to Afghanistan
·   The End of Détente - the Second Cold War  (late 1970s – mid 1980s)
·    Window of Vulnerability (Team B) 
· Twin of bombers and missile gaps
· The same feeling in Moscow
·    Mutual Fear of Surprise Attack (First Strike)
· Which does not leave enough reaction time
·    Euro-missiles (Pershing II)
·    Early Warning, Intelligence, C2
· To expand  the decision making window and to ensure the retaliation 
·    SDI – Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars)
· Alternative to MAD


· MIRV; Tactical Nukes, ABM Defense – deterrence by denial; 
· Extended Deterrence, Coercive Use of Force (escalation ladder and escalation dominance)
· SALT and START, Détente; 

· Early Warning, Intelligence Capability; Surprise Attack;  Euro-missiles, Andrew Marshall and decapitation deterrence strategy, first strike, launch on warning, retaliation strike, Dead Hand, all this brought you to the last crises of the Cold War.




















Meeting Six:  Theory and Practice under Test: The 1983 War Scare
Contents Slide
· Next Week: reading for meeting 7
· Last slides from last week: strategic history from 1962 to 1983; deterrence under the test – war scare.
· Assignments
· Names
Slide 2: 
·   Technological Advances to Enhance Deterrence

·    MIRV (multiple independently targetable reentry vehicle)
· Multiple N warheads - increased destruction and precision
· Some warheads – dummies – to confuse ABM (bluff/ deterrence)

·    Tactical Nuclear Weapons
· Incorporated in the Flexible Response strategy
· Definition problems: tactical in terms of: range, targets and missions, subordination, damage.
· Problem of C&C ; Uncontrolled/undesired escalation
· Differences among military and political interpretations: weapon of the battlefield (conventional equalizer/multiplier) vs. strategic lever/deterrence tool.

·    Escalation Dominance (Escalation Ladder)

·    MD (deterrence by denial)

·    First Strike vs. Launch on Warning vs. Retaliation (Second Strike)
· For the FS u need to be sure that u destroy everything;  for LW you should have enough time between detection and decision;  for R u should be able to survive (both the systems and decision makers)

Slide 3:
·   Détente (late 1960s – mid 1970s): 
·    Competition moves to the Third World
· The superpowers try to avoid the direct clash and chances of nuclear confrontation in general. 
  
·    NPT – Non Proliferation Treaty (1968-1970)
· The treaty limiting the spread of the N (proliferation)
· Three pillars: non proliferation, disarmament, and peaceful use.  
· The first one is central.

·    SALT I  –  Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (1969)
· To freeze the existing arsenal (launchers and warheads) of all platforms
· Salt I led to ABM

·    ABM -  Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty (1972)
· Defense against missile delivered nuclear weapons
· ABM – deterrence by denial
· A tool for preserving strategic parity
· When MIRV was introduced the offence became cheaper than defense (number of warheads + decoys)
· It’s better to have no defense than the one that leads to war (because it is ineffective and erodes MAD regime).
· Neither side will be able to reduce the level of retaliation.
· Only one site to protect: Moscow; Minutman base.

·    SALT II  – Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (1979)
· Continuation of talks on actual reduction of delivery vehicles to 2250 
· Banned some new weapons programs and limited some range parameters (e.x. strategic bombers Tu22)
· The US didn’t ratify in reaction to the Soviet invasion to Afghanistan.
Slide 4: 

·   The End of Détente - the Second Cold War  (late 1970s – mid 1980s)
·    Window of Vulnerability (Team B) 
· Twin of bombers and missile gaps
· The new deterrence: what frightens the Soviets most: decapitation of the leadership and loss of control.
· To decapitate the leadership and to nullify launch on warning and retaliation option.
· PSYOPS should hold the Soviets on constant alert, frighten them and focus on defense and not an offence. 
·  Euro-missiles (Pershing II)
· 12 minutes flight time to Kremlin.
· Triple vulnerability in Moscow: detection, command communication and conventional inferiority due to MTR.
· Operation RIAN as a counter-measure
· Dead Hand – an ultimate solution: (a) logic; (b) RIAN substitutes before it starts working.

·    Mutual Fear of Surprise Attack (First Strike)
· Which does not leave enough reaction time 

·    Early Warning, Intelligence, C2
· To expand  the decision making window and to ensure the retaliation
· Invention of nuclear football (briefcases) 

·    SDI – Strategic Defense Initiative (Star Wars)
· Alternative to MAD
Slide 5
· What was the essence (logic) of the US deterrence strategy against the Soviets?
· Decapitation + Disarming strike 
· Did the US deterrence strategy deliver the expected outcome?
· Produced the sense of strategic vulnerability in the USSR
· Which fostered misperceptions and miscalculations: linking the unrelated events as the indicators of the forthcoming attack. 
· The chances for analytical mistake are significantly higher.
· What the Americans are up to? What the Soviets are up to?
· Neither side knew what the other side was thinking. (steven’s Q)
· Analogy to Iran: the way Reagan saw the Soviets is how we see Iran today.
· The US was sure that the SDI will be taken as defensive measure.
· Miscalculation/misperception – out of lack of understanding of other side’s mentality.

· What went against the deterrence theory in the Soviet “Dead Hand” project?
· What are the basic conditions of stable deterrence regime?
· They did not communicate the threat and announced about the existence of this system.




Meeting Seven: Cognitive, Emotional, Cultural and Structural Limitations of Deterrence
Four limitations of the theory and practice (strategy): cognitive, emotional, cultural and structural (networks and not states)
Contents
· Administrative Issues
· Next Week: reading for meeting no.8 . Guest Lecture by Prof. UBJ – one of the leading specialists in the world on Israeli National Security, particularly D and especially Intelligence matters. New book on the best Mossad agent ever.
· Assignments
· Names
· Limitations of Deterrence
· Methodological, Cognitive, Emotional and Structural

· Theory, unlike practice (strategy) is very elegant. 
· A basic assumption that people maximize their expected utility out of competing alternatives is deceptively simple.
· Weaknesses and critique of D theory in light of strategic practice. 
· Actors behave differently from the theoretical prediction, especially when it come to executing rational cost-benefit calculus and applying strategic considerations.  
· States don’t act with the level of rationality assumed by deterrence theory.
· Even when all three basic conditions are met, still there are deterrence failures.
· Five points: (critique came in waves since the 70th)
Slide 1:  Methodological Point - Proving a Causal Link   
· Proving that deterrence works is analytically challenging and often impossible.
· How do we know that an opponent is not doing smth because of our threat? 
· Logical shortcut between the observed behavior and the initial plan. Wishful thinking which should be proved.
· Historiography Reasons 
· The theory was produced in the West; make arguments and conclusions about the East but lacking a good access to primary sources; Historical research today reveals lots of new information.  
· Ex. The Cold War ended because of the SDI competition which collapsed the Soviets. We know today that: (A) the Soviet qualified it as unfeasible and did not enter the competition and also choose asymmetrical response; (B) it collapsed because it was a war machine.
· This is very dangerous because it informs our approach to current issues and strategic analogies.
State of strategic engineers – everything could be fixed. Deduce from here about the effectiveness of deterrence theory;  
· Israel vis-à-vis Arabs; Israel as representative of Western positivism. 
· No access to the Arab archives.
· Case of 1991 / Nuclear vs. conventional deterrence.
· Intelligence Difficulty to figure out it in real time. (penetration DM circles).
Slide 2: Cognitive Issues
· Cognitive psychology and cognitive biases 
· Motivated and unmotivated: misperceptions, pre-conceptions, group-think, cognitive closures, wishful thinking, avoidance of cognitive dissonances and quest for simplicity upset rational thinking and deterrence calculations.  
· Attribution error:  exaggerating dispositional vs. situational factors. (Iran/ Soviets is nuclear because it’s bad and irrational. Not because it is threatened.)
· Polatization of estimates. (Intelligence to please).  
· Both on the sending and on the receiving ends. 
· Avoidance of Cognitive Dissonance
· People strongly prefer consistency and discount inconsistent information to preserve their beliefs. This effects judgment and estimation.  Information (sources) are manipulated to support pre-existing believes. 
· Those operating under contradictory information overload in distracting and noisy environment, unconsciously skip nuances and over-simplify complicated issues. 
· The world of structural uncertainty is psychologically uncomfortable.
· Decision makers and analysts frequently do not update their conceptions and basic believes in light of the new information. 
· Rational process of information managements is often substitute by intuitive or biased decision making.  
· For various reasons people are not open for the logical arguments, new information, are not coherent and systematical in their thoughts and deeds. 

Slide 3: Neuroscience and Emotional Issues
· Stress, emotions, level of testosterone (effects risks tolerance, attention, memory, and other key cognitive functions; differences between men and women).
· High motivation, emotional involvement, face saving, strategic reputation, attachment to values and ideology can challenge threats even without expecting the victory.
· The conscious brain is catching up with what unconscious brain is doing. 
· 1 Second: 11 mil. information pieces, only 40 processes consciously.
· Research shows: emotions precede and trigger choice and effect our lessons learned process.
· Cognition and emotions are interrelated.
· Daniel Kahnman: systems of decision making: intuitive/associative vs. reasoned/rule govern.
· The majority of decisions are made through the first system. 
· It frequently dominates / usurps the first one.
· Very difficult for the second system to educate the first one.
· Ultimatum game:  demonstrates how emotions take over strategic calculus
· Should accept any choice – anything is better than nothing.
· Negative, emotional response: this decision was considered insulting, humiliating and unfair.
Slide 4: Cultural Issues
· Superior moral cause; “Instrumental rationality vs. Value rationality”; for ex. tradition of non-use (a cultural self-deterrence) – raises questions about credibility of threat (resolve) for anything less than supreme interest of national survival.  This is why some people argue to build “more useable nukes”.
· Cultural differences undermine deterrence. 
· How threats are constructed and interpreted. 
· The threat will be effective only when it resonates with the values of the given strategic culture. 
· How to figure out what threatens particular actor most? 
· What values of the other side should be held at risk in order to produce effective deterrence? 
· Ex.: AM, decapitation, exchange with Steven p. 49.
· Mirror imaging – common problem of culturally illiterate strategists. 
· Culture of death vs. culture of life (both are values rationality)
· Strategic culture which glorifies martyrdom
· Death is a lesser cost than dishonor.
· Very important to study jihadi strategic culture for the sake of credible deterrence. 
Slide 5: Structural Issues.
· Three structural problems when it goes beyond state on state:
· Due to weak bureaucracies, organizational and internal struggle, or ideological or religious zeal the actors are unable to execute policies in a rational fashion as the theory postulates.
· No return address to threaten the network effectively.
· Asymmetrical (non-state) actors seek to maximize the violence.















Meeting Eight: Deterrence: The Case of Israel
Meeting Nine: Deterrence in the Age of Terror
Slide 5: Structural Issues.
· Three structural problems when it goes beyond state on state:
· Due to weak bureaucracies, organizational and internal struggle, or ideological or religious zeal the actors are unable to execute policies in a rational fashion as the theory postulates.
· No return address to threaten the network effectively.
· Asymmetrical (non-state) actors seek to maximize the violence.

1. Asymmetrical Conflict and Classical Deterrence Logic

3. The adversaries, deterred on one battlefield, transfer the aggression to the territories where Israeli retaliatory capability is lower. 
3. Asymmetrical conflict ruined the traditional logic of the deterrence regime:
1. Instrumental rationality (strategic and normative) – suicide acts are rational strategic acts.
1. The theory of deterrence is an American product based on the core value of the Christian-Judea civilization which is “fear of death”.
1. The ultimate goal of the other side is to invite a disproportional reaction on your side to generate as much collateral damage as possible.
1. You cannot threat it effectively with the escalation because to him the worth the situation – the better. It’s win-win for him and lose-lose for you.  Reaction is costly and self-restrain is also costly. 
1. Not responding is not better than responding.  Materially strong states are provoked to response and lose anyway. Non response is costly, erodes strategic reputation and nullifies deterrence.  
1. Responding is exactly what the weaker side wants you to do. It enables him to win the battle of narratives. [Public audiences determine who is the winner and the looser of the conflict. Because this is not a definite fighting of the WWII]. Non responding invites further aggressions and generates pressure from home. The whole logic of deterrence is crashed. 
1. Each decision makers is balancing between these two conflicting demands and chooses each time the best option form the worst. 

1. “Buying time” vs. “solving problems”.
4. Deterrence does not solve problems. It only buys time, until the opponent has nothing to lose or the costs of inaction outweigh the cost of expected punishment. 
1. What are they afraid of? What hurts them most? What are their values?
5. Support of local constituencies.
5. Tension between the jihadi and the political identity. 
1. Deconstruction of adversary to tailor threats to each segment (strategists, planners, executors, rank-and –file/tacticians, hosting state, sponsoring state, pool of potential recruits, supporting population. 
1. Denial (Defense) 
7. Low chances for success; reducing expected benefits; goals seem unachiavable.
7. Introducing environmental uncertainty into the terrorist planning.
7. Hardening visible (the most desired) targets.
1. Deterrence by mitigation - Downgrading the public impact – effective first response.
1. Targeted killing 
9. Credibility of deterrence by demonstrating resolve and capabilities – we can kill you.
9. Reducer of effectiveness and C&C, puts them on the run – focus on survival and less on offence. Time and resources to avoid death – especially the leaders. 
9. Deterrence effects for new members; lowers moral.
1. Deligitimization
10. Influencing popular support
10. Marketing your narrative worldwide
10. Challenging norms - manipulating strategic culture (alternative religious interpretations an debates). Slavory, piracy, duals. 
1. Counterterrorism vs. counterinsurgency;  enemy-centric vs. population centric warfare; 

Meeting Ten: Deterrence, Conventional Warfare and the RMA
Administrative Issues
Assignments
Deterrence in the Age of Terror: the Problem and the Potential Solutions  
1. Asymmetrical Conflict and Classical Deterrence Logic

12. Asymmetrical conflict ruined the traditional logic of the deterrence regime:
0. Instrumental rationality (strategic and normative) – suicide acts are rational strategic acts.
0. The theory of deterrence is an American product based on the core value of the Christian-Judea civilization which is “fear of death”.
0. The ultimate goal of the other side is to invite a disproportional reaction on your side to generate as much collateral damage as possible.
0. You cannot threat it effectively with the escalation because to him the worth the situation – the better. It’s win-win for him and lose-lose for you.  Reaction is costly and self-restrain is also costly. 
0. Not responding is not better than responding.  Materially strong states are provoked to response and lose anyway. Non response is costly, erodes strategic reputation and nullifies deterrence.  
0. Responding is exactly what the weaker side wants you to do. It enables him to win the battle of narratives. [Public audiences determine who is the winner and the looser of the conflict. Because this is not a definite fighting of the WWII]. Non responding invites further aggressions and generates pressure from home. The whole logic of deterrence is crashed. 
0. Each decision makers is balancing between these two conflicting demands and chooses each time the best option form the worst. 

1. “Buying time” vs. “solving problems”.
13. Deterrence does not solve problems. It only buys time, until the opponent has nothing to lose or the costs of inaction outweigh the cost of expected punishment. 
1. What are they afraid of? What hurts them most? What are their values?
14. The need to understand their strategic culture
14. Support of local constituencies.
14. Tension between the jihadi and the political identity. 
1. Deconstruction of adversary to tailor threats to each segment (strategists, planners, executors, rank-and –file/tacticians, hosting state, sponsoring state, pool of potential recruits, supporting population. 
1. Denial (Defense) 
16. Low chances for success; reducing expected benefits; goals seem unachiavable.
16. Introducing environmental uncertainty into the terrorist planning.
16. Hardening visible (the most desired) targets.
1. Deterrence by mitigation - Downgrading the public impact – effective first response.
1. Targeted killing 
18. Credibility of deterrence by demonstrating resolve and capabilities – we can kill you.
18. Reducer of effectiveness and C&C, puts them on the run – focus on survival and less on offence. Time and resources to avoid death – especially the leaders. 
18. Deterrence effects for new members; lowers moral.
1. Deligitimization
19. Influencing popular support
19. Marketing your narrative worldwide
19. Challenging norms - manipulating strategic culture (alternative religious interpretations an debates). Slavory, piracy, duals. 
1. Counterterrorism vs. counterinsurgency;  enemy-centric vs. population centric warfare; 

What is (IT) RMA?
· RMAs in history: radical change in the character of war driven by technology but not always
· Weaponry, Organizational Structures, CONOP 
· The IT-RMA: over-horizon ISR, C&C, Stand-off PGMs – Reconnaissance-Strike Complex.
· Three pioneers: Soviets- theory, the US- weaponry, IS – practice.
· Attractive to the Western (US) way of war: Engaging distant places, minimum casualties/collateral damage, minimum boots on the ground.
· Extraordinary discrete and limited destruction (as oppose to nukes).
· US Defense Transformation – IT RMA practice 
· O-RMA
IT- RMA: Implications for Conventional, Nuclear and Asymmetrical Interactions. 
· IT-RMA provided leaders with a wider range of threatening options on the escalation ladder bellow nuclear threshold (altering the all or nothing nuclear game).
· IT-RMA makes conventional deterrence “contestable”, as oppose to the nuclear one.
· IT-RMA bolsters credibility of deterrence, suggesting the possibility for greater resolve, given the surgical capabilities that the RMA actor posses.
· IT-RMA based threats will appear more credible than nuclear ones. Surgical strikes to achieve minimal objectives.
· IT-RMA deterred potential adversaries from conventional build-ups/aggressions but transferred the countermeasures into the sphere of terror/asymmetrical warfare and WMD.
· IT-RMA contributes to extended deterrence by improving power projection capabilities and ability to execute precision, long range strikes. 
· IT-RMA diversifies the amount of strategies hold under the deterrence banner.
· Negative consequences:
· Potentially low costs of waging war may push the IT-RMA states to become more aggressive and to opt for the use of force (because it is not as devastating as in the nuclear case) – prevention and preemption become not such problematic options.  
· The initial ‘nuclear’ logic of an absolute weapon caution evaporates.  IT-RMA makes policy makers overconfident.  (Campaign design of OEF and OIF was informed by this strategic optimism. Also Lebanon 2006) - some operational, let alone essential strategic problems can’t be solved by the capabilities of the IT-RMA.
· The US aversion to counter-insurgency is one of the consequences of technophilia (fascination with machine warfare) of which the IT-RMA is a peak. 
· IT-RMA stimulates asymmetrical response and instability in Asia – Chinese anti-access strategies. Asymmetrical responses to the Israeli RMA capabilities – terror and WMD.
· Prevention – Preemption
· Alternative to deterrence following the Soviet collapse and the emergence of a new threat: radical actor (tyranny/terror) + ultimate capability (WMD). 
· Apocalyptic rulers and reckless terrorists can’t be deterred by traditional strategic logic. Tyrants and terrorist might be un-detterable (hate us more than they love their lives). 
· Deterrence – influence/coercion; P&P – control. 
· Prevention – disarming/preventing from acquiring capability and changing regime/intentions. Acquiring capabilities and intentions.
· Preemption – preempting from exploiting capabilities and executing intentions. Takes place between the moment when an enemy decides to attack and the point when attack is launched.
· Prevention deals with the problem before it turns into a crisis; preemption is employed in the heat of crisis.
· Prevention – political test/facing political consequences; preemption – military test/ facing military consequences (the essence of the “second strike” logic in nuclear affairs).
· If you are going for prevention and even for preemption you should have to prove by supporting evidence that you have a good reason to do it. (UN Security Council is a traditional forum to prove it).
· The more legitimate the strategy is the more dangerous; the less legitimate the less dangerous.
· Preventive considerations: the US against the Soviets in the 1950s, and against Chinese in the 1960s; Preventive strike – Israel in 1981 (condemned) Preemptive strike: Israel in 1967 (not condemned).
· The first ideas of P&P substituting D – after the 1991 war, against dangerous states developing WMD (NK, Libya, Iraq, Iran) and emerging challenging rival superpowers (China). (During Clinton it was still deterring/containing and not eliminating rogues.)
· NSS 2002 – officially codified against rogues states (axis of evil) and terrorists –threats which arrive with little warning and have catastrophic consequences. High stakes incline towards worst-case scenarios thinking. NPR 2002 – nuclear preemption against WMD threats. 
· It is not clear whether Iraq was chosen because it was the most dangerous or the most accessible; history showed – Iran and NK were/are more advanced in terms of their capabilities;
· Nuclear dimension
· On the one hand enhances stability: EW operates effectively and leaves enough space for diplomacy and deterrence (not a 5 min to 12 situation); IT-RMA arsenals render the nuclear weapons obsolete and can lead to their total elimination (blurring the distinction between the two)
· On the other hand:
· IT-RMA lowered nuclear threshold in Russia – to counterbalance NATO qualitative conventional superiority. 
· The impact of IT-RMA on nuclear deterrence – the US GPS and the Russian nuclear arsenal.
· Development of low- yield, boutique nuclear weapons with tailored effects, deep penetrators (to bomb deeply buried underground facilities) to enhance nuclear deterrence – controversial attitude in the US and Russia, but ideas circulate even under CTBT.
· IT-RMA (combination of the PGMs and tailored nukes) creates an instrumental, battlefield use nuclear force, to achieve limited aims. 




Meeting Eleven: Deterrence in the Second Nuclear Age
Administrative Issues
Assignments
· The First Nuclear Age – (1945-1991) 
· Was dominated by the two superpowers rivalry
· The main theme was the use of nukes to prevent superpower war, nuclear and conventional. How to use nuclear weapons in order to prevent an opponent to take an undesirable action.
· The most critical deterrence issue, from the western perspective, - to deter the Soviet Union from invasion to Western Europe.
· Vertical proliferation (arms race) and NPT against horizontal prolifiration.
· The Second Nuclear Age
· Radical expansion of the nuclear club. Technology is widely accessible and will be diffused with time. It mostly turns into the question of strategic choice.
· Possible naïve assumption – that the 21 century actors will act in a manner consistent with the rules of conduct of the Cold War. (and mind you – we still know very little about what happened there). We still don’t know for sure what prevented the Cold War from turning Hot.
· “Cold War Deterrence Manual” might not work (3 examples):
· states behave according to their best interests
· states don’t transfer their nukes
· States don’t preventively use nukes
· Strategic Issues of the SNA
· Problem 1: Radical leaders of normal countries. Concepts of rationality and national interests differ. Even “Western” leaders can bring their countries to collective suicide (Hitler and his nuclear program). Death is better than humiliation.
· Problem 2: Unstable nuclear states – the governments of troubled countries can change quickly and radically (consider Pakistan).  The danger of horizontal proliferation to unstable countries. 
· Potential solution: deny arsenals to rogue states. 
· Counter-porlifiration (PSI) vs. non-prolifiration (NPT) efforts 
· Forceful effort to enforce the legal arraignment 
· Problem 3: Increasing unreliability of deterrence  
· Various strategic cultures – no universal deterrence 
· How countries like Iran (and others) will act with their nukes?
· Strategic cultures change over time – nuclear acquisition might be a formative experience. It might change strategic culture. 
· Difficult to predict strategic decisions.
· Problem 4:  Conventionally weak countries may see the nukes as a cheap trump card on the battlefield against better equipped enemies.
· Russian case
· Middle Eastern would be proliferators
· Weaker state can coerce a stronger one. (consider NK already today)
· Escalation dominance in crises
· Significantly complicates military planning 
· Problem 5: Missile Defense
· Critical difference from the FNA - BMD destabilizes deterrence
· Small states acquiring nukes will be financially and technical incapable of building: (a) huge nuclear arsenals; (b) BMD
· Significant advantage to the country possessing BDM – theoretically – nullifying the nuclear threat and possessing second strike capability.  Nuclear strike will be devastating for both sides.
· Significant advantage to the counties with nuclear shield and sword
· Problem 6: New generation of tactical nukes
· US (against deep buried or terror/rogue targets)
· Russian cases – weapon for the conventional battlefield 
· Problem 7: Diversification (Ideological and cultural) of the nuclear club and dynamic
· Nuclear dynamic in pairs, triads, and larger groupings. 
· Probability of misperceptions and mechanical failures
· Problem 8:  Will Nukes be eventually banned worldwide?
· Strong anti-nuclear movement for global zero
· Strong indication in the opposite direction
· Norms (slavery, cannibalism, nuclear taboo) and weapons (knife)







Meeting Twelve: Alternative Strategic Futures: Deterring a Nuclear Armed Iran
Final Meeting: Conclusion 
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