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“Entanglement: Chinese and Russian Perspectives on Non-nuclear Weapons and Nuclear Risks”. 
Written by James M. Acton, Alexey Arbatov, Vladimir Dvorkin, Petr Topychkanov, Tong Zhao, and Li 
Bin, published by the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace; November 8, 2017 

http://carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=73162 

The last few years have seen the reemergence of a debate about the severity of the risks of 
inadvertent escalation arising from the entanglement of non-nuclear weapons with nuclear 
weapons and their enabling capabilities. Such entanglement has various dimensions: dual-use 
delivery systems that can be armed with nuclear and non-nuclear warheads; the commingling of 
nuclear and non-nuclear forces and their support structures; and, most importantly, non-nuclear 
threats to nuclear weapons and their associated command, control, communication, and 
information systems. 

To date, this debate has been limited in at least two critical respects: its participants have been, 
almost exclusively, American. And, it has focused, almost exclusively, on a U.S.-China conflict. There 
is, however, no obvious a priori reason why entanglement could not spark escalation in a U.S.-
Russia conflict (indeed, the consequences of entanglement were first seriously considered in the 
1980s in the context of a U.S.-Soviet conflict). Moreover, given the extent to which perceptions are 
important in driving escalation, the absence of Russian and Chinese views in today’s debate is a 
serious weakness. 

This volume represents an attempt to fill both lacunae.  
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US NUCLEAR WEAPONS 
 
National Public Radio (Washington, DC) 

What the Law of War Says About Nuclear Strikes 

By David Welna 

November 29, 2017 

Two Air Force generals — one the current U.S. Strategic Forces commander, the other his 
predecessor — declared publicly this month that they would defy a presidential nuclear launch 
order if they found it violated the Law of War. So what are the Law of War's constraints are on a 
nuclear strike and could it be a plausible check on President Trump's unilateral power to launch a 
nuclear strike? 

KELLY MCEVERS, HOST: 

The Air Force general who commands the nation's nuclear arsenal and one of his predecessors both 
said earlier this month they would defy any order to launch a nuclear strike that they considered 
illegal. The issue has been raised, of course, by President Trump's words with North Korea over the 
possibility of nuclear war. But there are doubts about whether a refusal to carry out an unlawful 
order could actually thwart a rash presidential command. Here's NPR's David Welna. 

DAVID WELNA, BYLINE: At a recent national security summit in Halifax, Nova Scotia, the 
commander of the U.S. Strategic Command was asked point-blank if he'd thought about what he 
would say should the president give him a nuclear launch order that violates the law of war. That 
could include, for example, targeting civilians or the excessive use of force. For Air Force General 
John Hyten, the question seemed almost insulting. 

JOHN HYTEN: We're not stupid people. We think about these things a lot. When you have this 
responsibility, how do you not think about it? 

WELNA: The U.S. STRATCOM commander made getting an unlawful order from the president sound 
like no big deal. 

HYTEN: The way the process works is - it's simple - I provide advice to the president. He'll tell me 
what to do. And if it's illegal, guess what's going to happen. I'm going to say, Mr. President, that's 
illegal. And guess what he's going to do. He's going to say, what would be legal? And we'll come up 
with options of a mix of capabilities to respond to whatever the situation is, and that's the way it 
works. It's not that complicated. 

WELNA: But it did sound complicated at a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing a few days 
earlier that examined for the first time in four decades the president's nuclear authority. New 
Hampshire Democrat Jeanne Shaheen pointed out it's one thing to provide advice and quite another 
to have that advice taken. 

JEANNE SHAHEEN: One of the challenges is that we are dealing with a president who has not 
seemed to be willing to accept advice on an issue - many issues. 

WELNA: At that same hearing, former STRATCOM commander and retired Air Force General Robert 
Kehler also stated his willingness to defy an unlawful presidential order. But he acknowledged that 
generals are limited in their ability to overrule the president. 

ROBERT KEHLER: Other than to state their view about the legality of the move, the president 
retains constitutional authority to order some military action. 

twitter.com/USAF_CUWS
cuws.au.af.mil


// USAFCUWS Outreach Journal  Issue 1292 // 

 twitter.com/USAF_CUWS | cuws.au.af.mil // 5 
 

WELNA: And that, Kehler added, would create what he called a very interesting constitutional 
situation. Members of the military would be disobeying their commander in chief. Justin Anderson 
is a research fellow at the National Defense University's Center for the Study of Weapons of Mass 
Destruction. 

JUSTIN ANDERSON: If you receive an order that violates the law, you are obligated as a U.S. military 
member or a U.S. officer or a general officer to not follow that illegal order. And that applies just as 
well to nuclear weapons as it does to any other kind of military operation. 

CHARLIE DUNLAP: The challenge, of course, is determining in a very short timeframe whether an 
order is illegal. 

WELNA: That's retired Brigadier General Charlie Dunlap. He teaches law now at Duke University, 
but he was once the senior legal adviser to the commander of STRATCOM. Dunlap says there's a 
presumption in the military that all orders are legal unless they're obviously illegal, rather than 
simply being a bad idea. But during more than three years at STRATCOM, the issue was never put to 
the test. 

DUNLAP: I don't recall ever, even in an exercise, receiving what would be a patently illegal order 
that would mandate disobedience. 

WELNA: Under established procedure, the STRATCOM commander in Omaha is the one person the 
president would most likely talk with before ordering a nuclear strike. But according to Bruce Blair, 
a Princeton University scholar who is a former nuclear launch officer, the president could also skip 
that conversation. 

BRUCE BLAIR: There are no safeguards on the president's authority to order the use of nuclear 
weapons. He simply can order up their use to the Pentagon war room, and they will carry out the 
order. 

WELNA: And whether it's legal would likely only be decided later. David Welna, NPR News, 
Washington. 

https://www.npr.org/2017/11/29/567313562/what-the-law-of-war-says-about-nuclear-strikes 
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U.S. News and World Report (Washington, DC) 

The Latest: US: More Study Needed on Nuclear Pit Production 

Author Not Attributed 

December 4, 2017 

The agency that oversees the nation’s nuclear weapons stockpile has yet to release a report on the 
risks and capabilities of Los Alamos National Laboratory and other U.S. Energy Department sites when 
it comes to producing plutonium cores for the weapons 

LOS ALAMOS, N.M. (AP) — The Latest on US efforts to ramp up nuclear pit production (all times 
local): 

4:50 p.m. 

The agency that oversees the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile says further study is needed to 
determine the best option for the United States as it looks to ramp up production of the plutonium 
cores that trigger nuclear weapons. 
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The National Nuclear Security Administration said Monday that a team of external and internal 
engineering experts will further analyze the two options that were identified as part of an earlier 
review that looked at the most efficient and cost effective means of making the pits. 

Agency spokeswoman Lindsey Geisler tells The Associated Press the options include leaving the 
work to Los Alamos National Laboratory or moving it to the U.S. Energy Department's Savannah 
River Site in South Carolina. 

It's not clear how long the extra analysis will take, but the agency said new pits must be made to 
ensure the nation's nuclear forces are flexible and tailored to deter 21st-century threats. 

___ 

2:28 p.m. 

The agency that oversees the nation's nuclear weapons stockpile has yet to release a report on the 
risks and capabilities of Los Alamos National Laboratory and other U.S. Energy Department sites 
when it comes to producing plutonium cores for the weapons. 

The report by the National Nuclear Security Administration was due over the summer but nothing 
has been made public other than a redacted summary sheet obtained by a watchdog group in the 
wake of recent congressional briefings. 

The summary suggests it would be most costly to continue producing plutonium pits at Los Alamos. 

Members of New Mexico's congressional delegation suggest the evaluation process was flawed. 
Others are voicing concerns about Los Alamos' safety record. 

No new pits have been made since 2011. The Energy Department wants to ramp up production to 
80 pits annually by 2030. 

https://www.usnews.com/news/best-states/new-mexico/articles/2017-12-04/the-latest-us-
more-study-needed-on-nuclear-pit-production 
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Breaking Defense (Washington, DC) 

No $ for New B-52 Engines Til 2020; Nuke Modernization Moves Ahead: Gen. Rand 

By Sydney J. Freedberg Jr. 

November 30, 2017 

WASHINGTON: Gen. Robin Rand, the Air Force bomber and missile boss, really wants new jet 
engines for his aging B-52s. The service has invited interested companies to a two-day information 
session in December and Boeing and Rolls-Royce are already publicly campaigning for the contract. 
But, Rand told reporters at the Association of Old Crows conference here, the project won’t be 
funded before the 2020 budget at best. 

The actual delivery and installation of new engines on the service’s 76 1952-vintage B-52H 
bombers will, of course, take years after that. The project will have to fit in the budget at the same 
time as the Air Force’s new B-21 bomber and new ICBM, as well as a new Navy missile submarine. 

Re-engining the B-52 is “on the table, I feel positive, but I’m not going to try to hem in the chief or 
secretary,” Gen. Rand said. “We’re still deciding.” 
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That said, “I think we’re closer to getting a decision on re-engining than any time that I’ve been 
(involved),” Rand emphasized. “I think we’ve made a compelling case that the B-52’s going to be 
around, and it warrants being re-engined.” 

Part of building that case is the unclassified industry day — strictly, two days: Dec. 12-13 — being 
held at Barksdale Air Force Base in Louisiana. The official announcement emphasizes the Air Force 
is just asking for information, not formal proposals, and it’s not committed to buying anything, 
although it does outline the service’s preferred contracting structure. 

Industry is definitely excited. In August, Boeing posted a five-and-a-half-minute animation on 
YouTube touting its approach to re-engining (see the top of this story). In September, Roll-Royce 
executive Tom Hartmann told our colleagues at Flight Global that “we’re acting like it’s imminent.” 

It’s not. “This is all part of the FY ’20 planning choices,” Rand said. In the ponderous budget process, 
Congress is currently struggling to pass proper spending bills for fiscal year 2018 — which began 
two months ago — while the administration is already finalizing the request for 2019, which will be 
submitted early next year. Re-engining is on the table for the budget after that, Rand made clear: 
“That decision hasn’t been made. It won’t be earlier than ’20 if it happens.” 

UPDATE: Veteran aviation analyst Richard Aboulafia was skeptical the re-engining would ever 
happen. “It’s such a great idea — a great idea for the past 30+ years now — and probably doomed, 
like many great ideas,” he told me. The Pentagon’s budget process makes it an uphill battle. 

“The problem is that re-engining would save money from the O&M account (fuel and parts) and 
would cost money from the procurement account,” Aboulafia explained. “Yes, the O&M savings 
would quickly outweigh the procurement cost, but the two budgets don’t speak. Savings from O&M 
aren’t used to replace the spent procurement cash stream. It’s a goofy way to do accounting, but I’m 
afraid DoD is stuck with it.” 

“That’s why planes don’t get re-engined,” he said. “The only exceptions were the KC-135 (around 
2,000 engines…that moves the needle fast!) and the C-5A, whose TF39 motors were troubled 
orphans that suffered from low readiness and diminishing spares supplies.” 

Missiles & Bombers 

Besides potentially re-engining the B-52, 2020 will see another big decision for Rand’s Global Strike 
Command: whether to contract with Boeing or Northrop Grumman to build a new ICBM to replace 
the aging Minuteman III. (In August, each company got a $300-plus million contract for Technology 
Maturation and Risk Reduction, while Lockheed’s proposal was rejected). The final price-tag of this 
Ground-Based Strategic Deterrent (GBSD) is in flux, but the Pentagon’s independent Cost 
Assessment & Program Evaluation (CAPE) office estimates the price tag will be at least $85 billion. 

It’s not just about the missile, Rand told reporters. GBSD will change “how we secure the weapons, 
how we command and control the weapons — there’s a lot of things,” he said. Those changes will 
flow in part from the winning contractor’s approach, however, so it’s premature to say what they 
would be. 

Meanwhile, the Air Force is also replacing its 1980s-vintage Air-Launched Cruise Missile, another 
aging nuclear weapon. In August, the service awarded “approximately $900 million” contracts to 
develop prototype Long-Range Stand Off (LRSO) missiles to Lockheed Martin and to Raytheon, with 
a final winner to be selected in 2022. If anti-nuke Democrats don’t kill it, the LRSO will go on the B-
52, the B-2 stealth bomber, and the still-in-development B-21. 

The service intends to buy at least 100 B-21 bombers for $550 million apiece. To achieve that 
ambitious cost target, the program was put under the Air Force Rapid Capabilities Office (RCO) 
rather than the standard acquisition bureaucracy. Overseeing the B-21 requires as many RCO 
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personnel as all the office’s other projects put together, office director Randall Walden told the Old 
Crows conference. 

The B-21 is by far the biggest mystery in Global Strike Command. Since the Air Force awarded the 
contract for the new stealth bomber to Northrop Grumman just over two years ago, it’s been 
extremely secretive about the project, essentially releasing the official designation and nickname — 
B-21 Raider — and deliberately low-detail CGI artwork. The service has said the aircraft would be 
optionally unmanned, capable of carrying a huge bomb load, eventually be certified for nuclear 
weapons, and carry modular packages of ISR and Electronic Warfare sensors. Since Gen. Rand was 
speaking to a conference on electronic warfare, I pressed him on the rumored EW capabilities being 
built into the B-21 to permit it to penetrate advanced anti-aircraft defenses. He wouldn’t discuss 
any details, but he did explain the philosophy. 

The B-21 will be “a family of systems,” not just a single aircraft, Rand told the conference. “It’s not 
going to go in alone and armed and unafraid, but we’re not going to talk about what those 
capabilities are here.” 

“The B-21, with other assets, (is) going to be able to do what we (need) in a contested 
environment,” Rand told reporters afterwards. 

“It’s going to be a very sensor-centric platform,” he said — that is, the radar and other sensors will 
be as important as the weapons, as is the case for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter. “It’s a long range 
strike (aircraft) that will have standoff and penetration capability,” he said — that is, it can either 
fire long-range cruise missiles from outside the range of the enemy’s anti-aircraft weapons, or it can 
slip through the air defenses by using both stealth and electronic deception. 

The so-called Anti-Access/Area Denial defenses that Russia and China are constructing will have 
weak points the B-21 can exploit, Rand said. “Everyone talks A2/AD like it’s this block of wood 
that’s impenetrable. I want to tell you that A2/AD is like a chunk of cheese, and it’s Swiss cheese… it 
has holes.” 

https://breakingdefense.com/2017/11/no-for-new-b-52-engines-til-2020-gen-rand/  
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United Press International (Washington, DC) 

Lockheed Receives $71.6M Contract for Trident Missiles 

By James LaPorta 

November 30, 2017 

Lockheed Martin has been awarded a modified contract by the U.S. Navy for the procurement of the 
UGM-133A Trident II, or Trident D5, a submarine launched ballistic missile. 

The deal, announced Wednesday by the Department of Defense, is worth more than $71.6 million 
under a cost-plus-incentive-fee and cost-plus-fixed-fee contract, which is a cost-reimbursement 
contract where the initial negotiated fee can be adjusted later to reduce the risks assumed by 
Lockheed. 

The Trident II D5 is the submarine-launched ballistic missile deployed by both the U.S. and Britain, 
and is the sole nuclear weapon system deployed by Britain. 

The missile has intercontinental range and can carry several nuclear warheads using multiple 
independent reentry vehicles designed to strike several targets with a single missile. 
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The Trident is the primary sea-based weapon for the triad of U.S. nuclear forces, and is currently 
deployed on U.S. Ohio-class and British Vanguard-class submarines. It is planned to be fielded by 
the Columbia-class ballistic missile submarines currently under development in the U.S. and 
Dreadnought-class submarines under development by Britain. 

The Trident is expected to stay in service, with upgrades, for a planned 50 years or more. Lockheed 
Martin will perform the majority of the work on the Trident II at Cape Canaveral, Fla., and the rest 
at several other locations in the United States. The work is expected to be complete by Sept. 20, 
2022. 

The U.S. Navy has obligated more than $65.8 million in Navy weapons procurement and Navy 
research, development, test and evaluation funds from fiscal years 2017 and 2018 for Lockheed at 
the time the contract was awarded. 

https://www.upi.com/Defense-News/2017/11/30/Lockheed-receives-716M-contract-for-Trident-
missiles/3601512051066/ 
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US COUNTER-WMD 
 
Newsweek (New York, NY) 

North Korean Missiles Could Hit the U.S. and Trick Missile Defense Systems, Experts Warn 

By Cristina Maza 

December 4, 2017 

The U.S. missile defense system could be tricked by North Korean technology if Kim Jong Un’s 
regime decided to launch a missile at the United States, arms experts said this week.  

North Korea’s latest test of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM), which took place on 
Tuesday, demonstrated that the North Korean regime now has the technology to strike anywhere in 
the United States, including Washington, D.C. It’s still unclear if North Korea has the technology to 
attach a nuclear warhead to its ICBM, but the revelation that a North Korean missile could reach the 
U.S. sparked debate about how effective the U.S. missile defense system would be if such an attack 
took place. 

In an interview with Sean Hannity last month, President Trump boasted that the U.S. has "the 
greatest military equipment in the world." 

"We have missiles that can knock out a missile in the air 97 percent of the time, and if you send two 
of them, it's going to get knocked out," Trump said.  

But many arms expert say that's not true.  

"If you launch one interceptor in the testing there is about a 50 percent chance it will hit the target. 
But that’s a statistical thing, and it assumes that the reasons they failed [to hit the target] is all the 
same. With statistics you can get them to say anything. I’m not entirely confident in the system," 
Michael Elleman, a senior fellow for missile defense at the International Institute for Strategic 
Studies, told Newsweek.  

"If North Korea were to launch only one missile at us, we could probably shoot it down. But their 
new missile could carry some very simple decoys, and it’s not certain that the missile we send out 
will be able to tell the difference between debris, decoys and a real warhead."  
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The U.S. missile defense system consists of a complex web of radars, satellite sensors and 
interceptors that aim to detect and destroy any incoming warheads. In a perfect scenario, the 
system would track an ICBM as soon as it’s launched and deploy interceptor missiles to obliterate 
incoming weapons. 

The U.S. has around 40 interceptors stationed in Alaska and California that could be used to shoot 
down an incoming warhead. The system has been compared to “hitting a bullet with a bullet,” and 
cost the U.S. military around $40 billion. 

In reality, however, the system fails to destroy every target missile during tests, demonstrating that 
it would be possible for a North Korean missile to make its way past the U.S. defense system. 

Decoys, for example, could be used to trick the sensors and make it more difficult for the system to 
identify a warhead. Using a “cooled shroud” could also lower a warhead’s temperature and disguise 
it from interceptor missiles, which detect a warhead using the heat produced during a rocket 
launch. 

The bellicose rhetoric between Trump and North Korea’s leader has led many experts to worry that 
a war between the two nations is imminent. With this in mind, the possibility that the system is 
unreliable is disconcerting to many Americans. But some experts argue it is unlikely North Korea’s 
leadership will carry out such an attack, which would inevitably lead to war and the eventual 
downfall of the North Korean regime. 

Speaking at an event in Washington in October, Yong Suk Lee, the deputy assistant director of the 
CIA’s new Korea Mission Center, argued that Kim Jong Un is a “very rational actor” who doesn’t 
want war with the United States.   

“The last person who wants conflict on the [Korean peninsula] is Kim Jong Un,” Lee said, adding 
that he actually wants what all dictators want, “to rule for a very long time and die peacefully in his 
own bed.” 

http://www.newsweek.com/north-korea-weapons-beat-us-missile-defense-systems-730278 
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Interesting Engineering (Delaware City, DE) 

DARPA Develops Plants That Could ‘Sniff’ Out Bio-Weapons 

By Shelby Rogers 

November 24, 2017 

When one thinks of traditional surveillance tools, images of earpieces and stealthy video cameras 
come to mind. However, the US Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (aka DARPA) is 
wanting to take a seemingly nondescript household item and use it for surveillance purposes: 
plants.  

Advanced Plant Technologies 

DARPA is developing a project known as the Advanced Plant Technologies program. Engineers once 
tasked with using traditional gadgets to gather intelligence will now be working with botanists. The 
biggest feature of the project is using these plants in order to monitor environments, using rigged 
plants as early warning signs of potential biochemical hazards and weapons. Effectively, the plants 
would be used as a canary in a coal mine.  
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“Plants are highly attuned to their environments and naturally manifest physiological responses to 
basic stimuli such as light and temperature, but also in some cases to touch, chemicals, pests, and 
pathogens,” said Blake Bextine, the DARPA Program Manager for APT. “Emerging molecular and 
modeling techniques may make it possible to reprogram these detection and reporting capabilities 
for a wide range of stimuli, which would not only open up new intelligence streams, but also reduce 
the personnel risks and costs associated with traditional sensors.” 

DARPA APT researchers won't be creating entirely new plants. They'll just be modifying a few traits 
to give plants new abilities and possibly enhance their natural stimuli.  

The potential uses are widespread, as DARPA noted in its press release. There could be plants 
developed to "sniff" out explosives -- potentially changing color or wilting should certain chemicals 
be in the air. They could be used as surveillance to tip off military forces while walking through 
forested areas. While they won't be as impressive as the Ents from Lord of the Rings, these plants 
would certainly be able to be an extension of the US military's "eyes and ears" in potentially 
hazardous situations.  

The first steps of the program are being completed in DARPA labs and their corresponding 
greenhouse facilities. The testing will take place in simulated natural environments. If everything 
goes as planned, DARPA noted, then the plants would be monitored for real-world use by the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service to ensure that they're safe 
for potential public use.  

“Advanced Plant Technologies is a synthetic biology program at heart, and as with DARPA’s other 
work in that space, our goal is to develop an efficient, iterative system for designing, building, and 
testing models so that we end up with a readily adaptable platform capability that can be applied to 
a wide range of scenarios,” said Bextine. 

While the project is heavily botany-based, other engineering fields within DARPA are collaborating 
on the APT project. DARPA is developing corresponding tools to measure the plants' temperatures, 
their chemical compositions, and body plan from a far distance if remote monitoring is ever a 
necessity.  

Bioweaponry and biochemical weapons have an interesting history when it comes to its on 
again/off again regulation. The weapons were initially banned from usage after WWI, then used in 
WWII, and then banned again from 1972 to 1993. Today, biochemical weaponry is strictly 
monitored, but those restraints might be ignored or eroded given the biotechnological advances in 
recent years. Clearly, DARPA is erring on the side of caution. 

https://interestingengineering.com/darpa-develops-plants-that-could-sniff-out-bio-weapons 
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Reuters (New York, NY) 

Pentagon Evaluating U.S. West Coast Missile Defense Sites: Officials 

By Mike Stone 

December 2, 2017 

SIMI VALLEY, Calif (Reuters) - The U.S. agency tasked with protecting the country from missile 
attacks is scouting the West Coast for places to deploy new anti-missile defenses, two Congressmen 
said on Saturday, as North Korea’s missile tests raise concerns about how the United States would 
defend itself from an attack. 
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West Coast defenses would likely include Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) anti-
ballistic missiles, similar to those deployed in South Korea to protect against a potential North 
Korean attack. 

The accelerated pace of North Korea’s ballistic missile testing program in 2017 and the likelihood 
the North Korean military could hit the U.S. mainland with a nuclear payload in the next few years 
has raised the pressure on the United States government to build-up missile defenses. 

On Wednesday, North Korea tested a new type of intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) that can 
fly over 13,000 km (8,080 miles), placing Washington within target range, South Korea said on 
Friday. 

Republican party Congressman Mike Rogers, who sits on the House Armed Services Committee and 
chairs the Strategic Forces Subcommittee which oversees missile defense, said the Missile Defense 
Agency (MDA), was aiming to install extra defenses at West Coast sites. The funding for the system 
does not appear in the 2018 defense budget plan indicating potential deployment is further off. 

“It’s just a matter of the location, and the MDA making a recommendation as to which site meets 
their criteria for location, but also the environmental impact,” the Alabama Congressman told 
Reuters during an interview on the sidelines of the annual Reagan National Defense Forum in 
southern California. 

After this story was published Congressman Rogers told Reuters in a statement he was “unaware of 
any effort by the Department of Defense to locate additional intermediate missile defense assets on 
the West Coast.” He added that his earlier comments to Reuters “should not be interpreted as 
confirmation of such an effort.” 

Reuters global head of communications, Abbe Serphos, said “We stand by our story.” 

When asked about the plan, MDA Deputy Director Rear Admiral Jon Hill said in a statement: “The 
Missile Defense Agency has received no tasking to site the Terminal High Altitude Air Defense 
System on the West Coast.” 

The MDA is a unit of the U.S. Defense Department. 

Congressman Rogers did not reveal the exact locations the agency is considering but said several 
sites are “competing” for the missile defense installations. 

Rogers and Congressman Adam Smith, a Democrat representing the 9th District of Washington, 
said the government was considering installing the THAAD anti-missile system made by aerospace 
giant Lockheed Martin Corp, at west coast sites. 

The Congressmen said the number of sites that may ultimately be deployed had yet to be 
determined. 

THAAD is a ground-based regional missile defense system designed to shoot down short-, medium- 
and intermediate-range ballistic missiles and takes only a matter of weeks to install. 

In addition to the two THAAD systems deployed in South Korea and Guam in the Pacific, the U.S. has 
seven other THAAD systems. While some of the existing missiles are based in Fort Bliss, Texas, the 
system is highly mobile and current locations are not disclosed. 

A Lockheed Martin representative declined to comment on specific THAAD deployments, but added 
that the company “is ready to support the Missile Defense Agency and the United States 
government in their ballistic missile defense efforts.” He added that testing and deployment of 
assets is a government decision. 
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In July, the United States tested THAAD missile defenses and shot down a simulated, incoming 
intermediate-range ballistic missile (IRBM). The successful test adds to the credibility of the U.S. 
military’s missile defense program, which has come under intense scrutiny in recent years due in 
part to test delays and failures. 

Currently, the continental United States is primarily shielded by the Ground-based Midcourse 
Defense system (GMD) in Alaska and California as well as the Aegis system deployed aboard U.S. 
Navy ships. The THAAD system has a far higher testing success rate than the GMD. 

The MDA told Congress in June that it planned to deliver 52 more THAAD interceptors to the U.S. 
Army between October 2017 and September 2018, bringing total deliveries to 210 since May 2011. 

North Korea’s latest missile test puts the U.S. capital within range, but Pyongyang still needs to 
prove it has mastered critical missile technology, such as re-entry, terminal stage guidance and 
warhead activation, South Korea said on Friday.      

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-defense-westcoast-exclusive/pentagon-evaluating-u-s-
west-coast-missile-defense-sites-officials-idUSKBN1DX04W 
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The War Zone (Tampa, FL) 

Missile Defense Madness: Myth of Perfect Patriots, Magic THAAD, and the ICBM Shield 

By Tyler Rogoway 

December 4, 2017 

The reliability and capability claims attributed to anti-ballistic missile systems are getting way out of 
step with reality. 

With peer state competitors China and Russia in the periphery, along with an emboldened Iran, the 
looming threat posed by North Korea's long-range ballistic missiles has resulted in a frenzy of 
missile defense messaging that is often as wrong as it is in fashion. Emanating from the very tip-top 
of the America's government, the notion that missile interceptors are some sort of perfect panacea 
to ballistic missile wielding foes, even rogue states with relatively limited resources, is a lie. And 
despite the inaccurate claims made by the President on down the line, these systems do offer some 
form of defense against limited, low volume attacks and the more advanced the enemy missile is, 
the less reliable American interceptors would likely be under real-world conditions. 

The War Zone has gone into detail about just how challenging shooting down a long-range ballistic 
missile is, and how rickety America's defenses really are when it comes to counter such an attack. 
But as we enter into a new political environment where hawkish rhetoric is en vogue, the 
misunderstandings surrounding missile defense and its limitations are snowballing, and the 
mainstream media isn't innocent in this phenomenon either.  

Just today Reuters published a highly circulated article about the possibility of installing a Terminal 
High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) interceptor battery at a new site on America's west coast. The 
report states in part: 

“The U.S. agency tasked with protecting the country from missile attacks is scouting the West Coast 
for places to deploy new anti-missile defenses, two Congressmen said on Saturday, as North Korea’s 
missile tests raise concerns about how the United States would defend itself from an attack... 
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...West Coast defenses would likely include Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) anti-
ballistic missiles, similar to those deployed in South Korea to protect against a potential North 
Korean attack... 

...Congressman Mike Rogers, who sits on the House Armed Services Committee and chairs the 
Strategic Forces Subcommittee which oversees missile defense, said the Missile Defense Agency 
(MDA), was aiming to install extra defenses at West Coast sites. The funding for the system does not 
appear in the 2018 defense budget plan indicating potential deployment is further off... 

...When asked about the plan, MDA Deputy Director Rear Admiral Jon Hill said in a statement: “The 
Missile Defense Agency has received no tasking to site the Terminal High Altitude Air Defense 
System on the West Coast.” 

The MDA is a unit of the U.S. Defense Department. 

Congressman Rogers did not reveal the exact locations the agency is considering but said several 
sites are “competing” for the missile defense installations... 

...Rogers and Congressman Adam Smith, a Democrat representing the 9th District of Washington, 
said the government was considering installing the THAAD anti-missile system made by aerospace 
giant Lockheed Martin Corp, at west coast sites... 

...In addition to the two THAAD systems deployed in South Korea and Guam in the Pacific, the U.S. 
has seven other THAAD systems. While some of the existing missiles are based in Fort Bliss, Texas, 
the system is highly mobile and current locations are not disclosed. 

A Lockheed Martin representative declined to comment on specific THAAD deployments, but added 
that the company “is ready to support the Missile Defense Agency and the United States 
government in their ballistic missile defense efforts.” He added that testing and deployment of 
assets is a government decision." 

Big problem here—THAAD isn't capable of defending the country against incoming ICBMs. It is a 
system developed to counter theater ballistic missiles. In other words it is meant to swat down 
short to medium-range missiles, and at the high-end of its envelope, intermediate-range ballistic 
missiles, not long-range, fast and high-flying ICBMs.  

The first test of THAAD against a simulated IRBM occurred just last July, and its developmental past 
had plenty of issues. Additionally, THAAD isn't capable of defending continent sized areas like 
America's high-flying Ground Based Missile Defense (GMD) interceptors. THAAD batteries based on 
the west coast of the U.S. would be nearly useless as they are built to intercept less capable missiles 
during their terminal phase of flight.  

If eventually future iterations of THAAD become capable of swatting down fast and high-flying 
intercontinental ballistic missiles as they make their final descent towards their targets, such a 
system may be able to protect key cities on the west coast. But considering North Korea's latest 
missile, the Hwasong-15, is capable of hitting anywhere in the United States, and its range is likely 
to only grow greater in the future, deploying some sort of advanced THAAD battery that doesn't 
even exist now to the west coast would mean the North Koreans would just target somewhere else. 

Really, the whole report is likely based on a misunderstanding of America's BMD capabilities by 
head lawmakers and on Reuters and other outlets not having anyone with the knowledge base to 
question those statements. Sadly, this is an all too common occurrence. 

The Pentagon and the Trump Administration look to expand America's Alaska-based GMD arsenal 
from 44 interceptors to 64. Those missiles are claimed to be capable of providing a midcourse 
intercept screen for the U.S., supposedly including Hawaii. Vandenberg AFB in California also has 
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GMD capability, but for testing purposes, and it is not an active ballistic missile defense site. If 
anything, more GMD interceptors deployed to Vandenberg AFB in an operational format would 
seem like a much better investment than deploying useless THAAD batteries to locations on the 
west coast. 

Regardless, the fact of the matter is that none of these systems have been proven effective in 
combat. Even their testing conditions remain questionable and likely don't really simulate real-
world conditions where a missile can be fired at a moment's notice. This is especially true in 
regards to a situation where multiple enemy missiles are launched over a short period of time. All 
told the complexities of America's missile defense systems, and especially of its long-range GMD 
system and the rickety command and control, communications, and sensor architecture that goes 
along with it, make its effectiveness outside of scripted test scenarios questionable." 

Even the long-running MIM-104 Patriot missile system, which has a controversial past dominated 
by false statements and metrics as to its anti-ballistic missile effectiveness, has once again turned 
into a perceived missile shield with almost mythical powers. The PAC-3 variant of the system, 
which is specially adapted for intercepting short-range tactical ballistic missiles, along with the 
earlier PAC-2 variant has seen success in Saudi Arabia as of late. UAE has also used the Patriot to 
swat down incoming missiles. Israel, another operator of the Patriot, has had positive results with 
the system in recent years as well, even against diminutive drones. But a New York Times article 
published today paints a different and likely far more realistic picture of the Patriot's effectiveness 
when it comes to intercepting increasingly more capable missiles fired by Iranian-backed Houthi 
rebels in western Yemen.  

Analyst Jeffrey Lewis noted in the piece exactly what we at The War Zone have been saying about 
the Trump Administration in particular for some time now: 

“Governments lie about the effectiveness of these systems. Or they’re misinformed... And that 
should worry the hell out of us.” 

The bottom line here is that missiles of all types, even the finest the West can produce at any cost, 
fail for a variety of reasons. These can include manufacturing faults, software glitches, 
environmental factors, wear and tear, and especially operator error. And in many cases multiple 
missiles are fired at a single target in hopes of overcoming the odds, but even then there is no 
guarantee they will work, especially if the malfunction is not in the missile itself.  

And this inconvenient reality isn't just present in super high-end anti-ballistic missiles, but also in 
those that are deployed in the air on a daily basis around the globe. Take the AIM-9X Sidewinder 
failure during the shoot down of a Syrian Su-22 by a US Navy Super Hornet over Syria last June. 
Reports of the failed Sidewinder missile were turned into ridiculous conjecture by even seasoned 
defense writers. It seemed as if many people just couldn't believe that a heavily tested and widely 
deployed AIM-9X could be a dud or could have failed due to the engagement parameters of the 
incident or other unforeseen circumstances. Talk of "dirty flares" used by Russians and a story from 
decades ago about an anomaly with the AIM-9L/M, which has a totally different class of seeker, ran 
rampant. The whole reaction was surprising as people's basic understanding of expendable 
ordnance seemed to have changed entirely over the past two decades.  

The idea that a missile costing hundreds of thousands of dollars, or even millions each, and 
hundreds of millions or even billions to develop, could fail to accomplish its mission in the age of 
iPhones may sound unbelievable to many. But it isn't a strange phenomenon, although it may be 
attributed somewhat to the greater trust we place in technology and the assumptions that go along 
with it.  
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The public sees military technology usually in its most sensationalized form—in big Hollywood 
movies, video games, or flashy Department of Defense and defense industry paid for commercials. 
Through this unrealistic lens, one missile means one kill. But in reality, that just isn't true. Often 
times people will argue about the air-to-air effectiveness of say the F-22 Raptor, stating that it can 
take down eight aircraft with its eight missiles, versus say and F-35 that can take down four aircraft 
with its four missiles. Once again, this isn't accurate. Depending on the situation, two missiles or 
more would be fired at a single target in order to help up the probability of a kill. With this in mind, 
the magazine depth of an aircraft or an air defense battery, whether it is shipborne or land-based, 
looks much smaller.  

Even during the anti-ship missile attack on US Navy ships patrolling the Red Sea off Yemen, multiple 
missiles were fired at the incoming anti-ship missile, including supposedly two SM-2s and a RIM-
166 Evolved Sea Sparrow Missile, in addition to advanced decoys. Even after all these munitions 
were expended, the Navy still didn't know if the ship actually shot down the anti-ship missile or if it 
just crashed on its own accord. Keep in mind that this was a relatively low-threat environment 
where a non-state actor had possession of rudimentary anti-ship missiles, not a high-end threat 
environment where a layered missile barrage was possible. 

Soaring talk of the Patriot's successes in Saudi Arabia, which could be at least partially inaccurate, 
has helped lead to the sale of more Patriot batteries to new customers including Poland, Romania, 
and Sweden. Other Arabian Gulf countries and Japan are also looking to upgrade or greatly expand 
their missile defense capabilities.  

Most notably Japan is moving forward with two Aegis Ashore sites stocked in part with SM-3 Block 
IIAs to help protect from incoming North Korean missiles. But in the meantime, Japan's key 
population centers and military installations are being guarded by PAC-3 Patriot missiles. The PAC-
3 can provide defense against short-range ballistic missiles during their terminal phase of flight, but 
North Korea could unleash long-range missiles that fly a steep parabolic arc to overcome these 
defenses, which are imperfect even when targeting missiles flying within their core engagement 
envelope as we have already discussed.  

Considering what is at stake, both journalists and our political leadership need to separate myth 
from reality when it comes to the limitations of our ballistic missile defense capabilities. Shooting 
down a "bullet with a bullet" is a very complex task, and although the American defense-industrial 
complex has improved the chances of success of doing this across multiple platforms in recent 
years, the cold and honest truth is that the "ballistic missile defense" concept still remains very 
much a work in progress. 

There are some anti-ballistic missile concepts being developed on the dark horizon of defense 
technology that could add new "layers" of more effective ballistic missile defense, and thus increase 
the chances that an enemy missile will be neutralized before it can execute its dastardly deed. These 
include the possibility of introducing a long awaited "airborne laser" capability, albeit in unmanned 
form, aimed at busting ballistic missiles during their vulnerable boost stage.  

This is more or less the "holy grail" of BMD as it doesn't rely on costly interceptors, relies on less 
infrastructure to work, and it acts as a deterrent in its own way as the missile would fall back down 
on the country it was launched from. It can also be redeployed with ease. The possibility of a space-
based anti-missile layer is also enticing. But these capabilities remain largely conceptual or partially 
experimental at best, and it will take years to mold them into an operational form, and there is risk 
that they will never make it to that point at all even after great investment. Considering the finite 
dollars available for missile defense, competition for bolstering existing capabilities or developing 
new ones will be intense to say the least. 
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What is important is that the myth of a "missile shield" gives way to realistic talk about the benefits 
and shortfalls of the systems that make up such a notion. This is especially important when it comes 
to policy makers and critical decision making. We have discussed this in the past when it comes to 
President's Trump's chronically inaccurate blustering on the subject: 

"Nobody is saying that the President needs to be a weapon systems expert, but when it comes to 
missile defense it is critical that he or she comprehends the basic capability types, including their 
real-world limitations, and how they fit into a larger strategic picture. Just thinking that America is 
protected by some nearly impenetrable ballistic missile shield and that we can sell something 
similar to our allies will result in a poor understanding of the overall strategic equation in an entire 
region. Most importantly it will give a false sense of security to the worst person possible—the 
individual that will be making major policy and military calls—potentially on very short notice.  

Metaphorically speaking, throughout history, in many cases when a commander's troops are 
equipped with heavy armor, that commander is likely to have them take more risks on the 
battlefield. But if that armor is far less effective than the commander understands it to be, what 
would seem like well balanced battle plan can end up being a massacre. The same applies in this 
case. When you think there is only a three percent chance an ICBM can hit the US, making risky 
foreign policy and military decisions in regards to the country with the ICBMs is simply more 
palatable. 

These chronic misstatements are also a credibility issue. Why delve into the details if in doing so 
you are always inaccurate? Whether this is a flaw that can be blamed on the President's advisors or 
a personal one is immaterial, but the fact that it exists is undeniable." 

In the end the best missile is the one you never actually have to use. Avoiding conflicts and relying 
more heavily on diplomacy and strategic compromise, backed by a well equipped and highly 
trained military, is a far better solution than a myopic march to war that is backstopped by a 
extreme reliance on questionable defensive systems that are supposed to keep thousands, or even 
millions safe from incoming missile barrages. And if a war were to occur with North Korea in the 
coming months or years, the public will be furious over the failed missile shield that they were told 
was near perfect when it comes to stopping North Korean missiles.  

What people should know is the truth, which is that these systems offer some form of defense from 
small-scale attacks, but they represent anything but an impervious barrier. And it's very unlikely 
that a near perfect system will be available anytime in the foreseeable future. This is not just due to 
technological or financial limitations. It's also because it is so easy for the enemy, even one with 
highly limited resources, to effectively counter. 

Simply put, it is far easier and cheaper for the enemy to simply build more missiles of advancing 
capabilities than it is to build an anti-missile architecture to counter all of them. Look how fast 
North Korea's ballistic missile program has moved along. Within the span of roughly five months, 
the rogue state went from a highly impressive first iteration of an ICBM to one that is far more 
capable and imposing, and features a huge nose section that could very likely be filled with multiple 
warheads and decoys in the not so distant future.  

These are things our missile defense system isn't really ready to deal with, and it isn't clear how 
many more billions of dollars will be required to make defending against a higher-end threat, and 
especially a more numerous one, a real possibility.  

Even North Korea's evolving submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) capabilities could 
potentially outmaneuver the THAAD battery deployed to the Peninsula and put other targets in the 
region at risk on short notice. Based on the rumor chain, we should expect big developments in 
Pyongyang's SLBM program in the coming year.  
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So once again we come back to the reality that diplomacy and even compromise is a far better 
counter for an existential threat like an ICBM armed North Korea than endlessly trying to perfect a 
missile shield that will feature diminishing returns as North Korea's capabilities rapidly evolve. Not 
just that, but there are other ways of delivering nuclear weapon to US shores than atop an ICBM.  

None of this is to say that building better missile defenses is a useless cause, not in the least. For 
certain applications and scales the technology can be very useful, even if it is imperfect (Iron Dome 
for instance). But it must be looked at and relied upon as a temporary therapeutic treatment for our 
strategic ills and not a cure. 

http://www.thedrive.com/the-war-zone/16652/missile-defense-madness-myth-of-perfect-
patriots-magic-thaad-and-the-icbm-shield 
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Voice of America (Washington, DC) 

US, Britain, France Accused of Snubbing Anti-nuclear Nobel Prize 

Author Not Attributed 

November 29, 2017 

OSLO — The anti-nuclear group which won the 2017 Nobel Peace Prize accused the United States, 
Britain and France on Wednesday of snubbing its disarmament work by planning to send only 
second-rank diplomats to the award ceremony next month. 

"It's some kind of protest against the Nobel Peace Prize," Beatrice Fihn, director of the International 
Campaign to Abolish Nuclear Weapons (ICAN), told Reuters of a plan by the three nations to send 
only deputy chiefs of mission. 

"They like their nuclear weapons very much and don't like it when we try to ban them," she said, 
accusing the three of wrongly opposing ICAN's work "when North Korea and the United States are 
exchanging threats to use nuclear weapons". 

The annual December 10 Nobel prize ceremony in Oslo, attended by King Harald and Queen Sonja, 
is the highlight of the diplomatic calendar in Norway. The prize comprises a diploma, a gold medal 
and a check for $1.1 million. 

Olav Njoelstad, director of the Norwegian Nobel Institute, confirmed the three nations would send 
only deputies. He said the awards committee always preferred to see chiefs of mission. 

"That being said, we are neither surprised nor offended by the fact that sometime foreign 
governments prefer to stay away from the ceremony in protest or, as in this case, because they 
prefer to be represented by their deputy chiefs of mission," he told Reuters. 

"The Nobel Peace Prize is, after all, a political prize. The Norwegian Nobel Committee takes notice of 
the joint decision of the British, French and U.S. embassies," he said. 

The British embassy confirmed it was sending a deputy ambassador and said in a statement "the 
U.K. is committed to the long-term goal of a world without nuclear weapons. We share this goal 
with our partners across the international community including U.S. and France." 
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The U.S. and French embassies were not immediately available for comment. Last month, U.S. 
President Donald Trump nominated Kenneth Braithwaite to the post of ambassador in Oslo, 
currently held by an acting ambassador. 

ICAN, a coalition of grassroots non-government organizations in more than 100 nations, 
campaigned successfully for a U.N. Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons, which was 
adopted by 122 nations in July this year. 

But the agreement is not signed by - and would not apply to - any of the states that already have 
nuclear arms, which include the United States, Russia, China, Britain and France, as well as India, 
Pakistan and North Korea. 

Israel neither confirms nor denies the widespread assumption that it controls the Middle East's 
only nuclear arsenal. 

It was not clear whether other nuclear powers would send Oslo ambassadors to the Nobel 
ceremony. 

The absence of ambassadors from the United States, Britain and France "is disappointing but at the 
same time we are focused on getting a majority of states in the world to join this treaty," Fihn said. 

She said the three nuclear states were exerting pressure on other nations "not to engage in this 
treaty."  

https://www.voanews.com/a/anti-nuclear-nobel-prize/4142505.html 
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Arab News (Jeddah, Saudi Arabia) 

Syria under Pressure at Chemical Weapons Organization  

Author Not Attributed 

November 27, 2017 

THE HAGUE: Syria came under pressure Monday to fill in gaps in its declaration to the world’s 
chemical weapons watchdog amid reports of toxic arms use during its six-year civil war, triggering 
angry Syrian denials. 

A fact-finding mission from the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons (OPCW) has 
issued three reports showing the use of chemicals weapons in the country in recent years, OPCW 
chief Ahmet Uzumcu said. 

“It’s very disturbing that yet again we are confronted with the use of chemical weapons,” Uzumcu 
told the annual conference of countries belonging to the Chemical Weapons Convention. 

It was “vital... that the long-held international norm against chemical weapons remains strong and 
the perpetrators are held accountable,” Uzumcu said. 

The 1993 arms treaty binds all member states to help rid the world of chemical weapons. 

Syria under President Bashar Assad finally joined in 2013, admitting under US-Russian pressure to 
having a toxic arms stockpile, and thus staving off threatened US air strikes. 

Syrian deputy foreign minister Faisal Mekdad hit back at what he said were “false accusations” of 
the regime’s alleged involvement in attacks, saying the “politicized findings” of the OPCW fact-
finding mission aimed to “smear the image of Syria” and destabilize his country. 
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He insisted that 100 percent of Syria’s chemical weapons stockpile had been destroyed by the 
OPCW. 

Countries had “sent their mercenaries from all over the world and encouraged them to use chemical 
weapons and toxic chemical against civilians and the Syrian army,” he claimed. 

He insisted the fact-finding team should carry out a new investigation. 

The debate in The Hague came on the eve of fresh talks in Geneva with the United Nations aiming to 
revitalize flagging efforts to end the six-year conflict in which more than 340,000 people have been 
killed. 

A joint UN-OPCW body, the Joint Investigative Mechanism (JIM), in its latest report blamed the 
Syrian air force for a sarin gas attack on the opposition-held village of Khan Sheikhun in April that 
left scores dead. 

Speaking on behalf of the European Union, Estonia’s representative for non-proliferation, Jacek 
Bylica, said EU countries were “appalled by the recurring systematic use of chemical weapons in 
Syria by the Syrian government and by (the jihadist group) ISIL.” 

“There can be no impunity and those responsible for such acts must be held accountable,” he said, 
calling on Damascus to work with the OPCW to complete an accurate picture of its chemical 
weapons stockpile. 

The OPCW has declared that 100 percent of the Syrian regime’s stocks have been destroyed, but has 
increasingly voiced concerns that not everything was declared. 

http://www.arabnews.com/node/1199971/middle-east 
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Arms Control Today (Washington, DC) 

Step Back from the Nuclear Brink 

By Daryl G. Kimball 

December 2017 

Over the past year, cavalier and reckless statements from President Donald Trump about nuclear 
weapons and his threat to unleash “fire and fury” against North Korea have heightened fears about 
Cold War-era policies and procedures that put the authority to launch nuclear weapons in his hands 
alone. 

Partially in response, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, for the first time since 1976, held a 
hearing on the “executive’s authority to use nuclear weapons.” The Nov. 14 hearing should be just 
the start of a process that leads to changes that reduce the risk of nuclear miscalculation and 
establishes that the United States will not be the first to use nuclear weapons. 

Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. and Soviet/Russian nuclear arsenals have been slashed through 
verifiable arms reduction agreements. Yet, each side still deploys 1,550 strategic nuclear weapons 
as permitted by the New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (New START), which is far more than 
required to deter a nuclear attack. Each maintains a significant portion of its land- and sea-based 
forces on a prompt-launch posture to guard against a “disarming” first strike. The resulting launch 
procedures would, in some scenarios, give the president only minutes to decide whether to avenge 
such an attack with hundreds of nuclear-armed missiles. 
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These policies increase the risk of catastrophic miscalculation. In the nuclear age, there have been 
several incidents in which false signals of an attack have prompted U.S. and Russian officials to 
consider, in the dead of the night and under the pressure of time, launching nuclear weapons in 
retaliation. 

Continuing to vest such destructive power in the hands of one person and requiring launch 
decisions to be made in minutes, and without congressional authorization, is undemocratic and 
dangerous. No reliable safeguards are in place to prevent an impulsive and irrational decision by 
Trump to use nuclear weapons. 

Days after the Senate hearing, the head of U.S. Strategic Command, Air Force Gen. John Hyten, tried 
to assuage congressional concerns, saying he would push back against a nuclear strike order from 
the president if it were “illegal.” That is cold comfort given the general acknowledged that, if the 
president insists, “we’ll work out a legal option.” 

Rather than accept such empty assurances, Congress should demand and the Pentagon should 
provide more information on U.S. nuclear employment strategy, including targeting data, attack 
options, damage expectancy requirements, and estimated civilian casualties; and it should publicly 
review the legal rationale for these plans, which are currently not shared with members of 
Congress. 

Despite the dangers, defenders of the status quo argue that altering the current system, including 
forgoing the first-use option, would undermine the credibility of deterrence and somehow 
encourage aggressors. 

In reality, the current “launch under attack” policy is unnecessary because U.S. nuclear forces and 
command-and-control systems could withstand even a massive attack, particularly the submarine-
based weapons, and remaining nuclear forces would be more than sufficient to deliver a 
devastating blow to any nuclear aggressor. Eliminating the requirement to launch intercontinental 
ballistic missiles under attack would increase the time available for the president and other civilian 
and military advisers to more soberly weigh the possible use of nuclear weapons in retaliation for a 
warning of an attack against the United States or its allies. 

Furthermore, given the conventional military superiority of the United States and its allies, there is 
no plausible circumstance that could justify legally, morally, or militarily the use of nuclear 
weapons to deal with a non-nuclear threat. Nuclear weapons are not necessary to deter or respond 
to nuclear terrorism or to a potential chemical or biological weapons attack or cyberattack by state 
or nonstate actors. Even if there were to be a conventional military conflict with Russia or North 
Korea, the first use of nuclear weapons would be counterproductive because it would likely trigger 
an uncontrollable and potentially suicidal nuclear exchange. 

As Vice President Joseph Biden said in remarks delivered in January 2017, “Given our non-nuclear 
capabilities and the nature of today’s threats, it’s hard to envision a plausible scenario in which the 
first use of nuclear weapons by the United States would be necessary or make sense.” 

Given the indiscriminate, widespread, and long-term consequences of nuclear weapons, it is also 
hard to envision a nuclear first use scenario that is “legal” despite Pentagon claims that current 
nuclear weapons employment options meet the principles of “distinction and proportionality and 
seek to minimize collateral damage to civilian populations” as required by the Law of War. 

The Senate’s recent hearing on nuclear weapons use policy must not be its last. It is past time to 
move away from outdated and dangerous, prompt-launch nuclear procedures. The fate of millions 
of people should not depend on the good judgment of one person, no matter who he or she may be. 

https://www.armscontrol.org/act/2017-12/focus/step-back-nuclear-brink 
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Tehran Times (Tehran, Iran) 

U.S. Should Respect Its Nuclear Sanctions Relief Commitments: Kimball 

By Javad Heirannia 

December 4, 2017 

TEHRAN - Daryl Kimball, executive director of the Arms Control Association in Washington, is the 
opinion that “all parties must continue to respect their JCPOA commitments.” 

“The United States should continue to respect its nuclear sanctions relief commitments outlined in 
Annex II of the JCPOA and should "refrain from imposing discriminatory regulatory and procedural 
requirements in lieu of the sanctions and restrictive measures covered by this JCPOA,” Kimball tells 
the Tehran Times in an exclusive interview. 

Following is the full text of the interview: 

Q: According to this, what means “complementary access inspections to sites and locations in Iran”? 
Is this access beyond the Additional Protocol? 

A: Complementary access refers to inspections under the Additional Protocol that complement the 
underlying Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement between Iran and the IAEA to ensure that Iran’s 
nuclear activities remain exclusively peaceful. See 
https://www.iaea.org/publications/factsheets/iaea-safeguards-overview Under the Additional 
Protocol, the IAEA is to be allowed access to undeclared sites whether they are designated as 
“military” or “civilian” if the Agency has good cause to pursue an inspection of that site. 

Q: Why U.S. again try to bring up Iran PMD Case in IAEA? 

A: The Trump administration appears to be urging the IAEA to exercise all of its authorities to verify 
that Iran’s nuclear program is exclusively for peaceful purposes and the IAEA DG has made it clear 
that the IAEA has been able to conduct all the inpections it has requested and that it believes is 
necessary to verify Iran’s compliance with the JCPOA to this point. 

Q: IAEA Director General ask Iran for “more” verification about Section T. It seems that Director 
General Yukiya Amano’ message is closing to Nikki Haley, United States Ambassador to the United 
Nations. What is your opinion? 

A: IAEA DG Amano and most of the EU3+3 states interpret Section T of the JCPOA as mandating that 
it is the Agency’s responsibility to verify that Iran is not engaged in any experiments that could be 
used to design nuclear warheads (i.e. experiments with possible military dimensions or PMDs), 
which some Iranian scientists and entities are believed to have done prior to 2003. However, 
Amano acknowledges that the IAEA’s ability to verify compliance is limited and has sought 
clarification from the JCPOA Joint Commission on the matter. Russia, for its part, believes that 
verification of Section T should be the responsibility of the members of the Joint Commission given 
their more extensive experience with nuclear weapons design. Amano’s position is not favoring one 
country’s view over another’s, he is understandably seeking clarification of the IAEA’s 
responsibilities with respect to verification of Iran's compliance with the JCPOA. 

See: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-iran-nuclear-iaea/iaea-chief-calls-for-clarity-on-
disputed-section-of-iran-nuclear-deal-idUSKCN1C12AN  
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Q: Iran's Ambassador to the IAEA Reza Najafi highlighted that “ by limiting Iran’s benefits from the 
deal the US Government in contradiction with both letter and spirit of the agreement, particularly 
paragraphs 26, 28 and 29 of the JCPOA, has taken a negative approach to undermine “successful 
implementation” of the JCPOA.” This statement is while U.S. try to place sanction Iran on the name 
of Human Rights and terrorism. What will happen for JCPOA if Iran limited from benefiting of the 
agreement? 

A: Iran is benefitting from the sanctions relief promised by the JCPOA and there has been a 
significant uptick in trade and investment since the JCPOA’s implementation day.  Going forward, all 
parties must continue to respect their JCPOA commitments. The United States should continue to 
respect its nuclear sanctions relief commitments outlined in Annex II of the JCPOA and should 
"refrain from imposing discriminatory regulatory and procedural requirements in lieu of the 
sanctions and restrictive measures covered by this JCPOA." 

http://www.tehrantimes.com/news/419028/U-S-should-respect-its-nuclear-sanctions-relief-
commitments 
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ASIA/PACIFIC 
 
Reuters (New York, NY) 

Chinese State Media Tells Readers How to Survive a Nuclear Attack 

Author Not Attributed 

December 5, 2017 

BEIJING (Reuters) - A state-run newspaper in northeastern China’s Jilin city, near the border with 
North Korea, on Wednesday published a page of “common sense” advice on how readers can 
protect themselves from a nuclear weapons attack or explosion. 

China has voiced grave concern over North Korea’s nuclear and missiles programme, as well as 
calling on the United States and South Korea to stop provoking Pyongyang. 

U.S. bombers will fly over the Korean peninsula on Wednesday as part of a large-scale joint military 
drills with South Korea. The North has warned the drills would push the Korean Peninsula to the 
“brink of war”. 

The full page article in the Jilin Daily, which does not mention possible attacks by North Korea or 
any other country, explains how nuclear weapons differ from traditional arms and instructs people 
how to protect themselves in the event of an attack. 

Nuclear weapons have five means of causing destruction: light radiation, blast waves, early-stage 
nuclear radiation, nuclear electro-magnetic pulses and radioactive pollution, the article explained. 
It said the first four kill instantly. 

People who find themselves outside during a nuclear attack should try to lie in a ditch, cover 
exposed skin in light coloured clothing or dive into a river or lake to try and minimise the 
possibility of instantaneous death, it said. 

Cartoon illustrations of ways to dispel radioactive contamination were also provided, such as using 
water to wash off shoes and using cotton buds to clean ears, as well as a picture of a vomiting child 
to show how medical help can be sought to speed the expulsion of radiation through stomach 
pumping and induced urination. 
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The influential state-backed Global Times in a commentary on Wednesday described the article as a 
public service announcement due to the situation on the Korean peninsula. 

“If war breaks out, it is not possible to rule out the Korean peninsula producing nuclear 
contaminants, and countermeasures must be seriously researched and spoken openly about to let 
the common folk know. But at the same time, there is absolutely no reason to be alarmed,” the 
Global Times said. 

North Korea last week tested what it called its most advanced intercontinental ballistic missile 
(ICBM) that could reach all of the United States. 

https://www.reuters.com/article/us-northkorea-missiles-china/chinese-state-media-tells-
readers-how-to-survive-a-nuclear-attack-idUSKBN1E00EF?il=0 
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The Diplomat (Tokyo, Japan) 

The Case for Restoring Australia-North Korea Relations 

By Tom Corben 

November 17, 2017 

Growing military tensions and an ambitious human rights agenda require a cost-benefit recalibration 
from Canberra. 

Perceptions of Australia’s interests in Northeast Asia traditionally revolve around its relationships 
with China, Japan, and, by association, the United States. Yet a recent upsurge in Canberra’s 
engagement with Korean affairs is difficult to ignore. 

The growing security relationship between Canberra and Seoul has been somewhat mirrored by 
Australia’s increased targeting by North Korean official and state media discourse, with threats of 
annihilation and the now infamous open letter from North Korea’s parliament to its counterparts 
around the world. While Canberra has always maintained an interest in North Korean affairs, recent 
developments have both raised the stakes and opened new windows of opportunity. Though 
increasingly conscious of Pyongyang’s ICBM range, Australia has also identified North Korean 
human rights abuses as a central focus of its two-year stint on the United Nations Human Rights 
Council (UNHRC). The absence of formal diplomatic ties between the two, however, only hurts 
Australia’s overall interests vis-á-vis North Korea, forfeiting its agency as a constructive middle 
power and potential mediator between Pyongyang and other regional stakeholders. 

On paper, it would seem that Australia’s interests would be best served with a normalization of 
diplomatic relations. Unfortunately, on this front it has exhibited what Peter Jennings of the 
Australian Strategic Policy Institute has termed a lack of “strategic imagination.” After bilateral 
relations formally ceased in 2008, in 2013 the government resisted requests from both the United 
States and North Korea to restore relations based on internal advice that satisfying the request of 
an ally was not sufficient reason to expend intelligence resources on the surveillance of North 
Korean diplomats. Washington reiterated this request in 2014 to a newly elected government, 
which while initially supportive of the suggestion, declined after another negative cost-benefit 
analysis. Foreign Minister Julie Bishop has recently dismissed similar suggestions, citing 
Washington’s success in limited dialogue with Pyongyang through backroom channels. Continuing 
to adhere to these rationales, however, forfeits Canberra’s agency as a potential mediator in the 
nuclear dispute, reinforces negative perceptions of Australia as Washington’s compliant regional 
deputy, and obstructs the pursuit of its UNHRC agenda. 
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In theory, Australia’s middle power reputation and relative lack of historical baggage in Northeast 
Asia place it favorably as a potential mediator in the North Korean nuclear crisis. Pyongyang’s 
recent letter to Canberra, while urging it to distance itself from President Donald Trump’s 
inflammatory rhetoric, may have also indicated that Australia retains some sort of political 
credibility with North Korea. Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull’s rejection of Trump’s inflammatory 
rhetoric earlier this year arguably exemplifies Australia’s attempt to adopt a balanced approach to 
the North Korea issue. For Canberra to reinstate diplomatic relations on its own initiative would 
further signal its willingness to play a constructive role in inter-Korean affairs, and if anything 
would benefit, rather than break with, regional consensus. Indeed, both Japan and South Korea have 
human rights interests in North Korea, while even Trump’s most recent North Korea speech placed 
a stronger emphasis on human rights than many previous statements. China and Russia, 
meanwhile, have consistently called for dialogue to resolve the nuclear crisis. Australia would thus 
seem well placed to simultaneously relax military tensions without altering its solidarity with 
regional partners, whilst increasing pressure on human rights issues. 

A combination of UN sanction regimes, uncertainties over ongoing support from Beijing, and recent 
droughts may have opened a window of opportunity for Australia to press Pyongyang on human 
rights in particular. Though just as likely a political stunt, North Korea has indicated that sanctions 
are hurting its most vulnerable citizens, a pressure point that Canberra could attempt to leverage. 
There have already been positive signs of progress on human rights issues in North Korea under 
increased international pressure, with limited improvements in disability rights the most 
commonly cited example. Australia already has a strong record of engaging with North Korean 
human rights issues, most notably the UNHRC report chaired by Australian Chief Justice Michael 
Kirby in 2014, which had the unprecedented success of elevation to the UN Security Council. 
Clearly, the interests are there. All that is needed is action. 

Admittedly, normalizing diplomatic relations is not unproblematic. British and Swedish authorities 
have advised Australia that their embassies face extreme difficulties accessing key political figures, 
and that the regime’s surveillance is pervasive. Monitoring a return North Korean embassy in 
Canberra would also require intense surveillance, given North Korea’s history of using embassies as 
fronts for illegal profiteering ventures. Getting other regional players on board may prove difficult 
as well, though for a variety of reasons beyond a perceptive fracturing of consensus. For example, 
lawmakers in Tokyo have leveraged the North Korean threat as a core rationale for prospective 
reforms to Article Nine of the Japanese Constitution. Furthermore, Australia’s own human rights 
record is currently under scrutiny, and could potentially complicate the prosecution of its agenda if 
Pyongyang calls out Canberra’s hypocrisy and refuses to cooperate. In fact, North Korea was among 
a host of countries that criticized Australia’s treatment of refugees in 2015 as part of a UNHRC 
review. 

Even so, while some claim that pressuring Pyongyang on human rights is not constructive, average 
North Korean citizens do not enjoy access to the internet and lack an independent civil society that 
could educate them on their universal rights. It summarily appears that human rights 
improvements are impossible without directly engaging the government. Short of normalizing 
diplomacy, the suggestion that former Australian Prime Minister Paul Keating and his Foreign 
Minister Gareth Evans could be dispatched as emissaries — similarly to former U.S. President 
Jimmy Carter’s visit to Pyongyang in the 1990s — is, while imperfect, worthy of further 
consideration as a step toward more regular exchanges between Pyongyang and Canberra in the 
interests of improving human rights and cooling military tensions. 

Considering that a nuclear conflict in Northeast Asia would severely damage Australia’s various 
interests, and given that it considers respect for human rights as pivotal to regional economic 
prosperity and regional security, Canberra would appear to have a solid rationale with which to 
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justify the normalization of diplomatic ties with North Korea, if it found the political will to do so. 
Investing time, financial, and political capital in diplomacy with Pyongyang could further enhance 
Australia’s regional credibility and middle power status. Simply deferring to the United States on 
North Korea no longer appears an approach conducive to Australia’s regional interests. 

https://thediplomat.com/2017/11/the-case-for-restoring-australia-north-korea-relations/ 
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China Daily (Beijing, China) 

New Ballistic Missile That Covers Globe Nearly Ready 

By Zhao Lei 

November 29, 2017 

Powerful 4th-generation weapon could enhance PLA capabilities by early 2018 

The People's Liberation Army will soon have one of the world's mightiest weapons - the DF-41 
intercontinental ballistic missile - military experts close to the PLA have said. 

Yang Chengjun, a missile expert with knowledge of the country's ballistic missile programs, recently 
told China Central Television that the DF-41's development has entered its final stage, and the 
formidable weapon is likely to be delivered to the PLA Rocket Force in the first few months of 2018. 

Based on the missile's tests so far, development has been proceeding well, he said. All of its test 
launches so far were successful. 

The DF-41 is a fourth-generation ballistic missile, having good reliability, mobility, precision, strike 
range and rapid-launch capability, observers say. 

The missile "should be capable of being deployed and launched on rugged landforms and able to 
resist electronic-warfare attacks. It must be able to carry multiple warheads to hit targets anywhere 
on the globe," Yang told the broadcaster. 

"Judging from available information, its overall capability is similar to that of the United States' 
LGM-30G Minuteman III and Russia's RT-2PM2 Topol-M. Some of its technologies are better than 
those used by the US and Russian models." 

Widely considered one of the PLA's deadliest and most camouflaged pieces of hardware, the DF-41 
has been the topic of speculation by military enthusiasts and media reports for years but its 
existence has never been officially confirmed by the military. 

"The DF-41 can cover any corner on the earth. Anyone who dares to launch a nuclear strike against 
us will face effective retaliation," Yang said. 

Xu Guangyu, a retired major general of the PLA and current strategy researcher in Beijing, 
previously described the missile as having a total weight of more than 60 metric tons, and capable 
of delivering up to 10 warheads totaling 1.6 tons. He said it would have an operational range of 
12,000 to 14,000 kilometers. 

The missile was designed by the China Academy of Launch Vehicle Technology, part of China 
Aerospace Science and Technology Corp, a major defense contractor, according to unconfirmed 
information. 

Western media reported that the DF-41 has undergone at least eight flight tests since the first one 
in July 2012. 
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Neither the PLA Rocket Force nor the academy could be reached on Tuesday. 

According to PLA Daily, the Rocket Force has at least 10 types of missiles in active service, including 
the DF-31AG intercontinental ballistic missile, the DF-26 intermediate-range ballistic missile and 
the CJ-10A ground-launched cruise missile. 

http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2017-11/29/content_35119000.htm 
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TASS (Moscow, Russia) 

Japan’s Upper House Passes Resolution Condemning North Korea’s Missile Launch 

Author Not Attributed 

December 4, 2017 

The missile launch poses an unprecedentedly serious and inevitable threat, the document says 

TOKYO, December 4. /TASS/. Japan’s upper house of parliament unanimously adopted a resolution 
condemning North Korea’s November 29 missile launch. 

All 237 members of the House of Councillors who took part in the vote backed the resolution on 
Monday. 

"The missile launch poses an unprecedentedly serious and inevitable threat, and also causes harm 
to peace and security in the region and the entire world," the document says. Such Pyongyang’s 
steps show that "North Korea is set to advance its missile and nuclear program." 

"Japan won’t accept this behavior and will never fall victim to provocations," Prime Minister Shinzo 
Abe said, promising that the government will make every effort to exert the maximum pressure on 
North Korea. 

The resolution calls on the government to demand that all countries strictly comply with the 
resolution of the United Nations Security Council and also "force North Korea to change its way of 
thinking, encourage the country to have talks and seek a peaceful solution to the problem by 
diplomatic efforts." 

North Korea, which had not carried out any provocations for 75 days since mid-September, 
unexpectedly launched the Hwasong-15 intercontinental ballistic missile on November 29. 
According to experts, this new type of a missile may fly over 13,000 km and is capable of reaching 
all of the United States mainland. 

Tensions on the Korean Peninsula remain high as North Korea actively develops its nuclear and 
missile programs, while the US and its allies in the region carry out their military maneuvers. 

http://tass.com/world/978821  
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EUROPE/RUSSIA 
 
Newsweek (New York, NY) 

U.S. ‘Will Never Be the Same’ After Trump, Germany Says 

By Tom O’Connor 

December 5, 2017 

Germany’s top diplomat has told foreign policy experts that his country’s relationship with the U.S. 
has suffered irreparable damage under the administration of President Donald Trump, whom he 
accused of leading Europe on the path toward nuclear war. 

Addressing the Berlin Foreign Policy Forum, German Foreign Minister Sigmar Gabriel warned 
Tuesday that the West risked losing its influence over world affairs if it continued to follow the 
U.S.’s lead. Gabriel, who also served as Chancellor Angela Merkel’s second-in-command, criticized 
Trump’s “America first” vision of international relations and announced that Germany would 
pursue its own agenda and no longer operate under the shadow of its ally in the White House. 

“The U.S. no longer sees the world as a global community but as a fighting arena where everyone 
has to seek their own advantage,” Gabriel said, according to Deutsche Welle. 

“Germany can no longer simply react to U.S. policy but must establish its own position…even after 
Trump leaves the White House, relations with the U.S. will never be the same.” 

Gabriel warned that nations disillusioned with the militant direction the U.S. has taken under 
Trump have not sought a greater alliance with the EU and urged European countries to follow 
Germany’s lead in standing up against what he said could be “a new nuclear arms race in Europe.” 
Germany has been a staunch supporter of U.S.-led Western military alliance NATO, which has 
adopted a hardline stance against Russia since the country’s 2014 annexation of Crimea from 
neighboring Ukraine, but Germany has also advocated for dialogue with Moscow. 

Since taking office in January, Trump and his administration have been met with a series of 
scandals and controversial decisions that have hampered the Republican leader’s image at home 
and abroad. Trump’s initially close relationship with Russian President Vladimir Putin and 
dismissal of NATO raised deep concerns among defense allies, and his recent escalations in 
diplomatic wars with Iran and North Korea have elicited negative reactions from European officials, 
including Gabriel himself. 

In October, Gabriel protested Trump’s decision to decertify the Iran nuclear deal, to which Germany 
was a signatory, and said it was “imperative that Europe sticks together on this issue.” In August, he 
warned that Trump’s hardline stance toward nuclear-armed North Korea could lead to an all-out 
war that “in the worst-case scenario...could result in more victims than World War II,” the deadliest 
conflict in human history. 

Trump also took a rare shot at arguably his closest major European ally, U.K. Prime Minister 
Theresa May, last week after she criticized the U.S. leader for sharing far-right videos on his Twitter 
account. After May suggested that Trump’s decision to share the controversial, anti-Muslim videos 
was “wrong,” Trump tweeted the conservative British prime minister should instead “focus on the 
destructive Radical Islamic Terrorism that is taking place within the United Kingdom” and the U.S. 
was “doing just fine.” 

Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, the man tasked by Trump with building transatlantic bridges 
between the White House and Europe, has also found himself on the wrong end of his boss’s foreign 
policy, according to numerous reports suggesting he would soon be replaced. Both Trump and 
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Tillerson have continually denied such reports, even as Tillerson reassured European allies of the 
U.S.’s commitment to its historic relationships during a trip to the U.S. mission to Belgium in 
Brussels on Tuesday.  

“While we don’t have any wins on the board yet, I can tell you we’re in a much better position to 
advance America’s interests around the world than we were 10 months ago,” Tillerson told U.S. 
diplomats and staff, according to Reuters. 

That same day, Gabriel warned, “The withdrawal of the United States under Donald Trump from its 
reliable role as a guarantor of Western-led multilateralism accelerates a change of the world order 
with immediate consequences for German and European interests.” 

Beyond just taking on Trump and his allies, Gabriel railed Tuesday against what he considered 
insufficient Western reactions to conflicts in Syria, where government forces supported by Russia 
and Iran have largely defeated jihadis and rebels once backed by the West and still supported by 
some of its allies, and in Ukraine, where Russia-backed separatists remained in control of parts of 
the country’s restive east. 

http://www.newsweek.com/us-will-never-be-same-after-trump-germany-says-735881 
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euobserver (Brussels, Belgium) 

EU and US Disagree on Iran and Israel 

By Andrew Rettman 

December 5, 2017 

The US and EU's top diplomats diverged on Middle East policy, while celebrating their 
"partnership" on Tuesday (5 December). 

EU foreign relations chief Federica Mogherini urged Washington to uphold the Iran nuclear non-
proliferation deal after meeting US secretary of state Rex Tillerson in Brussels. 

She also urged it not to recognise Jerusalem as Israel's capital - a campaign promise of US president 
Donald Trump. 

"The Iran nuclear deal is a key strategic priority for European security, but also for regional and 
global security," Mogherini said. 

"Dismantling an agreement on nuclear issues that is working - as the International Atomic Energy 
Agency has certified nine times - would not put us in a better position to discuss all the rest on the 
country," she added. 

Mogherini said "a way must be found, through negotiations, to resolve the status of Jerusalem as the 
future capital of both states", referring to Israel and Palestine's conflict over the city. 

"We believe that any action that would undermine this effort must absolutely be avoided," she said. 

She spoke at a short press conference in which reporters were not allowed to ask questions. 

Her remarks came after Trump, two months ago, asked Congress to unilaterally scrap the Iran 
accord. The deal, which involves lifting sanctions in return for a freeze on uranium enrichment, was 
negotiated by Mogherini in its final stages. 
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The EU chief diplomat's comments also came amid White House signals that Trump will say, this 
week, that the US would move its Israel embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, in a de facto 
recognition of Israel's claim to the city. 

Tillerson on Iran 

Tillerson at first appeared to contradict Trump on scrapping the Iran deal. 

"We discussed … our joint efforts under the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action [the Iran accord] to 
hold Iran fully compliant with the terms of that deal and fully enforce that agreement", he said after 
meeting Mogherini. 

He then echoed Trump, saying Iran should pay a price for its "destabilising" activities in the Middle 
East. 

He cited Iran's ballistic missile programme, its support for Yemen rebels, for the Syrian regime, and 
for Hezbollah, an armed militia in Lebanon, among the issues. 

"These … activities of Iran cannot be ignored and cannot go unanswered and we intend to continue 
to take action to ensure Iran understands this," he said. 

He said nothing on Jerusalem. 

But he listed other areas in which the EU and US were in agreement: on countering Russia's 
aggression in Ukraine, sanctions on North Korea's nuclear menace, fighting Islamist terrorism, and 
spending more on Nato defence. 

"The partnership between America and the European Union ... is based upon shared values, shared 
objectives for security and prosperity on both sides of the Atlantic and we remain committed to 
that," Tillerson said. 

Tillerson's meeting with Mogherini was the first in a series of events in Brussels on Tuesday and 
Wednesday. 

The US envoy also met EU and Nato foreign ministers. He will fly to Vienna on Wednesday for a 
two-day meeting of the Organisation for Security and Cooperation in Europe, a security body, 
before holding talks with his French counterpart in Paris on Friday. 

He said while arriving for the Nato meeting in Brussels that the US had a "firm commitment to 
article five" - the Nato treaty clause on mutual defence. 

Anti-Trump feeling 

Tillerson's assurances come amid ever-deeper antipathy toward Trump's America in Europe. 

Fifty six percent of people recently polled by the Koerber Foundation in Germany said relations 
with the US were bad or very bad. 

Nineteen percent said poor US relations were their top concern. The issue came second after 
immigration (26%), but ahead of bad German-Turkish relations (17%), North Korea (10%), and 
Russia (8%). 

Tillerson's assurances also come amid speculation that Trump plans to fire him from his job. 

The vacancy at the top would come amid several other empty posts in State Department areas - 
including that of the US ambassador to the EU. 

Tillerson, speaking to press on his arrival at the US embassy in Brussels, played down what he 
called "a little criticism" from Trump. 
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Reacting to questions on the US diplomatic vacancies, he said "the State Department is not missing a 
beat". 

"While we don't have any wins on the board yet, I can tell you we're in a much better position to 
advance America's interests around the world than we were 10 months ago," he said. 

https://euobserver.com/foreign/140164  
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Pravda (Moscow, Russia) 

USA Looking for Reason to See Nuclear Weapons in Action 

By Dmitriy Sudakov 

December 4, 2017 

The United States will not give up nuclear weapons, because the main principle of the US policy is 
deterrence by intimidation. The recent Nuclear Posture Review report outlines the views of the 
political and military leadership of the United States on nuclear policy for 20 years to come. In the 
coming years, the Americans will pay emphasis on the creation of a new generation of smaller nuclear 
warheads and try to apply this concept in one of the conflicts that may occur in the near future, Alexei 
Fenenko, a researcher at the Institute for International Security Studies of the Russian Academy of 
Sciences said in an interview with Pravda.Ru. 

"The US military will not give up nuclear weapons. What strategy should Russia adhere to?" 

"All those American nuclear weapons reports have never contained anything specific. They would 
be published to attract media attention, to stir up media hype. The most recent report appears to be 
an interpretation of George W. Bush's ideas from 2002."  

"What are the prospects for the START Treaty to be extended till 2021?"  

"First off, strategic offensive arms reduction treaties are beneficial primarily to the US rather than 
to Russia. Their priority is the reduction of the Russian nuclear potential to the safest level. The 
more warheads and carriers Russia has, the more danger the US feels. Therefore, the threat of 
pulling out  from this treaty could be one of the most effective tools for Russia to combat sanctions. 
Russia could threaten to pull out from the START treaty in response to all kinds of threats to 
disconnect and isolate Russia from the rest of the world.  

"Secondly, as for the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons treaty, the US, of course, wants to 
strengthen the document to create a certain body that would control the extraction of uranium ore, 
and ideally plutonium, from spent nuclear fuel - to introduce a new norm restricting all non-nuclear 
states from having access to nuclear power. So all the work on the nonproliferation regime is about 
USA's benefit. 

"Non-proliferation is the sore point of the United States. If only Russia questions a number of 
international conventions on the turnover of fissile materials, the number of those willing to wage 
the war of sanctions with the Russian Federation will reduce considerably.  

"I do not see any threat from the proliferation of nuclear weapons for Russia. Let's just assume that 
Brazil obtains nuclear weapons. Will it be a problem for Russia? No, it will be a problem for the USA, 
because it is the Americans, who proclaimed themselves to be guarantors of the world non-
proliferation regime. 
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"Thirdly, the United States has been following the idea to create a new generation of smaller 
nuclear warheads, and I think that they will try to test this concept in one of the conflicts."  

"Will Russia adjust its stance on nuclear deterrence?" 

"Russia will observe. The problem is that nuclear weapons have not yet materialised as weapons. 
Nuclear weapons have never been used in 70 years. There are no tragedies associated with nuclear 
weapons. There is only a philosophy of nuclear weapons. All nuclear deterrence concepts are 
nothing but mind games, when some try to find an answer to the question of what happens if... 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki did not suffer from nuclear bombs as weapons. The Americans dropped 
nuclear bombs on those cities as an act of political demonstration. The Americans may try to create 
a regional conflict, where nuclear weapons could be used locally to be able to look at nuclear 
weapons as weapons." 

Russia's nuclear weapons remain the main component in ensuring the country's security, leading 
researcher at the Center for Post-Soviet Studies at MGIMO, expert on nuclear disarmament Viktor 
Mizin believes.  

"The previous report, which was published during the presidency of Barack Obama, said that 
Americans were reducing emphasis on nuclear forces and attaching greater importance to state-of-
the-art weapons. The Russian military do not believe in this, because the Americans have been 
working a lot lately on a large-scale program to enhance nuclear weapons in the first place. For 
Russia (and this is indicated in Russia's most recent national security strategy), nuclear weapons 
remain the primary - or critical - component to ensure national security. As long as we have nuclear 
weapons, we can only laugh to all types of threats, no matter what kind of new weapons they may 
try to come with."  

http://www.pravdareport.com/world/americas/04-12-2017/139277-

russia_usa_nuclear_weapons-0/ 
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Defense News (Washington, DC) 

It's Official: Romania Signs Deal to buy US Missile Defense System 

By Jen Judson 

November 29, 2017 

WASHINGTON — Romania announced it wanted to buy Raytheon-made Patriot air and missile 
defense systems from the U.S. government in April and has been on the fast track to getting those 
systems, signing an agreement to make the purchase Wednesday. 

Romania signed a letter of offer and acceptance, which, according to Raytheon, “paves the way for 
Romania’s Patriot force to rapidly reach Initial Operational Capability, and sets the stage for the U.S. 
government to begin contract negotiations with Raytheon.” 

Romania will be the 14th Patriot customer worldwide. 

According to a Defense Security Cooperation Agency notification of the possible sale to Romania, 
the country wants seven Patriot Configuration 3+ units, complete with radars, a control station, 
antennas, launching stations and power plants. Also included are 56 Patriot MIM-104E Guidance 
Enhanced Missile TBM (GEM-T) missiles and 168 Patriot Advanced Capability — 3 Missile Segment 
Enhancement missiles. 
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The sale, according to the notice, could be worth up to $3.9 billion. 

The procurement of the Patriot system will contribute to Romania meeting its NATO commitment 
of spending at least 2 percent of its gross domestic product on defense. While in Romania in July for 
the U.S. Army’s major military exercise Saber Guardian, Lt. Gen. Ben Hodges, the U.S. Army Europe 
commander, said he expected Romania would meet its NATO commitment for the first time this 
year. 

“This procurement will create jobs in both the U.S. and Romania,” Tom Laliberty, Raytheon’s vice 
president of integrated air and missile defense, said in a statement Wednesday. “Raytheon is 
developing long-term relationships with Romanian companies to help us build and sustain 
Romania’s Patriot fleet.” 

Poland is slated to become another customer of Patriot. The U.S. State Department cleared a 
potential $10.5 billion sale for four Patriot air-and-missile defense systems to the country on Nov. 
17. Poland’s deal is more complicated because it wants a command and control system that is still 
in development with the U.S. Army, which also makes the systems more expensive due to the 
unique customization. 

https://www.defensenews.com/land/2017/11/30/its-official-romania-signs-deal-to-buy-us-
missile-defense-system/ 

Return to top 

 

MIDDLE EAST 
 
Stratfor (Austin, TX) 

Where the North Korean Crisis Meets the Iran Nuclear Deal 

By Reva Goujon 

December 5, 2017 

By virtue of its military might, the United States has the unique ability to quickly — and credibly — 
place its most intractable adversaries under existential threat. Command over the world's most 
powerful military gives a country options, and the option of regime change can be a tempting one 
for Washington as it tries to work through some of its more maddening foreign policy dilemmas. 

A government living under the constant, lurking threat of decapitation does not particularly enjoy 
stewing in its own paranoia over what social fissures its enemies can exploit, which allies they can 
turn and what chain of events could finally push the United States into action. That's why a nuclear 
deterrent is such an alluring prospect: What better way to kill your adversaries' fantasy of regime 
change than to stand with them as near-equals on a nuclear plane? 

This is North Korea's rationale as the country closes in on demonstrating that it has a fully 
functional nuclear weapon and delivery arsenal. But Washington's nuclear dilemma doesn't end 
with Pyongyang. Whether Tehran attempts to return to its treacherous path toward nuclear 
armament rests in large part on just how seriously the White House entertains and attempts to 
execute a policy of regime change. 

Preventing Another North Korea 

North Korea is set to prove to the world that it has attained a nuclear deterrent. With the Nov. 29 
test of its longest-range intercontinental ballistic missile yet — and plenty more demonstrations to 
come in the months ahead — the country is on track to show that it could field a reliable, nuclear-

twitter.com/USAF_CUWS
cuws.au.af.mil
https://www.defensenews.com/land/2017/11/30/its-official-romania-signs-deal-to-buy-us-missile-defense-system/
https://www.defensenews.com/land/2017/11/30/its-official-romania-signs-deal-to-buy-us-missile-defense-system/


// USAFCUWS Outreach Journal  Issue 1292 // 

 twitter.com/USAF_CUWS | cuws.au.af.mil // 34 
 

armed intercontinental ballistic missile capable of reaching the United States and that it has the 
arsenal necessary to weather a first strike. The window to launch a preventive strike on North 
Korea is rapidly closing. And in turn, the odds are growing that the United States, along with the 
countries in and around the Korean Peninsula, will have to accept the reality of a nuclear-armed 
North Korea and prepare instead for a pre-emptive strike in case Pyongyang decides to launch an 
attack. 

The result will be a new and unstable pattern of nuclear deterrence in the 21st century, one in 
which the unique challenges of communicating with the North Korean government will leave the 
door open to potential miscalculations. More Cold War-era arms agreements that rest on reliable 
communication among nuclear peers will come under threat. China and Russia, after all, fear that 
the irreversible buildup of the United States' ballistic missile defense network will undermine their 
own strategic deterrents and will have less incentive to abide by obsolete arms pacts as a result. 
Despite continued calls for diplomacy to bring Pyongyang to the table and somehow prevent North 
Korea from crossing the nuclear Rubicon, the chances are slim that Kim Jong Un's administration 
will trust a last-ditch negotiation. No amount of security guarantees from the United States will 
persuade Pyongyang that Washington, its allies or even Beijing has wholly abandoned their designs 
for regime change. Furthermore, Kim has commissioned an assassination campaign with global 
reach to ensure that any potential alternatives to his rule are eliminated early on. With its survival 
on the line, North Korea has an existential commitment to achieve its nuclear objectives. 

The United States is weighing the risks of carrying out a preventive military campaign to avoid 
entering the dangerous new global order. But the associated costs of starting a war in Northeast 
Asia and plunging the world into recession make this scenario less likely. Even though he inherited 
a near-impossible timeline to neutralize the threat, U.S. President Donald Trump won't take kindly 
to North Korea fulfilling its nuclear ambitions on his watch. When the time comes to reckon with 
this reality, his administration will probably reframe the issue as the product of decades of 
negligent and ineffective policy. The president will then set his sights on Iran, vowing to avoid a 
repeat of such a colossal failure in U.S. foreign policy. 

In fact, the effort to shift attention from North Korea to Iran has been underway for some time. 
Trump has made clear that he sees the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) — the deal his 
predecessor, along with four other countries, made with Iran to deter it from pursuing nuclear 
capabilities — as flimsy and wholly insufficient. The U.S. administration, moreover, has expressed 
its frustration that the deal's terms inhibit the imposition of economic sanctions in response to 
other threats from Iran. By decertifyng the JCPOA, Trump meant to send the message that he was 
serious about confronting the Islamic republic. To strike a deal in the first place, the previous 
administration and the JCPOA's other signatories had to focus negotiations solely on Iran's nuclear 
program, setting aside broader problems, such as Tehran's covert support for militant proxies, its 
development of ballistic missiles and its alleged human rights abuses. The International Atomic 
Energy Agency and the JCPOA's other parties affirm that Iran is upholding its end of the agreement. 
Yet the current occupants of the White House have used infractions unrelated to the deal, such as 
ballistic missile testing, to blur the JCPOA's terms and justify reintroducing sanctions. 

Iran Recalculates 

Consequently, Iran will have much to contemplate in the coming year as it weighs the pros and cons 
of abiding by the JCPOA. Compared with North Korea, Iran sees a nuclear deterrent as more of a 
luxury than a strict necessity. Iran's reliance on global energy trade, its heavy exposure to 
intelligence oversight from hawkish neighbors like Israel and its people's ability to channel 
economic discontent into political change make its pursuit of nuclear arms more perilous. At the 
same time, the country's layered political structure, formidable security apparatus, challenging 
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terrain and ability to disrupt traffic in the Strait of Hormuz offer it useful insulation against its 
adversaries' attempts to bring down the clerical government. In addition, Iran's influence across the 
Middle East gives it leverage with the United States. Either by helping U.S. interests, for example in 
the fight against the Islamic State, or by hindering them — through threatening maritime vessels or 
backing militant proxies against U.S. allies — Tehran can influence its dealings with Washington. 
These factors led Iran to conclude that it could strike a bargain with the United States over its 
nuclear program to get economic reprieve from sanctions and reduce the potential for a military 
conflict in the Persian Gulf. 

But the JCPOA wasn't just about the nuclear program. Implicit in the framework was a deeper 
understanding between Washington and Tehran. Both sides understood there would remain a 
number of points of contention between them as they competed in proxy battlegrounds across the 
region. Still, in signing the deal, the United States was downgrading the potential for conflict in the 
Gulf region, thereby signaling to Tehran that it was taking any earlier plans for regime change off 
the table. 

Now, in trying to directly discredit the JCPOA, the Trump administration risks stripping away those 
security guarantees and putting Iran back in an existential mindset that could push it onto the 
nuclear path once more. 

A spate of leaks and acknowledgments from the U.S. president himself over the past year have 
revealed Trump's disdain for anyone trying to block his Iran agenda and his respect for hawks on 
Iran policy. (The former group includes Secretary of State Rex Tillerson, while the latter category 
includes U.S. Ambassador to the U.N. Nikki Haley, CIA Director Mike Pompeo and Sen. Tom Cotton, 
who has been rumored to be next in line to head the CIA should Trump decide to replace Tillerson 
with Pompeo.) The more frustrated he becomes with the North Korean dilemma, the more energy 
the U.S. president has put into lining up loyalists to try to limit interference in his agenda for Iran. 
Two key figures in the Middle East have exerted heavy influence over that agenda: Saudi Crown 
Prince Mohammed bin Salman and Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu. The two leaders, in 
fact, are so eager for the opportunity to shape a more aggressive U.S. policy toward Iran that they 
are downplaying their animosity for each other and collaborating in the open. 

Iran's leaders will now have to assess how far the U.S.-Saudi-Israeli triumvirate will go in trying to 
contain their country. Iran still has the benefit of a strong European defense for the JCPOA. The 
White House would risk a major confrontation with the Continent's powers were it to attempt to 
unilaterally end sanctions waivers and reinstate secondary sanctions on foreign firms doing 
business with Iran. And enforcing additional sanctions would be difficult without buy-in from Iran's 
main trading partners. With that in mind, Tehran will probably take care in the coming months to 
avoid blatantly violating the JCPOA and driving the Europeans back to the United States' side on 
sanctions — even as a growing competition with Washington emboldens Iran's hard-line 
politicians. At the same time, Tehran will look for ways to strengthen its burgeoning relationship 
with Russia to counterbalance the U.S.-Saudi-Israeli alliance. 

Even if the framework of the JCPOA survives, however tenuously, Iran will still be on alert for other 
aggressive U.S.-backed efforts to destabilize its political system. After all, if the United States, Israel 
and Saudi Arabia believe that the nuclear deal is fundamentally flawed and that they must compel 
Tehran back to the negotiating table, they'll need to find ways to credibly threaten the Iranian 
government's continued existence. Iran will be on the lookout for a range of threats, from a 
concerted military campaign against its Lebanese proxy militia, Hezbollah, to a cyberattack on its 
critical infrastructure to covert efforts to sow sedition in the Islamic republic. And even if the 
United States could coerce Iran to renegotiate the nuclear deal, Washington's reputation for 

twitter.com/USAF_CUWS
cuws.au.af.mil


// USAFCUWS Outreach Journal  Issue 1292 // 

 twitter.com/USAF_CUWS | cuws.au.af.mil // 36 
 

honoring that kind of pact is already deep in question. Agreeing to abandon the quest for nuclear 
weapons didn't save Libyan leader Moammar Gadhafi, as Pyongyang and Tehran well know. 

Overturning the JCPOA will compound the challenges the United States faces in finding diplomatic 
solutions to nuclear-sized problems. Moreover, a nuclear-armed North Korea would only 
complicate matters further. The cash-strapped country may find its coveted deterrent to be a 
lucrative asset in a pinch. And should the United States convince Iran of the JCPOA's impending 
demise, Pyongyang may have a willing customer in Tehran. 

The Luxury of Distance 

Trump's more assertive stance toward Iran isn't an anomaly in U.S. foreign policy. Since the JCPOA 
took effect — a milestone that was arguably necessary to reduce the threat of military conflict in 
the Persian Gulf and to freeze Iran's nuclear program — the Islamic republic's economic recovery 
and re-engagement with the West has threatened to upset the balance of power in the Middle East. 
Iran, free from the fetters of sanctions, suddenly had more energy and resources to throw into its 
proxy battles in the region, at the expense of critical Sunni powers. The United States, in turn, was 
bound to shore up support for its Sunni allies and seek out new ways to keep Iran contained, 
regardless of who was conducting policy in the White House. 

Even so, there is such thing as an overcorrection in policymaking. Trump's willingness to 
wholeheartedly endorse the Saudi plan for cutting Iran back down to size sets him apart from his 
political contemporaries and predecessors. Along with trying to discredit the JCPOA, the U.S. 
administration has backed Riyadh's short-sighted campaigns to isolate Qatar and to try to force a 
Saudi agenda down the Lebanese government's throat. These moves, all sorely lacking in subtlety, 
at times suggest an ideological bent to target Iran at any cost. 

But the United States doesn't have to shoulder the historical baggage and the centuries of animosity 
that drive competition in the Middle East. It has the luxury of distance, from which it can 
manipulate the balance of power at will. In other words, while Israel and Saudi Arabia perceive Iran 
to be an existential threat, the same may not be true for the United States. Its removal from the 
situation gives Washington the space to manage Iran through a more assertive policy of strategic 
containment that stops short of reintroducing the menace of regime change and thus keeps the 
country from having to resort to more extreme measures. Therein lies the difference between 
strategic and ideological policymaking. As the North Korea conundrum gives rise to a more 
precarious age of nuclear deterrence, that difference will matter all the more. 

https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/where-north-korean-crisis-meets-iran-nuclear-deal 
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Defense News (Vienna, VA) 

Target Glitch Prompts a ‘No Test’ for US-Israel Arrow-3 Missile Interceptor  

By Barbara Opall-Rome 

December 4, 2017 

TEL AVIV, Israel — A target missile that “was not conforming to safety parameters” forced program 
officials in Israel to terminate Monday morning’s planned test of the Arrow-3 prior to launch of the 
exo-atmospheric intercepting missile. 
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“Shortly after the target was launched, it started behaving in a way that was not conforming to 
safety parameters determined in advance and we were forced to declare a ‘no test,’ ” said Moshe 
Patel, director of the Israel Missile Defense Organization at Israel’s Defense Ministry. 

Patel said engineers were evaluating data to determine why the target — an upgraded version of 
the Sparrow family of air-launched missiles built by Rafael — did not perform as expected. Once 
that data is analyzed, he said, program officials could begin planning a retest. 

Boaz Levy, executive vice president for state-owned Israel Aerospace Industries — the prime 
contractor for the Arrow intercepting program — insisted that the planned Dec. 4 intercept test 
was a developmental test aimed at validating new capabilities planned for future block versions of 
the Arrow-3. The declared “no-test,” he said, has no bearing on the operational capability of the 
Arrow weapon system or its continuously upgraded Arrow-2 and Arrow-3 intercepting missiles 
deployed by the Israeli Air Force. 

“We were fully prepared for this test. In today’s case, the decision was made to abort the process 
even before the interceptor and all its supporting systems were activated,” Levy said. “We will learn 
all about what happened today and get prepared for the next test as quickly as possible.” 

Arrow-3 is Israel’s highest layer of a multitiered and intentionally overlapping network of active 
defenses against rockets and tactical ballistic missiles aimed at intercepting advanced, possibly 
nuclear-tipped threats hundreds of kilometers in space. Below Arrow-3 is the Arrow-2 designed to 
intercept threats very high in Earth’s atmosphere, followed by the David’s Sling weapon system, 
which was declared operational in April, and Iron Dome, a system that has been credited with more 
than 1,700 successful intercepts since first deployed in 2011. 

The Israeli Air Force declared Arrow-3 operational in January; and IAI, supported by its U.S. 
partner, Boeing, continues to provide serial-production interceptors to round out Israeli Air Force 
inventories. 

Other contractors contributing to the jointly developed U.S.-Israel Arrow program include Elta, a 
subsidiary of IAI that produces the Super Green Pine radar; Elbit Systems, provider of the Citron 
Tree battle management system; Rafael; and IMI, which produces a critical booster stage of the 
Arrow intercepting missile. 

A Dec. 4 announcement by Israel’s Defense Ministry noted that Monday morning’s planned test was 
part of a series of tests periodically conducted by Israel and the U.S. to continuously validate the 
nation’s multitiered defense network. 

“The test was stopped at an early stage once it was discovered that the target launched did not meet 
the predetermined test standards,” according to the ministry. “Given this, on-site engineers 
declared a ‘no test.’ Test data is being collected and analyzed by engineers to continue Arrow-3 
development.” 

https://www.defensenews.com/global/mideast-africa/2017/12/04/target-glitch-prompts-a-no-
test-for-us-israel-arrow-3-missile-interceptor/ 
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CNBC (Englewood Cliffs, NJ) 

North Korea and Syria Are Growing Closer: That’s Bad News for the US  

By Nyshka Chandran 

November 27, 2017 

Closer ties between two of the world's most acute political powder kegs — North Korea and Syria 
— are fanning fears of deeper cooperation on missile technology and chemical weapons. 

The longstanding bilateral relationship, which stretches back to the late 1960s, has prospered this 
year even as both countries face international sanctions. Syrian minister of social affairs and labor 
Rima al-Qadiri met with North Korean ambassador Jang Myong Ho last week to discuss enhancing 
bilateral links, Syrian state media reported, with Jang saying his country wanted to help President 
Bashar al-Assad's regime with reconstruction efforts. 

Increased North Korean involvement in a nation hit by violent civil war, which includes Islamic 
State brutality, doesn't bode well for a U.S. government already concerned about the ongoing 
military alliance. 

President Donald Trump's administration is increasingly worried "that [North Korean leader] Kim 
Jong Un is not only profiting from Syria's six-year war, but also learning from it," Jay Solomon, a 
visiting fellow at American think tank The Washington Institute, wrote in a recent note. 

North Korean exports of military equipment to the Arab nation, including propellants for Syria's 
Scud ballistic missiles, protective chemical suits and respirators, are believed to have occurred for 
years. And with state revenue increasingly strained under fresh sanctions, Pyongyang is widely 
expected to continue such sales. 

"Syria continues to rely on North Korean and Iranian assistance for its missile programs, according 
to official U.S. accounts," said a 2016 report by the Congressional Research Service, a research arm 
of the U.S. Congress. 

Allegations have also surfaced that North Korean military advisers are inside Syria — a charge that 
both countries have denied. The secretive Asian state is also widely believed to have helped develop 
a Syrian nuclear facility, which was destroyed in a 2007 Israeli airstrike. 

At least two North Korean shipments to a Syrian government agency responsible for the nation's 
chemical weapons program were intercepted this year, Reuters reported in August, citing a 
confidential United Nations report. "Previous shipments from North Korea are not known to have 
contained chemicals or chemical weapons production equipment," Rod Barton, former director of 
strategic technology at Australia's Defense Intelligence Organisation, wrote in an August note 
published by the Lowy Institute. 

Kim is believed to possess a vast chemical arsenal, including the deadly VX nerve agent that was 
reportedly used to assassinate his half-brother Kim Jong Nam this February. "Given Syria's unholy 
alliance with North Korea, perhaps Pyongyang could even be adding to Syria's chemical 
capabilities," Barton added. 

The North Korean dictator may also be "gleaning lessons" from Assad's alleged chemical attacks, 
according to Solomon. 

All of that could potentially add to Washington's geopolitical headaches. 

The White House has been ramping up economic pressure on Kim's government, often hinting of 
military threats in the process, to halt the latter's nuclear weapons program. Meanwhile in Syria, 
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the U.S. has led an international coalition to target extremist groups since late 2014 but Trump has 
said his administration had "very little to do with Syria" beyond defeating Islamic State. 

"The White House will need to mobilize all of its Middle Eastern and Asian allies to guard against 
acts of proliferation potentially worse than the reactor North Korea built in eastern Syria," Solomon 
said. 

Healthy diplomatic relations have long characterized North Korean-Syrian relations. Both 
governments often exchange messages of support. And, in 2015, al-Assad's regime named a 
Damascus park after North Korea's founding father Kim Il Sung. Both countries, which were clients 
of the Soviet Union during the Cold War, also boast a deep history of authoritarian family dynasties. 

https://www.cnbc.com/2017/11/27/what-north-korea-syria-military-alliance-means-for-donald-
trump.html 
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Mehr News Agency (Tehran, Iran) 

VP Calls for EU's Firmer Stance against US Violation of JCPOA 

Author Not Attributed 

December 4, 2017 

Iran’s Vice-President Jahangiri said Mon. that Tehran expects the European Union to take a firmer 
stance against US violation of the nuclear deal and prevent any attempts at undermining this 
international agreement. 

Es’hagh Jahangiri made the remarks in a meeting with Hungary’s Minister for National Economy 
Mihály Varga on Monday in Tehran, adding “the Islamic Republic of Iran has complied with its 
international obligations under the JCPOA, and we expect all parties to the agreement to adhere to 
their commitments with the same amount of determination.” 

Jahangiri went on to call for further Tehran-Budapest cooperation in the fields of industry, energy, 
oil and gas, tourism, advanced biotechnology, nanotechnology, science and research. 

“The prerequisite for the development of economic relations and the expansion of cooperation in 
the tourism sector is the existence of a secure air transport and the establishment of direct flights 
between the two countries, on which I hope we can have good cooperation in the near future,” 
Jahangiri said. 

The Hungarian minister, for his part, said he had held fruitful negotiations with Iranian ministers of 
economy, oil, and health which led to the signing of a number of agreements and contracts between 
the two countries. 

“Budapest is aware of and appreciates Iran's role in creating stability and security in the region, and 
we believe that all countries should appreciate the efforts of the Islamic Republic of Iran in 
eradication of terrorism in the region,” he stressed. 

He went on to add, “Hungary, both as an independent state and as a member of the European Union, 
will defend the nuclear deal as it is an international agreement of great importance, and there is no 
reason to violate or modify it.” 

https://en.mehrnews.com/news/129967/VP-calls-for-EU-s-firmer-stance-against-US-violation-of-
JCPOA 
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INDIA/PAKISTAN 
 
Foreign Policy in Focus (Washington, DC) 

Asia’s Other Nuclear Standoff 

By Conn Hallinan 

December 5, 2017 

By roping India and Japan into its standoff with China, the U.S. is raising the nuclear stakes in Asia — 
including, dangerously, between India and Pakistan. 

With the world focused on the scary possibility of war on the Korean Peninsula, not many people 
paid much attention to a series of naval exercises this past July in the Malacca Strait, a 550-mile 
long passage between Sumatra and Malaysia through which pass over 50,000 ships a year. 

With President Trump and North Korean leader Kim Jong Un exchanging threats and insults, why 
would the media bother with something innocuously labeled “Malabar 17”? 

They should have. 

Malabar 17 brought together the U.S., Japanese, and Indian navies to practice shutting down a 
waterway through which 80 percent of China’s energy supplies travel and to war game closing off 
the Indian Ocean to Chinese submarines. If Korea keeps you up at night, try imagining the outcome 
of choking off fuel for the world’s second largest economy. 

While Korea certainly represents the most acute crisis in Asia, the diplomatic maneuvers behind 
Malabar 17 may be more dangerous in the long run. The exercise elevates the possibility of a 
confrontation not only between China, the U.S., and India, but also between India and Pakistan, two 
nuclear-armed countries that have fought three wars in the past 70 years. 

A Wedge Against China 

This tale begins more than a decade and a half ago, when then Under Secretary of Defense for 
Policy, Douglas Feith — one of the most hawkish members of the George W. Bush administration — 
convened a meeting in May 2002 of the U.S.-India Defense Policy Group and the government of 
India. 

As one of the founding members of the Non-Aligned Movement, India traditionally avoided being 
pulled into the Cold War between the U.S. and the Soviet Union. But the Bush administration had a 
plan for roping India into an alliance aimed at containing China, with a twist on an old diplomatic 
strategy: no stick, lots of carrots. 

At the time India was banned from purchasing uranium on the international market because it had 
detonated a nuclear weapon in 1974 and refused to sign the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty 
(NPT). There was a fear that if India had nuclear weapons, eventually so would Pakistan, a fear that 
turned real in 1998 when Islamabad tested its first nuclear device. 

Pakistan also refused to sign the NPT. 

Under the rules of the treaty, both countries were excluded from the 45-member Nuclear Suppliers 
Group. While the ban was not a serious problem for Pakistan — it has significant uranium deposits 
— it was for India. With few domestic resources, India had to balance between using its uranium 
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for weapons or to fuel nuclear power plants. Given that India is energy poor, that was a difficult 
choice. 

When the Bush administration took over in 2001, it immediately changed the designation of China 
from ” strategic partner” to “strategic competitor.” It also resumed arms sales to New Delhi despite 
India’s 1998 violation of the NPT with a new round of tests. 

Then Washington offered a very big carrot called the 1-2-3 Agreement that allow India to bypass 
the NPT and buy uranium so long as it’s not used for weapons. This, however, would allow India to 
shift all of its domestic fuel into weapons production. 

At the time, Pakistan — which asked for the same deal and was rebuffed — warned that the 
agreement would ignite a nuclear arms race in Asia, which is precisely what has happened. India 
and Pakistan are busily adding to their nuclear weapons stocks — as is China and, of course, North 
Korea. 

The 1-2-3 Agreement went into effect in 2008, although it has not been fully implemented. 

Cold Start, Hot War 

Complicating this whole matter are ongoing tensions between India and Pakistan in Kashmir, over 
which the two have fought three wars, the last of which came close to going nuclear. Rather than 
trying to defuse a very dangerous conflict, however, the Bush administration ignored Kashmir. So 
did the Obama administration, in spite of a pre-election promise by Barack Obama to deal with the 
on-going crisis. 

It would appear that a quid pro quo for India moving closer to the U.S. is Washington’s silence on 
Kashmir. 

In 2016, the Obama administration designated India a “Major Defense Partner,” made Japan a 
permanent member of the Malabar exercises, and began training Indian pilots in “advanced aerial 
combat” at Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada. 

The Trump administration has added to the tensions between India and Pakistan by encouraging 
New Delhi to deploy troops in Afghanistan. While India already has paramilitary road building units 
in southern Afghanistan, it does not have regular armed forces in the country. From Islamabad’s 
point of view, Indian troops in Afghanistan will effectively sandwich Pakistan, north and south. 

So far, India has resisted the request. But it’s hardly sending reassuring signals to Pakistan. 

The government of Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi has rolled out a new military strategy 
called “Cold Start,” which allows the Indian military to attack and pursue “terrorists” as deep as 30 
kilometers into Pakistani territory. 

The danger is that a “Cold Start” operation could be misinterpreted by Islamabad as a major attack 
by the far larger Indian army. Faced with defeat, Pakistan might resort to tactical nuclear weapons, 
a decision that Pakistan has recently delegated to front-line commanders. Since India cannot 
respond in kind — it has no tactical nukes — New Delhi would either use its high yield strategic 
nuclear weapons or accept defeat. Since the latter is unlikely, the war could quickly escalate into a 
general nuclear exchange. 

Such an exchange, according to a recent study by Scientific American, would not only kill tens of 
millions of people in both countries, it would cause a worldwide nuclear chill that would devastate 
agriculture in both hemispheres. In terms of impact, as scary as the Korea crisis is, a nuclear war 
between Pakistan and India would be qualitatively worse. 
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Glimmers of Diplomacy 

During his recent Asia tour, Trump used the term “Indo-Pacific” on a number of occasions, a term 
that was originally coined by the right-wing Prime Minister of Japan, Shinzo Abe. Japan is currently 
in a tense standoff with China over several uninhabited islands in the East China Sea, and Abe is 
trying to dismantle Japan’s post-World War II “peace constitution” that restricts Japanese armed 
forces to “self-defense” operations. 

Abe is also closely associated with a section of the Japanese political spectrum that argues that 
Japan was simply resisting western imperialism in World War II and denies or downplays its own 
colonial role and the massive atrocities committed by the Japanese army in China and Korea. 

Asia looks like a pretty scary place these days. A right-wing Hindu fundamentalist government in 
India and a revanchist Japanese prime minister are allied with an increasingly unstable 
administration in Washington to surround and contain the second largest economy in the world. 

There are some hopeful developments, however. 

For one, following the recent Communist Party Congress, China seems to be looking for a way to 
turn down the heat in the region. After initially threatening South Korea for deploying a U.S. anti-
missile system, the THAAD, Beijing has stepped back and cut a deal: no additional THAAD systems, 
no boycott of South Korean goods. 

The Chinese also dialed down tensions with India in the mountainous Doldam region on the border 
of China and Bhutan with an agreement for a mutual withdrawal of troops. There has been some 
progress as well in finding a non-confrontational solution to China’s illegal claims in the South 
China Sea, although Beijing is not likely to abandon its artificial islands until there is a downsizing of 
U.S. naval forces in the region. 

And in spite of the tensions between the two, India and Pakistan formally joined the Shanghai 
Cooperation Organization this past summer, a security grouping largely dominated by Russia and 
China. 

The danger here is that someone does something stupid and things get out of hand. There are those 
who point out that in spite of similar tensions during the Cold War, all concerned survived those 
dark times. That, however, ignores the fact that the world came very close to nuclear war, once by 
design — the Cuban missile crisis — and several times by accident. 

If you keep rolling the dice, eventually they come up snake eyes. 

http://fpif.org/asias-nuclear-standoff/  
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The Indian Express (Uttar Pradesh, India) 

Chances of India-Pakistan Conventional War Inconceivable Due to Mutually Assured 
Destruction: Expert 

Author Not Attributed 

December 6, 2017 

ISLAMABAD – The chances of a conventional war between India and Pakistan was inconceivable 
due to Islamabad’s “robust nuclear capability” and policy of “Full Spectrum Deterrence”, a Pakistani 
strategic expert said today. “The era of conventional hot wars is behind us. India can generate as 
much heat as it likes on Line of Control including phantom surgical strikes from time to time, which 
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in any case would be strongly retaliated by Pakistan,” Adviser National Command Authority Lt Gen 
(retd.) Khalid Kidwai said. Speaking at the 6th Workshop on ‘Defence, Deterrence and Stability in 
South Asia’ here, Kidwai credited the reduction in chances of convention war to Pakistan’s “robust 
nuclear capability” and the policy of “Full Spectrum Deterrence”. 

“Because of mutually assured destruction, there is unlikelihood of a hot war or a conventional war 
and therefore the conflict has shifted towards sub-conventional level. As of now, that could be seen 
in full play at our Western borders,” Gen Kidwai said. He also explained the salient features of the 
‘Full Spectrum Deterrence’ policy, which envisages possession of a full range of nuclear weapons 
that could reach every part of the Indian territory; having enough yield and numbers to deter rival 
from its policy of massive retaliation; and having liberty of picking targets. 

Speaking about Pakistan’s nuclear capabilities, he said, the country was self-reliant in nuclear field, 
but its programme was not the fastest growing in the world. “There are no aggressive overtones to 
our capability; the over-arching policy is Full Spectrum Deterrence, but within the larger 
philosophy of Credible Minimum Deterrence. Pakistan will maintain peace and security in South 
Asia with adequate level of armaments at all tiers: strategic, operational and tactical,” he 
maintained. 

The NCA adviser renewed the call for resolution of disputes in the region saying as long as that is 
not done, the region would remain in flux alternating between “strategic stability and instability”. 
Fragile peace in the meantime, he believed, would be maintained through defence and deterrence 
postures. 

http://indianexpress.com/article/india/india-pakistan-conventional-war-4971079/ 
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The National Interest (Washington, DC) 

The Story of How South Africa Voluntarily Gave Up Its Nuclear Weapons 

By Robert Farley 

December 1, 2017 

The Republic of South Africa is the only country in the world to build a nuclear weapons program, 
then unbuild that program after domestic and international conditions changed. Why did South 
Africa decide to build nukes, how did it build them and why did it decide to give them up? The 
answers are largely idiosyncratic, although they may hold some lessons for the future of nuclear 
weapons development on the Korean Peninsula and elsewhere. 

Origins of Program 

South Africa sought nuclear weapons for familiar reasons. Although it enjoyed presumptive 
conventional dominance over any likely regional opponent, Pretoria worried that the advantage 
might erode over time. The South African government also appreciated that widespread disdain for 
its apartheid system might prevent Western countries (including the United States) from coming to 
its aid in any serious confrontation against the Soviet Union or its allies. Nuclear weapons would 
provide not only a direct way of confronting a military attack against South Africa, but also a means 
of leveraging Western diplomatic and military support during a crisis. 
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South Africa could mine the requisite uranium on its own territory, and enrich it in domestic 
facilities. With a modern industrial economy and access to technologically sophisticated institutions 
of learning and research in the United States and Europe, South Africa could easily develop the 
technical expertise needed to build a weapon. Already the target of harsh international disdain for 
its domestic institutions, the South African government did not worry overmuch about how the 
pursuit of nuclear weapons might make it into an international pariah. 

Overall, South Africa constructed six uranium gun fission weapons (similar in nature to the Little 
Boy weapon dropped on Hiroshima). The devices were too large to fit onto any existing South 
African missiles, and consequently would have been delivered by bombers such as the English 
Electric Canberra or the Blackburn Buccaneer. South Africa explored the possibility of building or 
acquiring ballistic missiles capable of carrying nuclear weapons, although this would have required 
a substantial upgrade of the devices themselves. No full test of the devices has ever been confirmed, 
as heavy pressure from the United States, the Soviet Union and France helped force Pretoria to 
cancel an underground detonation in 1977. 

Foreign Assistance 

Rumors of foreign assistance for the South African nuclear program have circulated for years. As a 
general rule, states do not openly discuss their contributions to nuclear proliferation. In the case of 
South Africa, the nature of the regime made the idea of open assistance even more poisonous. 

Still, analysts suspect or know of at least four countries that supplied a degree of support to South 
Africa’s nuclear program. The United States supplied much of the initial technology associated with 
South Africa’s civilian nuclear program under a variety of different assistance programs. Although 
not intended to accelerate proliferation, the assistance did provide the basis for South Africa’s 
eventual nuclear program. France and Pakistan may also have supplied technical assistance at 
various points during the development of the program. 

Allegations of Israeli support for the South African program have circulated for years. In the Cold 
War, Taiwan, Israel and South Africa constituted the Axis of Outcasts, countries anathema to large 
parts of the diplomatic community. Israel most likely supplied some technology associated with 
South Africa’s ballistic missile program, although the mating of these missiles with nuclear devices 
never reached fruition. Israel and South Africa also exchanged some basic material components of 
nuclear devices, although not the devices themselves. Because of continuing secrecy, the degree of 
technical cooperation between the two states may never be known, but the South African nuclear 
devices were generally dissimilar to those believed to be in the Israeli arsenal. 

Deconstruction 

The general reduction of tensions associated with the end of the Cold War reduced South Africa’s 
need for an independent nuclear deterrent. States like Angola could no longer count on the Soviet 
Union and Cuba for support, and consequently could not pose a real conventional military threat to 
South Africa. At the same time, Pretoria made key diplomatic concessions that reduced tensions in 
the region, including granting the independence of Namibia. 

At the same time, the National Party began negotiations with the African National Congress to end 
apartheid rule. The prospect of a South African government led by the ANC possessing nuclear 
weapons may also have given the apartheid regime some pause; FW De Klerk denies this, but there 
are surely reasons to doubt that the security apparatus of the National Party shared his reasoning. 
As it turned out, the ANC had little-to-no interest in paying the diplomatic and military costs of 
maintaining a nuclear deterrent that deterred, in effect, no one. By 1994 all of South Africa’s nuclear 
devices had been disassembled. 
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Implications 

Apart from the Soviet successor states, which had only very limited control over the nuclear 
arsenals left on their soil, South Africa is the only country to develop, then renounce, nuclear 
weapons. Some arms control advocates have pointed to South Africa as a potential model for 
further nuclear disarmament. 

But the case of South Africa is deeply idiosyncratic. The core national security threats to the state 
disappeared simultaneous to a change in the nature of the regime, making large-scale shifts in 
national security policy much easier than they otherwise would have been. These conditions are 
unlikely to be replicated in many situations involving nuclear-armed powers. 

The best we can say is that something similar could happen on the Korean Peninsula, if the North 
Korean regime finally collapsed and its weapons became the property of the Seoul government. In 
this case, regime change and a dramatic change in the threat environment might well allow the 
Republic of Korea to abandon the North’s nuclear program, and disassemble the remaining 
weapons. 

But at the moment the idea of a North Korean collapse seems an increasingly distant (if still 
appealing) prospect. Moreover, while Seoul would undoubtedly come under immense pressure 
from Beijing, Washington and Tokyo to renounce and disassemble the nuclear program, the new 
security environment of Northeast Asia would not necessarily favor such a move. 

Conclusion 

The region and the world are undoubtedly safer because of the decisions made in the 1990s to 
relinquish South Africa’s nuclear program. Moreover, the dismantling of the relatively small 
program provided a template for how other nuclear powers could think about eliminating their 
own programs. However, with the exception of the Soviet successor states (which faced 
dramatically different constraints) no other states have yet taken up South Africa’s example. With 
the apparent increase in global tensions over the past few years, it seems unlikely that anyone will 
join South Africa in the post-nuclear club anytime soon.  

http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/the-story-how-south-africa-voluntarily-gave-its-
nuclear-23449?page=show 
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Arutz Sheva (Beit El, Israel) 

Pre-empting a Nuclear Strike 

By Mark Langfan 

December 4, 2017 

Had the Nazis had nuclear weapons before the war, or developed them during the war, what would 
have happened? Would they have been seen as proponents of MAD theory and thus "rational actors?"  

“The Man in The High Castle” is the name of a Phillip Dick dystopian alt-history novel based on the 
"what if" idea that in World War II Hitler obtains nuclear power first and uses it to destroy several 
American and British cities to force an American surrender.  The “book” has become more widely 
known because Amazon has made a TV series very loosely based on it.  But the book presents us 
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with a very interesting theoretical problem that shines a bright light on the questions we face 
regarding the current North Korean and Iranian nuclear programs.  

The question raised by the book is: To what lengths should the allies have gone to stop Hitler from 
acquiring a nuclear stockpile? Specifically, would the Allies have used nuclear weapons to pre-empt 
a Nazi nuke?    

The question of today is: If the only real US military option available to President Trump that offers 
the possibility of a quick immediate American victory without millions of South Korean casualties 
and tens of thousands of American casualties is to pre-empt North Korea by nuking North Korea 
first, is this pre-emption a legitimate and necessary strategy? 

The second question brings us back to the first question raised about the book describing the 
possibility of Adolph Hitler and his Third Reich being armed with a nuclear arsenal of weapons of 
mass destruction (WMD).  What should FDR and/or Winston Churchill have done in the 30’s and in 
the midst of World War II if Hitler would have been suspected to be on the cusp of developing a 
nuclear bomb?  Would America have blithely allowed the “rational actor” Hitler to acquire nukes 
based on the deterrent theory of “Mutually Assured Destruction” - or should we say MAD?  

Here the question breaks down to two time-period questions: The first is what if Hitler had 
developed the nuke before WWII began, and the second is what if Hitler had developed the nuke 
after WWII began.  

Before Hitler invaded Poland and war was declared by England and France against Germany, Hitler 
was viewed by Europe and England as a “rational actor.”  To Chamberlain, Hitler was such a 
“rational actor” that Chamberlain forcibly surrendered Czechoslovakia to Hitler over President 
Benes’ strident objections for the chimera of “Peace in Our Time.”  Stalin was equally taken in by 
Hitler’s “rationality” as proven by Stalin’s agreeing to destroy Poland along with Hitler, while 
believing that no one, including Hitler, would rationally invade the Soviet Union for another decade.  
Both Chamberlain’s and Stalin’s “rational actor” conclusions were ultimately found to have been 
grievous, catastrophic errors.  

Before WWII began, had Hitler been deemed by the Allies a proponent of MAD theory, one would 
have to conclude that, before the war, the Allies would have lived with it and done absolutely 
nothing to definitively stop Hitler from acquiring nukes.  Can anyone imagine what Hitler would 
have done to the world if he and his Nazis had actually come to possess WMD before World War II 
broke out?  It is entirely fair to conclude that before the war started, the Allies would still have done 
absolutely nothing to stop him.  They certainly would not have nuked Nazi Germany to stop Hitler’s 
acquiring a WMD arsenal.  And the Allies failure to stop, at any and all cost, Hitler’s acquisition of 
nukes before the war started would have been the most irreversibly catastrophic decision that the 
world ever made - that is, up to the present North Korea and Iran issue. 

Now, let’s ask what the Allies would have done if Hitler was on the cusp of developing a nuclear 
arsenal after World War II began.  And, for the sake of analogy, let’s assume the Allies had already 
developed a nuclear bomb.  If Churchill had a nuclear bomb, and the Luftwaffe was burning London 
to a crisp, does anyone think Churchill wouldn’t have used his WMD to stop Hitler even if Hitler 
wasn’t developing nuclear weapons?  Of course, Churchill would have nuked Nazi Germany to stop 
the blitz. and if Churchill knew Hitler was actually developing a nuke, there is no question Churchill 
and President Roosevelt would have pre-emptively nuked Hitler’s Nazi Germany to stop Hitler form 
acquiring a bomb.  Truman nuked Japan merely to avoid one million US casualties in attacking the 
Japanese mainland.  He surely would have used nuclear power to stop the threat to the US 
Homeland. 

Under the Deep State’s mad MAD theory, if you’re a “rational actor,” you can have a nuclear arsenal.  
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Which brings us squarely back to the questions of North Korea and Iran.  Is Kim Jong-un more or 
less of a “rational actor” than Hitler was?  Two months ago, Yong Suk Lee, deputy assistant director 
of the CIA’s Korea Mission Center, during a debate on escalating tensions, stated that North Korean 
dictator Kim Jong-un is not crazy, but a “rational actor” focused on regime survival. He went on to 
say, “Waking up one morning and deciding he wants to nuke Los Angeles is not something Kim 
Jong-un is likely to do. He wants to rule for a long time and die peacefully in his own bed.” President 
Trump aside, the CIA appears to believe Kim Jong-un is a “rational actor” for MAD theory.  And 
under the Deep State’s mad MAD theory, if you’re a “rational actor,” you can have a nuclear arsenal.  
And, if allowing Hitler to have nukes would have been insane, allowing Kim Jong-un to have nukes 
is even more insane. 

WMD have become more dangerous. North Korea could trump MAD theory and asymmetrically, but 
"rationally", use a tactical EMP nuke to paralyze the Korean peninsula and capture 30,000 US POWs 
that would effectively prevent any US nuclear retaliation.  Kim Jong-un would have 30,000 living 
bargaining chips under which he would demand an American surrender of the entire Korean 
peninsula.  Secondly, it’s entirely unclear how China or Russia could use North Korea as a nuclear 
proxy by promising the North a nuclear umbrella in the event of a nuclear war with America. 

Hence, in the case of North Korea, while America should use nukes to pre-empt North Korea's plans, 
it is not likely America will.  It appears that President Trump will likely ultimately do nothing to 
stop North Korea because all the other military options are “ugly” and “unthinkable.” 

In the Iranian case, the mad Ayatollahs in Tehran make Kim Jong-un look almost rational.  However, 
this will not stop the same CIA analysts from likely still finding Iran to qualify as a “rational actor” 
for MAD purposes.  And, therefore, it’s even more doubtful that the CIA will ever sanction America's 
using a pre-emptive nuke strike to de-nuclearize Iran.  The prognosis, therefore, on the Iranian 
nuclear front is not a good one. 

Unless the American security establishment rationally discards its mad MAD theory of the “rational 
actor,” we would do well to bring those old bomb shelters up to date. 

https://www.israelnationalnews.com/Articles/Article.aspx/21359 
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38 North (Washington, DC) 

The Folly of Deploying US Tactical Nuclear Weapons to South Korea 

By Richard Sokolsky 

December 1, 2017 

The mudslinging between US President Trump and North Korean leader Kim Jong Un and the near-
daily handicapping of whether the US and North Korea are bound for war have overshadowed an 
important debate in South Korea over whether the US should redeploy tactical nuclear weapons 
(TNW) on ROK territory. Proposals that US government officials and defense experts have floated to 
ease South Korean worries about the credibility of the US extended deterrent have primarily 
focused on bolstering US/ROK conventional defenses against North Korean aggression. These 
measures, while necessary in the short-term, may not be sufficient to contain South Korean 
pressure for either US TNW deployments or development of an indigenous nuclear weapons 
program over the long-run, especially if the conservative party returns to power. If Washington 
wants to keep the South Korean nuclear genie in its bottle, the administration may need to draw the 
ROK more closely into US nuclear planning for the peninsula and elevate the visibility of its own 
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nuclear footprint in and around the country. But this path should only be taken if the US is ready to 
simultaneously take diplomatic initiatives with North Korea to prevent misperceptions and 
potential escalation. 

It is difficult to predict the outcome of the South Korean debate over its nuclear future. President 
Moon is adamantly opposed to the re-introduction of TNW and to South Korean development of 
nuclear weapons—and his views are likely to prevail as long as his party stays in power and he 
remains committed to pursuing improved relations with China and dialogue with North Korea. 
However, the call for the redeployment of TNW began in 2013 and has steadily grown louder and 
stronger as North Korea’s nuclear capabilities have improved—for the past year, the South Korean 
opposition party has mounted a full-court press on the Trump administration to return TNW to 
South Korea, which were withdrawn in 1991. In a recent trip to Washington, Hong Joon-pyo, former 
ROK presidential candidate and now leader of the opposition Liberty Korea Party, urged the United 
States, South Korea and Japan to form a “freedom nuclear alliance” and to base nuclear weapons in 
all three countries to counter the growing North Korea nuclear threat. He also warned that if the 
United States turned a deaf ear to his appeal, South Korea and Japan should seek to join the ranks of 
nuclear powers to create a “nuclear balance of power” with the North. That said, the opposition has 
been out of power for less than a year and these hawkish views are no doubt politically 
opportunistic. Moreover, it is not axiomatic that the conservative party, should it regain power, 
would act on these convictions, given the serious costs it would confront if it decided to acquire 
nuclear weapons. 

The US and South Korean governments have maintained a longstanding dialogue over extended 
deterrence and reassurance. But it is unclear whether any of the measures the US has proposed or 
taken, such as lifting restrictions on the South’s ballistic missile capabilities, have assured the South 
Koreans about the credibility of America’s nuclear umbrella. The administration has talked about 
deploying additional “strategic assets” to South Korea and the US Navy currently has three aircraft 
carrier battle groups operating in the western Pacific, although it has been vague about the 
specifics. 

Until recently, South Korean fears of US nuclear abandonment and the proposals they spawned for 
the re-deployment of US TNW were largely confined to the extreme right wing of the Korean 
opposition. This is no longer the case, mainly because of North Korea’s rapid progress toward an 
operational ICBM capability and growing doubts about the US commitment to South Korea arising 
from President Trump’s antagonistic behavior toward key alliance issues. According to recent polls, 
68 percent of the South Korean public currently supports the re-introduction of US nuclear 
weapons in South Korea and 60 percent want South Korea to acquire its own nuclear weapons. 

These shifting attitudes should not be surprising based on the US experience in maintaining its 
extended nuclear deterrent in Europe during the Cold War. Just as the French questioned whether 
the United States would trade Paris for New York, South Koreans have worried in the past and 
worry more today about whether Washington would risk Seattle for Seoul. These concerns will no 
doubt be magnified by North Korea’s November 29 test of an ICBM with significantly improved 
capabilities to target the United States and the continued doubts of many experts about the ability 
of the US national missile defense systems to successfully intercept North Korean missiles. 

In fact, in the 1970s, South Korea tried to clandestinely develop nuclear weapons to confront 
overwhelming North Korean conventional military superiority. And while it abandoned its efforts 
under US pressure, Seoul possesses the material, technology and expertise to quickly resume this 
effort. This type of reaction is not unique. Beginning in the 1950s, France started to lose confidence 
in America’s resolve to risk nuclear war with the Soviet Union to defend it against a nuclear attack, 
leading the French to field an independent nuclear deterrent several years later. Perhaps more 
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tellingly, in the mid-1980s, America’s NATO allies insisted that only new ground-based 
deployments of intermediate-range nuclear weapons on NATO territory would counter Russia’s 
growing capabilities in these systems, despite American assurances that sea-based nuclear 
weapons were sufficient to maintain the link between the US nuclear deterrent and the defense of 
Europe. These lessons should not be lost on American policymakers when considering Seoul’s 
current strategic fears. 

The Case For and Against Deploying TNW in South Korea 

South Korean hawks have marshalled several arguments to defend their view that the US should 
deploy nuclear weapons on their territory and even allow the South to become a nuclear weapons 
state. According to this perspective, the North Koreans are unlikely to accept denuclearization 
unless they face considerably more pressure, and a more robust US and South Korean nuclear 
presence would provide badly needed leverage to force the North to bargain away its own nuclear 
capabilities. In addition, US TNW in South Korea or a nuclear-armed South Korea would 
counterbalance North Korean nuclear weapons and thus deter the North from starting a nuclear 
war or trying to use its unilateral nuclear advantage to coerce political concessions from the South. 
Moreover, confronting China with the prospect of a nuclear South Korea (and Japan) and an 
increased risk of nuclear escalation might be enough to scare China into using its leverage to force 
North Korea to give up its nuclear weapons. 

Although these arguments have gained some traction among the South Korean public, there are 
compelling reasons for the US to refuse redeployment of TNW in South Korea and reject its 
development of nuclear weapons. First, the existing US nuclear umbrella, especially sea-based 
weapons that roam the waters of the Western Pacific, and the presence of US forces in South Korea 
provide ample deterrent to the use of North Korean nuclear weapons. If these capabilities do not 
deter the North from starting a war, basing a few more weapons on South Korean soil will not 
change this calculus. 

A US decision to redeploy TNW would also raise the thorny issue of operational decision-making 
and command authority over the use of these weapons. The South Korean government, like the 
governments of NATO countries where nuclear weapons are based, might prefer command 
arrangements with shared authority (in NATO, parlance “dual key” arrangements exist that require 
positive actions by both the US and basing countries to order nuclear release.) However, the 
commander of US Forces Korea would almost certainly want sole authority to employ these 
weapons. And because of the compressed time for decision-making due to the short distances 
involved, he might be given pre-delegated launch authority in certain conditions. Under these 
circumstances, and especially because both US and North Korean nuclear weapons would be highly 
vulnerable to a pre-emptive first strike, there would be strong incentives on both sides to use these 
weapons first or risk losing them. Thus, the re-introduction of US TNW in South Korea, while aimed 
at deterring a North Korean nuclear attack, could actually increase the risk of a nuclear exchange. 

Moreover, it is likely that North Korea would react to the deployment of nuclear weapons in South 
Korea by accelerating its own development and deployment of shorter-range nuclear weapons. This 
could trigger an arms race, with both sides locked in an action-reaction cycle, adding to their 
deployments but producing greater instability at a higher level. Although the US could draw on a 
stockpile of air-delivered nuclear gravity bombs in the United States, it would be difficult, expensive 
and time-consuming for the US to deploy these assets to South Korea and build the infrastructure to 
provide weapons security and maintenance, even if the ROK were prepared to defray some of these 
costs. 
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Lastly, a decision by the US to re-introduce TNW to South Korea would likely draw strong 
congressional opposition amid already growing concerns about the president’s unlimited authority 
to order nuclear strikes and the dangers of a nuclear war with North Korea. 

Is There a Middle Ground? 

Given Moon’s opposition and the substantial risks and costs of a South Korean decision to join the 
nuclear club, it is not a foregone conclusion, as former Secretary of State Henry Kissinger seemed to 
suggest in a recent interview, that a nuclear South Korea is inevitable, and that crossing this 
threshold would ignite a chain reaction of nuclear dominoes throughout the region. But at the same 
time, Moon’s position now reflects a minority view among the South Korean public—and whether 
he will be able to deflate pressure for a South Korean nuclear deterrent remains uncertain if the 
North Korean nuclear threat continues to grow unconstrained. 

There is no military justification for developing or deploying nuclear weapons for use on the 
peninsula because US conventional and nuclear weapons can cover any targets that need to be 
destroyed in North Korea. Further, such improvements would invite potentially destabilizing 
reactions from North Korea and China, possibly even Russia, and legitimize North Korean nuclear 
weapons. 

Against this backdrop, regular demonstrations of the strategic nuclear capabilities the US already 
has for possible employment in a conflict could help to address the political, perceptual and 
psychological factors driving many South Koreans to consider nuclear weapons. The following 
measures should be considered if it looks like Moon is waging a losing battle with South Korea’s 
nuclear hawks: 

¶ Make more frequent ballistic missile submarine (SSBN) visits to South Korean ports and 
increase the tempo of their operations in the western Pacific; the goal should be to maintain 
a SSBN presence in the area at least 75 percent of the time if that can be done without 
compromising operational security; 

¶ Conduct more frequent rotational deployments of US dual-capable aircraft to South Korean 
air bases so that these strategic assets are present on South Korean soil 75 percent of the 
year. These units would exercise regularly with South Korean forces; 

¶ Publicly offer a USG commitment, if operationally feasible, to put a handful of dual-capable 
aircraft on a 72-hour “tether” to South Korea prior to the commencement of hostilities and 
exercise this capability regularly to demonstrate our capacity to implement this 
commitment. The US has made similar commitments to other US allies (e.g., Saudi Arabia 
during the first Gulf War) and during the Cold War regularly exercised its reinforcement 
plans for Germany; and 

¶ Create a US-ROK nuclear consultative group, modeled after the Nuclear Planning Group in 
NATO, to discuss nuclear policy, planning, doctrine, operations and incidence management 
procedures as they relate to operational plans for the defense of South Korea in a WMD 
environment. Japan could eventually be invited to join this mechanism if South Korean-
Japanese security cooperation improves. 

These improvements should only be made, however, in conjunction with three major changes in US 
strategy in order to reduce the risk of North Korean miscalculation: 

¶ The administration should not engage in rhetoric implying a US commitment to regime 
change or that the US would use nuclear weapons against the North in response to further 
North Korean threats or provocations; 
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¶ The president and all senior US government officials must make it publicly clear that the US 
would only attack North Korea in response to a North Korean attack on the United States or 
one of its allies; and 

¶ Washington should signal to Pyongyang that it is prepared to enter into bilateral 
negotiations without any preconditions. 

The administration should also signal to the North that it is willing to roll back these measures in 
the context of progress toward its ultimate goal of a nuclear-free Korean peninsula. A dual-track 
strategy of visibly demonstrating existing US nuclear capabilities available for potential use against 
North Korea and gestures to advance dialogue and diplomacy offers the best prospects for defusing 
the threat of a nuclear South Korea without aggravating the risk of war with North Korea. 

Conclusion 

If left unaddressed, the growing existential angst of the South Korean public and political class over 
the rapidly growing North Korean nuclear and ballistic missile threat has the potential to cause 
serious strains in the US-ROK alliance and hasten the proliferation of nuclear weapons in the Asia 
Pacific. There’s an old adage that “you can’t beat something with nothing.” Unless the US takes more 
concrete and visible steps to demonstrate the continued viability of its nuclear umbrella than it has 
offered to date, the South Koreans may eventually decide to go their own nuclear way, with 
potentially disastrous consequences for peace and security in Northeast Asia and the future of the 
global nuclear nonproliferation regime. 

http://www.38north.org/2017/12/rsokolsky120117/ 
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The Washington Post (Washington, DC) 

Why North Korea’s Latest Ballistic Missile Test is Worrisome 

By Julie Vitkovskaya 

November 30, 2017 

On Wednesday, North Korea launched an intercontinental ballistic missile that may be capable of 
reaching the U.S. mainland. The regime is calling it the Hwasong-15, which translates to “Mars” in 
Korean. North Korea’s state media marked the launch by showing video images of the missile 
blasting off, as a newscaster proclaimed that it could carry a “super large heavy warhead.” 

The missile flew 10 times higher than the International Space Station and 500 miles higher than 
previous missile tests of its kind. It was in the air for about 50 minutes, flying eight minutes longer 
than previous tests before crashing into the Sea of Japan. Analysts say that its range was more than 
enough to reach the United States if the missile traveled on a flatter trajectory. In general, experts 
agreed that the launch was a significant step forward in North Korea’s missile development. 

After the launch, President Trump called China’s President Xi Jinping and vowed to impose more 
sanctions on Pyongyang. Yet North Korea has defied all previous rounds of sanctions, conducting 20 
missile tests this year alone. On Thursday, Trump criticized the Chinese envoy to North Korea as 
having “no impact on Little Rocket Man” and vowed to “take care of it.” Trump has previously 
threatened that North Korea will be met with “fire and fury like the world has never seen.” 
However, North Korea experts say that any military option would result in massive casualties. 

What do we know about the launch? 
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The test was conducted just before 3 a.m. local time on a cold night just outside the capital, an 
unusual time since nighttime launches are rare. Previous tests have typically occurred between 9 
a.m. and 11 a.m. Shea Cotton, a research associate at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation 
Studies, said North Korea has favored mid-mornings because “they have a full day of sun to try and 
collect the pieces” if something goes wrong. However, no one knows for sure how North Korea 
makes its decisions. Analysts say another possibility could be that North Korea wanted to show 
how unpredictable it can be to rattle its neighbors. 

What’s new about the Hwasong-15? 

North Korea released photos of the ballistic missile a day after its launch. The Washington Post’s 
Anna Fifield did a complete breakdown of the missile, but here are the basics: 

– North Korea claims the transporter erector launcher — the vehicle used to move the missile — 
has one more axle than the previous version. Analysts believe they are modified Chinese trucks. 

– The nose cone is much blunter than on previous versions, indicating that the missile was designed 
to slow as it flies and protect the warhead as it comes back down. 

– The missiles likely carried a small payload, allowing it to fly farther. If outfitted with a more 
standard payload, the missile would “barely reach Seattle.” 

– There were likely two additional engines that gave the missile a higher altitude. 

– North Korean analysts were surprised to see more advanced steering of the missile via gimbaling. 
“This is a sort of maneuvering which is pretty fancy. You lose the least thrust that way,” said Scott 
LaFoy, an imagery analyst for NK News. 

What can the U.S. do about this? 

The boost phase for an intercontinental ballistic missiles is about three to five minutes, allowing it 
to climb quickly. Missile defense systems are particularly vulnerable to its speed and the ability to 
travel long distances. An ICBM has a minimum range of 3,400 miles, but experts estimate that the 
Hwasong-15 had a maximum range of 8,100 miles. North Korea’s capital and Washington, D.C., are 
about 6,800 miles apart. 

The United States has several options, but the main deterrent is the ground-based midcourse 
defense program. Trump has previously claimed that the system can knock out an ICBM “97 
percent of the time” — but that’s not the case. In testing the system, the Pentagon concluded that it 
has only limited defense capabilities. Before it shot down a mock ICBM over the Pacific, the system 
failed seven times in 17 tests. It uses a five-foot-long “kill vehicle” to shoot down an incoming 
warhead. 

The head of the U.S. Missile Defense Agency said the Pacific test proved that the system worked 
effectively under a “realistic” test.  However, some experts have questioned the statement and 
pointed out that they are performed in a controlled environment. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/checkpoint/wp/2017/11/30/why-north-koreas-latest-
ballistic-missile-test-is-worrisome/?utm_term=.ffeae7d3c5ef 
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ABOUT THE USAF CUWS 
The USAF Counterproliferation Center was established in 1998 at the direction of the Chief of Staff 
of the Air Force. Located at Maxwell AFB, this Center capitalizes on the resident expertise of Air 
University, while extending its reach far beyond - and influences a wide audience of leaders and 
policy makers. A memorandum of agreement between the Air Staff Director for Nuclear and 
Counterproliferation (then AF/XON), now AF/A5XP) and Air War College Commandant established 
the initial manpower and responsibilities of the Center. This included integrating 
counterproliferation awareness into the curriculum and ongoing research at the Air University; 
establishing an information repository to promote research on counterproliferation and 
nonproliferation issues; and directing research on the various topics associated with 
counterproliferation and nonproliferation.  

The Secretary of Defense's Task Force on Nuclear Weapons Management released a report in 2008 
that recommended "Air Force personnel connected to the nuclear mission be required to take a 
professional military education (PME) course on national, defense, and Air Force concepts for 
deterrence and defense." As a result, the Air Force Nuclear Weapons Center, in coordination with 
the AF/A10 and Air Force Global Strike Command, established a series of courses at Kirtland AFB to 
provide continuing education through the careers of those Air Force personnel working in or 
supporting the nuclear enterprise. This mission was transferred to the Counterproliferation Center 
in 2012, broadening its mandate to providing education and research to not just countering WMD 
but also nuclear deterrence. 

In February 2014, the Center’s name was changed to the Center for Unconventional Weapons 
Studies to reflect its broad coverage of unconventional weapons issues, both offensive and 
defensive, across the six joint operating concepts (deterrence operations, cooperative security, 
major combat operations, irregular warfare, stability operations, and homeland security). The term 
“unconventional weapons,” currently defined as nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons, also 
includes the improvised use of chemical, biological, and radiological hazards. 

The CUWS's military insignia displays the symbols of nuclear, biological, and chemical hazards. The 
arrows above the hazards represent the four aspects of counterproliferation - counterforce, active 
defense, passive defense, and consequence management. 
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