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Summary: Former HASC Chairman Thornberry writes about the challenges facing the USA and its allies; four top news stories claim Israel is forcing Iran to acquire nuclear weapon; multiple news stories discuss the North Korean regime test fired an ICBM and has sent thousands of troops to fight in Ukraine; the EAR’s new essay on No First Use; and a CRS report on the Sentinel  is provided to Congress. 
Quotes & Commentary of the Week
Dangers That Will Not Go Away and What To Do About Them
RealClearDefense.com, Oct. 31 | Mac Thornberry

“The report of the bipartisan Commission on the National Defense Strategy found that [t]he threats the United States faces are the most serious and most challenging the nation has encountered since 1945 and include the potential for near-term major war. Whoever is elected in November will face a more complex and dangerous world than any faced by their predecessors in at least 80 years. Several factors contribute to this warning, but there are three that pose unprecedented and especially daunting challenges for the U.S.” (Full essay posted at the end of this weekly report). 

Defense Secretary Lloyd Austin: “I met with ROK Minister of National Defense Kim Yong-hyun for the Security Consultative Meeting. Together, we are deepening extended deterrence cooperation, modernizing alliance capabilities, and strengthening regional security.” 

The Japan Times: “North Korea’s deployment to Russia to aid its war against Ukraine has the potential to lengthen the already 2½-year-old conflict and draw in others.”

Victory or Accommodation? 
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, the author of the 1973 Gulag Archipelago, wrote that the line separating good and evil passes right through every human heart. Western civilization has sought throughout the ages to cultivate the human heart for good. The international global order grew out of that civilization‘s victory over Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan. And was considered even more durable with the crumbling of the Soviet empire and the subsequent defeat of Al Qaeda and ISIS.
However, the current international turmoil is calling into question whether the principles of western civilization mirrored in the world order can endure under the pressure of what Xi Jinping  has described as an unprecedented Chinese created new but chaotic world order.
And nowhere is this more starkly featured than in the Middle East. Unfortunately, there is a strong tendency among critics of United States and Israeli security policy to blame Jerusalem and Washington for the turmoil besetting the Middle East, and not the evil that rests in the hearts of the Islamic mullahs that rule Iran and in PRC machinations.
An unwillingness to confront real evil is not new. When in March 1983 President Reagan described the USSR as an “evil empire”, the hostile reaction was swift. The Christian Science Monitor warned Reagan’s rhetoric would lead to an arms race and war. Others described the speech as “inflammatory” and likely to undo détente.
 
But Ambassador Max Kampelman, a former lawyer for Vice President Hubert Humphrey and an arms negotiator for President Reagan, told a Congressional breakfast seminar some years later “How else could you describe a regime that dragooned political enemies into psychiatric hospitals to get them out of the way?” A lifelong Democrat, Kampelman had no difficulty understanding the nature of evil.
 
However, Newsweek, the Carnegie Endowment, the New York Times and the Atlantic published essays or news reports just this past week that question the utility of confronting Iran. The Times foreign policy reporter David Sanger, Karim Sadjadpour of the Carnegie Endowment, Uri Friedman in the Atlantic and Newsweek’s Senior Writer for Foreign Policy Tom O’Connor all describe Iran as being cornered or jammed up by the United States and Israel. What choice they explain does Iran then have but to defend itself with the deployment of nuclear weapons? 
 
Now all three essays and news stories use a variation of the idea that as one of them wrote, “Iran does not have confidence in its capability to effectively deter a major attack from Israel, much less one backed by the United States.”
 
Now notice the sleight of hand that Sanger, Sadjadpour and O’Connor use. Is poor Iran simply trying to deter the United States and Israel from attacking Iran? And if so, doesn’t every country have the right to defend itself?

 And what then could be the basis for the United States opposing Iran getting nuclear weapons? After all, aren’t the Iranian mullahs being “cornered” and forced to defend themselves? If so, all the United States needs to do to avoid conflict is to show “restraint” and prohibit Israeli attacks and Iran will have no need for nuclear weapons.
 
But the United States and Israel are not attacking Iran as part of an aggressive strategy to overthrow a peaceful Iran or grab its resources. It is Iran that seeks to terrorize the Middle East with impunity. Iran is trying to prevent the United States and Israel from not only defending themselves but also to prevent the United States and Israel from stopping Iran from fulfilling its Islamic generated dreams of a Caliphate led by Shia Iran. Such an empire would destroy all apostate regimes, most particularly the United States and Israel, otherwise known as the Great and Little Satan. To describe such Iranian policy as simply seeking a protective shield called “deterrence” is nonsensical.
 
Now such terrorism as Iran practices has long been excused as not evil but understandable. For example, former President William Clinton said in 2014 that terrorism is triggered by the absence of a Palestinian state. The creation of which would as the former President said eliminate “most terrorism.” The Times, the Atlantic, the Carnegie Endowment and Newsweek apparently share such a view.
 
Thus, in their view, apparently the evil of Islamic totalitarianism as practiced by the Islamic Republic of Iran isn’t sufficiently dangerous to require defeat or cannot be accurately described as such. 

Just as when conventional wisdom in Washington was appalled when Reagan described the USSR as an evil empire. To critics of Reagan, Russia’s Warsaw Pact allies were just a buffer zone to precent the rise of another Nazi like Germany. Just as Taiwan is simply a nearby island chain security blanket for China as one prominent China expert wrote recently. 

As for Iran, apparently the legitimate objective in creating a Palestinian state trumps any assessment that Iran is evil. Just as over four decades ago any discussion of the USSR as an evil empire would jeopardize the most important US policy of seeking arms control and extended détente with Moscow.
 
Thus, whatever conflict exists with Israel or the United States must be contained, with the absence of escalation and only retaliatory attacks that are proportionate. No victory of one side or the other is necessary. In fact, one of the four reporters considered the Iranian threats to Israel so mild as to be only constitute a “rivalry,” which like a football game, must mean that everyone knows is played by accepted rules—like proportionality and restraint.

General David Petraeus and historian Andre Roberts new book “Conflict” warms that since 1945 the nature of warfare has changed to where one side is rarely rewarded with victory and the signing of an unconditional surrender aboard the USS Missouri. The US may simply have to accept a substitute because “outright victory is beyond reach” especially in a world where fighting is under the umbrella of mutual assured destruction. 

But what if as retired Admiral Charles Richard has argued such an assumption is wrong and actually helps perpetuate the very conflict one seeks to end? What if Iran must be defeated so its attacks stop, and its terrorism ends because in the final analysis Iran’s objective is genocide of the Jewish people and Israel, to say nothing of the twin objective of destroying the United States?

 After all, one cannot expect Israel to live with a nuclear armed Iran intent upon destroying all the Jews. As former Iranian President Akbar Hashemi Rafsanjani once said Israel is “A one-bomb country”---the reference being to the effect of one nuclear weapons exploded over Israel.  Under the mullahs and Supreme Leader, Iran seeks Israel’s total destruction. Is this not evil? And if so, why should not Iran’s objectives be defeated? ?
 
And note the strange difference with which some Western nations treat the war against Ukraine vs the war against Israel! Russia attacks Ukraine and the US President says we will help Ukraine with “whatever it takes” to defeat Russia. But with respect to Iran, the United States does not talk about defeating Iran with “whatever it takes,” but constantly declares the need for proportionality, restraint, cease fires and negotiations. In short, making a bargain with evil itself.
 
One of the three essay’s mentioned goes so far as to blame the absence of the JCPOA for Iran’s pursuit of nuclear weapons. Yet the JCPOA could be put back into place, yet for the past nearly four years has remained in limbo as Iran builds up its nuclear capacity. If it was such a great deal, why has it not been put back into place? And if Iran is being cornered by Israel military operations, the JCPOA makes no difference one way or the other because the message is that Iran has to have nuclear weapons to defend itself. .
 
The JCPOA far from preventing Tehran from developing the bomb actually according to former USAF General Michael Hayden allowed Iran to build an industrial strength nuclear weapons capability while pretending not to be interested in such a weapon. After some years, the JCPOA provisions would have expired, leaving Iran free to rapidly build nuclear weaponry. 

Nuclear weapon threats allow Iran to continues its terrorist attacks with impunity, hiding behind a nuclear weaponry development that gives it a free hand to run a Middle East wide terrorist campaign. And defeat its western enemies. 

As with Russia, Iran is threatening to go nuclear if the United States or Israel get serious in the fight against Iran, just as Russia threatens to use nuclear weapons should the United States or NATO join the fight with Ukraine against Russia. Russian threats are universally criticized as reckless; but the Iranian threats are understood and explained away as necessary for Tehran’s defense! Don’t corner the Islamic rats because the rats will reach out and take a nuclear sized bite out of your cheese. 

NNSA News
https://www.energy.gov/nnsa/us-nuclear-weapons-stockpile
From Ploughshares: On September 30, Judge Mary Geiger Lewis, a South Carolina Federal District Court judge, ruled that current US nuclear weapons production plans violate the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), often referred to as the Magna Carta of US environmental laws. This important ruling has exposed activities performed by the US Department of Energy (DOE) and National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) that are in violation of NEPA and have been flying under the radar. In short, the DOE and NNSA were required, but failed, to consider alternative options in advance of proceeding with plans to produce plutonium pit bomb cores at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) and the Savannah River Site (SRS).  

Russia and North Korea
For nearly three decades Michael Ramirez has been a friend and his editorial cartoons have been a staple of many of my weekly reports and remarks while teaching at the US Navy Academy or addressing the annual PSA/NDIA conference at Johns Hopkins University. Here is one of MR’s priceless toons. 
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 Cornered Iran May Need to Build a Nuclear Bomb
By Tom O'Connor
Senior Writer, Foreign Policy & Deputy Editor, National Security and Foreign Policy
As the long-running rivalry between Iran and Israel enters uncharted waters with an increasingly violent feud now manifesting into direct attacks, the Islamic Republic is at the crossroads of what may be the most consequential decision in its 45-year history.
Iranian officials, lawmakers and experts are, for the first time, openly discussing the prospect of revising the country's nuclear doctrine to pave the way for producing nuclear weapons.
Such a move has long been forbidden by fatwa, an Islamic legal ruling issued by Supreme Leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, but recent events have tested Tehran's confidence in its capability to effectively deter a major attack from Israel, much less one backed by the United States.
Over the past year, the war between Israel and the Palestinian militant group Hamas has expanded far beyond the Gaza Strip, with growing participation from the Axis of Resistance, a coalition of primarily non-state actors in which Tehran has invested heavily to provide strategic depth to its deterrence. The coalition now faces potentially its most formidable challenge yet as Israel deals significant blows, particularly to the Lebanese Hezbollah movement.
Iran most recently responded to attacks on its personnel and allies in the region by conducting its largest-ever series of missile strikes on Israel last week. Israel has vowed to respond, spurring new debates in Iran about the direction of its nuclear program, which has already been accelerated in recent years following the U.S. abandonment of a multilateral nuclear agreement.
"Whether it takes a few weeks or a few months for Iran to obtain a nuclear warhead will not make a decisive difference in the outcome," Seyed Hossein Mousavian, a former Iranian diplomat who served on Iran's nuclear negotiations team in the mid-2000s and is today a specialist at Princeton University's Program on Science and Global Security, told Newsweek.
"In the event of a military attack," he added, "there will be no guarantee for the continuation of Iran's peaceful nuclear program."
An Evolving Debate
Mousavian argued that former President Donald Trump's decision to exit the 2015 nuclear deal, known formally as the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA), and the ensuing campaign of U.S. sanctions "led Iran to also develop its nuclear capabilities, turning it into a nuclear threshold state."

The JCPOA, a diplomatic feat that won the approval of Iran, all five U.N. Security Council members as well as Germany and the European Union, lifted longstanding international sanctions against Iran in exchange for limits on its nuclear program that would prevent its potential weaponization. It was met with skepticism by conservatives in both Tehran and Washington, with Trump ultimately pulling out in 2019 and President Joe Biden failing to secure a negotiated reentry.
The July election of reformist Iranian President Masoud Pezeshkian had given rise to caution hope of the JCPOA's restoration, yet these sentiments have been largely eclipsed by the tensions surrounding the escalating war in the region.
Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu had always opposed the agreement, warning it did not go far enough to block Iran from producing a nuclear weapon. Now, Mousavian said that Israel, which is widely known to possess a covert nuclear arsenal, would not be capable of defeating Iran on its own without the aid of its U.S. ally and that such an outcome would only galvanize Iranian reconsiderations of its nuclear stance.
"Israel alone is not capable of a broad military confrontation with Iran unless the U.S. participates," Mousavian said. "In such a scenario, Iran will likely become a nuclear state."
The analysis aligns closely with that recently shared with Newsweek by two Tehran-based analysts, Alireza Tahini and Amir Hossein Vazirani.
Tahini argued that "any attack on Iran's territory will strengthen the position of those who want to change Iran's nuclear doctrine and build nuclear weapons, and making nuclear weapons is technically possible for Iran and depends only on Ayatollah Khamenei's political decision." Vazirani asserted that an Israeli attack against Iranian nuclear facilities means "Iran will accelerate nuclear activities."
As Newsweek previously reported, discussions about rethinking Iran's nuclear position first appeared to gain serious momentum in April. The trend coincided with Iran's first missile attack against Israel, titled "Operation True Promise," conducted in response to the killing of Iranian military officials in an airstrike against an Iranian diplomatic facility in Syria.
Among the notable voices at the time to openly float the possibility of revising the nuclear doctrine, particularly in response to Israeli threats, include senior Khamenei adviser Kamal Kharrazi and Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) Brigadier General Ahmad Hightailed, who serves as commander of the Nuclear Protection and Security Corps.
Even earlier, in February, former Iranian Foreign Minister and Atomic Energy Organization of Iran Director Ali Akbar Salehi hinted during an interview that Iran had everything necessary to produce a nuclear bomb should it choose to do so.
Israel has a long history of utilizing its vast espionage network to target Iran's nuclear program, with assassinations of scientists, cyberattacks and other forms of sabotage being tied to the Mossad. Ultimately, Israel did not explicitly strike Iran's nuclear program in response to the Iranian attack in April. However, it reportedly did carry out a limited strike against an air defense site near Iran's Natanz enrichment facility in Isfahan province.

The following month, the Iranian Mission to the United Nations reiterated Iran's formal ban on pursuing nuclear weapons but also warned of potential changes should Iran's nuclear sites come under attack in the future.

"As we know, Iran's nuclear doctrine remains unchanged," the Iranian Mission told Newsweek at the time. "Iran will continue to adhere to the Supreme Leader's fatwa, which unequivocally prohibits the production, procurement, stockpiling, and use of any form of weapons of mass destruction."
"However, in the event of an attack on Iran's nuclear facilities, all of which are subject to monitoring and inspection by the International Atomic Energy Agency," the Mission added, "there exists a possibility of Iran reconsidering its collaboration within the Comprehensive Safeguards Agreement with the IAEA."
Newsweek reached out to the Iranian Mission to the U.N. for new comments.

Today, observers have predicted a potentially more forceful Israeli response to Iran's recent "Operation True Promise II," conducted last week in retaliation for the unclaimed killing of Hamas Political Bureau chief Ismail Haniyeh in Tehran in July, the killings of Hezbollah Secretary-General Hassan Nasrallah and IRGC General Abbas Milostan in Israeli strikes in Beirut and other actions tied to Israel across the region.
The tensions have prompted new discussions in support of a doctrinal shift in Iran, albeit one that would need to ultimately be approved by Khamenei.
In a widely viewed interview on Sunday, prominent cleric Hassan Khomeini, the grandson of Khamenei's late predecessor, Supreme Leader Ruhollah Khomeini, called for "enhancing the level of deterrence" against Israel. He declined to specify precisely what he meant, though Iranian media widely interpreted his comments as alluding to nuclear weapons.
Lawmaker Ahmed Naderi, who represents Tehran and surrounding constituencies, also took the remarks as such, expressing approval in a post published to X, formerly Twitter. Last week, he delivered an address explicitly stating that "the time has come to revise the nuclear doctrine."

Such rhetoric has been the subject of numerous Iranian news articles as well, including a commentary published by conservative outlet Alef that explored the potential necessity of Tehran shifting its position in response to Israeli threats. Recent attention to the issue even fueled widespread rumors surrounding an earthquake recorded last weekend in Iran that experts ultimately concluded did not bear the hallmarks of an underground nuclear test.
Iranian media also reported Tuesday that a new draft legislation appeared in the Islamic Consultative Assembly toward expanding Iran's nuclear industry without detailing the steps it would entail.
"Since the start of the war in Gaza, there has been an increase in the mentions by current or former Iranian officials to the possibility, and more recently, the necessity, actually, to revise the nuclear doctrine and go for weaponization," Hamidreza Azizi, a visiting fellow at the German Institute for International and Security Affairs, told Newsweek.
"To my understanding," Azizi said, "it has to do directly with Iran's changing threat perception and the growing sense of insecurity that the Iranian leadership feels as a result of what's going on in Gaza and the broader region."
The Axis in Crisis
Before the Islamic Revolution in 1979, Iran was widely regarded as possessing one of the world's most powerful militaries. But shortly after Khomeini came to power, neighboring rival Iraq, led by President Saddam Hussein, sought to capitalize on the chaos and international sanctions surrounding Tehran to conduct a large-scale invasion that would lead to a grueling war from 1980 to 1988.
Iran's "holy defense" ultimately reversed the incursion and fought Iraq to a stalemate, with the nascent Islamic Republic's conventional forces augmented by the newly formed Iranian IRGC paramilitary and support for Iraqi Kurdish militias and Shiite Muslim insurgents. Iran would go on to expand its network of aid to fellow Shiite Muslim parties across the region, particularly the Lebanese Hezbollah, as it battled an Israeli invasion amid a multisided civil war.
"Iran's military doctrine is based on the concept of forward defense, whose main pillar is asymmetric deterrence," Azizi said, "asymmetric in the sense that Iran sees itself facing adversaries much more powerful in terms of conventional military capabilities, and as a result, it has felt the need to develop the kind of tactics and measures to confront and overcome this asymmetry."
He identified three main elements to this doctrine, the first being the Axis of Resistance, which today counts partners from as far away as Yemen, Afghanistan and Pakistan. The second and third are Iran's massive missile and drone arsenals, considered to be the largest in the Middle East.
With the success of Hezbollah emerging as the most powerful faction in Lebanon by the end of the last century, Tehran also took advantage of Hussein's ultimate downfall in Iraq following a 2003 U.S.-led invasion by forging new ties with Baghdad. Iran-backed Shiite Muslim militias would go on to clash with both U.S. troops and Sunni Muslim militant groups such as Al-Qaeda.

The effectiveness of what would come to be known as the Axis of Resistance—a play on former President George W. Bush's infamous reference to Iran, Iraq and North Korea as an "Axis of Evil"—was again demonstrated a decade ago in response to the rise of the Islamic State militant group (ISIS) in Iraq and Syria.
Iran-supported militias in both countries, along with Lebanon's Hezbollah, came to be called "holy shrine defenders" as they waged war against the jihadis' self-proclaimed caliphate, which ultimately crumbled at the hands of overlapping campaigns waged by local, regional and international forces.
While ISIS continues to conduct attacks in the Middle East and far beyond, the group's weakening was followed by a new uptick of U.S.-Iran tensions, particularly as the JCPOA unraveled without Washington and Axis of Resistance rhetoric toward the U.S. and Israel hardened. Today, emboldened by the war in Gaza, Israel has expressed a determination to break the so-called "ring of fire."
"What Iran has been witnessing since the start of the war in Gaza has been Israeli determination and now also action, actual moves towards, if not dismantling, at least significantly weakening, the network of Iranian proxies and allies in the region," Azizi said.
After battling its way into Gaza, Israel has shifted much of its focus toward Hezbollah. The Israeli campaign has featured covert operations to infiltrate and disrupt the group's command and control, an intensifying air war that has killed longtime Secretary-General Hassan Nasrallah and other senior commands, as well as a cross-border ground offensive, the limits of which remain uncertain.
Israel has also conducted multiple strikes in Syria, a vital hub for the Axis of Resistance, and in Yemen, where another powerful faction, Yemen's Ansar Allah, also known as the Houthi movement, has launched missiles and drones against Israel and international vessels accused of supporting it. The U.S., meanwhile, has also struck Ansar Allah and allied militias operating in Iraq and Syria.
"In Iran, the strategic decision makers, as far as I can see, they really have concluded that Israel is not going to stop in Lebanon. They are coming front by front," Azizi said. "Now they are already intensifying their attacks in Syria, then it would be Iraq's turn, probably next, the Houthis and finally, Iran."
"It's a matter of when, not if, for Iran," he added. "And so, with that pillar of their military doctrine in jeopardy, they may see the most immediate or most available option to be weaponization of the nuclear program."
While he said no final decisions have been made, Azizi argued that the level of discussion being held now on the matter represent "a change in perception" within Iran. In fact, he said, "it's much more than rhetoric and it has never been so serious in the past."
As for Iran's conventional deterrence, a number of Iranian missiles did prove capable of eluding Israel's advanced air defenses in the latest attack, causing damage to at least one major military base. However, it is less certain how such assets would fare in a major sustained war, especially if the U.S. were to intervene.
"The only option left would be to go for unconventional deterrence, which is nuclear weapons," Azizi said, noting that, given Iran's nuclear development in recent years, "it's not a technical matter anymore, it's about a political decision."

The reactor building at the Bushehr nuclear power plant in Iran as seen on August 21, 2010. Iran is reportedly evaluating a revision of its nuclear doctrine. 
Risky Endeavors
With speculation rife about the seriousness in which Iran is evaluating a revision of its nuclear doctrine, Nicole Grajewski, a fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace's Nuclear Policy Program, told Newsweek that "it is too early to tell what this revision would look like."
"It could include certain terms on Iran's status in the NPT (Non-Proliferation Treaty) or could include pathways at accelerating its program," Grajewski said. "But all of these activities related to weaponization are hard to completely evade detection."
The visibility and messaging associated with any movement in Iran's nuclear program could prove crucial in determining the subsequent response by Israel and the U.S., both of which have vowed to prevent the Islamic Republic from obtaining a weapon by any means necessary.
"Iran hasn't made the decision to acquire nuclear weapons, but this continued animosity with Israel—combined with U.S. emboldening of Israel's more escalatory actions—might push Iran to make this decision out of desperation," Grajewski said. "That does not mean it will be immediate or without detection. It might even put Iran in a more vulnerable situation. So, none of these options are optimal at the moment."
Some Israeli officials have previously called for a preemptive joint strike alongside the U.S. against Iranian nuclear sites amid a conflict that has pushed the Middle East to the brink of an all-out war.
But as Grajewski pointed out, "strikes on Iranian nuclear facilities won't eradicate the knowledge Iran has gained from working with advanced centrifuges. Moreover, this is not just one facility."
Iran's nuclear infrastructure, as with much of its prized missile hardware, is housed within a sprawling network of heavily fortified underground facilities.
As Israeli and U.S. officials continue to consult on a response to Iran's latest missile strikes, Biden has said he would not support an attack on Iranian nuclear sites. The U.S. leader later revealed that attacks on oil sites were the subject of discussions but did not decisively weigh in on whether or not he would support such an attack.
Meanwhile, Iranian officials vow to reply with an even more intensive strike to any Israeli attack. At the same time, they have said they do not seek a wider war in the region, a position also expressed by the White House, even as it continues to express support for Israel's campaigns in the region.
Netanyahu, for his part, has openly called for regime change in Iran, and the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) says it reserves the right to strike at Iran defensively and preemptively in the course of the current conflict.
Responding to Newsweek's question regarding the possibility of Israeli operations in Lebanon and potentially against Iran fueling an acceleration of Tehran's nuclear capabilities, IDF spokesperson Lieutenant Colonel Nadav Shoshani asserted, "We take Iran very seriously."
"They have publicly said their goal is to wipe the State of Israel off the face of the Earth, and we take that seriously," Shoshani said. "We've been fighting them and their proxies for a year now, a year plus a day, and we are tracking their activity in different areas, in different arenas."
"And we are ready to protect ourselves, both with our aerial defense system and also have active defense or preemptive attacks or act in response to their attacks on us, and we've said that publicly," he added, "and most recently, we've seen their unprecedented attack of 180 plus ballistic missiles towards Israel, which is unacceptable and will have consequences."
Behind the Tactical Gains Against Iran, a Longer-Term Worry
Experts inside and outside the Biden administration fear that Iran may conclude it has only one defense left: racing for an atomic weapon.

By David E. Sanger, Eric Schmitt, Ronen Bergman and Farnaz Fassihi
David E. Sanger and Eric Schmitt reported from Washington, Ronen Bergman from Tel Aviv and Farnaz Fassihi from New York.
When Israeli fighter jets roared off the runways on Friday night, on a thousand-mile run to Iran, they headed for two major sets of targets: the air defenses that protect Tehran, including Iran’s leadership, and the giant fuel mixers that make propellant for Iran’s missile fleet.
Israel’s military leaders, in calls with Defense Secretary Lloyd J. Austin III and other senior American officials, had concluded that taking out the air defenses would make Iran’s leaders fearful that Tehran itself could not be defended. That feeling of vulnerability was already high, after Israel decimated the leadership of Hamas and Hezbollah, Tehran’s proxy forces that could strike Israel, over the past month.
The surprise element for the Iranians was a set of strikes that hit a dozen or so fuel mixers, and took out the air defenses that protected several critical oil and petrochemical refineries, according to a senior U.S. official and two Israeli defense officials who spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss internal planning.
Without the capability to mix fuel, Iran cannot produce more of the type of ballistic missiles that its forces fired on Israel on Oct. 1, the immediate provocation for Israel’s strike. And it could take more than a year to replace them from Chinese and other suppliers.
By Saturday, American and Israeli officials were claiming a major success, but lurking behind the satisfaction with the tactical gains lies a longer-term worry. With Iran’s Russian-produced air defenses in smoldering piles, many fear the Iranian leaders may conclude they have only one defense left: racing for an atomic weapon.
That is just what American strategists have been desperately trying to avoid for a quarter-century, using sabotage, cyberattacks and diplomacy to keep Tehran from crossing the threshold to become a full nuclear-armed power.
President Biden, who had publicly warned Israel three weeks ago to avoid hitting Iran’s nuclear and energy sites out of fear that the conflict would escalate into a regional war, seemed satisfied, for once, that Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu of Israel had listened to him.
“It looks like they didn’t hit anything but military targets,” Mr. Biden told reporters on Saturday after receiving an intelligence assessment along with Vice President Kamala Harris, who was not counting on an expanding war in the Middle East while she is in the last 10 days of her campaign for president.
“I hope that this is the end,” he said.
That seems unlikely. Even Mr. Biden’s own aides suspect that Iran’s leaders, partly out of injured pride, will not simply let the counterattack pass. Mr. Biden ordered American troops in the region to be on higher alert, especially those in Iraq and Syria who could be targets for Iranian retaliation. Last week, American forces put in place an additional air defense unit that had been sent to Israel, and the Gulf has been abuzz as extra squadrons of F-16s, F-15Es and A-10 Warthogs have come in to supplement a large existing aerial force.
Iran’s supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, was reportedly meeting with the top ranks of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps to determine his next steps and took a measured tone in his first remarks on the attacks, saying they should not be “magnified or downplayed.” And apart from vague, tough-sounding warnings from other Iranian officials about defending the nation’s sovereignty, there was little evidence that any decision had been made on a response.
“The Israelis just demonstrated extraordinary capabilities, while keeping their complex, multiwave strikes precise and carefully calibrated,” said Dana Stroul, formerly the Pentagon’s top Middle East policy official and now a senior fellow at the Washington Institute for Near East Policy. “By only targeting military facilities and striking at a time of day that was designed to avoid significant casualties, the Iranians have been given a path to de-escalate.”
Ms. Stroul said that if Iran chose to escalate, its critical military, leadership and nuclear facilities were more exposed than ever. “The table is set for de-escalation if Iran chooses to do so,” she said. “Otherwise, the next Israeli response will be even more destructive.”
Four American officials and three Israeli defense officials, who spoke on condition of anonymity to discuss confidential planning, echoed that assessment.
Even if Iran decides against another missile strike at Israel — and takes the risk that Israel’s air force will come back to wreak more damage, including on the energy infrastructure critical to Iran’s battered economy — its leaders have another choice. Publicly or secretly, they could reverse the ayatollah’s ostensible ban on building a nuclear weapon.
The country has never been closer to the nuclear threshold. Iran now has larger stocks of near-bomb-grade uranium than at any time since it began experimenting with small nuclear reactors, including one provided to the shah by the United States, before the 1979 Islamic revolution.
Based on reports from the International Atomic Energy Agency, a United Nations-created inspection body, Iran now has enough medium-enriched uranium to produce three to four weapons. That is thanks to a production spurt that began shortly after President Donald J. Trump pulled out of the Iran nuclear agreement in 2018. Up until that point, Iran had kept within the tight production limits it had agreed to as part of the accord, reached with the Obama administration, that lifted sanctions in return.
But it has spent the past four years engaging in a sharp technical upgrade, as the country’s ruling elite is dropping its decades-old insistence that the nation’s nuclear program is entirely peaceful. Now it is a “threshold” nuclear power, capable of further enriching its fuel to make bomb-grade uranium in a matter of days or weeks.
It would take far longer, upward of 18 months, to actually fashion that fuel into a warhead, assuming that Iran does not get help from an established nuclear power — such as Russia, its biggest customer for drones, or North Korea, with whom it worked closely on ballistic missile technology.

So far, American officials say, they see no evidence of a political decision by the Iranians to race for a weapon. But as one senior American official said, countries build nuclear weapons when they are feeling vulnerable. And today, that is exactly Iran’s national emotion.
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President Biden had publicly warned the Israelis not to target energy or nuclear sites in Iran, and on Saturday, he seemed satisfied that they had listened. Credit...Eric Lee/The New York Times
Mr. Biden has been intensely focused on the Iranian nuclear program since his days in the Senate, and he was a major participant in the Obama administration’s debates over using a cyberweapon, later called Stuxnet, to destroy Iran’s nuclear centrifuges at Natanz.
In the days after the Oct. 1 strike by Iran, which came after the killing of Hezbollah’s leader, Hassan Nasrallah, in an airstrike in Lebanon, Mr. Biden was explicit in warning Israel to keep energy and nuclear sites off its retaliation list.
Israeli officials celebrated the fact that the Iranian attack did little damage, though some Israeli and American officials said they were lucky to have escaped worse destruction. Initially, Israel’s leadership was tempted to retaliate by striking at Iran’s prized assets. But they pared that back soon after Mr. Biden said he would not support any counterstrike that could trigger a wider regional war.
When a reporter asked Mr. Biden specifically about hitting Iran’s nuclear facilities — an operation Israeli forces have practiced often — the president made clear he would consider that a step too far.
“The answer is no,’ he said. Noting he had convened leaders of the Group of 7, which includes Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Japan and Canada, he added that “all seven of us agree that they have a right to respond, but they should respond in proportion.”
Israeli officials insist they made their own decisions about what to strike and did not give in to American pressure as they selected targets. But they did offer to give advance warning about their timing and plans — something they had failed to do in some previous strikes — and the United States agreed to quickly renew the stockpile of weapons drawn down for the strike. Mr. Biden acknowledged to reporters a week ago that he knew about both the timing and targets.
Still, there was considerable behind-the-scenes debate on how to narrow the attack. On Oct. 19, Mr. Austin spent most of the lunch break during a security meeting of Group of 7 countries in Naples speaking by phone to Yoav Gallant, his Israeli counterpart, who was in charge of formulating Israel’s strategy. What emerged from the series of conversations was a plan designed to deter Iran from retaliating by exposing the leadership and military and energy facilities to a quick counterstrike. But attacking the fuel mixers sent an additional message: Israel would focus on crippling Iran’s ability to expand its potent missile fleet.
The Israelis also had to negotiate around several diplomatic hurdles after Iran urged neighboring states not to allow Israeli jets to use their airspace to mount an attack. Many complied, including Jordan, which had participated in intercepting Iranian missiles in April. (The Jordanians say they will help defend Israel, but they draw the line at participating in offensive strikes or letting Israelis fly over their territory.)
In the end, the Israelis did not fly over Jordan. They routed mainly through Syria and, to a lesser degree, Iraqi airspace, from which they fired into Iran, according to a statement from Iran’s armed forces. U.S. officials would not say what kind of arrangements were made — if any — with the Iraqi government and referred all questions to the Israelis.
The only glitch was in timing: Bad weather over the targets delayed the Israeli strikes by a few days, American and Israeli officials said. The U.S. officials suspect that Israeli officials did not want to launch the attack while Secretary of State Antony J. Blinken was in the region looking to revive cease-fire and hostage-release agreements over Gaza and a pause in the fighting in Lebanon.
He made little progress, and the Israeli fighter jets took off from their bases just as Mr. Blinken was landing back in Washington.
On Saturday, right-wing members of Mr. Netanyahu’s coalition lamented that the strikes did not go far enough.
Itamar Ben-Gvir, the hard-line national security minister, who had urged Mr. Netanyahu to go directly at Iran’s nuclear production site, said Saturday’s attack should be regarded as an “opening blow.”
But while Mr. Ben-Gvir is considered on the extreme right, he was joined in the critique by Yair Lapid, the centrist leader of the parliamentary opposition. He argued that Mr. Netanyahu had made a mistake in heeding Mr. Biden’s warnings.
“The decision not to target strategic and economic targets in Iran was a mistake,” he said. “We could and should have made Iran pay a much higher price.”
Mac Thornberry, Former Chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, 
First, our adversaries are working together as never before. For its war against Ukraine, Russia is receiving North Korean artillery shells and apparently troops, Iranian drones, and “very substantial help” from China according to the U.S. State Department. Presumably, they are all receiving something back from Russia. This willingness to cooperate and to shore up each other’s weaknesses complicates U.S. planning and presents a more formidable threat than we have faced before. It also makes clear that we cannot look at any region of the world in isolation. They are all connected.
A second unprecedented challenge arises from having two peer nuclear adversaries. Throughout the Cold War, deterrence calculations pitted the U.S. against the Soviet Union with no other nation anywhere close. In recent years, China has embarked upon a major expansion of its nuclear programs, and both Russia and China have warheads far more modern than ours. Decades of research, study, planning, and preparation to prevent a nuclear war against one adversary is of limited value against two, but we have not yet been willing to step up to what may be needed for deterrence in this new environment. 
Third, and in many ways the most challenging, is the tremendous effort our adversaries are putting into the cognitive domain of warfare. Opponents have always tried to get inside the mind of their adversary to gain an advantage. But now with the Internet, proliferated and siloed media sources, AI, and advances in psychology and neuroscience, our adversaries have more tools than ever before to fuel our internal divisions, distract us, and undermine our willingness to resist their aggression. They might win without firing a shot. Of course, we often make it too easy for them.
The new administration and Congress must start with a clear-eyed understanding of the threats we face and by ensuring there are adequate budgets for defense and intelligence. In addition, they should focus on these key areas:
Technology lies at the heart of today’s geostrategic competition. Unlike our adversaries, much of the technology we need for defense is in the private sector which does not have to work with government. In fact, we make it too hard to do business with DOD, especially for companies that must be accountable to investors and shareholders. Many studies have provided the roadmap for what needs to be done, but there is a cultural resistance to change within DOD and Congress. A few more work-around programs with limited funding will not deter China. The only thing that matters is getting weapons with modern technology in sufficient quantities into the hands of the warfighters in time to make a difference. And the warfighters must do their homework to be ready to use them effectively. Only strong, persistent leadership at DOD partnering with key allies in Congress can break through the cultural resistance to change and bring our best technology to bear in protecting the nation.
In a world growing increasingly unstable, there can be no higher priority than maintaining an effective nuclear deterrent. We cannot continue to shove nuclear matters over in a corner hoping for the best but must make nuclear deterrence the priority now that it was during the Cold War. That includes a fresh look at the number and characteristics of our warheads, as well as revitalizing our nuclear plants and labs so they can adapt quickly to provide the weapons that will deter most effectively. Programs to modernize our delivery systems must be implemented with the urgency they deserve.
We must put greater effort into uncovering and understanding how adversaries are trying to influence us, and we should expose more of it to the public. We have to treat the cognitive domain as a real, active domain of warfare from the geostrategic to the tactical, individual level. It is not just the military’s job; it requires many parts of society to push back against the efforts to undermine us. 
Facing a variety of adversaries working together makes strengthening our own alliances and partnerships essential. We need our friends to contribute more to our common defense, and we need to make it easier for them to work with the United States. There is a long list of outdated laws and policies that make military and technological cooperation with the U.S. much harder than it should be, some of which are ridiculously complex. A bipartisan commission could help overhaul export control laws, for example, and Congress should commit to vote on its recommendations as a package. We can make more use of shipyards, industrial capability, and other resources in allied countries. None of us, even the United States, can face this formidable, unprecedented array of threats alone.
Korean News Stories From our Strategic Command News Clips
1.      North Korea launches its most powerful ballistic missile yet
Washington Post Online, Oct. 31 | Michelle Ye Hee Lee

North Korea on Thursday launched a new and more powerful ballistic missile, with leader Kim Jong Un signaling his regime wanted to show the United States and South Korea that it would resist the "dangerous tightening of their nuclear alliance."

2.      South Korea, U.S. to add nuclear defense scenarios in military strategy
Chosun Ilbo Online (South Korea), Oct. 31 | Yang Ji-ho and Park Su-hyeon

On Oct. 30, South Korea and the United States strongly condemned North Korea’s deployment of troops to Russia. The allies also announced plans to incorporate a North Korean nuclear attack scenario into joint military exercises, signaling an intention to integrate nuclear countermeasures into operational plans.

3.      North Korea likely to ask for nuclear technology from Russia in exchange for troops, South Korea says
CNN.com, Oct. 30 | Natasha Bertrand

North Korea is "very likely to ask" Moscow for advanced technology related to nuclear weapons in exchange for deploying troops to help Russia in its war against Ukraine, South Korean Defense Minister Kim Yong Hyun said at the Pentagon on Wednesday.

KOREAN PENINSULA

4.      US, South Korea Conduct Air Drills After North Korea ICBM Launch
Bloomberg News, Oct. 31 | Sam Kim and Soo-Hyang Choi

The US and South Korea conducted joint air drills in a show of force after North Korea fired an intercontinental ballistic missile that flew longer than any previous one tested by Kim Jong Un’s regime amid tensions over its dispatch of troops to Russia.

5.      North Korea's long-range missile test signals its improved, potential capability to attack U.S.
Associated Press, Oct. 31 | Hyung-Jin Kim, Kim Tong-Hyung and Mari Yamaguchi

North Korea test-fired an intercontinental ballistic missile for the first time in almost a year Thursday, demonstrating a potential advancement in its ability to launch long-range nuclear attacks on the mainland U.S.

6.      South Korea announces solid-fuel missile-related items for export monitoring over N.K. ICBM launch
Yonhap News Agency (South Korea), Oct. 31 | Kim Seung-yeon

South Korea announced Thursday a list of components and chemicals used in solid-fuel ballistic missile development to be monitored for exports to North Korea, a move aimed at curbing its missile production following the launch of an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM).

7.      N.K. denuclearization goal absent in joint statement of SCM meeting for 1st time in 9 years
Yonhap News Agency (South Korea), Oct. 31 | Not Attributed

A shared goal for North Korea's denuclearization was not mentioned in a joint statement issued after an annual meeting of the defense chiefs of South Korea and the United States for the first time in nine years, raising questions over a possible shift in policy focus.

8.      U.S., South Korea move to enhance their militaries’ technology partnerships
DefenseScoop.com, Oct. 30 | Brandi Vincent

Top U.S. defense officials met with their closest South Korean counterparts on Wednesday at the Pentagon, where they pledged to deepen their militaries’ joint technology pursuits in new ways and discussed options for countering North Korea’s recent deployment of thousands of soldiers to support Russia.

DPRK-RUSSIA

9.      North Korean troops in Russian uniforms are heading toward Ukraine, U.S. says
Associated Press, Oct. 30 | Tara Copp and Lolita C. Baldor

Defense Secretary Lloyd Austin said Wednesday that North Korean troops wearing Russian uniforms and carrying Russian equipment are moving toward Ukraine, in what he called a dangerous and destabilizing development.

10.     Defense minister calls South Korean observer team dispatch to Ukraine military's 'obvious' task
Yonhap News Agency (South Korea), Oct. 30 | Song Sang-ho

Defense Minister Kim Yong-hyun said Wednesday that the dispatch of a South Korean team of observers or analysts to Ukraine would be the South Korean military's "obvious" task, as he stressed there would be lessons to be learned.

11.     U.S. envoy warns North Korean soldiers will come back in 'body bags' if they enter Ukraine to help Russia
Yonhap News Agency (South Korea), Oct. 31 | Kim Seung-yeon and Chae Yun-hwan

North Koreans soldiers will end up in "body bags" if they enter Ukraine and fight alongside Russia, a U.S. envoy to the United Nations has warned, urging Pyongyang to rethink joining the war against Kyiv.

12.     Ukraine names generals with North Korean troops in Russia
Reuters, Oct. 31 | Josh Smith

Ukraine's government has named three North Korean generals it says are accompanying the thousands of Korean People's Army troops deployed to Russia in aid of Moscow's war in Ukraine.

13.     Reports on North Korean troops 'mere assertions' – Russian UN envoy
Agence France-Presse, Oct. 30 | Not Attributed

Russia's ambassador to the UN on Wednesday brushed off reports that North Korean troops were present at its frontlines in the war against Ukraine, calling them "mere assertions."


No First Use’ Nuclear Weapons Policy is Dangerous
https://sofrep.com/news/oped-no-first-use-nuclear-weapons-policy-is-dangerous/?utm_source=izooto&utm_medium=push_notifications&utm_campaign=Sofrep%20Feed
By: Peter Huessy for SOFREP 
 The Nobel Peace Prize gave their award this year to Nihon Hidankyo, representing the survivors of the nuclear bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. 
 The point was to emphasize that nuclear weapons should never be used again under any circumstances and must be abolished. US policy has been for decades that if required, the United States would reserve the right to use nuclear weapons in response to a conventional, biological, or chemical weapons attack on the United States and its allies. For example, during the entirety of the Cold War, the United States did not match the Soviet armies tank for tank or artillery piece for artillery piece in central Europe. 
 President Eisenhower understood such a large conventional force would bankrupt the United States. While the US had 423,000 troops in Europe and Asia at the height of the Cold War, it was assumed that a Soviet tank army attack through the Fulda gap into Western Germany or a North Korean attack on the ROK or a PRC attack on Taiwan, might very well require the United State to respond with nuclear weapons. The US and its Pacific or NATO allied forces, while formidable, were not necessarily sufficient to hold the line.
 This promise by the United States was called extended deterrence. Washington would extend its deterrent nuclear umbrella over the NATO allies in Europe and Western Pacific allies as a security guarantee. In this way, the Soviets could not swallow one NATO country after another because any attack on one NATO nation was considered an attack on the entire alliance. In the Pacific, an attack on a US ally would be considered an attack on the United States as well. 
 With the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Warsaw Pact, NATO remained and added a considerable number of nations that were previously allied with the Soviet Union. These nations did not want to remain in security limbo between a new Russia and an old NATO. These nations joined NATO to feel secure. Now the CFE or Conventional Forces Europe treaty of November 1990 did confirm the most dramatic reduction in conventional forces in history, but the concerns of the former Soviet empire states were confirmed when in 2007 Russia suspended its participation in the treaty and in 2015 completely halted its participation and then withdrew from the treaty altogether in 2023. 
 As a military force, NATO was relatively formidable but not postured to be an offensive factor in central European security. It literally posed no threat to Russia’s security. However, with Russia’s growing nuclear forces plans initiated in part by the 1999 Yeltsin decree calling for the development of battlefield nuclear weapons, and Mr. Putin at the helm, Russia came to be seen as a growing threat. 
 With Moscow’s invasion of Moldova and Georgia in 2008 and Ukraine in 2014 and 2022, for most of Europe, the extended deterrent of the United States was deemed essential to protect their security. The Biden administration did consider adopting a nuclear policy known as “No first use.” The theory was that if all nuclear armed nations pledge not to initiate the use of nuclear weapons, then nuclear weapons will remain deployed but never used, and in this way their salience as a security measure can be gradually reduced to where abolition becomes a real possibility.
 However, the US extended security guarantee to Europe was based on the United States explicit willingness to use nuclear weapons in retaliation to an attack, with the long-standing assumption that a nuclear conflict could very well grow out of a conventional conflict. This was also true for our extended guarantee we had traditionally provided for Japan and the Republic of Korea. Part of the guarantee was symbolized by the deployment of multiple thousands of small, regional, theater nuclear weapons, such as Tomahawk cruise missiles, deployed in both Europe and Asia.
 In 1991, the United States proposed what was known as the PNI, or the Presidential Nuclear Initiative where the United States unilaterally took down its thousands of regional or theater nuclear weapons, leaving a force of around 200 gravity bombs in Europe but completely eliminating our regional or theater nuclear forces in Asia. The administration at the time was assured by Moscow that Russia would follow suit and eliminate its multiple tens of thousands of such weapons as well. 
 Today, the US intelligence community annually tells Congress that Moscow has some 1900 such deployed weapons, while independent experts such as Mark Schneider of NIPP and Chris Yeah of the University of Nebraska believe the Russians have upwards of at least 4000 such weapons. The Nobel Peace Prize Committee thinks nuclear weapons are wrong even for deterrence and
reiterate the policy that nuclear weapons should never be used, a nuclear war should never be fought and a nuclear war cannot be won. 
 This narrative sounds compassionate but it is strategic nonsense. If a nuclear deterrent is to be taken seriously, then the guarantor has to be serious about using nuclear weapons in retaliation to an attack, whether conventional or nuclear. Otherwise, the deterrent promise is pure bluff and cannot be taken seriously. After all, what is the point of a security guarantee if at the same time one openly declares an unwillingness to use such weapons? 
 The abolition community that supports no first use often describes such a policy as nuclear weapons being only for deterrence but not for “warfighting”….under the assumption that any use of nuclear force even in retaliation to a nuclear attack in the first place is “warfighting” and thus not a policy capable of achieving any objectives. This view has gained considerable support with the Oppenheimer movie and the Annie Jacobson book “On Nuclear War,” both of which have adopted the theme of abolition and a view that US deterrent policy as adopted would automatically lead to all out nuclear Armageddon and the death of billions of people from nuclear winter. 
 Not coincidentally just as the Nobel Peace Prize Committee awarded its annual prize, the Chinese communist government again put forward its proposal that the nuclear powers of the
world should adopt a new declaration, pledging No First Use of nuclear weapons. If adopted such a policy would help the CCP achieve its hegemon goals. For example, if the CCP
attacked Tawan with cyber, space, EMP or conventional forces, any retaliatory strike would not include the use of nuclear weapons. 
 Chinese forces would thus have a major advantage as attacking Taiwan would be in its own backyard would be in a nuclear sanctuary. When Japan said this past year that it would come to the defense of Taiwan, official Chinese press sources declared that China would respond by destroying Japanese military capability “just as occurred in WW II,” along with demanding “unconditional surrender” an implicit pledge to use nuclear weapons against Japan, a nonnuclear state. And of course, engage in the first use of nuclear weapons in such a conflict.
 What China (and Russia) are seeking is a world in which it is safe for the two nations to engage in conventional military aggression without having to worry that a nuclear response might be
forthcoming. The No First Use pledge therefore is meaningless as Russia and China nuclear doctrine if examined carefully has myriad loopholes through which one could drive a heavily
nuclear laden 18 wheeler!
 The Nobel Committee has also inadvertently fallen into the political trap of implicitly blaming the United States for the nuclear threats we see cascading in Asia and Europe. The United
States’s extended deterrent– despite keeping the peace for the past 80 years (a point the Nobel folks acknowledge)— is now described as possibly leading to the use of nuclear weapons and thus the end of life on earth, to be remedied by the United States jettisoning its extended deterrent strategy that currently protects all of NATIO and its Pacific allies as well. 
 And given the Nobel Committee’s assumption that nuclear weapons cannot be used and no such nuclear conflict can be won, what then is the need for such weapons? Given conventional, cyber, biological, chemical and EMP attacks no longer will trigger a possible nuclear response, and given that no one will now use nuclear weapons, (having pledged not to go first), cannot the United States logically safely embrace the unilateral elimination of its nuclear forces?

What the Nobel Committee has helped set in motion—inadvertently–is the possible significant expansion of nuclear forces, especially with respect to Japan and the Republic of Korea as they both worry the United States’s extended deterrent is less than available. The new Prime Minister of Japan announced that Japan is seriously considering asking the United States to deploy nuclear forces in Japan or the region, a development parallel to growing support in the Republic of Korea for the same nuclear capability.
 Now the origin of the growing nuclear threat to the Western Pacific is centered on China. As Tom Reed in his book “The Nuclear Express” detailed, China in 1982 secretly decided to help spread nuclear weapons technology through Pakistan, (what became the Khan network), to where nuclear weapons programs were initiated not only in Pakistan, but Libya, Iran and North Korea as well. 
 In China’s view, having its friends brandish nuclear weapons would help intimidate the United States and its Western Pacific allies, and eventually drive the US out of the region. At least that was the theory. The United States has not adopted a No First Use policy although it was under consideration when the current administration originally took office. That factor alone has heightened the concern among US allies that the nuclear extended guarantee of the United States is less than solid. 
 This in turn has led to a growing consideration of our allies to secure nuclear weapons themselves or bring such weapons into the region under the control of the United States. Now the opponents of extended deterrence will counter with more calls for arms control and nuclear deals with China, North Korea or Russia, and greater reliance on conventional forces alone. But what if these rogue nations have no interest in reasonable measures to limit nuclear forces? 
 And what if the United States is faced with a conventional conflict not “holding” because of an adversary introducing nuclear force? It is often claimed that a deal with North Korea was in the cards and should continue to be pursued. And that it was the unnecessarily harsh US reaction to discovering in 2002-3 that the DPRK was illegally enriching uranium that drove the North to develop and deploy nuclear weapons.
 But as Ollie Heinonen formerly with the IAEA in Vienna, Austria and a top nuclear expert on the matter explained recently, the North was developing nuclear weapons while participating in the Six Party Talks and the Agreed Framework, with the full intention of demonstrating such a capability when the bombs were developed. Which North Korea did in 2006, just as they planned
all along says Heinonen. The lesson? 
 The United Sates is dealing with rogue regimes fully intent on using military aggression to serve their national purposes and drive the United States out of the Western Pacific, the Middle East and Europe. And as former Secretary of State Condi Rice has warned, strut their stuff across the world stage as tyranny takes hold and democracy wanes. No First Use sounds nice, but as with most fortune cookie analysis, it has no substance. It is in fact dangerous.

Report to Congress on LGM-35A Sentinel ICBM
https://news.usni.org/2024/10/23/report-to-congress-on-lgm-35a-sentinel-icbm
The following is the Oct. 17, 2024, Congressional Research Service In Focus report, Defense Primer: LGM-35A Sentinel Intercontinental Ballistic Missile.
FROM: U.S. NAVAL INSTITUTE STAFF // OCTOBER 23, 2024 9:12 AM
 From the report
The LGM-35A Sentinel is an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) system that is expected to replace the Minuteman III (MMIII) ICBM in the U.S. nuclear force structure. MMIII has served as the ground-based leg of the U.S. nuclear triad—land-based ICBMs, submarine-launched ballistic missiles, and nuclear-capable bombers—since 1970. (See CRS In Focus IF10519, Defense Primer: Strategic Nuclear Forces.) 
 The Biden Administration included $3.7 billion for the Sentinel in its FY2025 Department of Defense (DOD) budget request, and $1.1 billion in the Department of Energy’s National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) budget request for the W87-1 nuclear warhead that is being developed for the missile. In 2024, DOD conducted a congressionally mandated review of the Sentinel program following an increase in cost projections.
 \
What Is an ICBM?
A U.S. ICBM can reach targets around the globe in approximately 30 minutes after launch. During the first three minutes, three solid fuel rocket motors power the missile’s flight. After the powered portion of flight, the missile follows a parabolic trajectory toward its target. The missile releases its warhead during the mid-course portion of its flight, and the warhead continues to the target.
 The United States began deploying nuclear-armed ICBMs in 1959 and has maintained these systems “on alert,” or able to launch promptly, since that time. The Air Force has tested MMIII missiles to a range greater than 6,000 miles, or 5,000 nautical miles. The United States bases its ICBMs solely in hardened concrete silos, known as launch facilities, located in North Dakota, Montana, Wyoming, Colorado, and Nebraska. Russia and China use both silos and road-mobile launchers for their ICBMs.
 Once the President authorizes the launch of any U.S. ICBM, the missile cannot be recalled or destroyed in flight. The same is true for nuclear missiles launched from U.S. submarines. In contrast, U.S. bombers can return to their bases, without releasing their weapons, although their weapons also cannot be recalled after their release.
 The Transition from Minuteman III
The U.S. Air Force first deployed Minuteman ICBMs in the 1960s. MMIII, which is currently deployed in a single-warhead configuration, entered the force in 1970. The Air Force has replaced and updated many of the component systems on the missile—a process known as life-extension—several times over the past 50 years. The Air Force has stated that some of these components may face reliability concerns as they reach the end of their intended lifespans. 
 After conducting an Analysis of Alternatives in 2014, the Air Force decided to replace MMIII with a new missile system (originally Ground Based Strategic Deterrent) that would serve through 2075. The Air Force argued that when compared with a life-extended MMIII, the new ICBM would meet current and expected threats, maintain the industrial base, produce a modular weapon system, and reduce life cycle cost. The Air Force and Northrop Grumman, the Sentinel’s lead defense contractor, planned for the Sentinel to begin replacing MMIII in 2029.
 Program Status
The Air Force plans to procure 634 Sentinel missiles, plus an additional 25 missiles to support development and testing, to enable the deployment of 400 missiles. According to the Air Force, the program also includes modernizing “450 silos and more than 600 facilities across almost 40,000 square miles” (see Figure 1). To facilitate the MMIII to Sentinel transition, the Air Force stood up an ICBM Modernization Directorate in the Air Force Global Strike Command, as directed by Section 1638 of the FY2023 NDAA
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