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ABSTRACT

CONTINUITY AND CHANGE OF THE US MISSILE DEFENSE STRATEGY
IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA

Donmez, Samet

MS., Department of International Relations
Supervisor: Prof Dr. Mustafa Tiirkes

August 2014, 116 pages

The thesis seeks to chart the continuity and change of the U.S ballistic
missile defense strategy in the Post-Cold War Era. It attempts to portray the cycles
of confrontationist approach and retreat or compromise on BMD from George W.
Bush era to Obama presidency in the light of modifications made on Bush
proposed plan, which offered to deploy Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) systems
in Poland and Czech Republic, by Obama administration. This thesis tries to
depict the reasons and motives beyond the modification of the Bush proposed
BMD plans by Obama administration. It is argued that Obama administration has
modified the plans mainly because of getting the Russian Federation’s
cooperation against Iran’s nuclear program. While arguing the reasons and
motives beyond the revision in the plans, hegemonic stability theory gives the
clear insights to understand the modification and U.S BMD strategies.

Key words: the United States, the Russian Federation, Ballistic Missile Defense,
NATO



0z

SOGUK SAVAS SONRASI DONEMDE AMERIKA BIRLESIK
DEVLETLERI’NIN BALIiSTIK FUZE STRATEJISINDEKi DEVAMLILIGI VE
DEGISIMI

Donmez, Samet

Agustos 2014, 116 sayfa

Bu tez Amerika Birlesik Devletleri (ABD)’nin soguk savas sonrasi
donemde balistik fiize savunmasi stratejilerindeki devamlilik ve degisim siirecini
degerlendirmeyi hedef almaktadir. Obama yonetimi tarafindan Bush yonetiminin
Polonya ve Cek Cumbhuriyeti’ne yerlestirmeyi Onerdigi balistik fiize savunma
sistemleri planinin degistirilmesi 1s18inda Bush ve Obama donemindeki balistik
flize savunma stratejilerindeki olusum ve devamliligin bir gergevesini ¢izmek de
bu tezin konusudur. Tez Obama déneminde Bush yonetimi balistik fiize savunma
sistemleri planinda yapilan degisikligin arkasindaki nedenleri de ortaya
koymaktadir. Obama doneminde yapilan degisikligin nedenlerinden en
onemlisinin Iran’in niikleer programina karsi Rusya’nmn destegini almak oldugu
gozlemlenir. Hegemonik istikrar teorisi degisikligin sebeplerini anlamada net bir
fikir vermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Amerika Birlesik Devletleri, Rusya Federasyonu, Balistik
Fiize Savunmasi, NATO
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CONTINUITY AND CHANGE OF THE US MISSILE DEFENSE
STRATEGY IN THE POST-COLD WAR ERA

CHAPTER |

Introduction

During the Cold War period, the states, especially United States (US) and
USSR (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, entered to a new race whose aim is to
acquire and produce nuclear weapons and especially BMD! (Ballistic Missile
Defense). Those states that have ballistic missile defense, like the US and the
Soviet Union in the Cold War and then the Russian Federation after the
dissolution of the USSR, have their own protection from offensive weapons.
However, having ballistic missile defense systems (BMD) has made the states a
primary target against the missile attacks in a state of war. Therefore, having
BMD systems has also made the development of radar systems integrated into

ballistic missiles to monitor the enemy’s moves and acts.

! Please note that there are two sides of BMD issue, namely supporters of the BMD as a security
needs and other side, opponents of BMD. Supporters of BMD includes the political elite who
thinks air defense could be provided against missiles with BMD technologies and sphere of
influence could be expanded with deployments of BMD worldwide, arms industry who makes
profit from the sale of weapons and without BMD technologies, a significant portion of the
profit will be lost. Therefore, it is important also economically for capitalism. Other side does
not support the idea of BMD, because it is the unnecessary distribution of financial resources
and there is no proved operational effectiveness of the system. According to some opponents,
the states having this capability expand its sphere of influence and threaten other states.
Therefore, there is no consensus on the issue in the USA. It should be kept in mind that in this
thesis the views of the supporter of the BMD has been the subject matter since that is the one
which was put into practice.



During the Cold War it was argued that the missile defense system was
part of a strategy of deterrence particularly between US and USSR. “The two
countries adopted deterrence strategies based on nuclear retaliation, largely
because effective defense against ballistic missiles was difficult to attain.”> BMD
is also an issue of technological competition and also a part of military supremacy
with the growing technical feasibilities and financial power of states. Moreover,
the market for ballistic missile defense systems have been expanding and the
marketing dimension of the missiles is getting much more attention. In the post-
Cold War years it is therefore more than an issue of deterrence. Deployment of
missile defense system has been important not only during the Cold War but also
after the dissolution of Soviet Union and during the post-Cold War years. It is an

important component of the nuclear arms race and military competition.

This thesis attempts to explore cycles of confrontation and compromise
from the George W. Bush to Barack Obama era of U.S Missile Defense Strategy

and seeks to grasp whether there is continuity or change.

In order to understand and explore the cycles of confrontation and
compromise from George W. Bush and Barack Obama eras, “hegemonic stability
theory” may give necessary insights to analyze subject in question. “Hegemonic
structures of power, dominated by a single country, are most conducive to the
development of strong international regimes whose rules are relatively precise and
well obeyed.” “When one state’s power dominates the world, that state can
enforce rules and norms unilaterally avoiding the collective goods problem.”
While hegemon exercises leadership and imposes power on other states, it can use
diplomacy, coercion or persuasion. In short, a hegemon dominates the rules and

arrangements of international political and economic relations.

2 Ogawa Shinichi,”Missile Defense and Deterrence,”NIDS Security Reports, 3, March 2002, p. 24.

¥ Benjamin James Cohen, International Political Economy: An Intellectual History, (NJ:Princeton
University Press, 2008), p. 68

* Joshua S. Goldstein and Jon C. Pevehouse, International Relations, (New York: Pearson -
Longman, 2005), p. 59.



After the end of the Cold War and demise of the USSR, U.S has stayed as
“one superpower” in the 1990s in international politics, though later a multipolar
international system would emerge. Defining the system as unipolar would be
most suitable description for international politics after the end of the Cold War.
As Krahmann stated that, unipolar system does not necessarily require the
hegemon, but the hegemon can only occur in the unipolar system.® Therefore, the
hegemon status of the U.S should be considered the outcome of the unipolar
system. When the economic, military and political power of U.S is considered, it
is obvious that the U.S has stayed as only superpower in international politics and
that the system became unipolar in the 1990s.° Firstly, a state must have the
capability to enforce the rules of the system. In the 1990s as the single
superpower, “the United States accepted new responsibilities for a ‘“New World
Order’’ that would defend national borders against violent change (Kuwait) and
quell violence in failed and abusive states (Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo) in

>’ The aim of

exchange for expanding American hegemony both East and West.
the U.S administration is obvious: to build a global order with the U.S at its
center. Similar to regional hegemony established by the U.S in Latin America in
the past, the U.S would accept many more responsibilities securing peace, order
and stability in international politics; “others would accept a measure of

subordination as the price of social order.”®

Since January 2001 the United States has unilaterally abandoned the Kyoto
accords on global warming, rejected participation in the International
Criminal Court, and withdrawn from the Antiballistic Missile (ABM) treaty,
among other unilateralist foreign policies.’

® Biilent Sarper Agir, “Bush Doktrini: Kiiresel Bir Hegemonik istikrar Arayist m?, > Uluslararasi
Iliskiler, 3/12, K1 2006-2007, p. 73.

Sibid., p. 74.

"David A. Lake, “American Hegemony and the Future of East- West Relations, ” International
Studies Perspectives, 7, July 2006, p. 27.

% ibid., p. 27.

9 Robert A. Pape, “Soft Balancing Against the United States,” International Security, 30/1,
Summer 2005, p. 7.



Withdrawal from the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile) Treaty, the invasion of Iraq
and war in Afghanistan and contact with Poland and Czech Republic to allow the
deployment of missile defense in Europe bypassing the European Union (EU) and
NATO are typical examples of Bush unilateralism. “The Bush strategy is one of
the most aggressively unilateral U.S. national security strategies ever.”'° Whether
Bush has undermined the authority of the U.S on other states by behaving
unilaterally and weakened the U.S in international politics or not is controversial
issue. It is obvious that Bush has damaged the image of the U.S. After Obama
came to power; the general tendency of the Obama administration’s moves has
showed a tendency towards multilateral and more peaceful diplomacy methods,
although the final decision maker is the U.S. For instance, some phases of
Obama’s EPAA (European Phased Adaptive Approach) project are being applied
as a NATO project and NATO has tried to include Russia in this project.
However, the original idea and plans belong to the U.S and when if necessary the
U.S brings the NATO into the project. As a result, the essence of the system
which the hegemon shapes can be explained insofar as “dominant states that wield
partial authority over multiple subordinates have traditionally been referred to as
hegemons- and the social orders they create as “hegemonies”.** Briefly, the U.S
meets the first requirement “the capability to enforce the rules”, as stated, and will

be explored further in the next chapters on the decision to deploy BMD.

The second attribute necessary for a state to be a hegemon is “the will to do
so” that means “the capability to enforce the rules of the system.”12 Even if a state
has enough power to shape the global social order, does not want to be a
hegemon, it will not be. However, U.S has shown great determination to be the
vanguard of the leading history. George W. Bush is the president who has stated

most clearly the will of the U.S to shape the world order. He stated that “we

Y fbid., p.7
1 ibid., p. 25.

12 Martin Griffiths, “Beyond the Bush Doctrine: American Hegemony and World Order,”
Australasian Journal of American Studies, 23/1, July 2004, p. 63.
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understand history has called us into action, and we are not going to miss that
opportunity to make the world more peaceful and more free.”™ It is obvious that
U.S has the will to do so and has showed great commitment to bring peace and
freedom in fighting with terrorists and “rogue states”. Of course, which methods

and strategies will bring peace and create a freer world is controversial.

Finally, a state must have a “commitment to a system that is perceived as
mutually to beneficial for the major states.”™® Here the system should be
understood as the one which U.S wants to create or shape the existing order

properly with its national interests.

In the 2000s, the international system turned into more of a multipolar

structure.

In the emerging system of multipolarity, major players such as China and
Russia cautiously used their economic influence over Western politico-
economic interests as a diplomatic tool to accelerate the transformation of
the global governance structures toward a more balanced status quo. *

From this standpoint, Russia, China and EU are the actors in the multipolar
system and thus the U.S administration has tried to formulate her BMD policy
taking into account the noted powers and positions. Indeed, if those actors develop
policies and strategies that can change the structure of the current political system,
the status of hegemon of U.S will be in danger. Therefore, proportional control of
the U.S is needed in that sense.*® So, the deployment of BMD, the invasion of Iraq
and the Middle East policies of the U.S are strategies to protect and impose the
superiority of the U.S in the existing global order in transition from a unipolar to a

multipolar order.

BRobert Jervis, “Understanding the Bush Doctrine,” Political Science Quarterly, 118/3, Fall
2003, p.368.

14 Griffiths, op cit., p. 63

> Sadik Unay, “Reality or Mirage?: BRICS and the Making of Multipolarity in the Global Political
Economy,” Insight Turkey, 15/3, 2013 Summer , p. 78.

1® Agir, op cit., p. 90



Thus, policies and strategies after the demise of the USSR and the end of the
Cold War need to be explored in parallel with hegemonic stability theory. In the
transition from a unipolar international order in the 1990s to a multipolar one in
the 2000s, the US seeks to continue its position and formulates its policies within
this context. The U.S has the capability to enforce the rules of the order, the will
to do so and a commitment to the order despite challenging actors like China and
Russia .Those attributes are clearly seen in the policies and strategies in U.S
foreign policy. In this thesis, therefore | attempt to explore what the policies of the
U.S are within this framework, which is transition from a unipolar to a multipolar
order, as well as to what extent there is continuity and change in the US strategy

of the BMD policy, in consultation with the hegemonic stability theory.

Following the introduction, Chapter Il sets the historical ground of the
development of ballistic missile strategy in world politics briefly starting from the
era from Ronald Reagan to George W. Bush and cycles of confrontational
approach and retreats from ballistic missile strategy in order to build up an

argument throughout the thesis.

Chapter 111 will attempt to analyze the George W. Bush years by identifying
the era as the renewal of a confrontational approach. The chapter will uncover the
reasons and motives beyond the reasons which shaped the Bush administration
BMD strategy. Then the Russian response to the proposed Bush era plan will be
examined. In this chapter, the Bush administration proposed plan, which was
revised by Obama administration, to be deployed of BMD systems in Poland and

the Czech Republic will be also examined in detail.

The main focus in Chapter IV will be devoted to developments that led to
modifications of the Bush era plan for a “Phased Adaptive Approach” under the
Obama administration. This chapter will reflect renegotiations under the Obama
administration. The modification that has been done by Obama administration to
Bush proposed plan will be discussed in detail. Likewise the effects of the actual
developments and crisis in Ukraine and pressure on Obama to adopt a neo-

Reaganist approach will be discussed.



Additionally in Chapter Il and IV, the place and the role of Turkey in

ballistic missile defense system will be discussed.

Finally, in the conclusion the continuity and change of the US’s BMD

strategy will be pointed out.



CHAPTER II

BRIEF HISTORY OF US BMD STRATEGY

2.1 Introduction

The history of ballistic missile defense goes back to the end of WWII. The
first true ballistic missile was developed at the end of WWII. Serious efforts to
find a defense system against ballistic missile defense began shortly after the first
use of V-1 and V-2 missiles by Nazi Germany in England and allied forces in
France. “Beginning on September 8, 1944, for example, the first of 500 German
V-2 missiles hit London resulting in, by time strikes ended on March 27, 1945,
more than 2,500 deaths.”’ This event changed military understanding and made
missiles attractive for states seeking to establish military superiority over others.
The US has allocated and spent a lot of funds on ballistic missile defense projects.
“The United States remains the only nation devoting a significant portion of its
national defense budget to missile defense.” *® The detailed comparison of the

defense budgets of the U.S and other companies is to be given in chapter III. .

James Forrestal, the US Secretary of Defense between 1944 and 1947,
stated that “that all new weapons developed a countermeasure, beginning with
what the Romans developed to counteract Hannibal’s use of elephants.”19 Indeed,

this idea dominated the history of warfare because every new weapon has needed

7 Richard Dean Burns, The Missile Defense systems of George W. Bush: A Critical Assessment,
(Praeger Security International, 2010), p.10

1 Joseph Cirincione, “Brief History of Ballistic Missile Defense and Current Programs in the
United States.” 1 February 2000.

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2000/02/01/brief-history-of-ballistic-missile-defense-and-
current-programs-in-united-states/4qy ( Accessed on 30 June 2014)

9 Burns, op. cit., p.1


http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2000/02/01/brief-history-of-ballistic-missile-defense-and-current-programs-in-united-states/4qy
http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2000/02/01/brief-history-of-ballistic-missile-defense-and-current-programs-in-united-states/4qy

a defense system or weapon to counteract it. From this perspective, an increase in
military buildup expenditure and arms race could be easily understood, though
this idea is not enough to explain all the reasons for the arms race. The statement
of Forrestal should be seen as the root of the new arms race after the end of
WWIL. In the beginning, although there were inadequate technical and operational
capabilities as well as financial resources, this project attracted attention from
government officials, military officers, scientific community and a segment of the
public. Following the WWII, the US presidents, Eisenhower (1953- 1961),
Kennedy (1961- 1963), Johnson (1963- 1969) and Nixon (1969- 1974) were
highly interested in the BMD systems.” Eisenhower authorized the operational
development of a nuclear tipped interceptor missile, Nike- Zeus. In the late 1960s,
the system was renamed as Safeguard by the Nixon administration and the focus
was changed for the deployment “around offensive missile fields rather than
cities, to ensure that these missiles could survive a first strike to ensure retaliation
against the Soviet Union”.?" Ballistic Missile Defense projects were developed
through the Strategic Defense Initiative of Ronald Reagan, the Global Protection
Against Limited Strikes of the first Bush Administration, the National Missile
Defense Technology Development of Bill Clinton, the National Missile Defense
acquisition of George W. Bush and finally Obama’s missile defense efforts named
the “European Phased Adaptive Approach”. All these developments in the Cold
War created its own arms control and non-proliferation regimes. The 1972 ABM
Treaty between US and USSR is important in that sense that it allowed each state
to have only two ABM deployment areas. “The treaty permits each side to have
one limited ABM system to protect its capital and another to protect an ICBM
(Intercontinental Ballistic Missile) launch area.”® Although there were some
changes in the treaty, it has stayed as the main document of Ballistic Missile

2 History of Ballistic Missile Defense will be explained in detailed in next parts of this chapter.

L Steven A. Hildereth, “Ballistic Missile Defense: Historical Overview,” CRS Report for
Congress, 9 July 2007, p.3.

22 “Treaty Between the United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems.”
http://www.state.gov/wwwi/global/arms/treaties/abm/abm2.html (Accessed on 30 June 2014)
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regimes between US and USSR -after the Cold War, the Russian Federation
continued as the successor of Soviet Union- until US quitted ABM treaty in 2001
after Bush explained that “I have concluded the ABM treaty hinders our
government’s ability to develop ways to protect our people from future terrorist or

rogue state missile attacks.”?

2.2 Confrontationist Approach of Raegan Era.

Before going into the analysis of BMD in the Reagan era, it is appropriate
to make use of Fred Halliday’s classification of the Cold War era that can give the
necessary insights to analyze the general conjuncture and development of Raegan
BMD strategies. Fred Halliday classifies the Cold War period into four main
parts, namely and respectively; Phase I- First Cold War (1946- 1953), Phase Il —
the period of Oscillatory Antagonism (1953-1969), Phase IllI- Détente (1969-
1979) and finally Phase IV (1979- onwards).?* This classification is important
because each term has different characteristics. Also the US and USSR had
different strategies in each term towards each other due to new developments in
world politics. The presidential terms of Ronald Reagan (1981-1989) are located
in the “Second Cold War” (1979-1985) of Halliday’s classifications of Cold War
period. Although Reagan’s policies, especially BMD in the name of Strategic
Defense Initiative, did not start the Cold War Il, they made a great contribution to
the start of the Cold War II. Firstly, “Cold War II involved an increased emphasis
by both sides upon the likelihood of war and on the need for military preparations

against possible attacks from the enemy.”? In that sense Cold War Il is essentially

2 Jessica Reaves, “Bush Drops a Bomb on the ABM Treaty,” Time, 13 December 2001.
http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,188326,00.html (Accessed on 10 May 2014)

% Fred Halliday. The Making of the Second Cold War, (London Verso Editions 1986), p.3.
Zibid., p. 11.
10
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similar to the Cold War I. Although weapons cannot have direct political effects,
it is obvious that arms races or military buildups have their own political logic.
Secondly, the military programs of Reagan administration are concerned with
developing new capacities for conventional intervention in the third world and
checking a new wave of revolutions. It is related to bargaining power. Each
military buildup spending of US has increased its bargaining power and damaged
the financial status of USSR because each spending of US has obliged the USSR
to invest much more money on arms development because of arms race, which
blocks the USSR from investing in other sectors in industry. Although arms may
never be used in a war or conflict situation, they serve to weaken the adversary.
Therefore, even in a state of peace, an arms race holds an important place in
conflicts among systems. It is obvious that developments in the arms race,
especially in nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, have affected the strategic
balance. As a result, although the arms race holds an important place in the
concept of Cold War and world politics, “rather than being irrational or beyond
human control, the arms race reflects conscious aims pursued by political actors,

and it is these that have to be identified.”?®

The BMD issue has been a partisan political issue in the Cold War Il
(1979- 1990). Actually, the Cold War II came after Détente (1969- 1979) period
in Halliday’s classification of Cold War. Halliday states that “Détente was marked
by a retreat from the all-out arms race, by a rhetoric of peace and a pursuit of

27
agreed levels of armament”

After the Détente period the Cold War II period
again features a renewal of confrontationist policies of both sides; the U.S and the
U.S.S.R. The U.S.S.R. and the major capitalist states again experienced a
breakdown of relations in the Cold War Il. However, it cannot be stated as a
complete breakdown of relations but an increase in tension. “Moreover the “Hot

Line” remained in place, and data on space exploration were being exchanged

% ibid., p.29.
" ibid., p.10
11



during Cold War I1.”%® Before Détente period during the First Cold War (1946-
1953) U.S had an overwhelming military superiority over the Soviet Union in
both conventional and nuclear weapons, however in the Cold War 1l the Soviet

Union caught up with levels of U.S military superiority.

In Cold War I, the U.S had larger economy than the U.S.S.R. and was
establishing its hegemony in world economy. However, the U.S hegemony was
declining before and during Cold War 11.?° The fundamental reason for the start of
Cold War Il is because the U.S.S.R. has started to be close rival of the U.S in the
military power and the relative decline in U.S military superiority is an important
contributory cause of Cold War Il. Since the U.S experienced a decline in
military superiority, it has developed an alarmist response and tried to continue its
hegemony with ideology, increasing its bargaining power and burdening the
enemy.30 Indeed, Reagan’s SDI (Strategic Defense Initiative) aimed to expand the
U.S military power in order to sustain its hegemony and increase the bargaining
power of the U.S by burdening the enemy; the U.S.S.R. Therefore, Raegan’s
initiative made a great contribution to development of Cold War Il and shows the

essence of it.

The efforts of Ronald Reagan in BMD have changed the status of the
project by making Ballistic Missile Defense project permanent defense
expenditure for the U.S. His new effort was called the “Strategic Defense
Initiative” (SDI). “The Reagan Administration continued to increase funding for
defenses against ICBMs begun under the Carter Administration. But, in March
1983, President Reagan announced an expensive, new effort to develop non-
nuclear ballistic missile defenses that would protect the United States against a
full scale attack from the Soviet Union.”®" Reagan and his supporters have

% ibid., p.15

» Rune Skarstein: “Cold War: An Aberration or the Normality of Contemporary International
Politics,” Journal of Peace Research, 22/2, June 1985, pp. 175-180.

% ibid, p 177.
' Hildereth., op.cit., p.3-4
12



supported the project and their publicized efforts made the BMD deployment a
political partisan issue by stitching it onto the ideological structure of the
Republican Party. This is the result of not only Reagan’s own initiatives but the
“Reagan administration was dominated by hardliners who opposed the idea of
détente and believed that arms control agreements had given the Soviet Union
undue advantages.” In this regard, Reagan has never supported arms control
regimes and launched a BMD program that would finally undermine the ABM
treaty. Those are the signs of a right wing offensive in US and also other capitalist

countries which experienced rise of the right wing between 1980 and 1985.

Ronald Reagan’s “The Strategic Defense Initiative” has been a new expansive
effort and vision despite the technical uncertainties about the planned and
proposed system, to develop non-nuclear ballistic missiles that aim to protect US
against a full scale attack from Soviet Union. The defensive shield that would be
established in accordance with SDI would “employ both non-nuclear interceptor
missiles and more exotic laser or x-ray devices designed to destroy incoming
missiles.”® The system could work perfectly for the protection of US mainland
from ballistic missiles if there were not any technical challenges and material cost
estimates. The major technical problems prevented the US from establishing a
perfect missile defense system in 1980s. The technical problems were;

e “the ability of the enemy to overwhelm a system with offensive missiles;
o the questionable survivability of space-based weapons;

o the inability to discriminate among real warheads and hundreds of
thousands of decoys;

o the problem of designing battle management, command, control and
communications that could function in a nuclear war; and,

e Low confidence in the ability of the system to work perfectly the first and,
perhaps, only time it is ever used.”

%2 Burns, op cit.,p. 32
% Hildereth., op cit, p.3-4
34 Cirincione., op cit.
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Because of the technical obstacles and cost estimates Reagan
administration announced that “it would begin with a “Phase I” deployment of
land-based and space-based sensors and interceptors.”® Of course, this new
system would not be sufficient for the US as proposed and planned system.
However, it could break attack’s ineffectiveness and calls offensive side into to

the question whether than kind of attack would be efficient or not.

Supporters of SDI realized that many of the technologies and capabilities
proposed under SDI would be prohibited by the ABM (Anti-Ballistic Missile)
Treaty signed in 1972 between US and Soviet Union. Therefore, the Reagan
administration made a new interpretation of ABM treaty. The re-interpretation of
the treaty supports the idea that testing of space based technologies and new
missiles are allowed by the ABM Treaty. Re-interpretation has brought a new
discussion to the scene. The supporters of the “traditional” interpretation of the
treaty defend the idea that the ABM Treaty prohibits development, testing or
deployment of any space-based, air based, sea-based or mobile land based ABM
systems. On the other hand, “proponents of the “reinterpretation” of the Treaty,
argue that while the parties are prohibited from developing, testing or deploying
ABM systems and their components that were in existence at the time the Treaty
was signed, the parties are permitted to develop, test and deploy ABM systems
that were created after the Treaty was signed.”*® Here the legal status and details
of implications ABM Treaty will not be discussed. It is obvious that this subject
has been opened to discussion for new military technologies especially in ballistic
missiles and nuclear weapons to be developed in the future. Unilaterally
withdrawal of the US under the George W. Bush administration on June 2002 and
developments in missile defense deployment shows the validity of that discussion.

Although Reagan has made a new interpretation of the ABM Treaty, he “vowed to

% Hildereth., op cit., p.3

% Richard A. De Tar, “The Proposal for Reinterpreting the ABM Agreement: Death of a Treaty,”
American University International Law Review, 3/2, 1988, p. 420.
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follow the traditional interpretation.”®” Also, the Reagan administration started
new negotiations with the USSR, known as the Defense and Space Talks in order

to reach agreement on modifications to or a replacement for the ABM Treaty.*

As a result, the Ronald Reagan administration not only has brought a new
vision and expansive effort to the ballistic missile defense understanding with
Strategic Defense Initiative but also has opened the ABM Treaty up to discussion
by re-interpreting the ABM Treaty. Reagan’s BMD project may well be defined
as a confrontationist approach which aimed to weaken the USSR’s military
technology. From the perspective of hegemonic stability theory, the U.S has tried
to sustain its hegemonic power by trying to weaken the military power of USSR.
This would not only increase the leverage power of the U.S and decrease the
maneuvering power of the USSR, but also, it would be an additional economical

cost for the USSR to respond to this move.

SDI was instrumental in the demise of the USSR, but was certainly not the
sole factor. In the end, the combination of greater political and social
freedoms instituted by Gorbachev, and policies implemented under
Reagan to impose severe economic and political burdens on Moscow,
together led to the collapse of the Soviet Union, on Christmas Day, 1991.%

2.3 From George Bush to Bill Clinton Years: Retreat from Confrontationist

Stance

2.3.1 George H.W Bush Era Plans

As | stated above, the Strategic Defense Initiative Program had included

material costs and technical obstacles and therefore George H.W. Bush responded

¥ ibid., p. 426.
% Hildereth., op cit., p.4

% Tyrus W. Cobb, “Reagan’s Star Wars and the Collapse of the USSR”, National Security Forum,
22 March 2013, http://nationalsecurityforum.org/newsletter/reagans-star-wars-and-the-collapse-of-
the-ussr/ (Accessed on 30 June 2014)
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to Phase I with a “further contraction of the goals for SDL.”* Above all, the
bipolar system collapsed because USSR as a superpower in Cold War was
dissolved. The most important threat of the U.S during the Cold War did not exist
anymore. Bush administration realized that new threats could be terrorist
organizations and small states whose action could not be predicted. Therefore,
instead of deploying ballistic missile system aiming to protect US against a large
scale attack, the US would deploy a defensive system that could provide Global
Protection Against Limited Strikes (GPALS). It could be defined as the more
modest version of Reagan’s SDI. The new focus of Bush senior recognized the
demise of the Soviet Union and therefore the new project sought to protect US
and its allies against limited scale attack because of the decreasing likelihood of
large scale attack.*" Also Bush's new program would transfer a portion of cost of
the project onto Europe. George H.W Bush greatest test came when Iraqi
President Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait in August 1990 then threatened to
move into Saudi Arabia. Bush sent 425,000 American troops. They were joined

42 After weeks of air and missile

by 118,000 troops from allied nations.
bombardment, the ceasefire decision was taken by the United Nations. The U.S
found this a good opportunity to test patriot missile defenses in the Gulf War.
“Patriot missiles have demonstrated the technical efficacy and strategic
importance of missile defenses. This underscores the future importance of
developing and deploying a system for GPALS, to defend against limited missile
attacks, whatever their source. The effectiveness of the Patriot system was proved
under combat conditions.”**Indeed, after patriots had been effective in the Gulf
War, GPALS was adopted in principle because it was cheaper than SDI and

technically had demonstrated its effectiveness.

“ ibid.

“* ibid.

*2 Frank Freidel and Hugh Sidey, The Presidents of the United States of America, (The White
House Historical Association, 2006), p.86.

*3 Cirincione, op cit.
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GPALS was designed by Bush administration to include up to 1,000 land
based interceptors and perhaps another 1,000 space based interceptors with space
based sensors.** Also Bush administration has distinguished the planned and
proposed system would exceed the limits defined in ABM treaty and therefore
held negotiations with Russian government in 1992 to replace the ABM Treaty for
a more cooperative and flexible regime. However, those negotiations have been
suspended by Bush administration which also changed the objectives for a
national missile defense program. The possible reason for the suspension of the
negotiations between Russian Federation and the U.S is the response of Russian
Federation to U.S. The U.S.S.R was just dissolved and Russian Federation is in
the process for establishing new structure and governance. In 1992, Boris Yeltsin
clearly stated the position which the Russian Federation will take, in his address to
the United Nations (UN) Security Council on January 31, 1992. According to
Russian Federation ABM Treaty is “an important factor of maintaining strategic
stability in the world.” Also, Yeltsin added that Russian Federation “is ready to
develop, then create and jointly operate a global defense system, instead of the
SDI system.”™ Since Yeltsin clearly stated that Russian federation is not favor of
change or modification in ABM Treaty, negotiations had been suspended.

To sum up, the Bush period is the years Cold War ended and the threat
definition has changed from the U.S.S.R. to terrorist organizations and small
states whose strategies and moves are unpredictable. Therefore, the Bush
administration has modified the SDI of Reagan and preferred a modest version of
it. It did not exactly cancelled the plan because the U.S, despite the fact that the
U.S.S.R. has no longer exists, has tried to reinforce its hegemonic status by

continuing its military projects and strategies.

* Hildereth., op cit, p.4

* Anne L. Clunan, Construction of Russia’s Resurgence, (The John Hopkins University
Press,2009), p. 194.
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2.3.2 Bill Clinton Years

After coming to power in 1993, Bill Clinton administration emphasized
missile defense deployment development against short-range missile threat.
According to Aspin, Secretary of Defense for one year from 1993 to 1994 stated
that regional ballistic missile threat already existed but a ballistic missile threat to
U.S might emerge only in the future.*® In 1995, The Missile Defense Act of 195
under the National Defense Authorization Act for Financial Year was passed
during this time and legislation aimed to develop affordable and operationally
effective theater missile defense on multiple sites of U.S against limited,
accidental, or unauthorized ballistic missile threats. One of the important
decisions on legislation was offering negotiations with Russia on proposed missile
defense deployment development and option of withdrawing from ABM Treaty if
negotiations fail. However, Bill Clinton vetoed financial year 1996 Defense
Authorization Bill “on the grounds that there was no threat, that signing it would
prematurely commit the United States to a particular type of missile defense
technology; that it was inconsistent with the ABM Treaty; and it would jeopardize
offensive reductions of nuclear weapons under the Strategic arms.”*’" Although
Bill Clinton vetoed the bill, the legislation signaled the George W. Bush period
decision that will be explained below. Finally the Clinton administration
developed a new missile defense strategy in 1996, which was offering continued
development of missile defense technology and deploying those missiles until the
end of 2003, possibly 2005. However, on September 2000 Clinton cancelled the

deployment of a national missile defense at that time. Clinton stated that he could

* Steven A. Hildereth and Amy F. Woolf, “Missile Defense: The Current Debate,” Erin V.
Causewell (Ed.), National Missile Defense Issues and Development,(Novinka Books:Newyork,
2002),p.80.

*" Baker Spring, “Clinton’s Failed Missile Defense Policy: A Legacy of Missed Opportunities,”
The Heritage Foundation, 21 September 2000.
http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2000/09/clintons-failed-missile-defense-policy (Accessed
on 20 June 2014)
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not conclude the deployment and move forward because they did not have enough
confidence in the technology and operational effectiveness of missile defense
system.*® It is obvious that whether the system will be operationally effective and
feasible or not is a matter of fact but efforts of U.S to delay the project at that time
in order to change the context of ABM Treaty remains an issue.

2.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, the SDI of the Reagan era was a confrontationist stance and
moved the BMD discussions to a different status by making it permanent defense
expenditure and a cornerstone for the defense of the U.S presence in the world.
However, George Bush and Clinton have retreated from the confrontationist
approach for technical, financial and political reasons as well as the absence of the
U.S.S.R., which collapsed in 1991. However, this retreat from a confrontationist
approach has not changed the status of BMD and it has stayed as a permanent

defense expenditure, which still leads to serious discussions.

Ronald Reagan, George W. H. Bush and Bill Clinton have tried to apply
different strategies in regard of BMD, but all presidents are committed to
deploying ballistic missile defense for security and did not cancel the plans. Only
some modifications were made in the plans. Reagan’s SDI was a confrontationist
approach whereas the others have retreated from this approach. However, the aim
of all policies and strategies is to sustain and reinforce the hegemonic status of the
U.S in the world. Therefore, the U.S has defined new threats after the U.S.S.R.

*® Frank H. Colombus (Ed.), Russia in Transition, (Nova Science Publishers, Inc., 2003), p.129.
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was dissolved in order to apply its projects. If there was no threat, there would be

no necessity for military application.
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CHAPTER 11

THE GEORGE W. BUSH YEARS: A TENDENCY TOWARDS RENEWAL
OF THE CONFRONTATIONIST APPROACH

3.1 Introduction

During the George W. Bush period, the tendency was towards the renewal
of the confrontationist approach on deployment of BMD. Before the presidency of
Bush, BMD policies showed a retreat from the confrontationist approach during
the Clinton and George W. H. Bush presidencies. This chapter will be an inquiry

into Bush policies and reasons of the renewal of confrontationist approach.

The first part of the chapter will attempt to analyze the transition from a
unipolar system to a multipolar system and provide a brief background including
the properties of the BMD policies of the Bush administration in early 2000s.

Following the first part, the second part of the chapter will be devoted to
George W. Bush’s disbelief in Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) and how the

9/11 attacks shaped the Bush doctrine and Bush administration’s policies.

The third part will focus on the negotiations with Poland and Czech
Republic for deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe, and the response of the
Russian Federation and European actors will be highlighted.

Finally, the conclusion will point out the general attitudes of the Bush
administration on BMD are confrontationist policies and clarify the relevance of
BMD strategies through hegemonic stability theory.
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3.2 Transition from Unipolar to Multipolar International System

After the end of the Cold War period, the 1990s were the years of a unipolar
international system. By the time of the demise of the U.S.S.R., the bipolar
international system had disintegrated. The U.S had become the only superpower
and the international system had become unipolar.*® The demise of the U.S.S.R.
has created by an absence of balance of powers and the U.S became the hegemon.
However, the early 2000s were the years of transition from a unipolar system to a
multipolar® system. The superpower status of the U.S has been damaged and
other influential actors like China, Russian Federation, Japan, the European Union
and India have started to affect the international system because while the
capacity and capability of those actors were increasing continuously, the U.S’s
development is not as large compared to other actors’. For instance, seen in the
table below, GDP growth (annual %) is one of the indicators which shows the
gross domestic product and capacity of domestic industry. It is seen that other
influential actors apart from the EU show a greater rate of development than the
U.S in their productive capacity. This is only an indication to give an example of
general developments in the early 2000s and the economic effect on reasons of

decline in U.S hegemony.

9 Kenneth N. Waltz. “Globalization and Governance”, PS: Political Science and Politics,
32/4,December 1999, p. 699.

%%Here the multipolarity is defined as an international system in which there are a number of
influential actors, a balance of power or multipolar system is formed.
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GDP Growth Annual %

2004 | 2005| 2006 | 2007|2008 | 2009| 2010| 2011 | 2012

GDP
growth
(annual
%)

(U

GDP
growth

(annual
%)

China 10 11 13 14, 10 9 10 9 8

GDP
growth

(annual
%)

India

GDP
growth

(annual
%)

Russian
Federati
on

GDP
growth

(annual
%)

EU 3 2 3 3 0 -5 2 2 0

Source: The Worldbank Databank, World Development Indicators.>

George W. Bush came to power in 2001 as the 43" president of the U.S.
The Bush presidency was the period when U.S superpower status declined and the
U.S tried to protect its hegemon status with more confrontationist policies such as
increasing military expenditure. Indeed U.S military expenditure has always been
higher than other actors. However, during the George W. Bush administration U.S
military expenditure raised sharply as seen in the graph below. In the graph it is
clearly seen that after the 2000s, NATO total spending increased sharply whereas
non- US NATO did not. This is the effect of increases in U.S spending.

51 The Worldbank Databank, World Development Indicators
http://databank.worldbank.org/data/views/reports/tableview.aspx?isshared=true (Accessed on 20
June 2014)
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During the George W. Bush presidency, the most remarkable events were
the 9/11 attacks in 2001 and the invasion of Iraq in 2003. Those exact examples of
the Bush administration turn towards the renewal of a confrontationist approach in
foreign policy. In that framework, Bush-proposed BMD also reflect the renewal
of a confrontationist stance, whereas the George Bush and Clinton years were
retreat from the Reagan years strategy.

The 2002 National Security Presidential Directive 23, National Policy on
Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD), called for missile defenses to protect the
United States, its deployed forces, and its allies. President Bush’s policy
announcement stated the deployments would include “ground-based

interceptors, sea-based interceptors, additional Patriot (PAC-3) units, and
sensors based on land, at sea, and in space.>®

52 «Sipri Military Expenditure Database”

http://www.sipri.org/research/armaments/milex/milex_database (Accessed on 20 June 2014)

53 Burns, op cit., p.79.
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As explained in detail in previous chapter, the first significant plan for
Ballistic Missile Defense was the SDI under Ronald Reagan. It was an ambitious
plan aiming to develop effective interceptors and protect the whole area of the US
from Soviet missiles. However, it was not realized because of huge cost estimates
and technical obstacles as well as political reasons. In January 1991, Bush senior
abandoned plans to protect against a massive Soviet first strike and designed
GPALS for the protection of US area and its allies. Under the Bill Clinton
administration, BMD stayed focused on technical and theater missile defense.
Also during the 1990s BMD technologies had experienced small and gradual
progress because of limited funds. In 1998, with increasing funds for ballistic
missile defense concentration on strategic missile defense has increased. “The
main reason was growing threat from North Korea and other hostile nations with
ability to acquire ballistic missiles and the need for protection from accidental
attack from Russia or China.”®* In 1998, a commission was formed to assess the
ballistic missile threat to the United States named the Rumsfeld commission.
Donald Rumsfeld was the chairman of the commission and was the chairman of
the Board of Directors of Gilead Sciences, Inc.>®> After George W. Bush came to
power, Rumsfeld served as the U.S Secretary of Defense from 2001 to 2006. The
Rumsfeld Commission was effective in shifting back the focus onto strategic
missile defense. The Rumsfeld commission concluded that the missile threat is
growing against the US because of the ability of “hostile nations” namely, Iraq,
Iran and North Korea to attack, or the risk of accidental attack from the Russian
Federation and China. The threat could be greater than US has assessed and US
may have little or no warning of threats.>® The report also stated that “North

Korea, Iran and Irag would be able to inflict major destruction on the U.S within

> Radovan Eugel, “Reasons Behind the Change of American Ballistic Missile Defense
Architecture in Europe,” Defense&Strategy, 10/2, December 2010, p.28

% “Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and
Organization” 11 January 2001. http://www.dod.gov/pubs/spaceintro.pdf (Accessed on 10 June
2014)

% “The Rumsfeld Commission Report” 31 July 1998
http://www.fas.org/irp/congress/1998 cr/s980731-rumsfeld.htm (Accessed on 1 May 2014)
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about five years of a decision to acquire such a capability (10 years in the case of
Iraq) “*" Briefly, Rumsfeld commission emphasized the reasons why the U.S has
been facing the possibility of “rogue nations” acquiring such a capability and
accidental attacks by claiming that US is in threat. “President William (Bill)
Clinton confronted a series of issues related to U.S missile defense priorities, but
he succeeded initially in limiting their costs and scope.”® The report of the
commission has directed the U.S BMD objectives especially under the George W.
Bush administration. It will not be wrong to state that the Bush administration

plans were already on the table when George W. Bush came to power in 2001.

3.3 Disbelief in MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction)

After Bush came to power, he has shown his mistrust in doctrines based on
the theory of deterrence, mutually assured destruction (MAD). “...the idea of
mutually assured destruction-predicated on the assumption that nuclear-armed
states must possess both a first-and second-strike capability-came to define the
nuclear relationship between the United States and Soviet Union.”™ The concept
supports the idea that neither the United States not its enemies will start a war
because the other side will retaliate massively.®® Actually the concept fits to Cold
War period. Although United States and the Soviet Union have the most

destructive nuclear weapons, both states have protected the balance and this

>" Maria Ryan, Neoconservatism and the New American Century, (Palgrave Macmillan: New
York, 2010) p.121.

%8 Burns, op cit., p.55

% Maj David Williams, “US Nuclear Policy, 1945- 1968”, Air&Space Power Journal, 24/4,
Winter 2010,p.32.

% Col Alan J. Parrington, “Mutually Assured Destruction Revisited: Strategic Doctrine in
Question” J., Airpower Journal, 11/4, Winter 1997, p.6.
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created their own ballistic missile regime between two superpowers and the

world. However, George W. Bush period has undermined this BMD regime.

The speech on missile defense on May 1, 2001 by George W. Bush showed
his desire to search for new foundation for world peace and security. In his
speech, Bush clearly defined what he understands from the new world order and
what the new threats are after the end of the Cold War and to be in the future.
According to George W. Bush, the threat and “unquestioned enemy” was Soviet
Union and there were good reasons to distrust to this communist state. The
security of both nations were linked to each other, because the possible attack of
one on the another could be the end of both nations or could drag both states and
their allies into war. Therefore, the 1972 ABM Treaty made this premise official
and Bush thinks that the ABM treaty, contrary to idea of the ABM Treaty
protecting the peace, left the both sides completely open and vulnerable to nuclear
attacks.®® Actually, Bush defined the threat as the Soviet Union in the Cold War
period and then he criticized the treaty, leaving both sides open to nuclear attacks.
Indeed, if threat is the Soviet Union, the ABM Treaty limits the capacity of both
states and theoretically prevents nuclear attack. Also whereas Bush does not
define threats as terrorist groups or rogue states in the Cold War period, he
supports the idea that the ABM Treaty made U.S vulnerable and defenseless to
other threats than the U.S.S.R. It is obvious that Bush was starting to justify the
withdrawal of US from ABM Treaty and giving signs of it.

Bush defined today’s world as a vastly different one from the Cold War
period because the Soviet Union no longer exists and Russian Federation is very
different to the USSR because there has been a transition for Russian Federation
from communism to a free market economy. Therefore, for the new term Bush felt
that he needed to define new threats. Not only the Russian Federation and U.S or
responsible allies of US like Britain or France have nuclear weapons and ballistic

missiles, but also some of the world’s least responsible states (then they became

o1 “President Bush Speech on Missile Defense, 1 May 2001.
http://www.fas.org/nuke/control/abmt/news/010501bush.html (Accessed on 30 June 2014)
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“rogue states”) have nuclear, chemical and biological weapons. Those countries
have been seeking to develop new capabilities and weapons of mass destruction in
order to threaten their neighbors and prevent the U.S helping its allies in strategic
parts of the world. In his speech Bush exactly states what is really happening with
this words ““To maintain peace, to protect our own citizens and our own allies and
friends, we must seek security based on more than the grim premise that we can
destroy those who seek to destroy us.” ®?Therefore, he invites the world to rethink
the situation and world order and find new ways to keep the peace. New threats
defined by Bush need new frameworks that would allow U.S to develop missile
defenses to counter the new threats within the world. Finally, Bush stated that “to

do so, we must move beyond the constraints of the 30-year-old ABM Treaty™®

As a result, after already starting his presidential term George W. Bush
showed his disbelief in MAD and gave signs of a withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty. Finally, Bush gave official notice on December 2001 to the Russian
Federation of the withdrawal of the U.S unilaterally from the ABM Treaty by
stating that September 11 attacks proved that the threats the U.S faces today are
different from those of the Cold War.** Therefore US withdrew from the ABM
Treaty to search for a new framework and develop new capabilities after a short
period following the 9/11 attacks.

3.4 Effect of 9/11 Attacks on Bush Doctrine.

As | stated above in the introduction part, the 9/11 attacks were the most

important element in the development of the foreign policy stance of George W.

® ibid.
83 Sean D. Murphy, United States Practise in International Law Volume 1: 1999-2001,(Cambridge
University Press: United Kingdom, 2002), p. 454.

% Statement by the Press Secretary, “Announcement of Withdrawal From the ABM Treaty,” 13
December 2001. http://www.acq.osd.mil/tc/treaties/abm/ABMwithdrawal.htm (Accessed on 10
May 2014)
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Bush and accelerated the implementation of George W. Bush's BMD deployment
plans. He defended and supported his plans more strongly after 9/11 attacks. Bush
has already explained what he wants to do about missile defense deployment and
according to him the 9/11 attacks showed where one of the threats will come
from; terrorist groups. 9/11 showed the U.S public that the threat from terrorist
groups exists and urgent measures must be applied. Therefore, the 9/11 attacks
just accelerated the process and BMD deployment plans proposed earlier.
Additionally, 9/11 affected the Bush doctrine in US foreign policy that was
effective during the Bush presidency.

Bush foreign policy doctrine has been very controversial policy after 9/11
attacks. “The basic idea of the Bush doctrine is that the United States has a unique
historical responsibility that grows out of the conjunction of American military
power and American moral and spiritual values.”® Exactly the idea comes from
“American exceptionalism” which is the idea that paves the way for United States
to lead the vanguard of the history because of its liberal- democratic values. From
that standpoint, U.S tries to defend democratic values around the globe and the
military power of U.S has a moral focus on that subject. Although the idea is
clearly explaining the basic idea, whether U.S is defending and spreading the
democratic values around the globe or not is doubtful. If we accept the idea that
U.S is the spreading democratic values around the globe, how can we explain the
support and good relations between the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia and U.S? From
that standpoint, American exceptionalism needs to be reinterpreted. The most
suitable explanation for American exceptionalism would be that U.S is the
vanguard of capitalist economic system and protects and defends the principles of
it around the globe. The basic idea of the states in relations with others is
pragmatism and to gain power. Therefore, to explain American exceptionalism
with core idea of “democratic values” will not be enough to explain the U.S

relations with other regimes. Additionally, “American exceptionalism” could be

% Andrew Fiala, “The Crusade for Freedom: A Just War Critique of the Bush Doctrine,” Political
Theology, 9/1, January 2008, p. 47.
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explained with the American hegemony. As stated end explained in detail, the U.S

wants to continue its hegemon status and acts in that way.

Here, the differences between preemptive and preventive attacks and how
George W. Bush has applied the preemptive attacks instead of preventive attacks
in NSS (National Security Strategy) is to be analyzed because preventive attack is
one of the main components of Bush foreign policy doctrine. Firstly, “preemptive
attack is one that is launched based on expectation than adversary is about to
attack and, that striking first will be better than being attacked.”® Preemptive
attacks are expected to make difference between victory and defeat and it can
reduce the amount of damage estimated from enemies’ attacks. A state launching
a preemptive attack should be certain that threat is imminent and adversary is
about to attack.®” The example for preemptive attack is the 1967 Six-Day war in
which Israel has attacked Egypt then Syria in order to prevent and defeat
organized attacks by its neighbors. The Arab forces were shocked by Israeli
surprise attack and Israel has become successful in this attack.

Secondly, although preventive attacks have similarities with preemptive
ones, “they are launched in response to less immediate threats.®®” While
preemptive attacks are launched to strike first, preventive ones are launched to
fight sooner rather than later. Generally the basic motive of preventive attacks is
the idea that the adversary will increase its military capabilities and grow stronger,
therefore before it happens attack is launched.

The invasion of Iraq should be analyzed as a case in point. Although Bush
administration has explained his strategy as preemption and Iraq war has been
justified with this doctrine; the invasion of Iraq is simply a preventive war. The

U.S attacks on Iraq “would have been genuinely preemptive only if Iraq appeared

% Karl P. Mueller and Others, Striking First: Preemptive and Preventive Attack in U.S National
Security Policy,(RAND Corporation, 2006), p. 6.
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poised to launch an attack that could not have been preempted later.”®® Before the
invasion of attacks, Bush has claimed that Irag has weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) and can attack on U.S allies in the Middle East in the foreseeable future.
However, the issue was so controversial and still discussed. Many state that there
is no evidence of it and also U.S forces could not find any WMDs in Iraq.”
Therefore, attacks on Iraq should be considered as preventive attack, even if Bush
administration and U.K has labeled the attacks as preemptive ones. The Bush
administration has created justification for the U.S attacks on Iran and those

reasons have been used as the basis of preemptive strikes of Bush administration.

The Bush administration tried to get support of other states in its
intervention on Iraq with the article 51 of UN Charter. In Chapter VII of the UN
Charter, Article 51 allows for states to use force in self- defense.”* However,
United Nations did not support the intervention on Iraq 2003. Kofi Annan in
2004, as a seventh secretary general of the United Nations from 1997 to 2006 has
stated that “I have indicated it was not in conformity with the UN charter from our
point of view, from the charter point of view, it was illegal.”’? Therefore, Bush
administration tried to justify its preemptive actions on lIraq by presenting the
WNMD issue as justification for the attack to be made by Saddam on the U.S allies

in the future.

In brief, one of the main components of Bush doctrine is preemptive strikes.
The others are unilateralism, democracy promotion and military actions against
countries that harbor terrorists. Those core ideas have shaped American foreign

policy during Bush period. Unilateralism and military actions against countries

% ibid., p.8.

0 “CIA’s Final Report: No WMD Found in Iraq” , Associated Press,25 April 2005.
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that harbor terrorists is clearly seen in Bush foreign policy. Indeed, the first and
the most important component of the Bush doctrine is unilateralism and it showed
itself in ABM talks and the “missile shield is a particularly telling example”.”
However, to establish democratic regimes in other countries with military

intervention is questionable and is not convincing.

As | stated above it is not enough to explain Bush doctrine with core idea of
“American exceptionalism”. To explain the Bush doctrine with theory of
hegemonic stability is more suitable. Bush doctrine as stated above is the
aggressive unilateralist policy of the U.S. The Bush administration by adopting
the unilateralist policies tried to keep and sustain the hegemon status of the U.S in
transition period in the international system from unipolar to multipolar. Actually,
the policies of the Bush administration are reactions and strategies to declining
hegemon status of the U.S. Although the U.S has stayed as the powerful actor in
the world politics, the U.S is not a hegemon anymore. “In economic terms, multi-
polarity spells a new order in which interdependence is the norm and the U.S,

while still overwhelmingly powerful, no longer occupies the role of hegemon."”

3.5 Negotiations for Deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe: Poland and
Czech Republic

Bush administration was dedicated to establishing the BMD to protect the
mainland and particularly in the allies of the U.S. In the deployment of BMD in
Eastern Europe, the new debate occurred in the U.S namely Old and New Europe.
The issue is related with the concept of “Old Europe” and ‘“New Europe” or
American capitalism and Western capitalism. Old Europe and New Europe terms

have been used by Donald Rumsfeld to refer to the two different positions that

73 Charles-Philippe David and Frederic Ramel,”The Bush Administration’s Image of Europe:
From Ambivalence to Rigidity,” The International Journal of Peace Studies, 8/1, 2003.
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European countries have taken on the issue of inspections for the WMD and war
in Iraq ° The old Europe is mainly labeled as the states, generally France and
Germany, that are against any military action and supports the diplomatic and
peaceful solution of conflict. The new Europe consists of largely of EU applicant
countries from the East and states that have been more supportive of the U.S
position. Europe has showed that states of Europe could not act as one nation and
“New Europe” and “Old Europe” concepts could create a new dividing line. “In
introducing the idea of “New Europe”, the primary U.S objective was to
undermine the Franco- German position vis-a-vis European affairs as well as Iraq
issue.”® Actually, the New Europe had been supportive of the U.S military
strategies in deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe.

Decision of the U.S on intervention in Irag and negotiations on deployment
of BMD in Eastern Europe are clearly unilateralist policies of the U.S. There are
reasons that pave the way for the U.S to act unilaterally. During the Bush period,
the US policy was in transition from unilateralism to multilateralism. Therefore,
the U.S tried to sustain its hegemony and protect its status in the world politics
with unilateralist actions. The US was pursuing hegemonic stability. For instance,
reasons of the unilateral action of the U.S on deployment of missile defense in
Eastern Europe clarify the motives beyond the U.S strategy. Firstly, the U.S did
not want to share the political leadership of this project with European major
actors or NATO because it would limit the maneuvering space of the U.S.
Secondly, as the producer country in military technology, the U.S does not want
to share military technology with the Europe because it is has unique power and
capacity for their developing military strategies. Finally, the U.S does not want to
share its intelligence reports with Europe because having them makes the U.S
stronger. If the project in Bush period had been applied multilaterally together

with Europe, the U.S should have shared political leadership, military technology

"> Mustafa Tiirkes, “New vs Old Europe”: Contested Hegemonies and the EEC’s Dual-guarantee
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and intelligence reports. Therefore the U.S has chosen to develop bilateral ties
with Poland and Czech Republic and thus to achieve hegemonic stability.

After the withdrawal of U.S from ABM treaty in 20017’, subsequently the
U.S in 2004 deployed a total of 24-30 ground- based interceptors at VVandenberg
Air Force Base in California and Fort Greely in Alaska. This “is meant to provide
a rudimentary defense against the North Korean nuclear and ballistic missile
threat.”’® The interceptors would have information from different radar sites near
North America.” According to Ballistic Missile Defense Review posted in
February 2010, the continental United States is now and for the foreseeable future
protected against limited ICBMs attacks.””® The core interceptors have been
deployed under the Bush administration and report in 2010 stated the efficiency®
of the system. The threat here is North Korea and U.S provided a protection for
the mainland. At the same time, the US showed their European allies that the U.S
was not obliged to show all BMD technologies to European allies. The Bush
administration has provided protection for the mainland and what remained
necessary for protection against threats that can come from terrorists and “rogue
states” was to deploy BMD in Europe. When George W. Bush had not yet
announced his deployment of ballistic missiles in Alaska and California,
unofficial talks were in progress with Poland and Czech Republic about “the
possibility of locating U.S missile defense units on their territory.®* In the early
2007, the Bush administration after discussions with Poland and Czech Republic
has officially proposed to deploy ten ground based interceptors in Poland, an
advanced radar system in Czech Republic and other radar to a state closer to Iran

in order to defend against Iranian missile threat. The project would be completed

" On December 13, 2011 George W. Bush explained that U.S would withdraw from ABM Teraty
in the six months.

8 peter Brookes, “The Need for Missile Defense,” Policy Review, 151, 1 October 2008, p. 39
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the system is operationally effective because there is still debate about the effectiveness of it.
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by 2013 with at least $4 billion cost.® The second plan was to deploy
“transportable forward acquisition radar” in a country not yet defined but it would
be closer to Iran. However, the plans were not implemented until the end of
Bush’s presidential term. It was stated that the reason was mainly the difficult
negotiations. Poland has tried to get as much as possible for this interceptor site
and in the Czech Republic there was a strong political opposition to deployment

and two thirds of the population was against the deployment.

In short, the George W. Bush administration had deployed additional
ground- based interceptors in mainland Alaska and California. Negotiations on the
deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe were conducted with Poland and Czech
Republic to protect its allies in Europe by deploying missiles and radar site.®®
Here the question is how threats against U.S have been defined by Bush
administration and why they are seen as threats.

First of all, the reason for the US administration deploying BMD on the
American mainland and Europe is obvious. U.S wants to protect herself and her
allies against terrorists and “rogue states”. However, the decision of U.S to deploy
BMD and establish a radar site in Eastern Europe should be analyzed. Briefly,
The U.S officials stated that because of a gap in Eastern Europe’s anti-missile
defense capabilities, any possible threat by Iran in the future against Europe or
U.S allies could not be countered. Therefore, there is a need for anti-ballistic
missile system in Europe.®* However, while Bush tries to protect Europe from
possible missile attack with deployment of BMD in Eastern Europe, it leaves the
Southeast Europe unprotected. It is understood from the plan that Turkey, Greece
and Bulgaria will be left unprotected. Also there is another important threat from

8 Steven A. Hildereth and Carl Ek. “Long Range Ballistic Missile Defense in Europe” Current
Politics & Economics of Europe, 21/4, November 2010, p.423

8 The response to Bush proposed plan, the position of Europe in deployment of BMD in Europe
and Russia factor will be explained below.
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North Korea but in Alaska and California U.S aimed to deploy ground based
missile defense system against North Korea.®® U.S allies needed missile system to
protect them from possible Iran threat because Iran has been developing short and

long range missiles thereby trying to persuade Europe under that threat.

Bush administration constantly stated that Iran, North Korea and Iraq are the
main threats to the global peace and stability. This can be explained with
hegemonic stability theory. There is a global social order which is protected and
shaped by U.S with its will and capability to set the rules. From this standpoint,
others should accept the subordination for the continuation of the system because
system is not only beneficial to the hegemon (U.S) but also beneficial to
subordinate countries. The policies and behaviors of North Korea and Iran are
unpredictable and they can damage the system. Also North Korea and Iran were
criticizing the existing global order. Before the end of his presidency term,
Ahmedinejad has called for the new world order by stating that “I do believe the
system of empires has reached the end of the road. The world can no longer see an
emperor commanding it.”®® Actually this idea is a good explanation of Iran’s
attitude about how Iran sees the world order. In the same way North Korea prefers
to be out of the system. U.S tries to integrate other states into the system to allow
the continuation of its hegemonic status. Since both states are opposed to the
national interests of U.S at the regional level and their policies and strategies are
unpredictable and potential to harbor terrorists, they are labeled “rogue nations”

by the U.S administration.

8 Burns, op cit. p.80.
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In short, according to the Bush administration the major strategic threats are
North Korea and Iran. “North Korea claims to have tested a nuclear device and

has a ballistic missile and satellite lunch program.”87

Moreover, the Bush administration argues that Iran has been continuing to
develop and acquire ballistic missiles with different ranges. According to the Bush
administration both states are unpredictable and dangerous and “did not believe
that they could be constrained by traditional forms of military deterrence,
diplomacy or arms control”.® It is obvious that the Bush administration developed
its strategies based on “innovative and modern” strategies such as military
intervention by not believing deterrence instead of traditional ones. Why,
according to the Bush administration, Iran is an important threat for U.S and allies
iIs to be analyzed. Although U.S sees Iran as a threat, whether it is a really a threat
to Western security or not is arguable. Firstly, Iran does not accept subordinated
status in global social order which is shaped by the U.S. Secondly and the most
important one, Iran is behaving against the national interests of the U.S
administration. After 1979 lIranian revolution, many conflicts have been
experienced between U.S and Iran, namely, the 1979 hostage crisis, the support of
U.S for Irag against Iran, Hezbollah bombings and relations with Israel. Although
historical developments have affected the formation of Iran- U.S relations, 9/11
attacks has shaped these relations. After the 9/11 attacks, George Bush in his
‘State of the Union Address’ in 2002 labeled three states namely; Iraq, Iran and
North Korea as the ‘axis of evil’ because those countries support and sponsor
terror and seek weapons of mass destruction.®® Also Iran could prevent Western

states or companies from reaching oil sources in the Middle East. Iran can

¥ Hildereth and Ek, op cit., p.426
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threaten oil exporters in the Gulf.** Another important point is that Iran is trying
to have nuclear weapons and U.S is completely against that in spite of Iran’s

claims to use it for peaceful aims like energy production.

In addition to these, Israel and the U.S relations are a significant factor in
the Middle East policies of the US and the Bush administration has put an
emphasis on the maintenance of a close and strong relationship with Israel.
Relations and security cooperation of U.S with Israel goes back to the Cold War
years, when the state of Israel came to be seen as a front to the Soviet influence in
the Middle East and to counter to Arab nationalism.” Despite the fact that the
Cold War has ended and the world has changed, the cooperation of U.S and Israel
still remain the same because Israel is a counterweight against radical groups and
forces in the Middle East, including political Islam and violent extremism. In the
1990s, the international system was clearly unipolar and the U.S in order to keep
up the unipolar system tried to protect the global and regional balance which is
defined by the US based on the national interests of it and capitalism. Early 2000s
were transition from unipolarity to multipolarity and the U.S tries to protect its
hegemon status. Middle East is one the region where the significant opposition to
the system has been coming from because of the political Islam and violent
extremism. In this perspective Iran regionally is a serious threat to the U.S
interests in the Middle East. Therefore, Iran is perceived as a threat to U.S
interests in the Middle East.

As a result, the U.S administration considers both Iran and North Korea as a
threat. Indeed, threats from both states are not new and traces of threats could be
found in the Cold War period. Korea has remained under Japanese colonial rule
until 1945 however, after Japan had surrendered to the Allied Powers, the land
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was separated along the 38" parallel where American forces stayed in the south
and Soviet troops in the North of it. In 1948, two states namely, the Republic of
Korea (South) and the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (North Korea)
were established in the peninsula. South Korea was backed by U.S and North
Korea by USSR and China. After the demise of the USSR, North Korea has
attracted attention with its nuclear program. George W. Bush has labeled North
Korea to be a part of the “Axis of Evil”. In October 2006 North Korea tested its
first nuclear weapon and in 2008, U.S placed the country on the U.S list of
“Designated State Sponsors of Terrorism™.% It is obvious that only reason for
labeling North Korea as a part of the “Axis of Evil” is not its nuclear program but
because North Korea prefers to be outside of the capitalist system which the U.S
defines and North Korea’s actions and policies are unpredictable and can damage
the system.

As stated above, Bush administration’s proposed plan will be left Turkey,
Greece and Bulgaria, namely Southeast Region, unprotected. Here, as a strategic
partner or ally of the U.S, the position taken by Turkey and place and role of it
should be looked into.

As the Cold War ended modernization of Turkey’s military arsenal has
been in constant discussion and because of the new security challenges
particularly during and after the Gulf War (1990- 1991) Turkey attempted to
modernize its military arsenal. In the modernization program, space based
technologies and missile systems are the most important one. Although Turkey
has produced short and medium range missiles since late 1990s, Turkey focused
on long range missiles because of the political uncertainty in Middle East in
2000s.

Turkey, as a transcontinental country, has a very significant geostrategic
importance. From the end of the WWII to end of the Cold War and after the end

of the Cold War should be analyzed separately for Turkey’s strategic importance
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for the U.S and Western world. After the end of the WWII, the world politics has
experienced the bipolar system with two superpowers, namely the U.S and the
U.S.S.R. Turkey in this bipolar world placed herself in the Western bloc that is led
by the U.S. In this period, due to base demand of Stalin on straits and land on
Kars redirected the Turkish political elite to define a Soviet threat and paved the
way for the development of bilateral ties with the U.S%. Also sending of troops to
support South Korea in Korean War (1950-1953) showed the determination of
Turkey to place herself in the Western bloc.** Briefly, after the end of the Cold
War, in a bipolar world, Turkey has placed in Western bloc and developed
policies parallel with Western world.

The end of the Cold War and dissolution of U.S.S.R., NATO as a military
institution of Western bloc, was not dissolved unlike the Warsaw Pact. The
organization to undertake the new roles and functions according to new situations
after the end of the Cold War has been subjected to institutional change.®® There
were two approaches for NATO’s enlargement strategies namely, maximizing and
minimalist approach. About NATO’s future after the end of the Cold War,
fundamentally there are three main arguments. First one is the idea that NATO
and Warsaw pact should be abolished and Europe should concentrate on
establishing a pan- European security organization. Secondly, some believed that
there is still necessity for NATO but primacy should be given to European
institutions. Finally, some argued that NATO is important for European security
and American engagement in European security affairs. Therefore,” NATO
needed to be preserved, reformulated, and made the centerpiece of Europe’s new
security architecture.” ® Minimalist approach supports the idea that since the

NATO has been established to deter against Soviet attack and Soviet Union does
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not exist anymore, NATO should be retrenched. On the other hand, maximizing
approaches argues that NATO should preserve its existence and continue its
enlargement for the European security.®” Briefly,” no other alliance in the history
has re- created it for times as different as the Cold War and today’s challenge to
construct a Europe “whole and free”.”®® Turkey has stayed in NATO while it is

enlarging.

The geopolitical importance of Turkey in both periods is important and the
relations with the U.S hold an important place. “Turkey is at the center of
American geopolitical calculations because of its location at the crossroads of the
Balkans, eastern Mediterranean, Caucasus, Central Asia, and the Middle East,
with its Arab- Israeli problems.”® For the U.S, Turkey is an important strategic

ally.

However, the context has changed. During the Cold War, Turkey was
important as a barrier against the expansion of Soviet power into the Middle
East. Today, Turkey’s strategic importance lies in its capacity to act as a
bridge to the Muslim world and serve as a stabilizing force in the Middle
East and Central Asia-two areas of growing strategic importance to the
United States.'®

The strategic importance of Turkey, the membership of Turkey to NATO
and positioning herself into the Western bloc directed the policies of Turkey.
Deployment of radar system in Kiirecik and patriots in Antep, Maras and Adana is
the outcome of the policies and position of Turkey in the world politics. The
decision of Turkey on deployment of ballistic missile defense items will be
analyzed in this framework and Turkey’s strategies during the transition (after the

end of the Cold War) from unipolar to multipolar international system structure.
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Here it is appropriate to give a brief background of Turkey’s position about
BMD. The familiarity of Turkish political elite and military personnel on missile
system goes back to 1950s. In 1957, Eisenhower administration has decided to
deploy medium range missiles in Europe to balance the technological
developments which the U.S.S.R. has made in Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
(ICBM) and sent the satellite “Sputnik” to the space. Those were the Jupiter and
Thor missiles. The decision of the U.S was welcomed by the United Kingdom,
Italy and Turkey. The agreement between the U.S and Turkey officials on
deployment of fifteen Jupiter missiles on Turkey was ratified on October 28,
1959. The Jupiter missiles were deployed in Izmir, Cigli. Although reason for
deployment is seen as military, considering the shortage of capabilities of Jupiter
missiles and technological developments which Soviet Union made, it was the

counter action of the U.S mostly political and psychological.***

The deployment of Jupiter missiles and following developments has given
the important lessons to Turkey. Jupiter missiles in Turkey have become a
bargaining issue in Cuban missile crisis between the U.S and the U.S.S.R. After
U.S has taken the intelligence reports showing the establishment of Soviet
missiles nn Cuba in September 1962, the U.S administration was alarmed.'%?
Between the U.S and the U.S.S.R. administration negotiations continued for
thirteen days and in return for the removal of Soviet missiles in Cuba, the U.S
accepted the removal of Jupiter missiles in Turkey. In the Turkish press and
among the Turkish political elite, the possible bargaining between the U.S and the
U.S.S.R. in return Cuba for Turkey is evaluated as impossible and the removal

can be realized with general disarmament. However, from the beginning of the
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Cuban missile crisis U.S has established parallelism between missiles in Cuba and

Turkey and entered into a bargaining between the U.S.S.R.1%

In the short term after the Cuban missile crisis, removal of Jupiter missiles
did not create a crisis since Turkey did not know the bargaining.’** However, a
few years later and especially after the Johnson letter sent on June 5, 1964,
Turkish political elite has seen that how Turkey was passivized. This event has
paved the way for Turkish elite to be suspicious on the commitment of the U.S
and thus affected the US- Turkey relations. ®> Cuban missile crisis has shown that
how having the ballistic missiles makes countries first target for the strike in a

state of war.

After the end of the Cold War, Turkey made plans to modernize its
armed forces. The modernization issue reached a crescendo in 1991,
after the secondary challenges posed by the first Gulf War and the
growing salience of ballistic missiles in the Middle East'*®

In 1991 during the Gulf War, in order to provide the border security and to
support U.S forces against Saddam Hussein, Patriot air defense missile system
was deployed by the U.S in Diyarbakir, Batman and Adana. Patriot missiles were
used against Scud missiles of Saddam Hussein that were originally produced by
Soviet Union.*” Patriot missiles were deployed by the U.S with negotiations with
Turkey bilaterally that means they are not deployed as a collective security or
NATO project. The Gulf War has shown that Turkey needs to produce and
develop its ballistic missile technologies and air defense systems.

Ankara first began in 1989 to procure civilian satellites, but since the mid-
1990s, had begun to focus on the military specific applications of satellites.
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Turkey’s future procurement and development of military specific satellites,
as well as interest in ballistic missile technologies necessitates that Ankara
clearly articulate its current plans to develop ballistic missile
technologies.'%®

In 1990s because of the crisis between Greece and Turkey, Turkey has
purchased Popeye-1 missiles from Israel in the late 1990s. Turkey has aimed to
increase its deterrence capability against Greece and military arsenal which can
give the fastest and largest damage against enemy in a state of war.’® Popeye-1

missiles had been mounted on F-4 fighters.''°

In early 2000s, as | stated in the previous chapters, Bush has developed
bilateral ties with Poland and Czech Republic to deploy interceptors and a radar
site. The range of Bush missile defense project that would be deployed in Europe
was not covering the southeast Europe. Also in the Bush project there was not any

11 While discussions between the U.S, Russian Federation and

role for Turkey.
Europe have been continuing about the outcome of the deployment plans in Czech
Republic and Poland, Turkey has preferred to follow the discussions and keep
silent.**? During the Bush period, the reason to keep Turkey out of the project
could be the Iraq war and Turkey’s no vote for the U.S because the relations were
shaken. “On March 1, 2003, the Turkish parliament voted to refuse the United

States military the permission to invade Iraq from the North on Turkish soil.”**
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p.925

10 7aman, “Israil- Tiirk Fiizesinde Sona Dogru,” 4 August 1999,
http://arsiv.zaman.com.tr//1999/08/04/dunya/all.html (Accessed on 30 June 2014)

11 Cenap Cakmak, “Tiirk Dis Politikasinin Fiize Kalkani imtiham,” BILGESAM, 30 October 2010,
http://www.bilgesam.org/incele/1229/-turk-dis-politikasinin-fuze-kalkani-
imtihani/#.U53NQ_1_thw (Accessed on 30 July 2014)

12y1lmaz Aklar, “Fiize Kalkan1 Bunalim,” Hiirriyet Diinya, 30 April 2007,
http://www.hurriyet.com.tr/dunya/6468308.asp (Accessed on 13 March 2014)

'3 Doug Penhallegon, “The Story Behind Turkey’s No Vote on Iraq in 2003,” June 2012,
http://www.thewashingtonreview.org/articles/the-story-behind-turkeys-no-vote-on-irag-in-
2003.html (Accessed on 14 May 2014)
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Therefore, the U.S was shocked at the decision and the relations have been

questioned.

Moreover, Bush’s unilateralism in foreign policy has other negative
implications for Turkey’s security. A number of arms control and
disarmament treaties as well as the nonproliferation regimes, which are
sincerely observed and considered to be mainstays of Turkish foreign
policy, are being seriously undermined as a result of the unprecedented
negligence of the U.S president.**

There was not a defined role in Bush proposed plan and Turkey remained as
unprotected on the basis of the new plan. After the announcement of negotiations
to deploy BMD systems in Poland and Czech Republic, Turkey has preferred the
project to be a NATO project because of the lessons taken by Turkish officials on
Cuban Missile Crisis, Johnson Letter in 1964 and 1974 Turkish Intervention on
Cyprus.*®> Additionally, it was stated in the press, Turkey did not let the U.S to
deploy BMD in Turkish soil because it would be an American project.*®
Therefore, Turkey in Bush period did not behave so demanding for the BMD

systems.

3.6 Response to Bush's Proposed Plan

The reactions and strategies of the Russian Federation, Iran and major
European allies also need to be taken into account. As noted above in the Bush era
BMD plan, in the early 2007, the Bush administration, after discussions with
Poland and Czech Republic, proposed to deploy ten ground based interceptors in

Poland, an advanced radar system in Czech Republic and other radar to a state

14 Mustafa Kibaroglu, « Turkey: Missing Bill Clinton,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientist, 60/2,
March/April 2004, p.32.

15 Mustafa Kibaroglu, “ NATO nun Ballistik Fiize Savunma Sistemi ve Tiirkiye,” Uluslararast
Iliskiler,; 3419, Yaz 2012, p.192.

118 K emal Lale, “Turkey to OpposeHosting US Missile Shield, Turkish Diplomats Say,” Today s
Zaman, 30 November 2009.
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closer to Iran in order to defend against Iranian missile threat. The project would
be completed by 2013 with at least $4 billion cost as stated above.

Here the reactions and political implications of the other states should be
considered in the perspective of hegemonic stability theory. In the unipolar
system, the U.S was the hegemon who in order to increase its own security will
try to expand its political, economic and territorial control under the subordinate
countries and modify the international system in favor of its interests.**’
However, the system is not unipolar now and there are other influential actors.
The U.S tried to affect and prevent the political implications of other states that do

not accept their subordination*®

status like Iran and North Korea. Therefore, the
deployment of American military power outside its borders should be seen as a
means of maintaining hegemony. Indeed, the U.S forces the other states to accept
the roles that are defined by the U.S for other states. This coercion'*® brings the
leverage strategy which includes the use of military power in order to force the
other states in the less powerful areas of the U.S to make concessions.?® For
example, Iran does not accept its place in the system which is defined by the U.S
and develops its nuclear program despite great opposition from the U.S. On the
other hand, the U.S by applying an embargo on Iran and deploying BMD on

Iran’s around tries to restrict the capacity of Iran to maneuver in the Middle East

region.

After Bush has announced his deployment of a missile defense system in
Poland and Czech Republic reactions came not only from major European powers
and Russian Federation but also from U.S congress. Many members of U.S

congress questioned why the Bush administration chose Poland and Czech

YA g, op cit., p. 71-100

“8Here the “subordinated” refers to states that accept the system which the U.S shapes, others are
the states that does not accept their subordinated status and prefers to be outside of the system.
Here the system does not mean American capitalism but capitalism in which American and
European capitalism can come to a shared point.

19 Not only consent is the key here, but also hegemony bring coercion to other states.
120 Agir, op cit., p. 71-100
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Republic for its missile system because that system would protect some European
countries but not protect countries like Turkey, Greece and Bulgaria or in other
words closer states to Iran or Middle East region. Because of the criticisms

noteworthy funding was not requested by the Bush administration.*?!

The most scathing criticism came from Russian Federation. According to
Russian Federation, negotiations of U.S with Poland and Czech Republic take no
notice of the Joint Declaration that was signed on May 24, 2002 between Russian
Federation and the U.S calling for U.S- Russian Federation cooperation on missile
defense for Europe. The proposal by the Bush administration deploying missiles
in Eastern Europe was “neither joint nor cooperative”. It was a unilateral move by

the U.S ignoring the Joint Declaration.'?

Although U.S has given assurances that the missile defense system is not
against threats from Russian Federation but from Iran, the Russian Federation saw
this step as against Russia’s own security and nuclear weapons. This argument
shows that Russia Federation is not persuaded that it is against Iran. After the
Bush administration announced the deployment of the missile defense system,
Medvedev furiously stated that “we will not be hysterical about this but we will
think of retaliatory steps.”'?* After this statement Russian officials have
announced that they would deploy “Iskander offensive missiles” in Kaliningrad
near Poland borders. However, though this does not make military sense, they are
tools of diplomacy because Iskander missiles can only be used preemptively or

retaliatory. The former would mean a state of war against NATO and the latter

121 Burns, op cit. p. 82
122 Byrns, op cit., p.80

12%)0hn Swaine and Richard Holt, “Czech Missile Shield: Russia to 'retaliate' Over US Plan,
President Dmitry Medvedev says,” 9 July 2008.
http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/europe/russia/2274635/Czech-missile-shield-Russia-
to-retaliate-over-US-plan-President-Dmitry-Medvedev-says.html (Accessed on May 28, 2013)
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would occur should NATO attack the Russian Federation.*?* Therefore the

Russian announcement seems to be a tool of diplomacy.

Moreover, Russia continued to criticize projects and offered new options
for changing the U.S plan. Firstly, they offered to use Russian radar in Azerbaijan
instead of the Czech Republic to monitor Iranian acts. However, U.S experts
stated that radar in Azerbaijan could only a complement not a replacement.’®
Russian Federation has continued to offer alternatives projects to U.S’. Putin
during the G-8 Summit in 2007 offered to locate U.S missiles in countries like
Turkey and Iraq or on sea based platforms. Two weeks later, Putin offered to
establish radar in southeastern Russia, Armavir that is in the 450 miles north of
the Iranian border. Putin did not want to do that bilaterally but wanted to
cooperate and include other states through NATO- Russia council.*® The aim of
Russia has been to eliminate the radar and interceptors establishment project in
Poland and Czech Republic. However, Bush always stated that the planned or

proposed project in both states is necessary.

Although U.S has explained that missile defense project is against Iran and
North Korea, the Russian Federation has seen that project as a threat to its own
defense and nuclear arsenal. This opposition should not only be understood
narrowly against missile defense projects but also against increasing U.S military
presence and sphere of influence in Europe. That should be analyzed in relation to
end of the Cold War, the fall of communism and the USSR and the transition of
the Russian Federation from communism to a capitalist system. After the end of
the Cold War, the Russian Federation has found itself in a search to establish a
new governance structure. Putin has used both Tsarist and Soviet era symbols in
order to form a new national idea. The West after the demise of the USSR

expected that former communist states and Russian Federation would integrate

124 Mikhail Tsypkin, “Russian Politics, Policy Making and American Missile Defence”
International Affairs; 85/4, July 2009, p.794-795.

125 Burns, op cit., p.85.
126 Byrns, op cit., p.85.
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into the Western system. Putin has stated that the Russian Federation is a part of
European civilization. However, the Russian Federation has distanced itself from
European ideas of democracy and development paths by stressing that the Russian
Federation, with its unique ideas, values and norms will follow a different path to
democracy.’” Indeed it was Putin's idea to create a new and powerful Russian

Federation.

One of the most important reasons regarding why Russian Federation is
against U.S actions in general is NATO. Although the Warsaw Pact, founded in
1955 against NATO by communist states, was dissolved in 1991, NATO has
survived. Also NATO was reorganized according to the needs of post-Cold War
era. *® Russia has objected to NATO expansion from the beginning because they
saw it from the beginning as breaking promises that were made after the
unification of Germany. Former communist states like Poland, Czech Republic
and etc. have become members of NATO. The possible future membership of
Georgia and Ukraine to NATO has made the Russian Federation angry.

NATO after the breakup of USSR has been in place in the U.S and Europe
to form a new security order by including new members and expanding its sphere
of influence towards East Central Europe. The Russian Federation has objected to
that movement because is not included in that process. Therefore the Russian

Federation has proposed building new security structure for Europe.

Russia has aimed to restore the influence of Moscow in its neighbors and
former USSR countries. In that sense, the real aim of Russia is to restore great
power status in the region. For example, Russia stated that colored revolutions
were engineered by U.S and Europe to weaken Russia’s influence in the region.
Also missile system deployment project is seen as a threat to Russia’s security by

trying to weaken its influence in the region.

127 Angela Stent. “Restoration and Revolution in Putin’s Foreign Policy”. Europe-Asia
Studies.60/6, August 2008, p.1091-1092.

128 Mustafa Tiirkes, “Doksanli Yillarda NATO’nun 6ncelikleri ve Tiirkiye, En Uzun On Y1l,”
Gencer Ozcan, Sule Kut(Ed.), (Boyut Kitaplari, Istanbul, 1998), p. 200
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After 9/11, the Russian Federation has found itself in cooperating with the
U.S against terrorism. The Russian Federation cooperated with the U.S in
Afghanistan in return for US silence on Russian activities at Chechnya, consulting
the Russian Federation on major international issues and recognizing the Russian
sphere of influence. Although the Russian Federation has cooperated with the U.S
on the Afghanistan issue, it criticized the resignation of the US from the ABM
treaty, U.S Iraq operations, the expansion of NATO, declaration of the
independence of Kosovo, the agreement on conventional forces and deployment

of missile defense in Eastern Europe. *2°

In brief, the Russian Federation in general has opposed U.S unilateral
actions. Putin has opposed the missile defense project because it is assumed to be
a threat to the security of the Russian Federation and the Russian Federation is not
pleased with the increasing U.S presence in its neighbors and on former Soviet

soil.

Another important response to Bush proposed plan came from Iran. While
Bush administration was explaining the aim of deployment of missile, Iran was
one of the treats together with North Korea. According to Bush administration,
Iran’s sponsorship of terror and demand for having weapons of mass destruction
and nuclear weapons were the reasons which made the Iran threats. After
announcement of the deployments plan in Poland and Czech Republic,
Ahmadinejad has stated in talks during the SCO (Shanghai Cooperation
Organization) in 16 August 2007, “these intentions go beyond just one country.
They are of concern for much of the continent, Asia and SCO members.”*° Here,
Ahmadinejad stated that the target is not only Iran but other states. Ahmadinejad
has meant that the target of the US is to expand its domain by deploying ballistic
missiles. Not only Iran should be alarmed with this move, but also states in Asia

should be alarmed and strategy should be improved together against the U.S.

129 Stent. op cit., p.1096.

130 James Orr, “Iran condems US missile defense,” The Guardian (Online), 16 August 2007.
http://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/aug/16/usa.iran (Accessed on 15 June 2014)
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However, Iran did not stop the development of its nuclear program. “Iranian
President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad was quoted as telling state television that his
government will not negotiate with anyone about its right to nuclear
technology.”™*! Iran also has continued to develop their missiles despite the
opposition from the U.S. In 2010, after Obama has come to power, Iranian
officials stated that “very soon we will test long-range aerial defense missiles,
including Iranian S-300s.”3 1t is clear that Iran has been developing missile
system for quite some time. Iran has continued to develop her nuclear program
despite the US containment policy. The U.S has taken into account the Russian
Federation’s reactions, but Iran’s response are ignored by the U.S administration
because Russian cooperation against the Iran nuclear program is more feasible and

essential than Iran’s stopping the nuclear program.

3.7 Conclusion.

This chapter is devoted to explaining the BMD policies of the Bush
administration, motives beyond the decisions of George W. Bush and the response

to Bush's proposed plan from Europe and especially from the Russian Federation.

As explained above, the Bush administration has established and tried to
expand a ballistic missile policy to protect its own mainland and allies from
possible or unpredictable missile attacks by “rogue nations” and terrorist groups.
The “rogue nations” classification has been made by the U.S to persuade Europe
about the immediate threat and support U.S actions and foreign policies like

intervention on Iraq and deployment of BMD. Since the U.S understood that

131 Matt Spetalnick, “Bush: Missile Shield is meant to deter Iran,” Reuters, 23 October 2007.
http://www.reuters.com/article/2007/10/23/us-bush-shield-idUSWAT00833920071023 (Accessed
on 15 July 2014)

132 Agence France- Presse, “Iran to test own S-300 missiles despite Russia,” 11 November 2010.
http://www.defencetalk.com/iran-to-test-own-s-300-missiles-despite-russia-30069/ (Accessed on
11 November 2010)

51


http://www.reuters.com/article/2007/10/23/us-bush-shield-idUSWAT00833920071023
http://www.defencetalk.com/iran-to-test-own-s-300-missiles-despite-russia-30069/

European major actors will not support the BMD plans and the US did not want to
share political leadership, military technology and intelligence reports as
explained above, the Bush administration chose to act unilaterally. Indeed, the
U.S wanted to give a message to Europe that the U.S could sustain and continue
its hegemony without the support of its European allies. The U.S has acted as if
the international system was unipolar but there was a transition from a unipolar to
multipolar system. With the absence of support of European allies and without the
cooperation of the Russian Federation the BMD issue was in deadlock and the

plans were not fully implemented in the Bush period.
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CHAPTER IV

OBAMA ERA PLANS: THE RENEGOTIATION

4.1 Introduction

After Obama has become the president of the U.S on January 20, 2009; he
offered the Russian president Medvedev to negotiate the U.S missile defense
projects in Poland and Czech Republic in return for Russia’s support and
cooperation on Iran’s nuclear weapons and missile programs. William J. Burns,
the undersecretary of state for political affairs, delivered the letter in a visit to

133 The letter included an offer which stated that “Obama would back off

Moscow.
deploying a new missile defense system in Eastern Europe if Moscow would help
stop Iran from developing long- range weapons.”*** Also Obama had clarified that
the project was not aimed at Russia but Iran and wished support from Russia
against Iran. This action from Obama has showed his willingness to cooperate on
missile defense and it will bring cooperation with European major powers
whereas Bush had acted as a unilateral to implement the plans. Obama has earned
sympathy with his positive and cooperative approach in the world politics on the
issue of eliminating nuclear weapons and ballistic missile defense. Obama has
modified Bush era plans and EPAA (European Phased Adaptive Approach) has
been developed. Here the question that will be inquired is that how, why and in

what sense Obama administration has modified the Bush era plan.

133 Burns, op cit., p.137

134 peter Baker, “Obama Offered Deal to Russia in Secret Letter,” The New York Times (Online), 2

March 2009. http://www.nytimes.com/2009/03/03/washington/03prexy.htmI? r=0 (Accessed
on 16 July 2014)
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This section is devoted to analyze the Obama’s strategies on BMD starting
from the return from Bush’s decision to deploy BMD in Poland and Czech
Republic but extension of the plans to the Baltic Sea and the Mediterranean Sea.
This paved the way for the new policies and strategies on BMD not only for the
U.S but also for Europe. Following the modifications, the pressure on Obama
administration is to renew the confrontationist approach because of the crisis in

Ukraine that will be analyzed.

4.2 Two Steps Forward One Step Back: Retreat from Poland and Czech

Republic, and Extension to the Baltic Sea and the Mediterranean Sea

After Obama has taken charge of the office in 2009, Obama administration
announced that it will modify the Bush era BMD plan. This decision has been
presented by media, journalists and many academics as the cancellation of Bush
era plan. However, after reevaluating the Obama’s missile defense plans, it is
obvious that Obama era plan is a modification of Bush era plans. The
modification here means “modification” in place of deploying missiles and
transforms the plan from unilateral act of the U.S to the multilateral one with the
cooperation of major European powers, NATO and also Russia. Since Obama
administration is still affiliated and ambitious to deploy missiles like George W.

Bush, to name the acts as cancellation of Bush era plans is not correct.

During the Obama’s transatlantic visit, 131 Ohama on April 5, 2009 has
given his Prague speech that also assisted Obama to win Nobel Prize. Prague

Speech of Obama is important in order to understand the strategy of the Obama

1% BBC News, “Obama Promotes Nuclear-Free World,” BBC News, 5 April 2009.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/7983963.stm (Accessed on 30 June 2014)

136« April: G20 Summit in London, 3 April: Obama meets Sarkozy in France and Merkel in
Germany, 4 April: Leaders hold NATO Summit in Strasbourg, 5 April: Obama in Prague for
US-EU Summit, 6-7 April: Obama visits Turkey
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administration on nuclear weapons. Obama called the states for a world without
nuclear weapons and preventing to the spread of them. “But Geir Lundestad, the
secretary of the Norwegian Nobel Committee, said that Obama's emphasis on
international co-operation, arms control and nuclear disarmament had "already
had a very significant impact on international relations".*” However, it is
controversial that whether a politician’s statements are enough to believe that
Obama would keep his promises or not because he was at the beginning of his
presidency. It seems that the prize was given to his intentions. However, today it
seems that “the new phased, adaptive approach to BMD in Europe, unveiled on
the same day as the cancellation of the Bush program, may actually prove to be
larger, more comprehensive, involve more assets, and become operational far
more rapidly than the third site system.”™*® The European Phased Adaptive
Approach- EPAA which is Obama’s BMD plan therefore needs to be looked into
in detail.

Obama emphasized that a new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty would
also be signed between Russia and the U.S. Since Obama administration assumed
that Iran is still a threat because of its developing missile system and nuclear
weapons, U.S would continue its missile defense projects but aiming that the
system is going to be more cost effective and technologically proven. If Iran threat
is eliminated, U.S would abandon the deployment of missile projects. Obama has
offered cooperation against Iran threat with other countries and especially
Russia."*® The message of Obama has also stated that the US has been in favor of
Russia because the Obama administration is trying to eliminate Iran threat that

would occur due to Iranian nuclear program.

137Gwladys Fouche and James Sturcke, “Nobel Peace Prize Awarded to Barack Obama,” The
Guardian, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2009/oct/09/nobel-peace-prize-barack-obama
(Accessed on 30 June 2014)

138 Andrew Futter, “Sensitive Rationalization or overlooked expansion?Demysttifying the Obama
Plan for Missile Defense in Europe,” British American Security Information Council: Getting
the Zero Paper, 15, 1 March 2010. p.1.

39 Burns, op cit., p. 137
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In the beginning of the Obama presidency, the Obama administration has
announced that according to their intelligence sources Iran is less focused to
develop long range ballistic missile but short range missiles, and thus U.S should
concentrate on deploying land based system and sea based interceptors closer to
Iran.**® That system would be cheaper, quicker and more effective. Moreover, that
system would protect countries like Turkey and Greece that were not included in
Bush era plans. Turkey has also become one of the countries in which a radar
system was established in Malatya Kiirecik in 2012 and patriot missile systems in
Adana, Gaziantep and Kahramanmarag in 2013. The former one is a part of the
U.S BMD and a phase of it has become a NATO project. Kiirecik radar system is
permanent systems deployed in Turkey. The latter one is demanded from NATO
and provided by Germany, Netherlands and US against threats that may come
from Syria. Patriot systems in Turkey are temporary and duration of the program
is to be finished on January 31, 2015. However, when needed and demanded the

duration of the program is extendable.***

On September 17, 2009 president Obama had announced that U.S would
pursue a “Phased Adaptive Approach in Europe”. The new approach would be
designed based on Aegis missile defense system.'*?

Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) is the naval component of the
Missile Defense Agency’s Ballistic Missile Defense System (BMDS).
Aegis BMD builds upon the Aegis Weapon System, Standard Missile,
Navy and joint forces’ Command, Control and Communication systems.
The Commander, Operational Test and Evaluation Force, formally found
Aegis BMD to be operationally effective and suitable. The Navy embraces
BMD as a core mission. In recognition of its scalability, Aegis BMD/SM-3

190 BBC News, “Q&A: US missile defense,” 20 September 2009. BBC ,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/6720153.stm (Accessed on 16 April 2014)

11 Anadolu Ajansi, “Patriotlar’a ihtiyag halinde siiresi uzatilabilir,” 23 June 2014.
http://www.aa.com.tr/tr/turkiye/348730--ihtiyac-halinde-suresi-uzatilabilir (Accessed on 25
June 2014)

142 Tom Z. Collina, “The European Phased Adaptive Approach at a Glance,” Arms Control
Association, May 2013. https://www.armscontrol.org/factsheets/Phasedadaptiveapproach
(Accessed on 20 June 2014)
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system is a keystone in the Phased Adaptive Approach (PAA) for missile
defense in Europe.'*?

Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System (ABMD)™* was initially a sea
based system but in upcoming phases it will be based on land. There are four
phases in the ABMD. However “removing a major roadblock to Russian support
for another round of nuclear arms reductions, the Department of Defense last
month effectively canceled the fourth phase of its plans to deploy missile
interceptors in Europe over the next decade.”**® The fund that was provided for
Phase- 4 of EPAA would be redirected to deploy additional 14 ground based
interceptor (GBI) missiles in Alaska by 2017 to address the increasing missiles

and nuclear threats from N. Korea.

EPAA similar to the Bush administration is aimed by deploying to deal
with threats posed by Iranian short and intermediate range ballistic missiles to U.S
assets, personnel and allies. The system will be flexible with mobile radars and
interceptors will be placed on cruisers and destroyers. According to Obama
administration, the new plan would be more cost effective and technologically
more advanced. The new plan is the modified version of Bush era plans with the
same ambitions and done for the same reason; which is to deal with threats posed
by Iran and N. Korea. Whereas Bush plan mainly included deployment in the
ground, Obama plan is more mobile by deploying radar and interceptors in cruiser
and destroyer. Also this will provide the U.S to evolve the plans in the future

based on the changing threats in the world.

143 U.S. Department of Defense, “Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense,” Missile Defense Agency, 21
October 2013. http://www.mda.mil/system/aegis_bmd.html (Accessed on 20 June 2014)

144 For the detailed explanation regarding the status please see, U.S. Department of Defense,
“Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense, Status” Missile Defense Agency, 21 October 2013.
http://www.mda.mil/system/aeqis_status.html (Accessed on 20 June 2014)

15 Tom Z. Collina, “Pentagon Shifts Gears on Missile Defense,” Arms Control Association, April
2013 http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2013 04/Pentagon-Shifts-Gears-on-Missile-Defense
(Accessed on 20 June 2014)
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It is appropriate to examine the Phased Adaptive Approach in order to

show the modifications of Bush plan made by the Obama administration and

proposed and planned program of Obama administration.

Phased Adaptive Approach
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On October 2009, Lieutenant General Patrick J. O’ Reilly, USA Director,

Missile Defense Agency gave a speech before the House Armed Services

Committee and briefly explained the details of the plan. Briefly, the main idea of
the speech was to clarify the details of the EPAA. He stated that the EPAA would

enhance the missile defense protection for the U.S and Europe for allies and

friends of the U.S, their personnel and families. The new system would be more

adaptable to respond to uncertainties and developments and would provide more




powerful missile defense system capability for NATO and U.S homeland

security. ™’

The Phase 1 of EPAA strategy would be applied on 2011- 2015 years.
There are two components of the phase I. One is the warships carrying SM3-1A
missiles, which would navigate around the Black Sea and Mediterranean. Second
are the sensors such as “the forward based Army Navy/ Transportable Radar
Surveillance system (AN/TPY-2)"'*® One of those radars are actively working in
State of Israel and second TPY-2 radar has been deployed in Kiirecik, Malatya in
Turkey. Both radars have been reporting to Germany Ramstein NATO quarters.
Turkey in the new plan has significantly important place because in the phase I of
EPAA, the limited ballistic missile defense system protection for Southern Europe
has been provided. However, the protection for east and southeast of Turkey is not
in the defended area that is aimed to provide protection in the application of Phase
Il of EPAA.

Y7 patrick J. O’Reilly, Speech Before the House Armed Services Committee, 1 October 2009. p.2.
http://www.mda.mil/global/documents/pdf/ps_hasc100109.pdf (Accessed on 30 June 2014)

18 Sitk1 Egeli, Fiize Tehdidi ve Nato Fiize Kalkani (istanbul Bilgi Universitesi Yayimlari/ Giivenlik
Calismalar1 Dizisi,Istanbul, 2013.), p. 45
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Following the Phase I, Phase Il is planned to be applied. Phase Il would be
fully active in 2018 and is planned to start in 2015. The Obama administration
proposes the deployment of the SM3-IB block missile not only at sea based
locations but also at land based. The system would have a greater capacity to use a
network of sensors and greater ability to discriminate threat objects.™®® Actually
the strategy is to promote ballistic missile system not only at sea based locations
but also at the land and the plan is to deploy BMD in Romania. The missile that
would be deployed under the framework of Phase | is type of IA missiles.
However, under the Phase II, IB block missile would be deployed and “this
interceptor differs from the Block IA in its "seeker" technology, consisting of a
two color seeker, or "kill warhead,” and improved optics.”*** Also IB type
missiles will have a range of more than 3.000 km and therefore it will increase the

area of defense. In addition to the missile above another important BMD system

9 The graph shows the defended area of the Aegis Missile System.
1305, O’Reilly, op cit., p.3-4.
131 Collina, “The European Phased Adaptive Approach at a Glance,” op cit.
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is THAAD (Terminal High- Altitude Area Defense). The aim of THAAD is to
prevent missiles coming from off the top layer and atmosphere. The THAAD
would be mobile and deployed at the land especially in the areas like in the East

and Southern Europe in which the protection was not provided with the Phase 1.**2

Phase 111 would be fully effective in 2020 and is planned to start in 2018.
During Phase Ill, it is planned to deploy an additional ballistic missile defense
base in Poland. Moreover the new type of missiles called 1A which would have
the capability to rise into the sky faster than IB missiles by fifty percent would be
deployed. The new type of missiles will prevent the incoming missile threats by
hitting them earlier than other IA and IB block missiles. Also addition to these
new type of missiles a new type satellite system that would provide a better
tracing system would be deployed, namely SBIRS( Space Based Infrareds
System) and PTTS (Precision Tracking Space System) instead of still used one
DSP( Defense Support Program). After these deployments, the administration
plans to use Reaper type unmanned aircraft to distinguish the coming missiles

better. >3

Actually the Phase 111 will broaden the defended area and the limited BMD
is going to be shaped against the ballistic missiles whose range is over 5.500 km.
At that point Russia has opposed the idea because she is worried about losing its
strategic nuclear deterrence and seeing those steps threatening against Russia'>*

despite Obama’s call for cooperation on missile defense.

If the Phase IV was not cancelled by Obama administration, it would be
effective after 2020. Compared to previous three phases, the planned system
would be more effective and have greater capacity for protection. In that respect,

the new block missile 1IB would be designed and, missiles would be hit when

52 Egeli, op cit., p.47
153 Egeli, op cit., p.48
> Egeli, op cit., p. 48
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they are in ascent phase. They would be destroyed with this new missile before
waiting for them to rise their top range or to start to fall to the target. Also, since
2009 U.S has been defending doctrine of “carly intercept” in missile defense,
therefore the projects are developed for that aim. > “According to the Defense
Science Board (2011), the SM-3 1IB's planned mission to intercept targets prior to
the deployment of multiple warheads or penetration aids — known as "early
intercept” — requires "Herculean effort and is not realistically achievable, even
under the most optimistic set of deployment, sensor capability, and missile

technology assumptions.”**®

Indeed, the first three phases have aimed to protect firstly Europe and then
other allies in the Europe and other regions closer to Europe, the final phase has
aimed to prevent the ballistic missiles coming to mainland of the U.S and hit them
in ascent phase. Therefore, the mainland would be protected with the application
of Phase IV. It is obvious that Russian Federation is worried about the
developments in the BMD systems in Europe. Russian Federation has been seeing
her intercontinental nuclear ballistic missiles as the cornerstones of nuclear
stability and nuclear deterrence in relations with U.S.™®" The opposition came
from Russia, which will be explained in details below, has been taken into
consideration and the U.S has cancelled the Phase IV of EPAA. The final phase
has been stated by Russian federation as an obstacle to cooperation on nuclear
arms reductions and other issues.™® Actually, it cannot be stated that the U.S has
cancelled the phase IV only for Russian opposition. U.S needed Russian
cooperation on the problems in the Middle East region like Iran’s nuclear program
and civil war in Syria. Since Russian Federation is one of the most powerful

regional actors, U.S has been seeking the cooperation of Russia.

155 Egeli, op cit, p. 50.
1% Collina, “The European Phased Adaptive Approach at a Glance,” op cit.
37 Egeli, op cit, p. 51

%8 David M. Herszenhorn and Michael R. Gordon, “U.S. Cancels Part of Missile Defense That
Russia Opposed,” The New York Times, 17 March 2013, p. A12.
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Bush administration had developed bilateral relations with states in Europe
to deploy ballistic missile especially Poland and Czech Republic. Also ballistic
missile defense plan proposed by Bush was mainly based on the deployments of
the missiles on land. However, the Obama administration has modified the plan
and developed multilateral ties for deployment of missile defense system. “At the
November 2010 NATO Summit in Lisbon, NATO’s leaders has decided to
develop a ballistic missile defense (BMD) capability to pursue its core task of
collective defense” In that context U.S EPAA and other possible national

contributions are welcomed by NATO.*

When the White House announced the policy change on Bush proposed
plan on September 17, 2009, two main reasons have been presented for the
change. According to intelligence sources, U.S has announced that Iran is
developing short and medium range ballistic missiles faster than previously
projected, whereas she is developing Iranian Intercontinental Ballistic Missile
slower than previously estimated. Therefore in the near future, missile threats
from Iran will be the U.S Allies and partners as well as U.S deployed personnel —
160

military and civilian- and their families in the Middle East and Europe.

Therefore a new plan had to be designed against the immediate threats.

Another main reason that the Obama administration announced is the fact
that there are significant advancement in capabilities and technologies and this is
expected to continue. There is development in interceptor capabilities and
improved sensor technologies which offers a variety of options to detect and track
enemy missiles. Due to these two main changes, there has been a need for an
adaptable architecture which would be responsive to the current threat and be

possible to incorporate ‘“relevant technologies quickly and cost effectively to

1% NATO, “Ballistic Missile Defence,” http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/topics_49635.htm
(Accessed on 30 June 2014)

1%0 The White House, Office of the Press Secretary, “Fact Sheet on U.S. Missile Defense Policy, A
Phased, Adaptive Approach for Missile Defense in Europe.” The White House. 17 September
2009. http://www.whitehouse.gov/the_press_office/FACT-SHEET-US-Missile-Defense-Policy-
A-Phased-Adaptive-Approach-for-Missile-Defense-in-Europe (Accessed on 30 June 2013)
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respond to evolving threats.”*®" Therefore, Obama administration has developed
EPAA for missile defense in Europe. However, the two reasons presented by
official sources are not enough to explain the reason of the modification in the
Bush proposed missile defense plan. Here the real question is that why did Obama
revise Bush era missile defense project and if there is what could be the
bargaining issues between U.S and Russia in order to get support of Russia on

Iran’ nuclear program and missile development project.

One of the main reasons that led to modifications in the plan is to get
support and corporation with Russia especially on Iran’s nuclear program and
other strategic issues in the Middle East region. Actually, since the U.S wants to
continue its hegemonic status, she wants to keep Russia in the system. Of course,
participation of Russia in the system is not supposed to be like the integration of
former communist states of Central and Eastern Europe or Eastern Bloc. Only the
U.S does not want Russia to threaten her interests in the region and positions itself
against the enlargement of the US domain.

In the literature, whether there is a bargaining between U.S and Russia is
debated. Leaders of both states signaled their desires. For example even after
Obama explained that he would abandon the Bush era plans, Putin had expressed
his gladness and wanted to lift trade restrictions and move further in World Trade
Organization membership for Russia. Also it is obvious that Russia could play a
significant role in strategic issues in the region such as Iran’s nuclear program,
Syrian issue, NATO enlargement, Afghanistan and Central Asia and the new
START treaty. Russian reaction and relations with Russia will be explained in

detail in the next section.

Another important reason for the modification in the Bush proposed plan
is related with the financial issues. Cost effectiveness of the new proposed plan is
the important feature of Obama administration. Since the U.S and the world have

experienced the economic productivity decline and financial problems, Obama

1% ibid.
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administration has preferred a new cost effective plan. Also for the share from the
budget for BMD has declined compared to previous years. “The new budget
proposes to reduce the already inadequate missile defense budget of $10.3 billion
in FY 2012 to $9.7 billion in FY 2013, and to $9.2 billion in FY 2014.”'% The
U.S wants to continue its hegemonic status by expanding its economic and
military power and influence on other subordinated states. In that sense the U.S
wants to deploy her military power in the different places of the world to keep a
control mechanism. Obama administration wanted to continue this policy and

offered new plan despite the financial decline of the U.S.

Bush era plans on missile defense was unilateral act of U.S. U.S has come
to an agreement with Poland and Czech Republic by developing bilateral ties with
those states. Neither EU nor NATO is involved in that decision making process.
This action was not welcomed by European powers as well. Major European
powers want the BMD policy within the framework of NATO. This can be clearly
explained by Angela Merkel statement given on 13 March 2007 that “Germany
prefers a solution within NATO and open dialogue with Russia.”'®® This
statement also makes sense when the close relations between Russia and Germany
especially economically (trade in energy sector) and politically is being taken into
account. Also before leaving the office Jacques Chirac stated that as a whole
Europe we must be very careful not to create new dividing lines and a new arms
race.’® European major powers have been critical about the Bush proposed plan
as can be seen in the speeches of Chirac and Merkel. Since the U.S had the
aggressive foreign policy in Bush period, image of the U.S has been damaged and

every policy of the U.S has not been supported by Europe. European major

162 Baker Spring, “Congress Must Stop Obama’s Downward Spiral of Missile Defense,” The
Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, 2798, 20 May 2013, p. 1.

%3Meier, Oliver. “European Split Over U.S Missile Defense Plans” Arms Control Today, 37/3, 1
April 2007. p.36.

164 ihid, p.38
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powers are not satisfied with the Bush plan because Bush administration has

excluded the European powers in the decision making process.

After the Bush era project has been modified by Obama administration,
NATO states were included in the project related to NATO missile defense
architecture. Bush era project was the unilateral movement by the U.S that has
been criticized harshly by Russia and also by European powers like Germany and
France. Now EPAA offered by Obama was the multilateral strategy and Russia
was invited to participate in the process for cooperation in NATO- Russia
Council. Russia was also invited to NATO Lisbon Summit on November 2010.
Here “multilateral” is used in the meaning that the project would be realized
together with U.S and NATO. Indeed the project is the originated by Department
of Defense of U.S. and NATO is included into the project. Rasmussen hopefully
stated that NATO will get ahead of not only Cold War period but also post-Cold
War period by moving forward. A fresh start was aimed in relations with Russia.
After the end of the summit, declaration was published. In the declaration, it was
expressed that NATO has decided to develop missile defense project and invited
Russia to work together on that issue.’® Russia has reacted positively and is
negotiating with NATO on missile defense project. However, the current
development shows that although Russia and NATO have negotiated for missile

defense, no concrete development has been achieved.

Indeed the issue is related with the concept of “Old Europe” and ‘“New
Europe” or American capitalism and Western capitalism. Old Europe and New

Europe terms have been used by Donald Rumsfeld.

When the governments of France and Germany resisted the Bush
administration’s calls for military intervention in Iraq, the US Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld (2003) denounced them as being out of step

1N ATO, “Lisbon Summit Declaration,” 20 November 2010.
http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official texts 68828.htm (Accessed on 22 April 2014)
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with times. Given the enlargement of NATO, Rumsfeld suggested that the
new Europe lies farther to the East.*®®

The old Europe is mainly labeled as the states, such as France and Germany, that
are against any military action and supports diplomatic and peaceful solutions for
conflicts. The new Europe consists of largely of EU applicant countries from the
East and states that have been more supportive of the U.S position. Europe has
showed that states of Europe could not act as one nation and “New Europe” and
“Old Europe” concepts could create a new dividing line. “In introducing the idea
of “New Europe”, the primary U.S objective was to undermine the Franco-
German position vis-a-vis European affairs as well as Iraq issue. **" However,
Obama administration has modified the Bush proposed plan and thus project has
been linked with NATO and European Union and Russia has been tried to be kept
within the system.

Obama administration has focused on its missile defense plans against
missiles which are owned by North Korea and Iran, not all of the countries that
had missiles whereas Bush administration announced that “America faces a
growing ballistic missile threat. In 1972, just nine countries had ballistic missiles.
Today, that number has grown to 27 and it includes hostile regimes with ties to
terrorists™'® Therefore Obama administration decided the deployment places of
missiles by considering the immediate threat from Iran and N. Korea. However
Bush administration planned to deploy missile defenses around the world starting
from Europe. Obama administration has considered that Iran short range missile
threats are urgent and new approach should be applied therefore phased adaptive
approach has been developed. Indeed since Iran has short and medium range
missiles based on the information taken from intelligence sources, Bush proposed
plan would not protect all Europe. However Obama proposed plan “does not
initially cover all of Europe neither, but it does provide more immediate coverage

1% Erik Jones, “New Dynamics of Old Europe,” French Politics, 1/2, July 2003, p. 233.
187 Tiirkes, op cit., p.1
1%8 Burns, op cit., p. 139

67



from existing Iranian missiles.”*®® That is the bargaining chip with which Obama

administration tried to persuade the European allies.

As a result, it is obvious that Obama proposed plan is more pragmatic and
cost effective compared to Bush plan and also provides more coverage from Bush
era plan. The main reason of the changes can be stated namely as financial
reasons, the new information taken from intelligence sources about the missile
defense developments and nuclear program, harsh criticism of major European
powers and Russia on Bush proposed plan and desire to “reset” the relations with
Russia of Iran. Also since Obama administration is to be considered with more
cooperation together with the participation of NATO, it will affect the relations
and paves the way for cooperation with European allies.*”® Also that would have
an impact on Russian cooperation. However, current developments like the crisis
in Ukraine and statements of both NATO and Russian officials show that no

development has been made with Russia on missile defense plans.

Whereas Bush administration had left the Southeast Europe including the
countries like Greece, Bulgaria and Turkey as unprotected, Obama administration
proposed plan to protect such areas and Turkey has important place in the plan.
After Obama has come to power, Bush plan has been modified and EPAA has
been announced as the new plan by Obama administration. In the new plan,
because of the Iran’s missile capabilities, Obama administration offered to deploy
major components of missile shield to the regions closer to Iran. “Hence, Turkey’s
95171

geographical place gained prominence in the eyes of American authorities.

Finally, after the negotiations Turkey accepted the deployment of radar systems

199 ibid., p.140

7% The subject of the next chapter will be an inquiry of the political implications of BMD and
relations of U.S with other states specifically related with missile defense, especially with
Russia.

11 Mustafa Kibaroglu, “Turkey’s Place in the Missile Shield,” Journal of Balkan and Near

Eastern Studies, 15/2, 2013, p.230.
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and patriot missiles. However, the negotiations were tough between the U.S,
NATO and Turkey.

2010 NATO Lisbon Summit has shown the desire of European states and
U.S cooperation to establish ballistic missile defense together. Also it is
understood from decisions of NATO Lisbon Summit; NATO tries to activate
NATO- Russian council in order to prevent possible opposition of Russian
Federation. Based on the plan agreed at the Lisbon summit, an early warning
radar system has been deployed in 2011 at Malatya Kurecik and is in operation

since 2012. 17

Although the missile defense issue has been taken up by some newspapers
in Turkey publicly in October 2010, before the Lisbon Summit of NATO, the
actual content of the discussion on the issue was not revealed extensively. The
WikiLeaks documents have shown that, there was ongoing debate between
Turkish and U.S officials regarding the deployment of missile defenses. The given

documents below highlight the nature of the debate.

In the document sent to U.S Secretary of Defense from the US Ankara
Embassy, with the reference ID, 09 ANKARA 1472 on 13 October 20009, it is
stated that the U.S missile defense update will be welcomed by Turkey and she
will be ready to find new ways to help PAA (Phased Adaptive Approach). Also
how Turkey would contribute to PAA. It is obvious that after Obama
administration explained its PAA strategy in missile defense, Turkey wanted to
take active role in the project. As it is stated in Bush chapter, Turkey was left
unprotected under the Bush proposed plan. This was a primary concern for
Turkey. The Turkish governments also put emphasis on two issues: the Turkish
government tried to manage its relations with both Islamic world and Russian
Federation. Therefore, “the [Turkish] government must be able to demonstrate

that any missile defense program is not specifically anti- Iran and, nor blatantly

172 Mustafa Tiirkes, “Fiize Savunma Sistemi ve Tiirkiye’de Patriotlar: Ne Amagliyorlar, Biz Ne

Yapmaliyiz,” http://www.sosyalistlerinmeclisi.org/node/42 (Accessed on 15 July 2014)
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pro- Israel.”'™ Also Turkey wants to be sure that Russia is not opposed to
Turkey’s role and which system will be under the NATO command and control
should be clarified. Also, it is stated that PAC-3 (Patriot Advanced Capability-3)

is offered to Turkey’s air defense tender.

In the document sent to U.S Secretary of Defense from the US Ankara
Embassy, with the reference ID, 10 ANKARA126 on 26 January 2010, there are
some questions for Turkish government actually political. According to PM
Erdogan, “such a system must be implemented in a NATO context to diminish the
political cost that his government will likely bear, both in terms of domestic

% This meant that Turkey’s stance

politics and in Turkey’s relations with Iran.
was closer to the Europen stance. Also Erdogan was concerned about the
participation of Turkey into the system could give later a protection for Israel
against Iranian counter strike. It is stated that the system will be NATOize if
Turkey has stated how much NATO would be enough. It is obvious that there is
an ongoing debate and bargain ship to deploy missile defenses in Turkey and the

government’s concerns are discussed.

The document sent with the reference ID, 10ANKARA251 on 2 February
2010 is related with the debate between secretary of defense Robert Gates and
Turkish secretary of defense Vecdi Goniil regarding the current proposed missile
defense system, PAA. Firstly Goniil stated that the new plan is better than the
previous system because the previous one did not cover Turkey. Also Goniil
emphasized that “without a radar based in Turkey, significant areas in the eastern

part of the country would not be covered by the system.”*”® Secondly, Goniil

173 «Viewing Cable 09ANKARA 1472, Scenesetter: Your Visit to Turkey”,
http://wikileaks.ch/cable/2009/10/09ANKARA1472.html (Accessed on 10 August 2014)

174 «viewing Cable 10ANKARA126, Secretary’s Gates’ Turkey Bilateral Visit”,
http://wikileaks.ch/cable/2010/01/10ANKARA126.html (Accessed on 10 August 2014)

175 «viewing Cable 10ANKARA251, Secretary of Defense Gates’s meetings with Turkish”,
https://wikileaks.org/cable/2010/02/10ANKARA251.html (Accessed on 10 August 2014)
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acknowledged that host countries for radar site could also be the Southeast
European countries; Turkey was the optimal site for deployment. Goniil
mentioned that Ankara is also concerned with Iran’s program but international
community does not have enough evidence for the existence of weapons program.
However, an air defense is important for Turkey’s European allies. Finally, for
Turkey it is important that the Turkish militarily is prepared for the future possible
conflicts in the Middle East. In conclusion, Vecdi Gontil states the demands of
Turkey in missile defense deployment and offers the U.S. to deploy a radar site in

Turkey.

The document sent with the reference ID, 10ANKARA302 on 2 February
2010, includes the opinions regarding the Feridun Sinirlioglu’s, undersecretary of
ministry of foreign affairs of Turkey, on missile defense. Sinirlioglu questioned
the U.S. officials about Russia’s reaction on missile defense. Burns, deputy
secretary of state, said that Russians are much more comfortable towards the
Phased Adaptive Approach (PAA) and the U.S. would develop bilateral ties with
Russian Federation and continue for conversations in NATO-Russia Council.
“Sinirlioglu recalled PM Erdogan’s request in his recent meeting with SECDEF
Gates that Iranian threat not be highlighted to justify PAA.” 176

In conclusion, it is obvious that the WikilLeaks documents suggest that
there have been some negotiations between the two sides. However, the
WikiLeaks documents do not show entire negotiations between two sides and thus
there are some episodes which cannot be pin pointed because of lack of enough
evidences. Even so, it may be said that the Turkish government wanted to get the
radar system deployed in Turkey in return for Turkey being part of the NATO
BMD strategy and also was highly concerned with BMD strategy’s objective

176 «viewing Cable 10ANKARA302,U/S Burn’s February 18 Meetings with U/S”,
https://wikileaks.org/cable/2010/02/10ANKARA302.html (Accessed on 10 August 2014)
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against Iran and Russian Federation. In other words, Turkey’s strategy was not

identical with that of the US strategy.

Before Lisbon Summit, Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan and
political elite of ruling party (AKP) has made statements about the Turkey’s
concerns on missile defense that is projected to be deployed in Turkey. The plan
was U.S originated and the U.S has included the NATO into the project because
the European partners demanded that it should not be a US’s unilateral initiative.
Until Lisbon Summit, ballistic missile defense plan of Obama has been discussed

and concerns of the parties have been stated.

Turkey had some concerns about the plan. First one is that “Turkey wanted
the project to be a NATO project rather than an American project alone based on
the lessons learned from the ‘Jupiter’ missile crisis in 1962.”'"" Actually, in
Lisbon Summit, NATO had accepted to be in the project and concern of Turkey
had been solved. However, before Lisbon Summit, Turkey had commanding
concern about the missile system that was to be deployed in Turkish soil. Before
the Lisbon Summit, Erdogan stated about the ballistic missile system “If these
issues are related with our soil in general, command of missile system should be
certainly given to us. Command of another country cannot be accepted.”178 Before
the summit Erdogan was very sensitive on the issue. However, after Lisbon
summit, Erdogan has accepted command of NATO on missile defense. “We have
always stated that the command issues should be entirely under NATO.” Erdogan
said in response to questions from reporters following his participation in a

signing ceremony in Ankara.”*’® The change in the attitude of Erdogan could be

Y7 K ibaroglu, op cit., p.231
178 «“Erdogan: Komuta Bizde Olmali, ”Sol Portal. 15 November 2010.
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30 June 2014)
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related with the other concerns of Turkey. “Turkey did not want any country’s
name to be explicitly pronounced as the source of the threat against which the
alliance would be developing the project. “ ¥ Turkey was concerned with the
issue because of two reasons, namely relations with Iran and Iran can have a
justification for “further advancing their missile and other military capabilities.”*
Although Iran is not clearly stated as a threat in the declaration of Lisbon Summit,
it is clearly known from the statements of the U.S administration that deployment
of a component of ballistic missile defense in Turkey is related with the Middle
East policies. Also in the declaration the concerns over the development of
nuclear missiles by Iran have been stated.*® Commander of Iranian Revolutionary
Guard Air Force, General Emir Hali Hacizade stated that in a possible attack
against Iran, the first target of Iran would be the NATO ballistic missile defense
system in Turkey.'® It is obvious that to be or not on the declaration as a threat
for Iran is not important because Iran is aware of the aim of ballistic missile
defense components. NATO Lisbon Summit and deployments show that Turkey

could not go beyond the decisions taken in NATO.

Turkey has demanded for having the components of ballistic missile
defense. The government has started a bid for the purchase of ballistic missile
batteries and also to produce it in Turkey for technology transfer. The firms that
participated in the bid process were from the U.S, China, Russian Federation and
France- Italy cooperation. The process has been resulted with the acceptance of
Chinese company CPMIEC which reacted positively and accepted to produce
missiles together with Turkey. The result of the bid process has not been
welcomed by U.S and NATO members. NATO has stated that the Chinese

180 Kibaroglu, op cit., p.232
181 |bid, p. 232

182 The full text of the document is available at
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missiles cannot be adapted to the NATO system deployed in Turkey. Also, the
U.S congress has prohibited the use of U.S funds in use of integration of Chinese
missile systems to the U.S systems.'®* The reason for Turkey to choose the
Chinese systems is the lower price compared to other companies in the bid and
technology transfer. Other companies do not accept to produce missile systems
together because after technology transfer Turkey can start to produce its own
missiles.'®® This is the economic side. The second one is that political reactions
came from the U.S and NATO. The reason of the U.S and NATO could be the
suspicion about Turkey’s foreign policy direction. Having ballistic missile defense
creates a dependence on foreign policy by the NATO and the U.S. For instance, in
a state of war with Iran, if NATO members decided to fire patriots from Turkey to
Iran, Turkey cannot claim that there is no responsibility of her. In this situation,
Turkey becomes a target for Iran. Therefore to produce it in Turkey is important
for increase the maneuver capability in the foreign policy. However the process

has been continuing and the results will be seen in the future.

In general reactions to Obama plan were positive in Europe. Not only
European countries but also Russia has praised the revision of Obama’s plan.
Some stated that the Obama administration has shelved the plans in order to
appease Russia. Leaders of Germany, France, Austria and Slovakia have
supported the policy shift. Rasmussen, general secretary of NATO, labeled the
change as positive movement and offered a “NATO and Russia” cooperation on

missile defense.

Czech Republic and Poland, of course, have reacted differently. Polish

and Czech leaders did not criticize Obama’s plans publicly. However, some

184 «“Rusya Fiize Thalesine Geri Dondii,” Milliyet, 8 Mayis 2014.
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conservative Polish newspapers labeled the change as the betrayal of the U.S to
Poland. Also former Poland president Lech Walesa and Czech Prime Minister
Mirek Topolanek criticized Obama’s policy towards the region. Czech president
Vaclav Klaus has stated that the strategy change would not result with cooling of
the relations. Some senators of Czech ruling party is not pleased with the policy
change. Moreover, Czech foreign minister Jan Kohout stated that change in
missile plans of U.S has created an empty space and should be filled with new and

concrete projects.’®

Public opinion in Czech Republic and Poland was not largely supportive
of Bush era plan. Also Czech government had lost in a no-confidence vote in
2009 and analyzers state that controversial missile defense projects had played an
important role in the loss.*®’ Criticisms to Bush missile plans came from the
notion that Poland and Czech Republic would be one of the first targets of Iran to
attack. Therefore, it has both advantages and disadvantages. While shield protects

the region, the region would be one of the targets of Iran in a state of attack.

The most positive reaction came from Russia. Medvedev has stated that
“"We appreciate this responsible move by the U.S. president toward realizing our
agreement,” and "I am prepared to continue the dialogue.”*®® Also Putin
appreciated Obama’s decision and wanted the U.S to move on Russia’s
membership to World Trade Organization by raising the trade limitations. Russian
officials announced that they would not deploy offensive Iskander missiles in
Kaliningrad. ' Briefly, Russian leaders and officials have appreciated that

movement.

18 Hildreth and Ek, Carl. “Long Range Ballistic Missile Defense in Europe” op cit., p.101-102
87 Burns, op cit., p.137

188 Kevin Whitelaw, “Obama's Missile Plan Decision: What It Means,” NPR, 17 September 2009.
http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyld=112909735 (Accessed on April 22, 2013)

189 David J. Kramer “Resetting U.S-Russia Relations: It Takes Two” The Washington Quarterly.
33/1, January 2010, p.66 http://www.twg.com/10january/docs/10jan_kramer.pdf (Accessed on
28 May 2011)
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On May 11, 2011 Rasmussen’s article has been published. In the article,
Rasmussen explains that the cooperation is so close between NATO and Russia.
Rasmussen hopes that NATO and Russia could establish security together not
against each other with the leadership and assistance of the U.S.*° Rasmussen
here is so optimistic because he mentions missile defense project as a very
important part of security structure. However, Russia is not happy with Western
security structure and proposes new security establishment. Moreover, the result
of negotiations is still ambiguous and cannot be exactly stated agreement on
missile defense projects with Russia will be made. Lastly, Rasmussen has
explained in June 9, 2011 that NATO and Russia is under the same missile threat.
Therefore they should cooperate on missile defense project. However, Russian
Ministry of Defence has stated that they have conflicts with NATO because
Russia wants NATO to guarantee that NATO will not use proposed missile

defense project against Russia. ***

Obama and Joe Biden have explained their desire to “reset” relations

between Russia and the U.S. Leaders of both states made speeches that

192

emphasized on resetting the U.S and Russia relations.™ Also lastly Joe Biden

made a speech about U.S-Russia reset. According to Biden, the security and

economic interests of both states are similar. Therefore, Russia and the U.S can

193

cooperate.”™ The common points in both Obama and Biden’s statements were the

190 Andres Fogh Rasmussen, “NATO, Russia coming to an agreement on missile defense”. 11 May
2011, Chicago Tribune, http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/opinion/ct-oped-0511-nato-
20110511,0,2113107.story (Accessed on 13 May 2014)

101 “Rusya NATO Arasinda Yeni Kriz,” Milliyet, 9 June 2011.
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192 “Obama, Medvedev Say 'Reset' US-Russia Relations,” Associated Press, 24 June 2010.
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relations?PageNr=1 (Accessed on 28 May 2014)
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cooperation on lran, Afghanistan, and N. Korea, the new START treaty and

accession of Russia to the WTO.

Russia does not want Iran to have nuclear weapons but it is not alarmed
like Europe and US because they have a different policy towards Iran. For Russia,
Iran is a very important trading partner and an entry to world politics and Middle
East affairs. Also Russia sees Iran’s nuclear program as a guarantee for security
against pressures coming from U.S. Possible US-Iran rapprochement might hurt
benefits of Russia. In a possible rapprochement Iran and Russia would compete

for energy market in Europe.*®*

Also Iran’s military facilities, development of oil
and gas reserves and nuclear development program are strongly supported by
Russian contractors.’*> Change in U.S decision to deploy missiles in East Central
Europe has aimed to get assistance of Russia on Iran’s nuclear program. Russia
has shown desire to cooperate on missile defense project but how it will act on

Iran issue or whether it will be harsh is still ambiguous.

Other issue was the possible membership of Ukraine and Georgia to
NATO. Russia has always opposed NATO enlargement because it thinks that
NATO is expanding the regions that are Russia’s sphere of influence. Russia has
accused the West because of engineering colored revolutions in those states. The
peak point in the conflict was the Russia-Georgia war in South Ossetia.*®Also
there were some objections to the membership of Georgia and Ukraine like
Germany because of Russia’s position in the region. In the near future, it is clear
that Georgia and Ukraine would not be the members of NATO. However, both
states want to integrate into Western system. Therefore, Russia could play an
important role to solve these conflicts in the region. However, the current crisis in

Ukraine shows that, cooperation on BMD will be delayed. Indeed, Russia wants

1% Eugene Rumer and Angela Stent. “Russia and the West” Survival, 51/2, April-May 2009. p.99.

1% john Jack Rooney, “Missile Defense and Rising Global Tensions” The New Presence, 11/1,
Spring 2009, p.41.

1% Eygene Rumer and Angela Stent, op cit., p. 98-101
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to increase and restore its great power status by increasing its influence in the
region. The U.S also wants to continue her hegemonic status and therefore the

interests of both states conflict with each other.

Another issue is Afghanistan and Central Asia. Russia, U.S and Europe
have been pursuing a policy to prevent Taliban to come to power in Afghanistan
and are providing security and stability for it. However, Russia does not always
have a supporting role in Afghanistan. For example in 2005 Russian motivated
Shanghai Cooperation Organization asked the withdrawal of U.S from Central
Asia. Also in 2009, Russia wanted Kyrgyzstan to expel U.S from the Manas air
base. While Russia cooperates with U.S in Afghanistan, it is clear that it does not

17 The U.S has used and wants to

want a permanent U.S presence in the region
continue to use Russian lands for transportation of their soldiers and military
equipment’s to Afghanistan.'*® Briefly, the U.S needs support and cooperation of

Russia in Afghanistan.

Another topic is the new START treaty. The change and moderation in the
relations between U.S and Russia, Obama and Medvedev administration have
signed a new deal in 2010 and which entered into force in 2011. The negotiations
started in 2006 but Putin and Bush could not finish the negotiations and could not
come to an agreement. *® However, Obama and Medvedev have signed the treaty.
The insistence of Bush proposed plan in Obama’s presidency could result with the
reluctance of Russia to come to an agreement about arms control and reduction.

Aggregate limits in new START Treaty are;

97 Eugene Rumer and Angela Stent. op cit., p.98-101

1% The White House. Office of Press Secretary, “U.S-Russia Relations: “Reset” Fact Sheet,” 24
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(Accessed 3 June 2014)
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700 deployed intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), deployed
submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and deployed
heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments;

1,550 nuclear warheads on deployed ICBMs, deployed SLBMs,
and deployed heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments
(each such heavy bomber is counted as one warhead toward this
limit);

800 deployed and non-deployed ICBM launchers, SLBM
launchers, and heavy bombers equipped for nuclear armaments.*®

In the Cold War period, amounting to 40,000 or 65,000 nuclear

warheads?**

would be decreased to 1,550 with this agreement. It is interpreted as
the important act by the Russian Federation and US for the disarmament of the
world. However, based on the pessimist interpretation, the US and Russian
Federation gets rid of the nuclear warheads that are old and includes high cost or
modernization. After getting rid of old ones, both states would still have enough
capability to deter threats.?®® Therefore, the new START treaty is an important
step for the nuclear disarmament; it could be evaluated from the different side as

well.

The other important issue was the membership of Russia in WTO. After
the Obama administration has explained that it will abandon the Bush era plan,

Putin wanted the U.S to lift trade restrictions and move forward on Russian WTO

200 «“New Start,” U.S Department of State, http://www.state.gov/t/avc/newstart/index.htm
(Accessed on 10 June 2014)
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membership. Then, Obama has expressed that U.S would help Russia on its
membership to WTO. 2*

Briefly, these are the strategic issues why U.S needed cooperation of

Russia and resulted with change in U.S BMD maodification.

4.3 The Crisis in Ukraine and Pressure on Obama to renew neo- Reaganist

Approach

Viktor Yanukovych had come to power as president in 2010 by
“campaigning on a platform of closer ties with Russia”.?®* After Yanukovych has
become the president, his main rival in the presidential elections was Prime
Minister Yulia Tymoshenko, who was arrested because of the abuse of powers
and jailed in October 2011.%% However, action that initiated the protest had been
in November 2013. In November 2013, Yanukovych had two economic choices
for Ukraine. First one was to sign a trade association agreement with European
Union to fasten the integration with Europe. Second one was to “take a $15bn
loan from Russia and move his country toward a planned Eurasian Union with

Belarus, Kazakhstan and Russia.”?® Yanukovych has chosen the latter. Whether

293 Elizabeth Williamson, “Obama: Russia Belongs in WTO” 25 June 2010.
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his decision is rational or not is debated, however, “it would have forced Ukraine
to decide between Russia and the EU.”" Indeed, the decision has been
interpreted by the protestors that seeking the integration with Europe as the
choosing Russia instead of Europe and sustain its ties with Russia. “The decision
provoked demonstrations in Kiev on what became known as the Euromaidan by
protestors seeking to align their future with Europe’s and speaking out against
corruption.”?®®Protests have continued and armed conflicts started between
Ukrainian officials and protestors. However, the protests got worse in both East
and Western Ukraine. On 24 February 2014, Russia had intervened in Crimea to
provide the peace.

“Russian leader Vladimir Putin’s campaign to annex the Crimean
Peninsula has raised military tensions in Eastern Europe as former Soviet
republics and their western neighbors wonder what Moscow’s next move might
be?®® Not only Eastern Europe and neighbors of Russia are concerned but also
U.S is concerned about the developments in the Crimean peninsula. Although
Obama administration has modified the Bush era plans, due to the crisis in
Ukraine, there is an increasing pressure on Obama by congress in U.S to renew

the Bush proposed plan.

The Bush administration plan had included the deployment of interceptors
in Poland and radar system in Czech Republic in the first step. Obama’s plan has
changed this step. However, after the Ukraine crisis, Eastern Europe states are
suspicious about the Moscow’s attitude. Despite the fact that Obama
administration states that BMD strategy of the U.S is not against Russia and

Russia is not a threat in that framework, “Russia is a threat to the whole of

207 «“Ukraine in Crisis,” Nation ,298/12, 24 March 2014, p.3-5.
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Europe. And Europe must finally understand what it is dealing with” Lithuanian
President Dalia Grybauskaite said.**° Actually, this shows the general attitude
towards Russia in Eastern Europe. “Poland talks about modernizing its military.
Latvia calls for more defense spending. Traditionally, neutral Sweden calls for a
doctrinal shift in defense”®** These are the first impressions of Ukraine crisis in
Eastern Europe and also created a pressure for U.S administration to reconsider
the security policies of Obama. It should be noted that Eastern Europe is alarmed
with the Ukrainian crisis. However, European major powers are not alarmed like
Eastern Europe because the crisis is not interpreted in the same way with Eastern
European states.

Pressure on Obama to renew the Bush era plan is coming from the

republican senators.

Sens. Kelly Ayotte, John McCain and Lindsey Graham said Russian
president Vladimir Putin was deeply uncomfortable with the Bush- era
plan, even though the defense system was intended to deter the threat of
missiles from Iran, not Russia. Breathing new life into the initiative,
particularly by pursuing a third site in the Czech Republic, would be an
effective way to punish Mr. Putin for his use of military force to annex
Ukraine’s Crimean Peninsula, the senators said.?t?

Indeed, the general perception of the republicans and some journalists are
on the same way and are trying to create pressure on Obama administration.
However, National Security Council spokeswoman Caitlin Hayden stated that
although Bush proposed plans were modified, still there is an ongoing BMD plan
and interceptor site in Romania will be operational in 2015 also Poland will have

BMD interceptors in 2018."* Therefore Obama administration defends the idea

219 Andrius Sytas and Pawel Bernat, “As Ukraine Crisis Deepens, Russia’s Neighbors Boost
Defenses,” Reuters, 7 March 2014.

21 ipid.

212 Guy Taylor, “GOP Senators back Bush-era missile defense system to punish Putin,” The
Washington Times, 30 March 2014. http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2014/mar/30/gop-
senators-back-restoration-of-bush-era-missile-/?page=all (Accessed on 13 June 2014)
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that despite the chanes made to the Bush proposed plan, there is an ongoing plan
gradually developing as it is explained in detail above. However, the aggressive
strategies of Russia in the region can bring the new additional military strategies

and opened the security understanding into the discussion.

Briefly, the recent developments in Ukraine paved the way for the
discussion of the security policies especially BMD strategy of Obama
administration and created pressure to renew the confrontationist approach.
Whether the Russian cooperation on deployment of missile defenses in Europe

can be achieved or not is questionable.

4.4 Conclusion

In conclusion, Bush presidency was towards a renewal of the
confrontationist approach in the missile defense strategy. It can be concluded that
Obama administration’s strategy on missile defense is the period of renegotiation.
However, Obama’s proposed missile defense plan could not be marked as total
retreat from the deployment of Bush era BMD strategy. Obama modified the Bush
era plan, NATO has welcomed the Obama administration plan after the
renegotiations. Also Russia has been trying to integrate to the project by Obama

administration as explained above.

This chapter is devoted to explain the reasons and motives beyond the
modification of Bush era plan by Obama administration. Although Obama
administration has modified the plan and presented by media and some academics
as the cancellation of the plan, EPAA of Obama has shown that the plan will
expand gradually and include the much more countries than Bush proposed plan
for deployment.

One of the most important reasons of the modification in the plan was the

Russian Federation’s reaction to Bush proposed plan and the aim of integration of
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Russia to the plan. The modification is welcomed by Russian Federation but
Russia could not be integrated into the plan as it was supposed to be in the
framework in NATO- Russian Federation Council. However, the crisis in Ukraine
has affected the political elite in US and the pressure started on Obama to renew
the Reaganist or confrontationist approach for the deployment of BMD in Europe

against Russia.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

This thesis is devoted to examine the continuity and change of the US
missile defense strategy in the post-cold war era. Cycles of confrontation and
compromise from the George W. Bush to Barack Obama era of U.S Missile

Defense Strategy is shown.

The confrontationist approach and retreat from that stance has been
explored in this thesis. Ronald Reagan, the president of the US form 1981 to
1989, fits into the Second Cold War in Halliday’s classification. The Reagan plan
was the Strategic Defense Initiative and brought a new vision to BMD systems.
The initiative was expensive and required new effort to develop ballistic missiles
that would protect United States against a full scale attack from USSR. Indeed,
SDI was not only factor in the demise of the USSR but clearly instrumental on it
because in arms race, it brought new severe economic burdens. Briefly, Ronald
Reagan developed his strategy in the bipolar international system to sustain the

hegemonic status of the U.S. against U.S.S.R.

However, George W. H. Bush and Bill Clinton years were the retreat from
confrontationist approach and BMD of both administrations aimed to protect US
from limited and accidental strikes. Of course, since USSR no longer exists and
the U.S is only the superpower, it is not supposed to be a missile attack from a
state like it was a possibility from the Soviet Union. Therefore the attack might
come as a result of accident, therefore to protect the US against such accidents
would be enough and it would decrease the requirement of financial resources
allocated for the development of missile defense. Therefore both presidents
focused on to develop missile systems against the limited strikes and short range

ballistic missiles.
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Whereas George W.H Bush and Bill Clinton years were the retreat from
the confrontationist approach, George W. Bush period was a tendency towards
renewal of confrontationist approach. 1990s were the years in during which the
U.S was only superpower and the international system was unipolar. However
Bush period (early 2000s) was a transition to multipolar system from unipolar
one. Therefore, Bush developed policies to keep hegemonic status of the U.S. and
the BMD strategy was one of the components of this strategy by making use of

the military technology advantage.

After Bush came to power, he clearly gave the signals that the US will
follow an aggressive unilateralist foreign policy. In his speech on missile defense
on May 1, 2001, Bush had stated that in the Cold War period the enemy was the
Soviet Union and she no longer exists. Bush defined today’s world as a vastly
different one from the Cold War period. After 9/11 attacks Bush had defined the
threats as terrorist groups and states that sponsors of terrorism like Irag and Iran.
Therefore, a missile system should have been developed to prevent such threats.
Thus, Bush administration had negotiated with Poland and Czech Republic to
deploy missiles to protect particularly US allies in Europe from threats which
could come from “rogue states”, especially Iran. Bush administration had also
aimed with the plan to strengthen her bargaining chip with Iran on Iran’s nuclear
program. However, not only Iran had criticized the plan, but also Russian
Federation and major European powers especially, France and Germany had not
been supportive to the plan. Briefly, after 9/11 attacks, Bush administration has
developed its foreign policy and acted aggressively and unilaterally. BMD was
one of the components of the US foreign policy to increase the US declining
power. Bush administration was aware of the fact that the US hegemony was
declining and some policies should have been adopted to sustain its hegemon
status.

Obama years could be defined as the renegotiation for the Bush era missile
defense and offered to Medvedev to in return for Russia’s support on Iran nuclear

program to rethink the Bush proposed plan. Also particularly European allies have
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demanded the project to be a NATO project and NATO has welcomed the new
project, EPAA. Obama has modified the Bush era plan. While Obama was
retreating from the decision to deploy BMD in Poland and Czech Republic, with
the EPAA the plan was extended to the Baltic Sea and Mediterranean Sea.
Although there were changes were made to the plan, Obama plan will be deployed
gradually. Actually, Obama administration did not change threat definition of
Bush administration and still rogue states and terrorist groups could threaten the
US interests in the different places of the world, essentially Middle East and Asia.
After the modification, Russian Federation has cancelled her Iskandar missiles
deployment plans in Kaliningrad. However, another aim of Obama administration

to integrate Russian Federation to the BMD plan is not successful.

After crisis in Ukraine and Russian leader Putin’s campaign to annex
Crimean Peninsula has alarmed the US. There was an increasing pressure on
Obama to renew the BMD policy and to reinstall Bush proposed plan. Actually,
EPAA has been including the deployment missiles in Europe like Romania, some
members of congress and media makes pressure on Obama to deploy missiles in
Europe immediately. However, Obama administration did not change the status of

the project yet.

In conclusion, although there were fluctuations in the US BMD strategies,
it may be stated that none of the US administration gave of the BMD policy and
each US administration continued to develop BMD strategy. Therefore BMD
policy as permanent defense expenditure continued since Ronald Reagan
presidency up to today. It seems that it will remain as such as long as the US

wants to sustain its hegemonic status in word affairs.

The research done in this thesis allows suggesting that in the post-Cold
War era, George Bush has shown tendency to renewal of the confrontationist
approach whereas Obama administration has renegotiated for BMD plans. It
appears that such cycle of confrontation and compromise will continue to

dominate the international agenda.
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APPENDIX A: TURKISH SUMMARY

SOGUK SAVAS SONRASI DONEMDE AMERIKAN FUZE
STRATEJISINDEKI DEVAMLILIK VE DEGISIM

Bu tez Amerika Birlesik Devletleri (ABD)’nin soguk savas sonrasi
donemde balistik fiize savunmasi stratejilerindeki devamlilik ve degisim siirecini
degerlendirmeyi hedef almaktadir. Obama yonetimi tarafindan Bush yonetiminin
Polonya ve Cek Cumbhuriyeti’ne yerlestirmeyi Onerdigi balistik fiize savunma
sistemleri planinin degistirilmesi 1518inda Bush ve Obama donemindeki balistik
flize savunma stratejilerindeki olusum ve devamliligin bir ¢ergevesini ¢izmek de
bu tezin konusudur. Tez Obama doneminde Bush yonetimi balistik fiize savunma
sistemleri planinda yapilan degisikligin arkasindaki nedenleri de ortaya
koymaktadir. Obama doneminde yapilan degisikligin nedenlerinden en
onemlisinin iran’mn niikleer programia karst Rusya’nin destegini almak oldugu
gozlemlenir. Hegemonik istikrar teorisi degisikligin sebeplerini anlamada net bir

fikir vermektedir.

Soguk Savas doneminde 6zellikle ABD ve Sovyet Sosyalist Cumhuriyetler
Birligi (SSCB) amaci niikleer silahlar elde etmek ve gelistirmek olan bir silah
yarisinin igine girdiler. Giidiimli fiize sistemlerinin elde edilmesi ve gelistirilmesi
de silahlanma yarisinda ana hedeflerden biriydi. Soguk savas yillarinda giidiimlii
flize stratejisi niikleer caydiricilik teorisinin en 6nemli pargalarindan biri haline
geldi. Silahlanmanin artmasi ve silah sektoriiniin gelismesi ile birlikte fiize
sistemlerinin teknik kapasitesi de artmaya basladi ve bdylece en 6nemli hava

savunma araglarindan biri haline geldi.

Bu tezin amac1 Amerikan glidiimlii flize kalkan stratejisindeki saldirgan ve

uzlagmaci politikalarin, Amerikan bagkanliklar1 doneminde nasil degistigini
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ortaya koymaktir. Fiize savunma stratejilerindeki dalgalanmay1 ortaya koymak

i¢cin hegemonik istikrar teorisi bu tezin analitik ¢ergevesini olusturmaktadir.

SSCB’nin yikilmasi ve Soguk Savas’in sona ermesiyle birlikte ABD tek
siiper giic olarak kald1 ve uluslararasi sistem tek kutuplu bir sisteme doniistii.
Sistemin tek kutuplu olmasi, Amerikan hegemonyasinin egemen olmasini sagladi.
1990’1ar ABD’nin hegemonyasini siirdiirdiigli ve ciddi bir rakip ile karsilagsmadigi
donemlerdi. Ancak 2000’11 yillar uluslararasi sistemin tek kutupluluk ’tan ¢ok
kutupluluga dogru gecisin yasandig1 yillardi. ABD diinya iizerindeki etkisini
siirdiirmeye calisirken, Avrupa Birligi (AB), Rusya Federasyonu ve Cin diinya
siyasetindeki agirliklarini artirmaya bagladilar. 1990°1u yillarda ABD hegemon
roliinii iistlenmeye hem istekliydi hem de yeterli giice sahipti. Ancak 200’li yillara
geldigimizde ABD hala bu rolii devam ettirmekte istekli olsa dahi diger aktorlerin
giiclenmeye baslamasindan dolay1r hegemon roliinii devam ettirmekte engellerle
kargilasmaktadir. Bu yiizden ABD’nin 2000°li yillardaki politikalart 1990’lu
yillara  gore uluslararas1  konjonktiirden etkilendiginden  degisiklikler
gostermektedir. Aslinda ABD hegemon statiisiinii devam ettirmek icin degisen
duruma kars1 politikalar gelistirmistir. Glidiimlii fiize kalkan projesinin George W.
Bush doneminde genisletilmesi ve Dogu Avrupa’ya yerlestirilmesinin 6nerilmesi,
ABD’nin hegemonik statiisiinii devam ettirmesine ve askeri teghizat transferiyle

etki alaninin genisletilmesine yoneliktir.

Tez, il boliimde konu hakkinda genel bir bilgi verirken, ikinci boliim
Ronald Reagan doneminden (1981- 1989) baslayarak George W. Bush dénemine
kadar, fiize kalkan stratejisinin gelisimini ortaya koymaktadir. Ugiincii kistm Bush
donemi fiize kalkan stratejisini ve buna bagli olarak olusan tepkileri ortaya
koymaktadir. Dordiincii kissm Obama doneminde Bush donemi flize kalkan
planlarinda yapilan degisikligin sebeplerini ve Obama’nin fiize kalkan projesinden
bahsedilmektedir. Ayrica, lgilincli ve dordiincii kisimlarda Son olarak sonug
bolimi ABD’nin flize kalkan stratejilerindeki dalgalanmalarin  ortaya

koymaktadir.
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Giidiimlii fiize sistemlerinin ilk kullanimi ikinci Diinya Savasi’nin sonuna
gitmektedir. Nazi Almanya’simnin Birlesik Krallik ve Fransa’daki miittefikler
tizerinde kullandig1 V-2 fiizeleri, bu fiizelere karsi bir savunma sistemi
olusturulmasi gerekliligini ortaya ¢ikardi. Daha sonralar 6zellikle ABD ve SSCB
giidiimlii fiize kalkan projelerine ¢ok yliksek miktarlarda kaynak ayirdilar ve bu

silahlara sahip olmak, silahlanma yarisinda 6nemli bir hale geldi.

Bugiin kullanildig1 ve anlasildigi anlamiyla projenin devamli bir savunma
harcamas1 haline gelmesi Ronald Reagan doneminde gergeklesti. Medya
tarafindan Yildiz Savaslar1 olarak adlandirilan ve Reagan’in agiklamis oldugu
Stratejik Savunma Girisimi, ABD’de stratejik bir savunma sitemi kurulmasini
onerdi. Ayrica bu girisim fiize kalkan projesini bir i¢ politika meselesi haline de
getirdi ve baskanlik se¢imlerinde dillendirilen bir mesele haline geldi. Reagan
dénemi Fred Halliday’mn Soguk Savas siniflandirmasinda Ikinci Soguk Savas
(1979-1990) dénemine denk gelmektedir. Ikinci Soguk Savas’m en karakteristik
Ozelliklerinden birisi, silahlanma yariginin en yiiksek noktalara ulagmasidir ve
Reagan’in yapmis oldugu girisim SSCB’nin sonunu getirmese de, silahlanma
yarisinda Sovyetlere biiylik bir mali yiik getirerek, SSCB’nin yikilmasina katki
yapmistir. Aslinda Reagan’in yaptig1 bu girisim, SSCB hegemonyasinin, ABD
hegemonyasini tehdit eder konuma gelmesine karsi gelistirilmis bir stratejiydi.
ABD pazarlik giiciinii artirarak hegemonyasini saglamlastirmayr hedef almstir.
Teknik ve finansal olarak projenin biyiikligii disiiniildiigiinde, gergeklestirilmesi
zor olsa da, ABD’nin elini SSCB karsisinda giiclendirmistir ve SSCB’nin
dagilmasina finansal yiik getirerek dolayli olarak katki yapmistir.

Kisacas1 Ronald Reagan ABD’nin fiize kalkan stratejisini ¢ok farkli bir
boyuta tasimistir. Reagan SSCB karsisinda pazarlik paymi artirarak, ABD’nin

hegemon statiisiinii SSCB karsisinda artirmay1 hedeflemistir.

Reagan’in stratejik savunma girisimi SSCB i¢in oldugu kadar ABD i¢in de
finansal yilik getirmisti. George H.W. Bush (1989- 1993) baskanlig1 soguk savasin
sonuna gelindigi ve SSCB’nin dagilma siirecine girdigi ve nitekim dagildigt bir

donemdi. iki kutuplu olan uluslararasi sistem, SSCB’nin dagilmasiyla yerini
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ABD’nin hegemon oldugu tek kutuplu sisteme birakmisti. Reagan’in Stratejik
savunma girisiminin finansal ve teknik agidan zorlugu, Sovyet tehdidinin artik
olmamas1 George W.H. Bush’u, Sovyetler tehditlere kars1 degil de daha sinirl
ataklara kars1 bir strateji gelistirmeye yoneltti. Bush “Global Protection Against
Limited Strikes” (GPALS) adin1 verdigi yeni savunma sistemi terdrist gruplardan
ve Sovyet’lere gore daha kiigiik capli devletlerden ABD’ye gelebilecek sinirh
ataklara ve kisa menzilli flize saldirilarina karsi sekillendirildi. Aslinda Bush
sistemden tamamen vazgegmeyerek, ABD’nin askeri etkinligini siirdiirmeyi ve

hegemonyasini giiglendirmeyi hedeflemistir.

Bill Clinton (1993-2001) goreve geldikten sonra Clinton yonetimi kisa
menzilli fiize tehdidi {izerinde yogunlagti. Bill Clinton sistemin teknik
yetersizligine olan giivenini sdylemekten kaginmadi. 1996 yilinda ulusal diizeyde
flize kalkan savunma siteminin 2005 yili sonuna kadar kurulmasini ongdren
anlasmaya ragmen, 2000 yilinda bu anlagmay1 iptal etti. Iptal ederken yaptigi
aciklamada sistemin operasyonel olarak yetersizligine olan inancini bir kez daha
yeniledi. Aslinda Bill Clinton déneminde de ABD tek kutuplu sistemde
hegemonyasin1 devam ettirmekteydi ve Bill Clinton filize kalkan stratejisine bagli
kalarak ancak ¢ok da sistemi genisletmeyerek, hegemonyanin devamin

saglamaya calisti.

George W. Bush donemi Clinton ve George W.H. Bush doneminden farkli
olarak, Reagan donemindeki saldirgan giidiimlii fiize kalkan savunmasi stratejisini
yenileme olarak goriilebilir. 1990’lu yillarda Amerika tek kutuplu sistemde
hegemon statiisiinii devam ettirirken, 2000’11 yillar AB, Rusya Federasyonu, Cin
ve Hindistan gibi aktorlerin de gliclenmeye basladigi ve ¢cok kutuplu uluslararasi
sisteme dogru bir gecisin yasandigi donemdir. Burada ekonomik veriler de
dikkate alindigina gayri safi yurtici hasilalara da bakildiginda AB ve ABD
disindaki aktdrlerin ylizde olarak artist ABD’ye gore daha fazladir. Ancak bu
ABD’nin askeri teknolojiye en ¢ok yatirim yapan ve en ¢ok finansal kaynak

ayiran devlet oldugu ger¢egini degistirmemektedir.
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Soguk savas yillarinda mutually assured dectruction (MAD) teorisi, ABD
ve SSCB gibi iki niikleer giiciin, bir niikleer atisma alevlendigi takdirde, iki
taraftan herhangi birisinin saldirida bulunmasi durumunda iki tarafin da
kazanamayacagi ve toplu bir yikima maruz kalacagindan, birbirlerine karsi
niikleer giiclerini kullanmay1 alikoyan goriisii ifade etmektedir. Ancak George W.
Bush bu goriisii desteklemedigini belirtecek ve yenidiinya diizeni kavramindan ne
anladigin1 agikladiktan sonra, tehdidin artik SSCB olmadigini ve yeni tehdidin
terrist gruplar ve bu gruplara yardim ve yataklik yapan iilkeler oldugunu
belirtmistir. Bu lilkeler arasinda Irak, Iran ve Kuzey Kore bulunmaktadir. Bush
MAD’e olan inangsizligini1 gosterdikten sonra, Aralik 2001°de SSCB, daha sonra
Rusya Federasyonu ve ABD arasinda glidiimlii flize silahlar1 rejiminin nasil
olmas1 gerektigini diizenleyen Anti Ballistic Missile Treaty (ABM)’ den
cekilecegini agikladi ve altt ay sonra anlagsmanin tarafi olmadigmi bildirdi.
Aslinda bu anlasma hem ABD’yi hem de SSCB’nin ne diizeyde fiize savunma
sistemi gelistirmesinin sinirlarin1 ¢izmekteydi. Bush bu anlagmadan c¢ekilerek
ABD’nin istedigi sekilde flize savunma sistemi yerlestirmesinin Oniinii agmis

oldu.

Bush donemi dis politikasinin daha saldirgan bir tutum igine girmesine
neden olan en 6nemli olaylardan biri de 9/11 saldirilaridir. 9/11 ABD toplumuna
sOylenen terdrist gruplardan gelebilecek tehlikelerin varligi kanitlanmis oldu ve
bu gruplara ve terdrizme destek veren lilkelere karsi stratejiler gelistirilmesi

gerekliligi bir kez daha vurguland.

Aslinda Bush doneminde cok kutuplu sisteme gecisin yasanmasi ve
terorist gruplarin ABD’yi tehdit eder hale gelmesi ABD’yi saldirgan dis politika
izlemeye itti. Irak’a yapilan miidahale bu politikanin en iy1 6rneklerinden biriydi.
Bush hegemonyayr saglamlastirmak ve tamimlamis oldugu tehditlere kars
politikalar gelistirmekte iken, giidiimlii fiize savunma stratejisi bu politikalardan
biriydi. Bush yonetimi flize savunma sistemi ile birlikte tehdit edilen hegemon

statiisiinii devam ettirmeye ve askeri giiciinii kullanarak etki alanini1 genisletmeye
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calisti. Bush yonetiminin Avrupa’da konuslandirmayi sectigi iilke Polonya ve Cek

Cumhuriyeti yani eski Sovyet etki alan1 olan Dogu Avrupa’dir.

ABD’nin 2001 yilinda ABM anlagmasindan g¢ekilmesinden sonra, 2004
yilinda toplam otuz tane yer tabanli Onleyici fiize Kaliforniya’da bulunan
Vandenberg Hava Ussii ve Alaska Fort Greely askeri firlatma alanina yerlestirildi.
Buraya ek olarak onleyici fiizelerin yerlestirilmesinin amacinin Kuzey Kore’den
gelebilecek niikleer ve glidimli fiize tehlikesine karsi koymak icin oldugu
acikland1 ve bu fiizeler ABD’deki radar sistemlerinden bilgiler alacakti. ABD
kendi ana topraklarimi korumak i¢in fiize savunma sistemi yerlestirirken,
Avrupa’ya filize savunma sistemleri teknolojisini transfer etmek zorunda
olmadigint da gosterdi. Bush yonetimi kendi topraklarinin giivenligini
giiclendirdikten sonra, geriye kalan ve koruma saglanmasi gereken alanlar
Avrupali miittefikleriydi. Ancak bu dénemde Avrupa’da boyle bir talep olusmus
degildi. Clinkii Avrupa’nin tehdit algilamasi bazi noktalarda ABD’den farkliydi.
Omegin ABD’nin Irak’a miidahalesi sirasinda askeri miidahaleye kars1 olan ve
daha bariscil ve demokrasi yanlis1 ¢oziimden yana olan Ozellikle Almanya ve
Fransa, ABD tarafindan Eski Avrupa olarak tanimlandi.(Old Europe). Diger
taraftan Yeni Avrupa (New Europe) ozellikle Soguk Savas déneminde SSCB
etkisinde olan ve Soguk Savas bittikten sonra AB’ye yeni iiye lilke ya da aday
iilke olan ve ABD’nin askeri miidahalesini destekleyen {ilkeleri siniflandirmak
icin kullanilmistir. Eski Avrupa diye tanimlanan grubun, tehdit algilamalar1 ya da
¢oziim yollar1 farkli oldugundan dolay1 ABD’den direkt olarak fiize kalkan
sistemlerinin Avrupa’da konuslandirilmas: gibi bir talepleri olmamistir. Bu
yiizden ABD fiize kalkan projesinin yerlestirilecegi iilkeleri se¢erken Yeni Avrupa
diye tanimladigi kesime yonelmis ve Polonya ve Cek Cumbhuriyeti ile
miizakerelere baslamistir. 2007 yilinin baglarinda Bush yonetimi bir slire devam
eden miizakerelerden sonra resmi olarak Polonya ve Cek Cumbhuriyeti’ne resmi
olarak Polonya’ya yerlestirilmek {izere on adet Onleyici flize ve Cek
Cumbhuriyeti’ne yerlestirilmek {lizere bir radar sistemi kurulmasi teklif etti.

Projenin 2013 yil1 sonuna kadar tamamlanmasi ve en az dort milyar dolara mal
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olmast 6ngoriiliiyordu. Bu projenin amacinin Iran ve Kuzey Kore’den gelecek

tehditlere kars1 oldugu agiklanda.

Tiirkiye’nin bu donemdeki durumuna bakildiginda ise, ABD’nin 6nerdigi
flize savunma sistemi projesinde sistemin konuslandirilacak alanlarinin iginde yer
almadig1 goriilmektedir. Ancak Tiirkiye jeopolitik 6nemi acisindan ABD’nin Orta
Dogu ile ilgili stratejik planlamalarinda énemli bir yere sahiptir. Ancak Bush
doneminde yapilan fiize kalkan1 planlamasinda Tiirkiye i¢in tanimlanmis bir rol
bulunmamaktadir. Bunun nedeni Tiirkiye Biiyiik Millet Meclisi’nin (TBMM)
Tiirk Silahli Kuvvetlerinin yabanci iilkelere gonderilmesi ve yabanci silahli
kuvvetlerin Tiirkiye'de bulunmasi i¢in hiikiimete yetki verilmesine iliskin
tezkerenin veto edilmesi olabilir. TBMM vetosundan sonra iliskiler ¢alkantili bir
donem gecirmis ve ABD Irak ile ilgili Tirkiye iizerinden yaptigr planlari

degistirmek durumunda kalmistir.

Bush’un teklif etmis oldugu plana tepkiler gecikmedi. En dikkate deger ve
sert tepki Rusya Federasyonu’ndan geldi. Rusya Federasyonu ilk olarak ABD ve
kendileri arasinda 24 Mayis 2002’de imzalanan ve her alanda is birligini 6ngéren
Ortak Deklarasyonun dikkate alinmadigini bildirdi. ABD’nin tek tarafli hareket
ettigini ve ig birligini dikkate almadigi agiklandi. ABD kurulmasi i¢in Onerilen
flize savunma sisteminin Rusya Federasyonu’na karsi olmadigini belirtmesine
ragmen, planlanan yere konuslandirilmast Rusya Federasyonu tarafindan bir
tehdit olarak algilandi. Bush yonetimi Polonya ve Cek Cumhuriyeti’ne fiize
savunma sistemlerinin yerlestirilmesinin diislinlildiigiinii agikladiktan sonra,
Rusya Federasyonu da Polonya smir1 yakinindaki Kaliningrad’a Iskandar
flizelerini yerlestirilecegini acgikladi. Rusya Federasyonu projeyi elestirmeye ve
alternatif yollar &nermeye devam etti. Ornegin radar sisteminin Cek
Cumbhuriyeti’ne kurulmasindansa Armavir’de bulunan ve Iran sinirinin 450 mil
kuzeyinde bulunan radar sisteminin kullanilmasin1 6nerdi. Ciinkii Rusya
Federasyonu’nun c¢ekincesi Cek Cumbhuriyeti’ne kurulacak bir radar sisteminin

Rus faaliyetlerini de izleyebilecegi endisesiydi. Fakat Bush yonetimi bu Onerileri
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kabul etmedi ve sistemin Rusya Federasyonu’na karsi olmadigini belirtmeye

devam etti.

Diger tepki gosteren iilke, tehdit olarak goriilen iran oldu. Ancak Iran

niikleer programindan geri adim atmayacagini bir kez daha yeniledi.

Diger 6nemli bir tepki de Rusya Federasyonu ile 6nemli enerji ticaret
anlagsmalar1 yapan Almanya ve Fransa’dan geldi. Angela Merkel 13 Mart 2007°de
Almanya’nin NATO igerisinde bir ¢6ziimii kabul edecegini ve bunun da Rusya
Federasyonu ile diyalog gelistirerek olacagini belirtti. Jacques Chirac ise
Avrupa’nin Onerilen fiize savunma sistemi konusunda dikkatli olmasini ve yeni

bir silahlanma yarisin1 baglatmaktan kaginilmasi gerektigini belirtti.

Sonug olarak Bush yonetimi fiize kalkani savunma stratejisini uluslararasi
sistemin tek kutupluluktan ¢ok kutupluluga gectigi bir donemde gelistirdi. Bush
yonetiminin gelistirmis oldugu ve uyguladigi diger politikalara da bakacak
olursak, zayiflayan hegemonyasini saglama almaya ve devam ettirmeye calistig
anlagilmaktadir. Fiize kalkan stratejisi de bu baglamda, askeri giiclinii kullanarak
diger aktorlere kars1 pazarlik payini artirma ve etki alanin1 genisletmekle ilgilidir.
Bu yiizden Bush yonetimin uyguladigi politika Reagan’in da izlemis oldugu
politikaya benzer bir sekilde saldirgan bir tutum icerisindedir.

Obama 2009 yilinda yonetime geldikten sonra, Medvedev’e Bush
tarafindan Polonya ve Cek Cumbhuriyeti’nde kurulmasi teklif edilen flize savunma
sistemlerini, Rusya Federasyonu’nun Iran’m niikleer programma karsi destek
vermesine karsilik miizakere etmeyir Onerdi. Ayrica sistemin Rusya
Federasyonu’na kars1 olmadigini George W. Bush gibi yeniledi. Bir silire sonra
Obama yonetimi Bush doneminde teklif edilen projeyi degistirdi ve EPAA
(European Phased Adaptive Approach) Asamali Uyarlanabilir Yaklagim projesini
duyurdu. Bush doneminde ilk adimda yerlestirilmesi ongoriilen Polonya ve Cek
Cumbhuriyeti’ne kurulacak sistemin iptal edildigini duyurdu. Obama yo6netiminin
tanittig1 yeni yaklasim, agamali olarak fiize savunma sisteminin kurulmasini ve

Akdeniz ve Karadeniz’de mobil halde bulunacak AEGIS savas sistemleri ile
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fran’a karsi miittefiklerin ve ABD askeri iisleri ile personelinin korumasini
saglayacaktir. Planin ilerleyen asamalarinda Romanya ve Polonya’ya da fiize
savunma sistemleri kurulmasi ongoriilmektedir. Tiirkiye’de aktif hale getirilen ve
Malatya, Kiirecikte kurulan radar sistemin de bu yaklagima entegre edildigi

unutulmamalidir.

Obama yonetimi degisikligi agikladiginda, degisikligin nedenleri olarak iki
ana neden sundu. Bunlardan birincisi, ABD’nin istihbarat kaynaklarina gore
[ran’m yakin bir gelecekte uzun menzilli fiize gelistirmesinin dngdriilmemesi ve
zaten Iran’in da kisa menzilli fiizeler gelistirmeye ydnelmesi olarak sunuldu. Bu
yiizden Iran’a daha yakin olan bélgelere fiize savunma sisteminin yerlestirilmesi
daha mantikl1 bir tercih olarak sunuldu. Ikinci neden olarak da projenin finansal
boyutundan dolayi, projenin gelisiminin ve konuslandirilmasinin uzun vadede
gerceklesmesinin finansal agidan ABD’yi de rahatlatacagt ABD’nin resmi
gorevlilerin yaptig1 agiklamalardan anlasildi. Bununla birlikte Obama yonetiminin

plani degistirmesinde ¢ok daha farkli nedenler de vard.

En 6nemli neden, ABD’nin iran’in niikleer programi karsisinda Rusya
Federasyonu’nun destegini almak ve bu konuda isbirligine girismekti c¢ilinkii
Rusya Federasyonu bolgede 6nemli bir aktéor konumundadir. Ayrica Rusya
Federasyonunu da kurulacak yeni sistemin igerisine ¢gekmeye c¢alismakla birlikte

Rusya Federasyonu’nun muhalif tavrin1 da azaltmay1 amaglamaktayda.

Bush doneminde teklif edilen plan ABD’nin tek tarafli davranmasindan
ortaya cikan bir plandi. Karar alma siirecinde ne NATO ne de AB yer almist1.
Ancak Obama doneminde gelistirilen yaklasim da ABD’nin tek tarafli aldigi bir
karar olsa da, sonrasinda NATO’yu ve Rusya Federasyonu’nu bir 6l¢iide memnun
etmistir. NATO, Obama yonetimin gelistirdigi yaklasima daha sonradan dahil

olmus ve proje Avrupa’da NATO cer¢evesinde uygulanmaya baslanmastir.

Bush yonetimi ile Obama yonetiminin uygulama istedigi fiize kalkan
savunma sistemleri projesi arasindaki en Onemli farklardan biri de, Obama

yonetiminin iran’a daha yakin bélgeleri korumak istemesiyle, Bush ydnetiminde
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korumasiz birakilan Giineydogu Avrupa’nin Obama yonetiminin plani ile koruma
alanin kapsamma girmis oldugudur. Burada en dikkat c¢eken iilke Bush
yonetiminde kendisine rol tanimlanmamasina ragmen, jeopolitik dnemiyle birlikte
fiize savunma sistemlerine ev sahipligi yapmasi Ongoriilen Tiirkiye olmustur.
2010 Ekim ayinda yapilan Lizbon zirvesi oncesinde Tiirkiye kamuoyunda fiize
kalkanina ev sahipligi yapilmasi ile ilgili tartismalar yasanmustir ve Tiirk
hiikiimeti komuta sisteminin kendilerinde olmas1 gerektigi istegini yenilemistir.
Ancak ortaya c¢ikan WikiLeaks belgeleri ABD ve Tirk yetkililer arasindaki
miizakerelerin ¢cok daha dnceleri basladigini ortaya koymaktadir. Tiirk yetkililerin
ABD yetkililerine yaptig1 aciklamalarda Obama’nin duyurmus oldugu PAA
yaklagiminda Tirkiye’nin de yer almak istedigini fakat Tiirkiye’nin projeye ev
sahipligi yapmas: ile birlikte Islam diinyasi ve Rusya Federasyonu ile iliskilerin
ne duruma gelecegi konusunda endiseleri oldugu goriilmektedir. Tiirkiye tim
taraflarla iliskilerini yonetebilme egilimi gostermektedir. Ayrica Tiirkiye komuta
ve kontrol sisteminin hangi Ol¢lide NATO biinyesinde olacagini 6grenmek
istemekte ve aciklanan sistemin Iran’a karsi olmasinin, dzellikle resmi belgelerde
cok gecmemesini isteyerek, Iran ile olan iliskileri de devam ettirme amacindadir.
Savunma Bakani Vecdi Goniil Tiirkiye’'nin dogusunda yer alacak bir radar
sisteminin llkenin dogu tarafini da koruyacagina, ayrica giineydogu Avrupa
tilkeleri i¢inde Tiirkiye’nin radar sistemine ev sahipligi yapacak en uygun iilke
oldugu fikrini de ABD’l1 yetkililere bildirmistir. Son olarak da Tiirkiye Disisleri
Bakanligt  miistesar1  Feridun  Sinirlioglu, ABD  yetkililerine  Rusya
Federasyonu’nun tepkisini sormustur ve Ruslarin yeni plandan daha hosnut
oldugunu ve NATO- Rusya Federasyonu konseyi i¢inde miizakerelerin siirecegi

yanitint almigtir.

Acikca goriilmektedir ki aslinda Tirkiye fiize kalkan1 savunma sistemini

kendisi talep etmis ve ABD bu talebe olumlu yanit vermistir.

Plan agiklandiktan sonra Rusya Federasyonu yeni Onerilen yaklasima
olumlu tepkiler vermistir. Rus yetkililer Kaliningrad’a yerlestirilecegi aciklanan

onleyici Iskender fiizeleri kararindan vazgegmistir ve diyaloga acik olduklarini
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belirtmislerdir. Avrupa devletleri de projeyi NATO biinyesine alarak olumlu tepki

verdiklerini géstermislerdir.

Bununla birlikte Ukrayna’da yasanan kriz ve Rusya’nin kriz karsisinda
aldig1 tavir diyalogun kesintiye ugramasina neden olmakla kalmamis, ABD’de
baz1 kongre iiyelerinin ve medya organlarinin da Obama {izerinde Bush
doneminde teklif edilen planlar1 tekrardan geri getirmesi i¢in baski yaratmasina

neden olmustur.

Sonug olarak George W. Bush dénemi Reagan donemindeki gibi saldirgan
tutumu yenilemeye yonelik olsa da Obama yoOnetimi fiize savunma sistemi
yerlestirilmesi kararindan vazgegmemekle birlikte Rusya Federasyonu da dahil

olmak {izere, taraflarla miizakere siirecine girmistir.

Bu tez Soguk Savas sonrasi donemde Amerikan flize savunma
stratejilerindeki devamlilik ve degisimi ortaya koymak icin yazilmistir. Ayrica
George W. Bush donemindeki teklif edilen planin Obama ddneminde
degistirilmesinin nedenleri ve arkasinda yatan gercekler de bu tezin konusunu

olusturmaktadir.

ABD’nin flize savunma strateji konusundaki stratejilerindeki degisimleri
ve bu degisimlerin nedenleri ile birlikte arkasinda yatan gercekler aydinlatilmaya

calisilmistir.

Fred Halliday’in yapmis oldugu soguk savasin  donemleri
siniflandiriimasinda Ikinci Soguk Savas dénemine denk gelen Ronald Reagan
donemi, ABD’nin flize savunma stratejisindeki saldirgan tutumunu ortaya
koymaktadir. Reagan Stratejik Savunma Girisimi admi verdigi yaklasim ile
birlikte, niikleer dengeyi ABD lehine cevirmeye calismistir. Bu yaklagimi ile
birlikte projeyi devamli bir savunma harcamasi haline getirmistir. Reagan bu
projeyi Soguk Savas’in devam ettigi zamanda ortaya koyarak, SSCB tarafinda
finansal bir darbogaz yaratmaya calismustir. Iki kutuplu sistemde bunu yaparak

ABD hegemonyasini SSCB hegemonyasina karsi iistiin konuma getirmeye
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calismistir. Her ne kadar dogrudan SSCB’nin dagilmasini saglamasa da, biiyiik bir
etki yaptig1 agiktir.

Reagan doneminin aksine, George W.H. Bush ve Bill Clinton
donemlerinde uygulanan stratejiler, SSCB’nin artik var olmadigi, ABD’nin tek
stiper gii¢ olarak kaldigi, tek kutuplu uluslararasi sistemde ortaya ¢ikmistir. Bu
nedenle ve finansal nedenlerden dolayr da iki baskan da kisa menzilli fiize ve

siurli atig giiciine sahip fiize tehlikesine karsi stratejiler gelistirmistir.

George W. Bush doneminde, uluslararasi sistem tek kutupluluktan, AB,
Cin, Rusya Federasyonu ve Hindistan gibi aktorlerin gili¢clenmesiyle ¢ok
kutupluluga dogru ge¢mekteydi. ABD hegemonyasi yasadigi finansal
darbogazdan dolayr da hegemonyasmin giiclinii kaybetme tehlikesiyle karsi
karsiyaydi. Bush bu ortamda gelistirdigi stratejilerle hegemonyasini devam
ettirmeye calisti. Flize savunma stratejileri ABD’nin askeri giiciinii ve etki alanini

kiiresel diizlemde genisletmek i¢in kullanilan stratejilerden biriydi.

Obama donemi ise George W. Bush doneminin aksine fiize savunma
stratejileri konusunda, Rusya Federasyonu da dahil olmak iizere, Avrupali
miittefikleri ile tekrardan miizakerelerin basladigi bir donem olmustur. Bush
donemi fiize savunma stratejisi degistirilmis ve Rusya Federasyonu ile iran’in

niikleer programina destek vermesi konusunda miizakerelere girilmistir.

Sonug olarak, Amerikan fiize savunma stratejilerinde dalgalanmalar ve
degisiklikler yasansa da, Soguk Savas sonrast her yonetim flize savunma
sistemlerinin kurulmasi konusunda kararliliklarim1 siirdiirmiisler ve kalici bir
savunma harcamasi olarak biitcede yer vermislerdir. Goriinen sudur ki bundan
sonraki donemlerde de ABD yonetimleri, flize savunma stratejisi yerlestirme

konusunda kararliligini siirdiiriirken, dalgalanmalar gerceklesebilir.
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. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir. -

. Tezimin igindekiler sayfasi, 6zet, indeks sayfalarindan veya bir
boliimiinden kaynak gosterilmek sartiyla fotokopi alinabilir.
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