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1. Introduction

Recent years have seen an increased interest in the cftudg connections between
identity and security. One of the theoretical frameworks isf éiploration is based on
ontological security, a concept related to actors’ senseaufrisy about their identities,
their future, and the context in which they operate.drggied that states with ontological
security are those that routinize their relations with oth&tes and are successful in
establishing stable social identities. Jennifer Mitzen conteratssthtes are sometimes
forced to choose between physical security and secdritientity, and thus are trapped
in an “ontological security dilemma.” Since this dilemma reayl to the prolongation of
conflicts, further attention, as Mitzen argues, should bengteehow states can break
away from it.

| suggest that one of the few options for escaping tfwrdilemma of ontological
security is to implement practices of mutual deterrence, becaili implemented
successfully, these may increase the physical securtheddctors without posing grave
threat to their identities. | argue that the study of deteer@s an idea and as a norm that
evolved and was institutionalized in the international systesaigles an understanding
not only of how deterrence ideas allowed for the regulatibmon-violent behavior
between the superpowers during the Cold War, but of hoey constituted the
superpowers’ mutual role identities of deterring (and rded® actors. This identity of
deterrer provided a substitute for the superpowers’ previole identities of aggressive
“enemy,” and in this way avoided a clash between ‘geguidentity” and “physical
security.” In other words, the institutionalization of the idebdeterrence (MAD) during
the 1970s in the SALT agreements demonstrated that aiolsd attain both physical
and ontological security. However, | further argue that ihithe reason—the residue of
deterrence identity attached to America’s perception of itseld superpower—that the
perceived inability of the U.S. to deter al Qaeda becaoteonly a physical security
problem but an ontological one. | suggest that this thredetdity explains not only the
American war in the Gulf following 9/11, but the contradigtdiscourse regarding the
need and feasibility of restoring the American deterrenupes

This paper has four main parts. In the first, | briefiycdss the concept of the
ontological security dilemma and | suggest mutual deterrpraocgices as a solution. In
the second part, | introduce the concept of the deterneoien and explain how it allows
for a better understanding of the practices of mutualreetee and contributes to the
creation of deterrence identity, and therefore to the attaihofeontological security. In
the third part, |1 use the norms life cycle model of Finnenaord Sikkink to show how the
deterrence norm developed between the superpowersthiwd050s to the mid-1970s. |
also show how this norm affected their relations andritiited to both their physical
and their ontological security. | then present the cheecAmerican war on terrorism to

11t should be noted that although using interpretaapproaches to study deterrence is not newsfadies
have provided a comprehensive analytical frameworkxplain the practices and success of deterrence.
Previous studies mainly describe the meanings, maihly the symbolic meanings, of the practices of
deterrence. Some of these approaches suggestrgjudigctrines as rules (Kratochwil, 1978: 56-7) and
recognizing the importance of expectations (Schg]liL960). For more recent studies, see Klein, 41,99
Chilton, (1985); and Luke (1989). Furthermore, nafghese studies do not refer to deterrence itsethe
norm to be created.



further illustrate the implications of the deterrence normwali as the connections
between ontological security and deterrence.

2. Ontological Security and Deterrence Strategy

Ontological security concerns the security an actor feéls rggard to its identity, its
future, and the context in which it operates (Giddens11998-69; McSweeney, 1999:
154-8; Wendt, 1999: 131; Steele, 2005; Mitzen, 2006). &rgued that actors with
ontological security are those who routinize their relatiorth wihers (whether they are
cooperative or not) and are successful in establishing stalgial identities (Wendt,
1999: 50-1; Steele, 2005: 524-30; Mitzen, 2006: 342-3),fallhich provides order and
certainty (Huysmans, 1998: 242; Ruby, 2004: 15, 3@).Mitzen (2006: 345) argues,
“Armed with ontological security, the individual will know how &at and therefore how
to be herself.”

In her breakthrough work on this issue, Mitzen (20f6)s to extend the concept
of ontological security, suggesting that states (and not omiidluals) engage in
ontological security seeking (Mitzen, 2006: 342). Her maiuraent, as stated above,
concerns the ontological security dilemma—situations in wisigtes are forced to
choose between physical security and securing their iden@hee suggests,

Even a harmful or self-defeating relationship can providmlogical security,
which means states can become attached to conflict. Tistatiss might actually
come to prefer their ongoing, certain conflict to the unsettimgdition of deep
uncertainty as to the other’'s and one’s own identity. Thetatiant dynamics of
ontological security-seeking thus turn the security dilemmai& between
uncertainty and conflict on its head, suggesting that comffio be caused not by
uncertainty but by the certainty such relationships offeir tparticipants (Mitzen,
2006: 342-3Y.

Because this dilemma may lead to a prolonging of confldifzen argues that more
attention should be given to how states can break awayifrdrhis distinction between
physical security and ontological security—a distinction thatumslémental to Mitzen’s
thesis (and my own) and that has been acknowledge@& mumber of scholars
(Huysmans, 1998: 242; Steele, 2005: 824, admittedly, not clear cut (Huysmans,
1998: 243). However, distinguishing between the two canjustified given the
possibility of the existence of threats that do not involve asiphly dimension. The
importance of Mitzen’s arguments lies in their implicationsginty with regard to
explaining international conflicts, their duration, and the abtiityshift them towards
cooperation. In order to extend her arguments, howewermust sketch out the various
possible interactions between the acts of providing physealrity and securing state
identity.

If we frame the possible interactions between physicadaterand threats to
identity, four possible situations emerge, of which Mitzen®lagical security dilemma

2 For a similar argument, see Huysmans (1998: 239).
® Huysmans, for example, makes a similar distinctietween daily security and ontological security
(Huysmans, 1998: 243).



refers to only two (Figure | illustrates this point). AccordingMdzen, states can be
trapped in situations where they are exposed to a highdéwhysical threat but a low
level of threat to their identity (Box 2) (such as in caseshef classical security
dilemma), or in situations where they are exposed to lalbigel of identity threat but a
low level of physical threat (Box 3) (which may becomeuadimental obstacle in
achieving peace) However, two further situations are possible. First,raatoay be able
to attain both dimensions of security simultaneously and eajdgw level of both
physical threat and threat to identity. Such situations aremvidr example in security
communities (Adler and Barnett, 1998: 30), which are bagesh a collective identity
and in which people maintain dependable expectationsagefid change. Second, actors
may simultaneously experience high levels of physical threhtdemtity threat (Box 4).
Extreme examples of such situations are victims of gen@eidesthnic cleansing (Chalk
and Jonassohn, 1990: 26, and see also Roe, 2005: 49).

Figure | —Physical Threats and Threats to Identity
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Identifying these possible interactions allows for an ustdeding of the special
characteristics of the practices of mutual deterrensigbest that these practices lie
between the two poles of physical threat and the two pdiesntlogical threat,
providing an escape from the ontological security dilemimaother words, mutual
deterrence provides actors trapped in the classical sedietyma (Box 3) with a
gradual way out: through da-media that may increase their physical security without
posing a grave threat to their identities. Thus, implementatgricence practices neither
increases their physical level of threat nor poses an inateetireat to actors’ identities.
In fact, successful implementatioecreases the threat level by providing some degree of

* Mitzen argues that this is exactly why a peacegse between two rival states is difficult to avhie
because both actors are concerned with threateioitlentities, they often prefer to remain in thassical
security dilemma.



physical security, andongtitutes the actors’ identities (as deterrer and deterred actors).
This makes their routines more predictable, which may leadntancrease in their
ontological security.

3. Deterrence by Punishment Strategy as a Norin

| suggest that studying deterrence strategy within the fxamkeof international norms is
an efficient way to consider the implications of deterresicategy on the physical and
ontological security of states. This approach also helpskétch out how deterrence
practices have developed between opponents, as well ashbgvhave influenced the
actors’ identities.

In this study | use the common definition of norms as ctille expectations of
actors within a given identity (Katzenstein, 1996: 5). Inclghat this view of norms
should not necessarily be limited to the study of morakssas some scholars who bond
the constructivist school with the study of morally “goodtms or behavior have argued
(Mearsheimer, 1994/5). Following Farrell (2002: 58), minpof contention is that the
constructivist approach, as sociological literature sug§essy study phenomena with a
broader reference than their moral content and can foousbad norms” as well.
Furthermore, the ascription of moral standing to approatings study norms is not
necessarily accurafe.

3.1 The Need for Such a Study

In exploring the evolution of deterrence strategy and fitsc&s on the continuous
avoidance of violence, | will first assess the comparatoeamrtages of the suggested
interpretative approach to deterrence study by discussngdist significant flaws of the
classical rational deterrence thedry.

First, scholars have argued that deterrence theory takeslex phenomena and
reduces them to the interaction between rational decisionrsmm@Rewns, 1989: 237,
Jervis, 1989: 66). Deterrence theory therefore shouldmbelified to include the
influences of cognitive and psychological barriers along #ithinterests of the actots.
The problem with this modification, however, is that evegnitove and psychological

® Hereafter, unless noted otherwise, | use the @eterrence strategy for the strategy of deterrdnyce
punishment. For the basic distinction between detee by punishment and deterrence by denial, see
Snyder (1961).

® For the distinction between moral norms and sauwiains, see for example Elster (1990: 864-5).

" The notion fails from a theoretical standpoint &uese constructivism is a paradigm for the study of
socially constructed realities, “good” and “bad"dlAr, 1997: 336; Barkin, 2003: 335). From an encgiri
standpoint, an important constructivist contribatto the study of “bad,” or morally neutral, norsxech as
national security is emerging.

8 Discussing Tannenwald’s (1999) seminal work remygrduclear taboo as an alternative explanation is
challenging because it and the deterrence normaea&gbn share many points in common. However, in
some aspects the nuclear taboo might be presestad explanationpposed to that of deterrence theory
and deterrence norm and explain the difficultireestablishing long-term deterrence relations (PEQO5:
699-700, 711; Tannenwald, 2005: 41). Also, | arthat although the security regime approach may have
important insights regarding the ways deterreneasdinfluence actors (see Nye, 1987), it neversisele
neglects the important intersubjective dimension.

® For psychological and cognitive approaches tordetee, see Jervis (1989: 196); and Lebow and Stein
(1989: 212-23).



approaches fail to provide a cleanderstanding of rational action, because they also
consider interests as given (Tannenwald, 1999: 438; W&889: 36; Guzzini, 2000:
149). A second flaw suggested by scholars is thatnatideterrence theory has internal
contradictions: in effect, it is impossible to create crediblerdaiee between coherent
rational actors, particularly in the case of mutual nuctesterrence. In order for the
rational deterrence theory to work, either the deterretheodeterrent actor will have to
behave irrationally’ Moreover, solutions that have been put forward to sohie
problem have created further problems or contradicfibii$ie third flaw suggested by
scholars is that the view of rational actors is too simplistehofars challenge the
presupposition of unilateral, rational decision makers aeddtbhotomy of constantly
rational actors versus constantly irrational actors. Fina#yerdence literature provides
only a description and not an explanation of deterrenceessicq@chen, 1987: 95-6;
Luke, 1989: 214).

The flaws in deterrence literature then emphasize the foeedkploration of the
ideational and constructional dimensions of its basic pd&int mainly with regard to
the causes of deterrence strategy sucédsst example, it can be argued that deterrence
strategy serves as a self-fulfilling prophecy or evea ag/th (Luke, 1989: 214). Merely
thinking that deterrence strategy will work can enhance tlenaes of its success.
Furthermore, deterrence strategy and its developmerdeggrendent upon further social
constructions, such as those of rationality, threats, andiset In addition, deterrence,
like any other strategy, is about ideas and knowledgez{Giu2000: 175).

And finally, | suggest that incorporating identity into tiedy of deterrence helps
us to understand the mechanisms that make this strately wasther words, | am not
suggesting that an explanation based on identity to stuthyrelece refutes classical
explanations. Rather, | suggest that it can reveal someeofatent assumptions that
classical deterrence scholars accept as given—espewitilyegard to mutual deterrence
and the continuous implementation of these practices. Tlungue that in those cases in
which deterrence becomes part of the actors’ view ofmsledves, it changes their
expectations and the way they act. Furthermore, acknointetlte connections between
deterrence and identity helps to explain the internalizatiothede practices and the
actors’ tendency to implement them, even when it is not eleather they are efficient
in dealing with specific threats. Finally, it helps to explainyvemd how “deterrence”
constrains political debate and is used to justify political dedsion

Therefore, | suggest that for these reasons the cootejgterrence norm might
provide a theoretical framework to study the emergerficeleterrence ideas, their
institutionalization, and their influence on the avoidance ofewice as well as on the
actors’ identities and ontological security.

2 The main problem is that threat of nuclear retalimin a MAD world should not be credible because
implementing this threat would mean suicide. Sekehc(1987: 92, 95); Nicholson (1992: 46); and Zagar
(1990: 250).

" For proposed solutions, see Nicholson (1992: 78r@) Zagare (1990: 251-2, 255-7). For theoretical,
philosophical, and empirical criticisms on someuiohs, see Achen (1987, 94-5, 104ft.2); Zagar®@19
258); and Luke (1989: 213-4).

12 The fact that deterrence strategy could be estaddi upon postulations other than rational onesgitg
2003: 45) further demonstrates its constructiomaledsions.

13 See for example Luke (1989: 212); Mutimer (2008); 2nd Nicholson (1992: 4).



3.2 What Is the Norm of Deterrence?

The implication of viewing deterrence strategy as a norm igotdiodecision makers
may be influenced by the norm, which thus makes the st@idieterrence as a norm
highly relevant to a better understanding of actorstesgias. This puzzle was recently
articulated by Lebow, who, although skeptical of deterrestiegy effects, claims that
“The big question for historians may not be why detemeworked, but why so many
leaders and lesser officials on both sides thought it wasesessary, and how until the
advent of Gorbachev, they repeatedly confirmed this f@ligologically” (Lebow, 2005:
769).

Attempts to combine deterrence and norms are rare innatienal relations
literature. Freedman’s recent boBleterrence and the debate it has provokedThe
Journal of Strategic Sudies is a good starting point for this discussion. Freedman implies
that norms and deterrence can have three possibledfpeanection. In the first, norms
are seen as structures that increase the chances roéetesuccess (in Freedman, 2004:
67); in the second, deterrence is a way to internalize n@irmBreedman, 2005: 791,
Morgan, 2005: 753-5); and in the third, deterrence itsela norm (e.g., MAD) (in
Freedman, 2004: 31-2, 42; Freedman, 2005: 79Bjeedman however does not fully
differentiate among these possible connections, nor Heeexplain how the norms
emerge. Here, | refer only to the third type, exploringdéeclopment of deterrence as a
norm and its effects on international politics.

Although it is possible to study “deterrence norm” throughbehavioral
approach—according to which individuals comply to norms anedpunished when they
do not (Axelrod, 1997: 47)—my aim is to explore it withioanstructivist framework. In
contrast to the former, the constructivist approach mayigeca deeper explanation and
understanding of the practices of deterrence as wilearsemergence.

| argue that the norm that has been developed is thatrdet bf violence deters
engagement in war. | define “deterrence norm” as tloédance of violence based upon
(rational) collective expectations that the practice of violenmitelead to a bigger loss
than any achievable benefit. In this sense, deterrstiaéegy is a norm according to
which actors expect to implement rational choice calculatiorsder to avoid war. At
the same time, the implementation of rational choice calculati@ysitself strengthen
the norm.

Mutual expectations have an important role in this procEss. deterrence
strategy to “work” in the short run, the actors must hawtual expectations of each
other’s credibility (Schelling, 1960). Over time, mutual esfations that deterrence
strategy will work may reproduce the practices suggestedhé norm. Mutual
expectations then may become an outcome of the actorsipastéo influence each other
through teaching and socialization. Such processes radytéea convergence of ideas

14 Other study that explores deterrence strategif is@ea norm approaches it from an internationel la
perspective (see Farrell and Lambert, 2001). Anatbanection between deterrence and norms is pedvid
by scholars who refer to norms in deterrence stuily reference to moral issues (Nye, 1986; Walzer,
2000[1977]: 260-83). Other studies acknowledgersoions that constitute the norm of deterrence, sisch
the norm of “no-strategic defenses” (over the nofrmutual non-vulnerability) (Cortell and Davis, @D
78-9) and the norm of equality (Krause and Latha999: 30).

131t might be helpful to emphasize that | do notugrghat deterrence norm has no moral standinghatit

it is also important to track how this norm haseleped.



and expectations of the best strategy for handling cardincd may lead to the creation of
common knowledge. In this way, the implementation of deteeestrategy and its
“successful” outcome may become a self-fulfilling prophédyis mutual understanding
can also be empowered by the creation of reassurapesunes between the actors.
These measures in combination with mutual expectations estisatr actors, while not
disregarding the capabilities of the other, will not consitiem as the source of a
potential first strike thredf

The process of norm internalization has an important impactonly on the
interaction of actors but also on their internal behavior. fidopof a deterrence norm
makes deterrence strategy a tool of public discourse tmataffact the selection of
foreign policy goals and strategies. Such selection cather reinforce deterrence
practices and the deterrence norm. In addition, deterreaom may not only regulate
actors’ behavior but can constitute the actors’ identitiegshénnext section, | aim to
elaborate on the connections between deterrence andtydentl to demonstrate the
imporance of such exploration.

3.3 Deterrence and Role Identity

| argue that the study of deterrence can be improvedsifcibnnected with the concept of
identity. Although some insights in this regard have beemesigd in the field, the

connections have not been fully elaborated. Thus, for pbeansome scholars have
referred to the nuclear states’ identity (Klein, 1994: 1@B, 129; Sagan, 1996-7: 73-6;
Varadarajan, 2004: 329-40); others have had someriamorelated insights in their

exploration of the discourse of deterrence (Jeonniemi9;1B8lon, 1989); and others

have briefly touched upon this concept (see Bially Matted05222-3 and see hereafter
the discussion regarding Wendt, 1999: 358-9). Howawane have fully explored the
connections between deterrence and identity and especiaily défiects on actors’

behavior.

Before | sketch out the mechanisms of the influence of(tbke) identity of
deterrence on behavior, and since | take a constructmmsbach to this concept, it is
important to acknowledge three main differences between p#yehological and
constructivist views of identity. The former “treats identity rasthing more than the
coincidental collision of numerous individuals’ self-perceptitivet they each belong in
some category.” In contrast, the constructivist approasphesizes the collective and
intersubjective aspects of identity (Bially-Mattern, 2005: 43 slso Hopf, 2002: 23;
Shannon, 2003: 22). Second, the emphasis of the subjeotrer the collective
intersubjective limits the ability of the psychological approactdifterentiate among
distinct kinds of identities. As Bially-Mattern suggests, “Timdy possible understanding
an ingroup can have of an outgroup is enmity” (Bially-Matte2005: 47). In other
words, the psychological approach highlights belongingl:(186) over other kinds of
identities. Third, as Hopf suggests, “It turns out, howetleat despite its name, social
psychology offers no theoretical account, social or otherwise the origins of an
individual's identity or identities” (Hopf, 2002: 2, 5). Fuetimore, identity is not a
condition, but a process that focuses on the emergdnicgersubjective knowledge of
self and other (Bially-Mattern, 2005: 47-8, 51).

16 See also Wendt (1999: 358-9).



In all these aspects the social constructivist approachtésrelece allows for a
better way of studying the connections between identity deterrence. Thus, the
constructivist approach to identity allows us to explore thesabgective knowledge that
influences and constitutes the practices of deterrencejdy different kinds of identities
(and especially the role identity of deterrenca)d to study the emergence and re-
creation of intersubjective knowledge that shape this identity.

Despite the differences between psychological and soocmalstrictivist
approaches, however, scholars emphasize that these emplement rather than rival
each other, and therefore the a combination between @seavknowledged as needed
(Hopf, 1998: 198; Checkel, 1998: 340, 343-4; Goldgeied detlock, 2001: 83-7,
Shannon, 2003). This combination is very fruitful, esgdBcin showing how identities
influence behavior. As Hopf argues, “identities operate aysmreminiscent of other
cognitive devices, such as scripts, schemas, and heurisfbst an individual
understands himself to be... helps determine what informbgapprehends and how he
uses it. In this view, an individual’'s identity acts like an aXisnterpretation, implying
that she will find in the external world what is relevant to ttantity” (Hopf, 2002: 5).
Thus, a social cognitive structure establishes the diseptine boundaries between self
and others, and the intersubjective reality (Ibid*’8n other words, the social cognitive
view of identity provides two important mechanisms that take pahow identity
“works”: it helps to interpret reality and it creates a disseuhat enables thinking of the
self and the other.

| suggest that deterrence norm not only regulates adtehsivior but constitutes
their (role) identities® According to Wendt, role identities exist only in relation to
“Others.” One can have a specific role identity “onlydmgcupying a position in a social
sturcture and following behavioral norms towards Otherss@ssing relevardounter-
identities” (Wendt, 1999: 227, italics in orginal; see also dljpsz, 1995: 217). In this
respect, role identity cannot be chosen but is learnt armdoby interactions with
significant others. Over time, such interactions construstricture of roles, meaning,
and rules that allow actors to know how to continue actingk&ie2000: 339; Wendt,
1999: 226-9, 327; see also Wegner, 1998: 154-5; Millik@31: 18-9). Thus, identities
create the context and the discourse that the actorsandeat the same time those
identities are constrained, shaped, and empowered by shewse structures (see Hopf,
2002: 1, 13; Hansen, 2006: 44).

In this respect, | suggest that deterrence relations de#rahly on how actors
understand each other, but on how they understand dhein'soroles and on the
existence of counter identities (deterrent/ deterred). Sumftiigés create a context in
which actors have better tools to interpret their opposexiths and to provide a suitable
response. In such situations, threats posed to preseteeethce can be more easily
interpreted as attempts to deter rather than to escalate. §imédassurance steps will be
interpreted as attempts to draw the lines of deterrence thtreto appease.

" However, it should be noted that the suggestedoapp is to some extent different from that of Hdyef
aims to base the study of identity on daily praagi¢Hopf, 2002: 15-6) while | aim to incorporatéio the
study of identities norms.

18 Regarding interactions between norms and idestisee for example (Price and Tannenwald, 1996:
125).

9 On deterrence as a practice between appeasenteniéence, see Freedman (2004: 25).



It is useful to acknowledge both the constitutive effectgleierrence ideas and
the fact that deterrence is part of the actors’ role identifiess. provides an interesting
angle from which to study how domestic politics influence grectices of deterrence,
how domestic politics in one state influence another statkhaw social, cultural, and
political factors shape the way that deterrence is maniféstifferent state&

Furthermore, it should also be acknowledged that the aatnstitinfluences of
deterrence strategy may be negative. Because determaddentity becomes embedded
in political discourse, it can become a tool in political rhetarnd can be used to justify,
burden, or even prevent political moves. For exampéeldtaeli tendency to assume that
if Israel practices deterrence, deterrence will work (esge Almog, 2004-5) can be
explained by the concept of deterrence identity. This guncan thus explain the
prominence of deterrence rhetoric in Israel, a rhetoricdima¢d, for example, to justify
the Israeli presence in Lebanon during the 1990s (“withalrawould erode the deterrent
posture”) (see in Kaye, 2002-3: 569) and the neecet@iate after the kidnapping of
Israeli soldiers in August 2006 to strengthen the Israelirdgtieposture (see Lupovici,
2008).

3.4 Deterrence Norm and Ontological Security

Since deterrence can become part of the actors’ identisyalso involved in the actors’
will to achieve ontological security, securing the actors’ iderand routines. As
McSweeney explains, ontological security is “the acquisittdnconfidence in the
routines of daily life—the essential predictability of interactiorotigh which we feel
confident in knowing what is going on and that we havepthetical skill to go on in this
context.” These routines become part of the social struthateenables and constrains
the actors’ possibilities (McSweeney, 1999: 50-1, 154-5; dyet999: 131, 229-30).
Thus, through the emergence of the deterrence nodithenconstruction of deterrence
identities, the actors create an intersubjective context andubjective understandings
that in turn affect their interests and routines. In tlustext, deterrence strategy and
deterrence practices are better understood by the aatuistherefore the continuous
avoidance of violence is more easily achieved. Furthernvaithjn such a context of
deterrence relations, rationality is (re)defined, clarifying aperopriate practices for a
rational actor, and this, in turn, reproduces this contextlaedctors’ identities.
Therefore, the internalization of deterrence ideas Helgsplain how actors may
create more cooperative practices and break away frensgiral of hostility that is
forced and maintained by the identities that are attachedetsecurity dilemma, and
which lead to mutual perception of the other as an agigee®nemy. As Wendt for
example suggests, in situations where states are restfeonedising violence—such as
MAD (mutual assured destruction)—states not only avoid veagebut “ironically, may
be willing to trust each other enough to take on collectivetitye. In such cases if actors
believe that others have no desire to engulf them, then ibeidlasier to trust them and
to identify with their own needs (Wendt, 1999: 358-9). Irs thespect, the norm of
deterrence, the trust that is being built between the opponants the (mutual)
constitution of their role identities may all lead to the creatidomj term influences that

20 For example, on the different ways of adopting ithea of minimal deterrence (“deterrence norm”) in
different states, see Clark (2004: 281, 291, 28@)krepon (2001: 83-4) on India and Pakistan, aokded
(1998: 195-218X) on Israel’s strategy of nucleabauity.



preserve the practices of deterrence as well as the aueiddirviolence. Since a basic
level of trust is needed to attain ontological secdfitihe existence of it may further
strengthen the practices of deterrence and the actors’ identitideterrer and deterred
actors.

In this respect, | argue that for the reasons mentioaddere the practices of
deterrence should be understood as providing both phgsideontological security, thus
refuting that there is necessarily tension between themctExfor this reason | argue
that Rasmussen’s (2002: 331-2) assertion—according twhwNMAD was about
enhancing ontological over physical security—is only partly emirrCertainly, MAD
should be understood as providing ontological security;itbaiso allowed for physical
security, since, compared to previous strategies andmEgtit was all aboudecreasing
the physical threat of nuclear weapons. Furthermore hilis/do increase one dimension
of security helped to enhance the other, since it strengthiteeactors’ identities and
created more stable expectations of avoiding violence.

| suggest that the emergence of deterrence norm dthiemgCold War can be
described in the terms of Finnemore and Sikkink’s ndifaycle modef? According
to this model, in the first stage—the “norm emergence”—erdreurs attempt to
convince policy makers of their ideas. The second stage“rtiten cascade” stage—is
characterized by attempts to socialize other state/s to bevomefollowers. In the last
stage—the “norm internalization” stage—the norm becomes institlized (Finnemore
and Sikkink, 1998: 887-909. The study of the emergence and institutionalization of
deterrence norm and identity in the next section demonstrateshese concepts help to
explain avoidance of violence, and this is followed by di@@aemonstrating how the
identity of deterrence may lead to war.

4. The Deterrence Norm during the Cold War

| argue that the deterrence strategy that had develdy@ay the Cold War between the
superpowers can be understood as a norm. This spearfit emphasized the strategy of
deterrence by punishment (threat) and differed from thssical view of deterrence,
which emphasized deterrence by denial and was presentegrms of defense
capabilities?*

During the 1950s, the U.S. did not have a consistent viedeterrence strategy.
A coherent implementation of deterrence had to overconeraleobstacles: these were
the strategic tradition of American war-fighting stratéyyhe fear of Soviet surprise
attack (Trachtenberg, 1991: 19; Freedman, 2003), andiiierican strategic culture.
These obstacles slowed down the adoption of deterrendeggti@agare, 1990: 248),
and their existence demonstrates that deterrencegstiataot self-evident and that it is

L Regarding the relations between trust and ontotdgiecurity. see Mitzen (2006: 346-7, 361).

2 Although the fact that Finnemore and Sikkink’snfiework concerns the study of the emergence of “good
norms” (Barkin, 2003: 334-5), it can also be applie the study of “bad norms,” see ftn. 6-7 above.

%1t should however be emphasized that the detegrapem is not in any way a deterministic process. |
this manner, deterrence norm not only may be sthemgd, but can be weakened.

% See in Buzan (1987: 200-1).

% Regarding plans of war-fighting, see Halperin (1:98-6). These obstacles were further reinforced by
bureaucratic constraints (Rosenberg, 1984). Fosiplescontradictions between ideas of war-fightamgl
mutual deterrence, see Trachtenberg (1991: 1371p3assim); and Rosenberg (1984: 123, 129).
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not adopted through deterministic foré&4ut rather is advanced through social agents.
Thus, although it has been asserted that nuclear weapshs getors to implement
deterrence stratedy, some policy makers and scholars have rejected this awme h
suggested strategies from the 1950s and 1960s that conitratlic

The NSC-68 report, which was officially adopted in Septemi@50, aptly
demonstrates American inconsistency in implementing and itiginkbout deterrence
strategy. On the one hand, the report presents detersémategy as a necessity and
includes some of its main terms, terms that would be fudbeeloped during the Cold
War (Leffler, 1992: 360). On the other hand, the repogsents deterrence strategy as a
limited option that should be combined with, among other thingslear superiority,
massive defense, and conventional fofles, reasoning that contradicts a concept of
deterrence strategy based on retaliation.

According to Finnemore and Sikkink’'s model, | suggest timathe “norm
emergence” stage agents worked to transform the empbasfsmerican strategic
thinking from war-fighting to deterrence. In the “norm i’ stage, the Americans
tried and succeeded in influencing the Soviets to addptearence strategy. In the “norm
internalization” stage, the norm of deterrence was institutmedy which is
demonstrated by the convergence of both superpoweesddhe strategy of MAD.

4.1 The Emergence of Deterrence Norm—The Early 1960s

In the first stage of the emergence of deterrence neterrence agents” worked to
make deterrence strategy more attractive to policy makmainly by shaping its
characteristics. The fact that these agents were predotlyiracademic scholars and
researchers was significant in the shaping of deterrenagegtrand literature (Jervis,
1979: 291)° Hence, although some scholars agree that deterreree lidel a limited
impact on strategy during the first years of the Cold Warvis, 1979: 289; Kratochwil,
1978: 175 Trachtenberg, 1991: 4), these ideas anwdlgethey were presented at that
time had a tangible impact on policy makers during the follgwears. These scholars,
the “deterrence agents,” concluded that mutual deterregeded to be stabilized through
the development of arms control as well as more cooperegiations between the
superpowers (Weber, 1991b: 794-5; Buzan, 1987: 15@&rAt992: 113-7). Without the

% See, for example, in Halperin (1987: xii, 64).

?"For the idea that the nuclear weapons have magerete strategy much easier to understand and even
forced this strategy, see Buzan (1987: 136-7) aradd€hwil (1978: 155-6).

2 See in Morgan (2003: 22-5, 38) and Buzan (1987-2@0). The claim against the self-evidence of
deterrence strategy is also strengthened by thimdisvays countries have adopted it and referced.t
Moreover, the wordleterrence has different meanings in different languages (Y,ig®75; Chilton, 1985:
104-110, 116).

% Regarding the need for a deterrence strategyFReS (1950: 244, 251, 282-3). Regarding the NSC-68
report, see also in Gaddis (1997: 101); and Lefflé&¥92: 355-60). For criticism on the report, see i
Trachtenberg (1991: 110); and Leffler (1992: 357).

% Regarding the civilization process of the strategglm, see Booth (1975: 38); Kaplan (1991); and
Dickson (1971). This process provided new thinkimgt was crucial in overcoming the traditional (mgi
military) ideas about strategy. These scholars wfathinking about deterrence was also influenced by
several rational approaches in different areash sscpolitical realism (Jervis, 1979: 289-90); emoy
(Trachtenberg, 1991: 13-4); and game theory (Freed®003: 171-88; Zagare, 1990: 249).
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influence of these scholars on the use of nuclear teaiyaloe strategy of deterrence
would have developed differently.

Two important characteristics of the deterrence ideas Hges®s presented made
“deterrence learning” a much easier process. First, fidetee agents” helped to organize
knowledge in order to produce a clear conceptual framewmt was easier to “sell”
(Jervis, 1979: 291; Kaplan, 1991: 171-2). The strategguage and jargon developed by
these scholars played an important role in increasing polamalcivilian awareness of
strategic issues, as is demonstrated in the strategic disanfuttse U.S., especially with
regard to urgent foreign policy problems (Jervis, 197@)29Second, they based the
idea of deterrence upon apolitical and ahistorical argumelgsrig; 1979: 322-3;
Trachtenberg 1991: 40, 44-46; Kaplan; 1991: 109). Assalt, the agents who developed
this concept paid very little attention to its operation in realitys obfuscated empirical
contradictions and problems with the idea of deterrencéribated to the consensus
regarding its validity? As Adler argued, “because the science of nuclear syrhigsno
empirical reference points and data banks, it cannot biéiddls(Adler, 1992: 107). In
other words, deterrence could become a heuristic toohhsng simple, and even
simplistic, solutions to complicated foreign policy problentisys making it more
attractive than other strategic options to decision makersedwer, the concept of
deterrence could force rationality on decision makingyvicme decision makers to use
deterrence practices, and even justify them (Morgan, :2083 Kaplan, 1991: 72-3).
Decision makers who adopted and implemented deterreérategy used language and
force structures that created a suitable environmentuftier implementation of these
ideas.

The work of these agents and the emerging understandaiga strategy of
defense can harm deterrence strategy led to a monerebensive adoption of deterrence
by the Kennedy administration from the early 1960s odsafhese ideas were further
empowered by the Berlin crisis (1961) and the Cuban missdes (1962) (Adler, 1992:
115-6, 125-6; Levine, 1991: 142; Weber, 1991b: 794a8y by the new presence of
“deterrence agents”—scholars from MIT and Harvard—in #wministration. This
combination of agents and the compelling nature of theasiéggplains not only why the
change occurred but why these specific ideas were tasddal with the new strategic
environment.

Arms control and deterrence were institutionalized andarbecan important
factor in the domestic political game in the U.S. (AdleQ29128-129, 132; Freedman,
2003: 245; Freedman, 2004: 14). McNamara, the Secretddgfense under presidents
Kennedy and Johnson, began to see arms control éi®ralalternative to nuclear war
and counterforce strategy, and he worked to persd@ldeson to establish arms control
with the Soviets (Levine, 1991: 143#)In a similar way, Nixon, a week after elected in

31 The “deterrence agents” developed the conceptsma$sive retaliation, invulnerability, assured
destruction, counterforce, pre-emptive strike tfasike, second strike, and flexible response. [&/some

of these concepts were not completely new (Chilt®85: 115; Quester, 1966: 1-2), they have gained
influence only in the context of deterrence.

32 For a review of the abstract thinking regardinglear weapons, see in Luke (1989: 212).

% However, this shift was not an immediate one. Mulslea could not overcome the pressure of Congress
to develop defense systems (Weber, 1991a: 92-531L18evertheless, it is interesting to note thed t
discourse regarding the need to develop thesemsgsteas constructed in a way that tried to avoid
presenting it as a threat to the strategy of detee (Duffy and Blacker, 1984: 222; Garthoff, 199@5).

12



1969, shifted his public position towards the acceptanceaftitiency and rejection of
superiority (Larson, 1991: 359-60)—a change that is highportant in the context of
mutual deterrence. This change, however, cannot be seiglained by a material
change in the balance of power between the superpower@ther words, the
achievement of parity is not, as some scholars have ihplexessary to the recognition
of the need of sufficiency/.

Until the mid-1960s there were a number of prominent idiffees between
American and Soviet strategic thinking. These differemegsal the major obstacles to
the Soviets’ adoption of the new American idea of deterrbggeunishment. For years
the Soviets emphasized the importance of deterrence, bus ibmisaas a part of a more
comprehensive strategy that aimed to supply an absoluteitgdey defense (Garthoff,
1978: 114, 122; Garthoff, 1994: 4%)1t is not surprising then that the Soviets viewed
their security as “synonymous with the insecurity of tlmeeptial enemy” (Horelick,
1977: 85 as referred by Booth, 1979: 84). In this manBeviet ideas about defense,
war-fighting, survival, and winning in a nuclear war diffeé substantially from U.S.
ideas about mutual deterrence and the importance of mutinarahility (Booth, 1979:
82-3; Buzan, 1987: 137).

4.2 The Distribution of the Deterrence Norm—The Mid-180s

| argue that in the second stage, the “norm cascadgé,sthe Americans tried and
succeeded in spreading the norm to the Soviets, who cuudrsiey adopted deterrence
strategy. However, the achievement of this diffusion of rdetee strategy was not
simple. Scholars debate whether the Soviets significantly cathgér strategy, how

deep this change was, and when it occurred. Some sshuéam that the change in

Soviet strategy was marginal and adaptive. They arguethieaSoviets saw mutual

deterrence as a reality only after the achievement of parihe late 1960s. Hence, these
scholars claim that the Soviets did not in any way adtepidea that being subjected to
the threat of retaliation is a preferable situation, as thetegly of MAD suggests

(Lambeth, 1987: 213; Sienkiewicz, 1978: 84-86A problem with the claim of these

scholars is that parity was accompanied by a changevietSmerceptions according to
which no superiority, as | later demonstrate, was eeéor security.

% The realist argument, according to which mutualedence is the outcome of Soviet capabilities
(Trofimenko, 1980: 9-10; in Weber, 1991a: 99-104)limited; thus, the strategic change cannot be
exclusively explained by the loss of American sigréy (Simes, 1980-1: 94); see also in Gartho894:
853). First, one needs to acknowledge the differdosetween MAD as a strategy and MAD as a strategic
reality. Not only could a different strategy hawvdloped independently of the strategic balancategies
may have effects on the process of weapons adguisiMoreover, the American consideration and
adoption of sufficiency started before the Sovigtiavement of strategic parity (Weber, 1991a: 818it
Therefore, the U.S. would have been able to coctstiiue Soviet threat as severe enough to pose
unreasonable damage to America in order to fore@tioption of the strategy of deterrence. In thépect,

it is more likely that ideational changes that tqukt during this time made MAD a feasible strategy
(Weber, 1991a: 89; see also Adler, 1992: 115).

% In this manner, some scholars argued that watifigicapabilities and deterrence by denial coulg he
strengthen deterrence by punishment and increaserédibility; see in Simes (1980-1: 80-2, 91-2);
Trachtenberg (1991: 6-7).

% See also in Freedman (2003: 247-8, 255, 329)Bamzdn (1987: 137).
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It is also difficult to establish the argument that the Sovietorhbd and
institutionalized the concept of deterrence during the Khheshera: this process seems
much more evident in later periodsThus, although there are some indications that
Khrushchev himself was amenable to the concept oifcgerity (Taubman, 2003: 535),
the domestic pressure against such a strategic modifigatiois to the obstacles that
existed for the internalization of the deterrence ndtrithe Soviets’ difficulty in
accepting deterrence during the Khrushchev period effescted in their adoption of a
strategy that compromised between the approaches obnadterrence and war-fighting
(Freedman, 2003: 247, 249; Sienkiewicz, 1978:. 87#preover, some of the
explanations for the alleged change refer to economaaiderations, which challenge
the possibility that complex learning occurred (Weber, 19982-3j. If a learning
process took place, the reasoning behind the strategigelshould have been deeper—
not merely adaptiv&’

Conversely, other scholars claim that the change in Savagegic thinking was
much more significant, and that it occurred in the Brezheew after a meaningful
learning process. According to this approach, Westernmidedtad an educative effect on
Soviet leadership, persuading them to reformulate theasidnd plans. This diffusion of
ideas was significant mainly from the 1960s onwards, apdaally from the mid-1960s.
It was enabled by direct meetings between Soviet and Ameonffecials (in which
McNamara was a prominent figure) (Evangelista, 1999: 206ervov, 1987: 1-2,
Bovin, 1987: 17), by informal meetings between Americad §oviet researchers and
scientists, and by American declarations, debates, newstsepnd academic writing
(Adler, 1992: 118, 121-3, 133; Freedman, 2003: 243véngelista, 1999: 200-1, 224-5;
Weber, 1991b: 800) The previous Soviet strategic viesse thus eroded and mutual
deterrence was accept®d.

This shift in Soviet strategic thinking was impressive considetiegepistemic
obstacles facing it and the institutionalization of ideasoepd to those of MAD,
particularly in the military’* Moreover, the Soviets had to overcome material obstacles
One of these was the structure of forces, which weranargd according to a different
strategy than that of deterrence. Another obstacle was thmmo@f a domestic public
which had learned during the Cold War that the Sovietslewk a strategy other than
MAD (Simes, 1980-1: 90, 92).

3" For example, Garthoff argues that declarationsiabeterrence before the SALT talks did not describ
mutual deterrence clearly (Garthoff, 1978: 126).

3 See Holloway (1984: 31, 40) regarding claims opamant Soviet figures who supported the notion of
achieving superiority and who argued that winningualear war is attainable (e.g., Chuev, 1993: 33D;

1).

%9 Regarding adaptive causes in the following of reyrsee for example (Florini, 1996: 380).

0 For the Soviet acceptance of MAD and its operaitivelications, see Blacker (1991: 430-1, 457); Adle
(1992: 136, 139-40); Weber (1991a: 115); Bluth @:9918-9); Garthoff (1994: 153, 850, 852); and
Evangelista, (1999: 212-6, 223-4).

“LIn this time, although Brezhnev and other majatisien makers went through a significant learning
process, they did not present a coherent policyldmpnting these ideas, which demonstrates the
difficulties in confronting the opposition to theiteas (Blacker, 1991, 455-6, 459). See also Fraedm
(2003: 244) and Sienkiewicz (1978: 84, 91).
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In this manner, the Berlin crisis and the Cuban missile crigihe seen not only
as deterrence failufé, but as a demonstration of the (violent) effects of the kfck
institutionalized deterrence norm and the absence of ibjertive understanding of
deterrence. Hence, for example, moderate messagebyséiirushchev to placate the
Americans in the Berlin crisis were considered threatacfitenberg, 1991: 219-20).
Likewise, the Soviets misinterpreted American messageshvaimed only to enforce
deterrence, and in this way forced the Americans to presmmler and harder lines
(Betts, 1987: 104-6; Trachtenberg, 1991: 220-1; Freed?®3: 161). The limited effect
of the American warnings on the eve of the Cuban missgesaan also be explained by
using this line of argument (Taubman, 2004: 554). Irerothords, the context of war-
fighting strategy, especially within the Soviet Union, madeifficdlt to implement a
successful strategy of deterrence.

However, although the conclusions drawn from these cirseélse early 1960s
highlighted the importance of conventional weapons, in thg kerm these incidents
strengthened the idea of mutual deterrence. These amsgspecially the Cuban missile
crisis, emphasized the dangers of a nuclear war by maki@ threats much more
tangible, demonstrating the superpowers’ vulnerability (Gea@and Smoke, 1974: 458-9;
Weber, 1991b: 796-8; Gaddis, 1997: 261, 278; Allison Zalikow, 1999: 355). As
opposed to earlier abstract and general referencesdoeatate, the occurrence of these
crises contributed to the superpowers’ practical understgnafi the need to establish
“rational” deterrence relations, and the need to decr#esealangers associated with
nuclear war. The solution—the implementation of a “citigoidance” doctrine
(Freedman, 2003: 225-6)—demonstrates that the superp@ame to acknowledge the
need to make nuclear weapons a source of security @nd source of insecurity, all
through the development of the intersubjective knowledgeutual deterrence.

4.3 The Internalization of Deterrence Norm—The Early1970s

The norm of deterrence was institutionalized in the “normrmialezation” stage,
demonstrated in the convergence of both superpowersdswastrategy of MAD in the
SALT agreements (1972) and mainly in the ABM (anti-ballistigssiles) treaty.
(Garthoff, 1978: 126, 133; Buzan, 1987: 150-1; Nye, 188B; Weber, 1991b: 794-5,
see also in Blacker, 1991: 442; Freedman, 2003: 254h@&a1994: 647, 849-52%

The diffusion of the American ideas of deterrence (Adl8g2: 135-9) led to the
Soviet learning process, which then led to the assimilatiorelafed concepts such as
arms control and parity. It also led to the to the Soviet agladgement of the
implications of “sufficiency” as well as of the problems w#hperiority (Tyushkevich,
1979: 449; Trofimenko, 1980: 19; Weber, 1991b: 800; G#itH®94: 215-6). The
institutionalization of the norm and the intersubjective knowdedgated clarified for the
superpowers that superiority is useless and that deterierberational alternative!*

2 Regarding problems with the implementation of tfetece strategy in the Berlin crisis, see (Bet@§7t

90, 173; Trachtenberg, 1991: 220-1, 223; Gaddi871240). Regarding problems with the implementatio
of deterrence strategy in the Cuban crisis, se®r@&eand Smoke, 1974: 447, 465; Allison and Zelikow
1999: 109, 111-2, 217; Morgan, 2003: 148).

“3 For a detailed description of the SALT process, (&arthoff, 1994: 146-223).

** Hence, although Morgan’s assertion that “[t{he esppwers never abandoned trying to escape from
mutual deterrence” (Morgan, 2005: 757), the falotd they resided within this framework and estdiads
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Furthermore, both superpowers, rather than attemptinghiee superiority, were now
satisfied with parity and equalify.

The institutionalization of deterrence was exhibited not omyuigh the SALT |
agreements between the superpowers but in their individoasta arenas. Compliance
with the principles of the agreements became part of thmemework of interests
(Blacker: 1991, 455; Adler, 1992: 133-9). As such, th& BAgreements also became an
instrun)ment of further enhancing and institutionalizing deteeeideas (Weber, 1991b:
803-4).

The adoption of the deterrence norm by both superpaweased force structures
compatible with the norm, but more importantly it formeckinalized mutual collective
expectations for handling relations. While it was not imposgiblbreak the norm, its
internalization restrained such a shift. The norm createdtarpietative environment in
which the actions of the superpowers could be understobés a direct threat to the
other’s security but as a way of maintaining deterrenceh Sinderstandings further
helped to repeatedly reproduce the normative structuckacions that were compatible
with the deterrence norm.

As Adler suggests, the mutual expectations that deterrenadd wwork
encouraged the superpowers’ policy makers to adf #sese expectations were true
(Adler, 1992: 108; see also Jeonniemi, 1989: 45). They, ithplemented and deployed
strategic doctrines and weapons systems compatible with tha. nsttempts to
implement strategies that deviated from the norm met with coorgasures to keep the
norm. It was thus argued, for example, that the institatiation of MAD ideas
significantly constrained the Strategic Defense Initiative @dar 1990: 136; Weber,
1991b: 806)’ Moreover, beyond domestic pressure in the U.S., twe also made
efforts to turn American strategy back toward MAD (BodtB79: 44; Garthoff, 1994:
466-7)*® These Soviet efforts further demonstrate both the strategitge that occurred

practices which aimed to support it, strengthenatgument that the norm affected the behavior ef th
actors. In other words, as many scholars who shadgns suggest, it could be beneficial to show hiogv t
norm emerged despite the fact that it was countére actors’ interests.

> parity and equality can be seen as an “operativepcomise” between the norm, which called for
“sufficiency,” and the strategic culture, which leal for war-fighting capabilities. This compromiseas
needed to neutralize the opposition of militaryiadfs in both U.S .and USSR. Furthermore, the exaiu

of the MIRV system from the SALT agreement was ad&®d the price for military acceptance of the
ABM agreement (Larson, 1991: 373-4; see also GHth®94: 154; see in Savelyev and Detinov, 1995:
25-6). Moreover, according to Potter, “Although pooents of MIRV have lobbied successfully for the
continuation of the U.S. MIRV program, they havesha challenged the basic premises of the anti-MIRV
case” (Potter, 1978: 601). It is important to noeat although MIRV are considered systems that
destabilize mutual deterrence, such effects in maspects are dependent on the specific ways tteey a
implemented (e.g., SLBM) (Potter, 1978: 618).

6 Regarding the further institutionalization of MABeas in the Gorbachev era, see Weber (1991b: B06-7
and Blacker (1991: 435-6, 453-4).

*" The institutionalization of deterrence norm cansken as the reason that even contradictory measure
have been justified as attempts to increase detEr&ee, for example, the Schlesinger Doctrirk9d# in
Levine (1991: 147) and Buzan (1987: 157), which banunderstood as a tactical change (see Weber,
1991b: 804) and as an outcome of political-buresticpressure (Garthoff, 1994: 215-6).

8 In addition, the discourse of deterrence cannobumr-emphasized. First, deterrence is a speech act
which not only creates a way of communication bomstitutes the actions and the actors’ identities.
Furthermore, following the opposition to this ségy by the Soviet and the American armies, as agethe
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in the Soviet Union and the change in the level of institutiortadizaf MAD ideas. The
fact that the Soviets tried to shift American strategy ratiem therely acquire additional
military capabilities to achieve strategic balance also detrates the power of the
deterrence norm, which had “found” an agent who cowdthtain it.

Taking into account the Soviets’ previous ultimate gdhlksir strategic history,
and the prominence of war-fighting strategy in their histonicatoric, it is evident that
the Soviets had to go through a complex learning proc8ssthoff, 1978: 124).
However, the changes in the Soviet's strategic thinking d¢aom@ntirely explained by
the fact of its inferiority (Lambeth, 1987: 223; Blacker, 19934, 441, 455; Freedman,
2003: 247; see also Larson, 1991: 384-5), nor by treept of adaptation (Weber,
1991b: 801). Although it is possible that the high cost dfieMing superiority made
MAD ideas more attractive to the Soviets, these arguniait® explain the timing of
this change and the shift—which | will later demonstrate-Sawiet discourse, such that
both sides referred to strategic stability as an aim in itsethéBev, 1986: 8; see also
Zhurkin, 1987: 6). In addition, it seems more likely thatirgferior actor would be the
proponent of a strategy of sufficiency, which is not the facthis case. All of these
explanations, then, fail to explain the timing of this proaessvell as the importance of
the U.S. role in it.

4.4 Internalization of Deterrence Norm and OntologicaSecurity

The establishment of the deterrence norm then not onlyctefleow the actors see
themselves and their international roles, but it also refleats i@dependent upon) the
intersubjective understanding that the security of each sctiependent on his opponent
and on the security of his opponent. Such understandmegeeflected in the concept of
ontological security, which is concerned with the possibility akimg interactions
predictable. In this manner, deterrence strategy can lolkagsa mechanism against the
“un-known,” and as such it is concerned not only with regtioactions but with a
willingness that the actions be predictable (Falk, 1989: 5%iniexmi, 1989: 45). In other
words, institutionalized deterrence norm helps the actorsh@ee not only physical
security but ontological security, and these further help teease the impact of the
deterrence norm.

The institutionalization of deterrence ideas in Soviet Unionthadnfluences of
these ideas on the actors’ identities can best be demedshwtthe shift in the Soviet
discourse regarding deterrence. Thus, the Soviets (witArtericans) came to construct
mutual deterrence as the rational strategy (and as the dmdpalastrategy) for the
nuclear age. In other words, the superpowers needel@fioe rational and irrational
actions for themselves. The concept of deterrence—wibkigo explicitly based upon
rationality—highlighted the notion that using nuclear weaponddvaoot be a rational act
(Nash, 1997: 144-5; Bundy, 1988: 461)in other words, the deterrence norm, which
suggests that rationality is the way to deal with and justify osatibetween the
superpowers in the nuclear age, became the dominangstredéonale. It emphasized

European concerns that this strategy would underndimerican commitment to its allies, deterrence
discourse cannot be disregarded as a “cheap talk.”

9 This acceptance followed an earlier American gbiftards implementing rationality in the nucleaeag
shift that was also encouraged by the Americadiaivischolars (e.g., Kaplan, 1991: 10, 72-3).
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the need to avoid war in terms of rational policy and eéefinvhich actions were
appropriate for rational actors.

The Soviet Union contributed to the construction of deterrease rational
strategy through a number of interconnected utteranass, ifuclear war was presented
as a suicidal act—an act considered irrational in Westeltnre. Thus, in contrast to
classical Soviet strategy—which saw winning nuclear warrasi@nal objective (Simes,
1980-1: 86-7)—the new discourse emphasized that this kindvas was not, as
Clausewitz suggested, the continuation of diplomacy by otleans) but was rather the
“continuation only of madness” (Dmitriyev, 25.9.1963 astgd in Holloway, 1984: 164)
The number of such voices increased dramatically flemid-1960s to the early 1970s
and included Soviet military and political leaders, such azliBrev (Payne, 1980: 49-53;
Catudal, 1989: 282-3 and in Holloway, 1984: 166).

Following this, rational deterrence was used to connedtrétenality of nuclear
war with common security. Thus, discourse emphasizediithding the strategic arms
race was vital because the arms race increased that thfrevar and the level of
insecurity. For example, the head of the Soviet delegatahe SALT talks, Vladimir
Semenov, declared,

Even in the event that one of the sides was the first teubgected to
attack, it would undoubtedly retain the ability to inflict a retahatolow

of destructive force. It would bentamount to suicide for the ones who
decided to start war (Semenov as referred by SmithP0:188, my
emphasis; see also Garthoff, 1994: 153).

This quote, which was repeated by Brezhnev a few yases (Catudal, 1989: 133-5),

clearly shows the change in Soviet strategic thinkingstFiSemenov's argument
significantly demonstrates Soviet acceptance of Americasidbéout the need for arms
control to stabilize deterrence. Moreover, Semenov preséntatlial) deterrence in a
positive light in his claim that initiation of a war (by any sideamsundesirable aim. In

this manner, Semenov avoided directly threatening the AmericHmus, Semenov’s

discourse supports mutual deterrence and the seartitdaronnected common security.
Furthermore, it is interesting to note that the expressiandiaount to suicide” was used
earlier by Khrushchev—but in the context of a threah&oAmericans:

The Imperialists know our strength: to attack utamamount to suicide;
one would have to be insane for this. | do not believe &éne as stupid as
all that; they understand the consequences which the himigasf war
against the socialist countries may have for them (Khrushdh@.1959 as
qut. in Goure, 1974: 26, my emphasis).

These “rational” utterances are summarized by a discagserding to which
nuclear war poses a threat to humanity. Molchanov arguedhe new condition, even
elementarycommon sense reveals that the utilization of the colossal stockpiles of nuclear-
missile weapons could resultarholocaust for human civilization and, at any rate, would
give no advantages to the aggressor and end in featdend destruction” (Molchanov,
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1974: 5 as quoted in Goure at el., 1974: 60, my emphasis)

Thus, not only was there a change in Soviet strategyianduise, but the Soviets
took an active role in shaping and further constructinggigtee strategy as rational, and
in this helped to redefine both superpowers as rationatsacés Payne (2003: 414)
suggests, “in the context of mutual vulnerability, coniicke in deterrence became a
tautology; any rational leader would be deterred from reegeovocation by the fear of
mutual nuclear destruction; national leaders are rational...tlucdear weapons would
deter. In short, rational leaders would be deterred kyahuuclear threats, because, by
definition, they would be irrational if they were not so detét (see also Catudal, 1989:
126). Thus, when rationality in terms of deterrence strateggme constitutive of actors’
identity, it became an aim itself. In this respect, Windsorgasig that following
Weberian process of “rationalization,” “[d]eterrence beeats own institution, its own
form of rationality, its own bureaucracy” (Windsor, 20089; see also Freedman, 2004:
14, and in Mlyn, 1995: 69).

The process of defining “rational” and “irrational” points ttee fact that the
rational deterrence strategy is dependent upon social coinstis) and therefore it could
have developed differently (e.g., see Weber, 1991b:). 806 other words, these
constructions enabled the idea that the threat of a setakel italiation is a rational
option, even though, as some scholars have suggestethapisot seem coherent for a
fully rational actor. Paradoxically, nuclear weapons createhteats that nuclear strategy
is needed to prevent. Nevertheless, and maybe bechtlsg, as Isakova suggests (1990:
82, 84), mutual nuclear deterrence mentality turned owt ttenacious way of Iif€.

Deterrence role identities of the superpowers are -cre#bedugh their
acknowledgment that they are dependent on each otheéhdw own security. In this
respect, any action that deviates from the norm threatersnhotheir security but their
identities. Conversely, the actors’ ability to define rationaligreases their ability to
“predict” the future and through this to increase thewel of ontological security. As
Ruby suggests, “the rational actor assumption is a kinplasic trust system on which
individuals depend” (Ruby, 2004: ftn. 16 p. 16). “[Tjogage in a nuclear war,” Michael
Howard states, “would be to enter into a realm of the uwkih@Howard, 1981 as quoted
in Kozar, 1987: 4). Unlike nuclear war, rational deterrgmoeides certainty—or at least
a more certain environment. It is not surprising therefloag prior to the internalization
of deterrence practices, the superpowers had difficultiggmtinizing with each other or
predicting how the other would respotidihe SALT agreements, as Bomsdorf suggests,
brought about the realization that the Soviet Union wasirgir for stability, common
security, and more security for both sides: “Security agantsat? Security against
whom? These questions are not asked anymore” (Bom4&&a3: 100).

5. The American War on Terrorism—Influences of the Deterrence
Norm and the Quest for Ontological Security

Another illustrative case study—the American war on temerisharpens and further
elaborates the arguments regarding the norm of deterramd its connection to
ontological security. As | earlier demonstrated, the internalizaifche deterrence norm

%0 For similar assertion, regarding the U.S, see [1891:5).
*1 For such an argument regarding the Cuban miss#iscsee Lebow and Stein (1994: 144).
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led to the constitution of deterrence identity (such as dhes identity of deterrer) and
therefore shaped American political rhetoric—which contntee influence American
strategic perceptions and discoutsélence, the influences of the deterrence norm went
beyond the strategies that were chosen during the Cold ™Was. for example, as Frey
argues, “[The American] government often sees detegras the only way of signaling
to its own people that it is determined to fight terrorism at @dt€” (Frey, 2004: 41; see
also Jervis, 2003: 318; Ruby, 2004: 27).

In this respect, | suggest that the challenge and thet ttorethe U.S. stems not
only from the fact that it has not succeeded in implemeraidgterrence strategy vis-a-
vis al Qaeda. Rather, the U.S. tend to acknowledge thatotiruction of the kind of
relationship it had with the USSR would not be possible with thgarozation.
Therefore—and with respect to the American identity asuperpower that must
demonstrate its power in world politics by practicing detegenihis perceived inability
to socially construct such “rational relations” of deterrewgé al Qaeda threatens both
the physical and ontological security of the U.S. | suggesrefore that it is not
surprising that the war “against terrorism” was perceagd solution to these threats.

Beyond retaliation and self-deferfSehe ontological dimension of security in the
war in Iraq (and Afghanistan) has been acknowledgedifiareht ways by scholars.
Loéwenheim suggests that the war was meant to “restokestencepts of authority in
world politics” and to return to former American routing&$wenheim, 2007: 176, 215-
6). Other scholars suggest that the terror attacks of @ddted uncertainty that by
definition challenged American ontological security and r@a#ifZaretsky, 2002: 101;
Ruby, 2004: 25; Epstein, 2007: 17). These attacks aldleiched the American “identity
as a guarantor of security” (Ruby, 2004: 27), as aglthe American role identities of
exceptionalist and benevolertiegemon (Epstein, 2007: 15-6)

While acknowledging the importance of these views, | esigthat looking at the
American identity as that of a deterring actor may help tiegate the above-mentioned
interpretations into explanations not only of the American mespdi.e., the war on
terrorism), but of the contradictory discourse regardagfeasibility and the importance
of restoring a deterrence posture vis-a-vis terrorists. dwladging America’s deterrent
identity connects the explanation of great-powerness wittse emphasizing the
American attempts to restore authority. More specificallya &deterring) great power,
America’s inability to deter al Qaeda increased the threthiten®/11 attacks. Not only did
it seem as if the U.S could not provide security for it @itizens, but the inability to
deter aggravated the threats to the U.S identity as a dgteatior?*

%2 Despite the fact that there was, according to, l&té erosion in the salience of the norm of detere
over the years, and although Reagan understoodreiahce on MAD was dangerous, it took another
eighteen years for Washington and Moscow to oveectita doctrine of MAD (2006: 51).

3 As Léwenheim clearly demonstrates, it was wellwnao the Americans that not only was “fighting
terrorism” inefficient, it had in fact made thingsrse by provoking further attacks (2007: 179-&®e
also Ruby, 2004: 4; Adler, 2007)

* The assertion of Secretary of Defense Donald Reihsfxemplifies this kind of perception of threat,
when he declared that the U.S challenge is “tordkfeur nation against the unknown, the uncert#ie, t
unseen and the unexpected. That may seem an irbf@ogask. It is not. But to accomplish it, we
must...take risks and try new thingse-we can deter and defeat adversaries that have not yet emerged to
challenge us’ (Rumsfled, 2002: 23, my emphasis).

20



However, the discourse regarding the war was notreaheOn the one hand, the
American argumentation that the war in Iraq is part of thar “on terror” (2002) further
demonstrates the influence of the rhetoric of deterrenceordimg to the Bush
administration, Iraq had to be attacked because Saddareiflissot a rational actor
and hence is not deterrable (Fleischer, 10.15.2002).0Wtittliscussing here whether or
not this postulation is correct (see for example JeP@d63: 323-4), it exemplifies the use
of deterrence to justify actions. For example, Presidert Brgued that

[flor much of the last century, America's defense reliedh@ Cold War doctrines
of deterrence and containment. In some cases, thossgsteastill apply. But new
threats also require new thinking. Deterrence—the promiseaskive retaliation
against nations—means nothing against shadowy terrorist rkstwiath no nation

or citizens to defend (Bush, 1.6.2002).

On the other hand, in contrast to the above protestatadriitbse kinds of threats cannot
be deterred, for example, the spokesman of the Whitee;ldusFleischer, has explained
American strategy: “The President also believes that theolu$éerce against Iraq will
similarly send a powerful deterrent message to terroristsndrthe world” (Fleischer,
19.3.2003). The inconsistency with regard to the feasilofitgeterring these actors is a
result of the compelling nature of the rhetoric developetl enabled by the deterrence
norm and deterrence identity, which became a discursigé fiar the policy’s
justification.

Another important point can be suggested with regard tochki's arguments
that using force against (rogue) states may increasntiegican deterrent posture vis-a-
vis terrorists. Although such argumentation can be utmi®isas an attempt to preserve
the world order, as Press-Barnathan (2004: 201) argueslso demonstrates the
American acknowledgement of the difficulties of deterringsth actors. But more
importantly, and in addition to Press-Barnathan’'s view &f thar against states as a
mechanism of enhancing deterrence by returning to thewrknpractices (Press-
Barnathan, 2004: 201-2), | suggest that these actionbeamderstood as attempts to
return to the well-known practice of deterrence (againsts3taimply because the U.S. is
familiar with it. Therefore, these attempts cannot be interprasea conventional means
of establishing future deterrence (and thus security)rdiher as an attempt to provide
ontological security and to enhance the feeling of secutitig. thus not surprising, as
Press-Barnathan (2004: 205) argues, that the U.S apphascfailed to “win or even
come significantly close to winning the war against terrorishty” position is that the
U.S. has not failed, because, at least in part, winning énevas not its main air.

6. Discussion

| suggest that this paper has significant implications withrdega both the study of
deterrence and the study of ontological security. The stiidjeterrence strategy as a
norm illuminates how this strategy works, as well as how aetee ideas are transferred
among states through socialization and learning. In this egspargue that actors in

%5 In this respect, see also Epstein (2007: 18).
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other conflicts (e.g., India and Pakistan) were infleghisy this norm (see Krepon, 2001
83-4).

However, the influences of the internalized deterrencenrae not restricted to
such ideational phenomena as identity and discourse. Agnsaloove, this norm might
affect international strategic reality by shaping doctrinatefjies, weapons’ acquisitions,
and practices in the international arena. The norm, as wéfieaidentities of the actors,
could become part of the intersubjective context, whmhictlead the actors to behave
appropriately. Hence, for example, if actors sharing therdance norm assume they are
in a “MAD game,” it is more likely they will avoid violence sethey would implement
strategies and acquire weapons systems that accoetktoahce.

| further claim that the arguments suggested in this paper kame policy-
oriented implications on the questions of how actors @mfluenced and why some
actors are less easily deterred. Deterrence norm cieat@stext within which weapons
are interpreted as a means of deterrence. Moreoeemitortance of context and actors’
intersubjective knowledge is not limited to the superpoweithennuclear age, but can
also apply to other kinds of actors. In other wordsemence strategy will generally work
better when actors have intersubjective knowledge of éetr which indicates that
deterrence practices, to some extent, are dependent qurabesses of learning and
socializatior? In addition, this study suggests that strategic policy deaisionst take
into account not only the physical needs of the opporaritpossible threats to identity
and ontological security.

In addition, the research has a few interesting theoretindl empirical
implications for the study of the connections among thecepts of physical security,
ontological security, and identity, as well for the furthemppiag of these connections.
The idea and practices of deterrence created the rekditids of the actors, which
gradually provided a substitute for earlier identities of eggive enemy. This allowed
the superpowers to escape from the ontological security déensimce they were
provided with an alternative that both enhanced their physealrrity and did not
threaten their role identities. The point here is that this isigely the factor that
aggravated the threats of 9/11. The American inabilityetierdwas not only a physical
security problem but an ontological one. Thus, attemptsactipe deterrence and restore
its deterrent posture resulted in the Gulf war.

A few further implications can be suggested. First, mutiederrence practices
may be understood as a mechanism that allows for brealiag from the ontological
security dilemma. Not only are actors able to increase tiémiamical and/or physical
security, but increasing either of these may serve to iserdee other, and through this
provide a more solid sense of security. Second, thiy stisd enhances the assertion that
establishing new identities may serve as a mechanism thasdtho breaking away from
the ontological security dilemma. Further, this researclviges a reply to Copeland,
who suggests that the “divide between constructivism anérsigs realism is all about
past socialization versus future uncertainty.” He argtlest constructivists have
difficulties explaining how prudent rational leaders deal iitiure uncertainties (2000:
205-6; 210). This paper demonstrates that the constructpsb@ach may explain not
only how uncertainties shape behavior, but how theyitrésim the actors’ identities.

% For a similar argument regarding the importanceexdmining the normative context in order to
determine how deterrence strategy works, see Tavaldr(1999: 438, 439).
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Therefore, considering deterrence as a constructiortiohah practices may explain how
in some contexts it helps actors overpower uncertaintiekl (&/ar) while in others it
creates the uncertainties (post—Cold War terrorism).
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