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The expression “red line” has become a regulaufeabf the global policy debate. It
has notably been used with regard to the Iraniasteau programme, the Syrian civil
war, and the Ukraine crisis.

Although its increasingly frequent use is a redesd, the term refers to a well-known
political phenomenon: preventing an event or o@nwe that is deemed unacceptable.
The expression always involves interaction betweénleast two agents on the
international stage, and suggests the idea of &gdmanging fact or act, yet it can have
several distinct meanings. It is used, for instaneediplomacy to define one’s own
internal position (“our red line should be...”) ingparation for a negotiation, or to state
that such and such a concession would be unacteptdr example, in 2014 Iran
affirmed that maintaining its uranium enrichmenpalility is a “red line” that it would
not allow to be crossed in the framework of anyeagrent with the international
community. The Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLOY,ifs part, holds the view
that “the Green Line [the 1949 armistice line, authnote] is a red line” in the context
of the negotiations to create a Palestinian Staikewise, the expression is used by
governments to privately define a threshold foraac(for instance, aasus belli or the
precise terms of commitment to an ally). In the shiof the current chaos in the Middle
East, it has been suggested that the destabihisafidordan would be intolerable and
thus constitute a red linefor Isréel

Moreover, it is in Israel — a country that hasdecades maintained a constant policy of
deterrence towards its State and non-state adiessarthat the term has doubtless been
most frequently employed since the 1¥70$he country’s red lines are often unstated
publicly and are only communicated to its adveesaithrough the use of coercive
means, aiming to develop a learning process in dteersary’s mind regarding
deterrence (for example, in the context of the amgd&yrian crisis, Israeli strikes to
signal the prohibition of strategic arms transfieysiran or Syria to Hezbollah). Israeli
red lines are also sometimes conveyed directlizécativersary in a private and discrete
fashion, if necessary through the use of an intdrang.

2 According to an unnamed senior Iranian officiabut Supreme Leader (...) has set a red line for the
negotiators and that cannot change and shoulddpected. (...) Uranium enrichment should be coetinand
none of the nuclear sites will be closed”. Quotedlouis Charbonneau and Parisa Hafesi, “Excludieat digs

in heels on nuclear centrifuges at Vienna talkavogs”, Reuters 18 June 2014.

Seeking to highlight the fact that the United Statéll not deploy ground troops in Iraq, the Seargtof State,
John Kerry, talked about a “red line” that Washargtvould not cross. Quoted in Helen Cooper, “Ob&miists
9 Allies to Help in the Battle Against ISISThe New York Time§ September 2014.

3 Palestine Liberation Organization, Negotiation$a&k& DepartmentThe Green Line is a Red Line: The 1967
Border and the Two-State Solutjdract Sheet, undated.

4 David Rothkopf, “The real red line in the Middl@$®”, Foreign Policy 30 June 2014.

5 The term is also used in Israel in another contivet “red line” (kav adom) of the Sea of Galilaethe line
(213 metres below sea level) below which the raplement of the lake’s natural freshwater reseneeoines
difficult, and pumped water from the lake is noden permitted. Shoshana Kordova, “Word of the D#ay
Adom: don't cross that line. The red onklaaretz 6 December 2012.

6 Micah Bar, Red Lines in Israel Deterrence StratégyHebrew), Tel Aviv, Ministry of Defense Publisly,
1990.
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Other countries have adopted such an approacheiMitidle East. In the 1980s, the
leaders of Hezbollah were deterred from targetirgSoviet presence in Lebanon by a
demonstration carried out by Moscow: the Sovietlilgfence services targeted an
important religious dignitary and mutilated himléaling an attack on the country’s
diplomatic representativedn the 1990s, the U.S. intelligence servicesiedrout what
was later described as “an intelligence operationdrder to deter Iran from again
targeting U.S. interests following the Khobar Tosvettack (American lodgings in
Saudi territory) in 1996; the nature of this opemathas not been made public — it
appears to have threatened Tehran with revealmgdtntity of all the Iranian agents in
the region known to U.S. services — but the warmag received loud and cléar

This paper will refer to a restrictive definitiorf ced lines:the manipulation of an
adversary’s intent through (mostly public) statetsdor deterrence purposes, referring
to the deliberate crossing of a certain threshold &n adversary, and relevant
counteraction if this threshold is crossethis definition refers to a dynamic process
(which distinguishes it from, for instance, the Idipatic “bottom lines” mentioned
above). The threshold in ques tion may refer tatany escalation, vertically (e.g. the
use of chemical weapons by Syria), or horizonté#yg. when m February 2016,
Turkey’s deputy prime minister Yalcin Akdogan, wadnthe Kurds thatthe YPG [a
Kurdish armed group, author’s note] crossing wéshe [River] Euphrates is Turkey’s
red ling9)1° It may also refer to the production of sensitivaterial (e.g. the quantity or
grade of enriched uranium produced by Iran), orekports of non-conventional
technologies (e.g. the transfer of nuclear matenaistallations by North Korea), or
alternatively, to a political decision (e.g. a watdral declaration of Taiwanese
independencé)

Analysing why and how red lines can prove effectveot is thus in large part a subset
of studying deterrence: avoiding an adverse activough the threat of retaliation
(deterrence by “threat of punishment”), or indesdych less commonplace, through

7 Strategic Advisory Group, US Strategic Commdaskentials of Post-Cold War Deterrend®95, p. 4.

8 Richard Clarke & Steven Simon, “Bombs that woulitifire”, The New York Times<3 April 2006; and
Richard ClarkeAgainst All Enemies. Inside America’s War on Terfdew York, Free Press, 2004, pp. 120-
129.

% Quoted in Andrew Rettman, “Turkey clashes withieall over attack on Syria Kurds”, EU Observer,
15 February 2016.

10 On the first point, for example, the term “redeliris often used to describe the United States’ra@ment to
the defence of Israel. In 1975, the Israeli Defekiteister Ygal Allon used the expression “red ling’ define
his country’s survival in the eyes of Washingtomifgd Press International, “Allon Cautions US orlk§§
19 June 1975). More recently, President Obama elBkgpt's compliance with its peace treaty wittabdras a
“red line”: “ They have to abide by their treaty with Israel. fTisaa red line for us, because not only is Issael’
security at stake, but our security is at stak§ (Presidential Debate in Boca Rato22 October 2012). On the
second point, the expression “red line” was usedrtance to refer to the boundary line that Libyawsth not
cross when attacking Chad (the™Barallel in 1983, and then the™énhe following year). Similarly, the
“Damara red line”, 75 kilometres from Bangui, was fine established at the end of 2012 by the foofethe
Economic Community of Central African States prétegthe capital from Séléka.

11 For example, U.S. President George W. Bush siat@@08,“ And | made it abundantly clear that there was
some red lines for the United States on this isghat there would be no unilateral declaration of
independencé..)”. George W. BusHhnterview with Foreign Print Journalists80 July 2008. On a related note,
in 2004 Syrian President Bashar al-Assad used ¢h@ tred line” when referring to the creation of an
independent Kurdish Statmterview with CNN-TUrk8 January 2004).
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action aiming to prevent the adversary from attagnts goals (deterrence by deni&)
The corresponding notion of ultimatums is an ehtigifferent matter: they involve
coercion, not deterrence, as the goal is to forcactor to do something, rather than to
prevent it from doing something.

Given their importance in the international langsgait is useful to try to understand
when and how it can be appropriate — if at all,rmi-lining is often highly criticised —
to draw a red line when trying to deter an adversar

WHY ARE RED LINES CROSSED?

Red line diplomacy has a mixed record. More ofteentnot, as the examples below
will underline, red lines have failed to deter alversary — either because the threshold
not to cross or the consequences of doing so werlear, or because the determination
of the defender was not manifest, or because thaltyeincurred was not sufficient for
deterrence to be effective. Moreover, red linesttare unwanted or pernicious effects.

Red lines fail when the threshold or the consequences of crossing it are not
clear

The first reason for the failure of red lines islassical explanation for many conflicts:
a lack of understanding among the protagoniststaltiee unwillingness or the inability
of the defender to state clearly what it is seekogvoid, or what the consequences of
crossing the line would be. This is the exact reasehind the outbreak of numerous
wars throughout the course of histSry

Such lack of clarity might be about the preciseuwinstances that would trigger a
counteraction. Most States have made it clear fhikfledged military aggression
against their sovereign territory would constitatessing a red line, thereby triggering a
defensive response in kind. The red line in thisecs quite simply the international
borderline, generally considered to be inviol&bl@&ut the situation is often more
complex. Borders are not always clearly defined] @eir definition is sometimes the
subject of disagreement. Things are even murki¢h wegard to maritime borders,
which are not only hardly ever visibly demarkedt many of them are also the subject
of legal and political disputes. The Russian/Japangorder in the 1930s is a good
example (with wars in 1938 and 1939). Another is thine of Control” separating
Indian and Pakistani territory in Kashmir, estdindid in 1971, leaving a grey area in the
Siachen region, in which both parties subsequeatigmpted to conquer positions.
What exactly does “attacking Japan (or China, théigpines, Taiwan, or Vietham)”
mean under such circumstances?

12 This reference is to the distinction proposed Ign@ Snyder (see Glenn H. Snydeeterrence by Denial and
Punishment Princeton, Woodrow Wilson School of Public andetnational Affairs, Center of International
Studies, Princeton University, 1959).

13 See for example, Geoffrey Blandihe Causes of WaNew York, The Free Press, 1988, chapter 3.

14 The inviolable nature of borders is a general gipile of international law. Their intangibility ia different
concept, which is applied in the case of a Statelependence (the principle being that internatlbos become
international borders, according to the rutepossidetisand can be sanctioned by conventional instrumefits
the decision by the African Union Organisation #64 to limit border disputes between States origigafrom
decolonisation).
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The same goes for distant possessions with a plartistatus. The Falklands/Malvinas
islands, which were attacked by Argentina in 1982re designated a British Overseas
Territory. London had never issued a clear statémeclaring that the United Kingdom
would be ready to fight for the islands, as woudtbe case had Great Britain itself
been attacked, and Buenos Aires thus had no pegason to think that this would be
the case.

Finally, even if the line itself is clearly drawm (the case of a border or terrestrial
cease-fire line that is clearly demarked and matlgect of dispute), the exact definition
of what constitutes aggression — crossing the 4inean prove problematic. Certain
countries’ recourse to militia or non-state grotpsct on the territory of neighbouring
countries could be a means of trying to circumarttlur the demarcation of the line in
order, for instance, to conquer positions. This tasstrategy adopted by Italy in 1936
(with the violation of the Non-Intervention Agreemen the Spanish Civil War). More

recently, Pakistan in 1999 (the Kargil crisis), ddssia in 2014 (the Ukraine crisis)
also resorted to this tactic.

U.S. President Barack Obama’s August 2012 red dta¢ement on Syrian chemical
weapons was particularly unclear. Obama said, ‘@\lmee for us is we start seeing a
whole bunch of chemical weapons moving around andoetilized. (...) if we start
seeing movement on the chemical weapons front @rude of chemical weapoAs”
The expression “a whole bunch” sounded improvised, must have left Syrian leaders
perplexed. And what exactly was “movement” suppdseshiean? At the time, this was
not clear at all. We now know that Obama’s statdrnmeas indeed improvised; it went
beyond the policy that had been defined by the Adbtration in the preceding weeks,
to the surprise of the President’s adviors

The lack of clarity about the consequences of angsa red line is also a significant
factor to consider when trying to explain why detzace fails. As a rule, with all other
things being equal, vague threats are less likelynipress than precise ones. As
Richard Ned Lebow underlines, an exceedingly flexikommitment which limit the
cost of abstention will not be interpreted as a sifjresolve™’

In 1950, Beijing sought to deter the United Stdiesn crossing the 38 Parallel
northwards by stating that it would take a “gravew’ of such an evetit This threat
can hardly be deemed clear-cut (and Washingtontao&ly any notice of it). The same
can be said of initial U.S. statements regardingCim 1962. In September, President
Kennedy declared that if strategic weapons werdogied on the island, “the gravest
issues would aris&’, undoubtedly insufficient to impress President udirchev. In the
late 1990s, American warnings to Belgrade overfalhe of Kosovo only mentioned an

15 Quoted in CNN Wire Staff, “Obama Warns Syria Nmross Red Line"CNN.com 21 August 2012.

16 See Peter Baker et al., “Off-the-Cuff Obama Ling B.S. in Bind on Syria”The New York Timeg May
2013.

17 Richard N. LebowBetween Peace and War: The Nature of Internati®@gis, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1981, p. 85.

18 p K. Rose, “Two Strategic Intelligence MistakeKiorea, 1950” Studies in IntelligengeFall-Winter 2001.

19 Statement by President John F. Kennedy on CubaD&f@artment of State, Bulletin, Volume XLVNo.
1213, 24 September 1962, p. 450.
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intention to “respond” or to “take immediate actiohYugoslavia used force thef®e
which was evidently insufficient. Several yearsefatPresident George W. Bush’s
attempt to firmly deter North Korea from exportingclear technology merely said,
“we would hold North Korea fully accountable of thensequence of such actiéh”
Did he seriously believe that Pyongyang would bprassed by such a statement? It is
hardly surprising, given the vague nature of theedh that North Korea secretly
continued the construction of a nuclear reactoBynia — the consequences of which
were not fully appreciated at the time.

The consequences promised by the United Stateos$ing the red line on the use of
chemical weapons in Syria were equally unclearsiBemt Obama had stipulated that
movement or use of chemical weapons “would changeaitulus; that would change
my equation. (...) There would be enormous conseps®’. Observers and
commentators took this statement as a threat afamyilaction, but it is now known that
arming the opposition was the U.S. Administratiopieferred response, although that
could not have been clear to the Syrian regime.tlheroof Obama’s statements several
months later was barely more precise, “The usehehical weapons is and would be
totally unacceptable. If you make the tragic mistak using these weapons, there will
be consequences and you will be held account&bl®nly in June 2013, when
Washington publicly stated that the use of chemigzpons had been established, did
the Administration make known that it planned tona®yrian rebefs. But without
ruling out the possibility of military action.

Another similar example, this time with regard ttan, involves the successive red lines
drawn by the Israeli government since 2002 conogrttie Iranian nuclear programme,
which have rarely been accompanied by the annousmeat specific measures should
Tehran infringe the red lin€s (The threat of military action against Iran haunally
been employed on many occasions by Israel, butrginewithout referring to a
specific threshold).

Many other examples of equally vague referenceésgdunacceptable” or “intolerable”
nature of such and such a decision or act by aperadsy can be found in U.S. foreign
policy statements over the past twenty-five y&ars

20 Quoted in “Crisis in the Balkans: Statements a Wnited States’ Policy Towards Kosov@he New York
Times 18 April 1999.

21 president Bush’s Statement on North Korea Nudleat, 9 October 2006.

22 Quoted in CNN Wire Staff, “Obama Warns Syria NowtGross Red Line”, CNN.com, 21 August 2012. The
United States’ first use of the term “red line” tims context was by the Department of Defense syoke,
George Little, during the previous month, “We woglltion them strongly against any intention to tsese
weapons. That would cross a serious red liGubdted in Stanley Kurtz, “The Frightening Truth Aiv&yria’s
WMDs”, National Review Online3 September 2013.

23 Quoted in Josh Rogin, “Exclusive: Secret Statedbmpent cable: Chemical weapons used in SyRatgign
Policy, 15 January 2013.

24 Mark Mazzetti et al., “US is Said to Plan to Seidapons to Syrian RebelsThe New York Timed3 June
2013.

25 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian anchiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.

26 For examples see Rosa Brooks, “Would MachiavedvéiDrawn a Red Line?Foreign Policy 2 May 2013.
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Finally, the issuer of a red line is unlikely to taken seriously if its policy appears
incoherent or self-contradictory. For instancead$s warnings to Syria since the
beginning of the conflict in 2011 — not to attaskakel otherwise the Syrian regime itself
would be in danger — were highly unlikely to prduély convincing to Damascus as, in
parallel, Israeli leaders were hinting that the ak&egime was less objectionable than
the alternatives. (Syria fired several times inte Golan Heights in retaliation for
Israeli raids in Syrian territor¥)

Red lines fall if the adversary is not convinced of the issuer’s determination

Another major reason for the failure of red linesthe fact that the adversary is not
convinced that it will actually suffer consequendéascrosses the line. This perception
of weakness can exist either because of the vagsasfethe promised consequences,
but also because of the “reputation” of the leamteegime issuing the red line.

Research does not show any consensus on the impend reputation in international
politics’®. It seems, however, that it is not negligible. Numous documented examples
exist regarding the influence of perception of atods past behaviour on a subsequent
decision made by another actor. As such, the Brfiench security guarantee to
Poland in March 1939 failed to impress Hitler, hesmaof the behaviour of London and
Paris regarding the Czechoslovakia crisis in 1%38he same vein, Beijing’s warnings
in 1950 concerning Korea were dismissed by Wasbmgbther than the vague nature
of these warnings (see above), the nascent Chireggme was seen as weak and
dependent on MoscéWw John F. Kennedy’'s September 1962 warning to taed
Union did not impress Nikita Khrushchev becausdhef U.S. President’s perceived
weakness during the Berlin crisis the previous ¥eArgentina was encouraged to take
action with regard to the Falklands/Malvinas Isknd light of the weak British
response to the occupation of the South Thule dslen 1976 Barack Obama’s
warning to Syria about chemical weapons had littence of troubling Damascus
because of the U.S. President’'s image as a polidader disinclined to take risks, and,
particularly, his apparent reluctance to use mmjitdorce in the Middle East,
compounded by the fact that U.S. public opinionn@av overwhelmingly wary of
military intervention.

As one commentator puts it, when it comes to redsli- and deterrence in general —

“simply having the ability to inflict pain and comumicating that ability will not cut
it”32,

27 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian anchiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.

28 See in particular Jonathan MercBeputation and International Politicthaca, Cornell University Press,
1996; Paul K. Huth, “Reputations and Deterrencélh&oretical and Empirical Assessmer$gcurity Studies
vol. 7, n° 1, Fall 1997.

2 p.K. Rose, “Two Strategic Intelligence MistakesKarea, 1950”, Central Intelligence Agenc$tudies in
Intelligence,Fall-Winter 2001.

30 See Frederick Kempéerlin 1961. Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Most Ramgs Place on EarthNew
York, G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 2011.

31 Tory J. BeattieConventional Deterrence and the Falklands Islandsiftict, Thesis, US Naval Postgraduate
School, Monterey, March 2010.

32 Benjamin Alter, “Doing Red Lines RightThe National Interestl2 September 2013.
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A further problem arises when a red line is mowsdh the party trying to exercise
deterrence losing credibility as a result:

- North Korea was probably encouraged to carry om vt# nuclear programme
by the lack of decisive U.S. action after previouarnings were ignored by
Pyongyang. In 1994, the Clinton Administration wednthat fuel reprocessing
(to produce plutonium) would constitute a “red firfer the United States,
which would be likely to result in “military actiéf. Yet, Washington did
nothing when Pyongyang started producing plutoni®002. Four years later,
President George W. Bush solemnly warned North &@egainst transferring
nuclear technology or material. But, when just & faonths later Washington
was informed of the discovery of a reactor undemstmction in Syria, the
Administration did not react, to the dismay of vieeesident Cheney who was of
the opinion that bombing the reactor “would meaat thur red lines meant
something®.

- Likewise, Iran discovered that it could cross sgsoe Israeli red lines without
being exposed to military retaliation, which carlydmave encouraged Tehran to
pursue its nuclear programehe

- President Obama’s warning about the “movement”yfa® chemical weapons
was clarified in late 2012 as in fact meaning “tremsfer to terrorist groups” or
“being prepared for us&. Then it seemed to quite simply evaporate, adtise
President subsequently only emphasised the hypstbease: “If you make the
tragic mistake of using these weapons, there wilcbnsequences and you will
be held accountabl&

As a former Israeli official put it, “I have witnesd decision-makers have contempt for
red lines and at the moment of truth become cabdind”28,

Red lines fail when the penalty incurred is not superior to the potential benefit of
crossing them

Finally — and this is also an age-old deterrenablem — even in the case of a clear
line, a clearly defined penalty, and a manifestyedmined defender, the adversary may
calculate that the price is worth paying.

33 pPrepared Statement by the Honorable William Pe®gnior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Former
Secretary of DefenséNorth Korea. Briefing and Hearing before the Coittee on Foreign AffairsHouse of
Representatives, 110th Congress, 1st Session, ryari$ and February 28, 2007, Serial n° 110-115,
Washington, USGPO, 2007, p. 15.

34 Cheney said after he left office, “It would rodietNorth Koreans back on their haunches in ternthioking
they could peddle their nuclear technology and aeay with it. It would mean that our red lines miean
something.” Quoted in Peter Bak&ays of Fire. Bush and Cheney in the White Hpid&wv York Doubleday,
2013, p. 553.

35 See Graham Allison, “Red Lines in the Sarfedreign Policy 11 October 2010.

36 Quoted in David E. Sanger & Eric Schmitt, “U.Siffihg Its Warning on Syria’'s Chemical ArmsThe New
York Times6 December 2012,

7 Quoted in Josh Rogin, “Exclusive: Secret Statedbmpent cable: Chemical weapons used in SyRatgign
Policy, 15 January 2013.

38 Michael Herzog, “Beyond the Red Ling4aaretz 12 October 2012.
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A classic example in this regard is the 1973 Yonpp&ir War. Egyptian President
Anwar el-Sadat knew that attacking Israel woulditteis the strongest possible military
response; but he nonetheless believed that despitebable loss on the battlefield, he
would restore the pride and reputation of his coguand thereby change the political
equation in the Near East. (Interestingly, he ninedess refrained from crossing the
1949 armistice line, which suggests that he haermalised a possible Israeli nuclear
deterrence red lifg)

In 1981, Israeli Prime Minister Menachem Begin veatthat Israel would not allow its

enemies to develop weapons of mass destrdttivet, this is exactly what many of

them did or continued to do. Iraq, Iran, Libya, @&wtia had or have military-oriented

nuclear and chemical programmes in spite of the tfzet Israel’'s determination was

clear and its willingness to use military coercigas manifest; at the time the country
had recently destroyed the French-built Osiraqgtogam Irag. The development —

generally in secret — of weapons of mass destm@ppears to have simply been too
important for these countries to give up, evemattmeant incurring military risk in the

medium to long term.

U.S. warnings regarding Kosovo did not deter YugeslPresident Slobodan

Milosevic’s actions in 1998-1999. One possible arglion is that such warnings had
become less clear as time progressed and thatd8lelgnay not have believed that the
terms of the 1992 warning (see below) still heldit B could also be that after the

secession of Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia, tleedaKosovo — which has a key role in
Serbian history — was perceived as being too imaporto give up, even at the risk of
Western intervention.

Red lines encourage adversary actions “below the threshold”

A second major problem with red lines is that theay actually encourage an adversary
to act below the line or “below the threshold”. Aator may consider that “everything
goes” providing that the line is not crossed.

The famous example of U.S. Secretary of State Dedreson’s statement about the
“defensive perimeter” of the United States immesliatomes to mind. Acheson had
implicitly stated in 1950 that the Korean Peninswas not covered by the U.S.
“defensive perimeter”, which led North Korea and iallies to conclude that
Washington would not defend its South Korean“allgut other examples are readily
identifiable:

- In 1961, John F. Kennedy gave the impression tat&NiKhrushchev that his
only red line was a Soviet invasion of West Berirereby implicitly suggesting
that a forced separation and subsequent isolafitheoWestern sectors would

3% The causal link between Israel’'s nuclear statuessypmed at the time by Cairo, and President Sadatision
to limit the objectives of the Egyptian army is ked up by accounts from Egyptian officials. Seecheample T.
V. Paul, The Tradition of Non-use of Nuclear Weapdanford, Stanford University Press, 2009, pp-148.

40 Begin’s statement was as follows: “Tell all yotiefds, tell anyone you meet, we shall defend eapte with
all the means at our disposal. We shall not allooy anemy to develop weapons of mass destructioredur
against us”. Quoted in Shlomo Nakdimdiirst Strike: The Exclusive Story of How Israel [Edilraq’s Attempt
to Get the BomlNew York, Summit Books, 1987, p. 240.

41 Dean AchesorSpeech on the Far Eadtational Press Club, Washington, 12 January 1950.
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not be unacceptable in Washington’s eyes. “Theister® message he had sent
Khrushchev — directly in Vienna and indirectly thafter through public
speeches and back-channel messages — was thaoviet Bader could do
whatever he wished on the territory that he colgdods long as he didn’t touch
West Berlin or Allied access to the cit§%.”

In July 1990, during an official meeting, U.S. amskador April Glaspie told
Saddam Hussein that the dispute between Iraq andeighbours was not an
American concern and the United States did not tepesition on the issue,
leading the Iraqi leader to believe that he coulfily invade Kuwait (this was
compounded by the fact that the State Departmentatso informed Saddam
that there was no U.S. defence commitment to thatcgy.

In January 1991, in a letter to Saddam HusseirsitRret George H. W. Bush
informed the Iraqgi President that the United Stanemuld not tolerate the
destruction of Kuwaiti oil fields, terrorist actisnagainst members of the
coalition seeking to liberate Kuwait from lIraqi ogation, or the use of
chemical or biological weapotis However, U.S. Secretary of State James
Baker, during his talks with Iraqi foreign ministéariq Aziz (during which
Baker handed Aziz the U.S. President’s letter, Whiziz refused to take)
emphasised only the third scenario, thereby pakytieading Iraq to believe
that the other two scenarios were less importattiedJnited States, which may
in turn have encouraged Baghdad to torch Kuwdifields.

In December of the following year, President GedAgeH. Bush issued the so-
called “Christmas Warning”: a letter to Yugoslawesident Slobodan Milosevic
stating that “in the event of conflict in Kosovousad by Serbian action, the
United States will be prepared to employ militaoycke against the Serbians in
Kosovo and in Serbia propét” This was doubtless interpreted as an indirect
“green light” for intervention in the Bosnian wawrhich had had broken out
several months earlier (and in which Belgrade stpdahe Serbian separatists).

The firm warning by U.S. President George W. Bus2006 regarding “the
transfer of nuclear weapons or material by Northrégoto States or non-state
entities” may have been understood by North Kosea de facto acquiescence
to its nuclear prograrper sé®.

Certain Chinese statements have been even morerragargy for Pyongyang:
according to a recent statement by Foreign Minig¥@ang Ji, “we have a red
line, that is, we will not allow war or instabilityon the Korean

42 Frederick KempeBerlin 1961. Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Most Ramgs Place on EartiNew York,
G.P. Putnam’s Sons, 2011, p. 488.

43 “[wW]e have no opinion on Arab-Arab conflicts, lig@ur border disagreement with Kuwait.” Quoted o J.
Mearsheimer & Stephen M. Walt, “An Unnecessary WWBRGtreign Policy,1 January 2003.

44 Text in George H. WBush & Brent ScowcroftA World Transformedfew York, Knopf, 1998, p. 442.

45 Quoted in “Crisis in the Balkans: Statements om Wmited States’ Policy Towards Kosovdhe New York
Times 18 April 1999.

46 “The transfer of nuclear weapons or material by INd¢brea to States or non-state entities would be
considered a grave threat to the United States, vemdvould hold North Korea fully accountable of the
consequences of such action.” President Bush’e@tait on North Korea Nuclear Test, 9 October 2006.
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peninsula®. Taken at face value, this means that North Koreglear
provocations are tolerable in the eyes of Beijing.

- American statements seeking to deter Iran fromioioiga a nuclear weapon (see
below) may have been interpreted in Tehran as aplidiin nihil obstat to
obtaining all of the building blocks of such a weap

- U.S. attempts to deter Syria from using chemicahpe&s may have induced
Damascus into thinking that massive repressiorhefuprising in the country
would be tolerated by Washington. (According to 8&nator John McCain:
“Obama’s red line is Assad’s green lighit} It may even have been interpreted
by the Syrian regime as signifying that agents saglthlorine — whose use is
prohibited by the 1993 Chemical Weapons Conventlmut, which is much
cruder and less toxic than chemical munitions e+ sgould be used without a
risk of major retaliation.

- Statements by Western officials suggesting that 8AWould not militarily
intervene in Ukraine may have encouraged Moscow.ifigiance, the NATO
Deputy Secretary-General Alexander Vershbow state8eptember 2014, “I
don’t see any red line that, if crossed, would leadilitary engagement®. As
two commentators have put it, “drawing such a Urighe around NATO
territory is being read by Putin as a signal that-members such as Ukraine,
Georgia and Moldova are — literally — up for graps.

Red lines, by their very nature, will be tested, with the concomitant risk of
miscalculation and unexpected escalation

Every parent knows that the red lines they draw eften tempt their children to test
them. The same phenomenon applies to the intenadtgtage. Drawing red lines may
incite the other party to test the tracer’s respivenly to establish the exact limits of
what is permissible. At face value, this is a maglocourse of action. For example,
declaring an Air Defense Identification Zone ovespaited territory; patrolling, fishing
or exploring in disputed waters; and carrying duatited incursions into a disputed
region are common techniques in Asia, where magyifstant borders are still
disputed.

But drawing red lines may equally lead the adversaembark on a deliberate strategy
of gradual escalation in order to blur the lined ao make it politically more difficult
for the defender to justify retaliation. This isetBo-called boiling frog theory: a frog
plunged in hot water will immediately jump out, btithe water temperature is raised
very slowly, it may well end up being boiled. (Theentieth century “salami tactic”

47“China draws 'red line' on North Korea, says waltw war on peninsula’Reuters 8 March 2014.
48 Quoted in Elizabeth Titus, “McCain says Obamaési‘tine’ was Assad’s ‘green light'Politico, 5 May 2013.

4% Quoted in Mark MacKinnon, “NATO not coming to Kiswescue, regardless of Putin’s actiofihe Globe
and Mail, 2 September 2014.

50 Kurt Volker & Erik Brattberg, “NATO must stand up Putin’s threat to invade UkraineThe Washington
Post 28 August 2014.
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also comes to mind in this respg@ctThis tactic is generally employed by any actor
seeking to avoid a visible shock, which could miebilgovernments and opinion.

- At the beginning of the 1950s, the United States \@ebiguous regarding
whether or not the Quemoy and Matsu Islands, neathé mainland but
controlled by the Republic of China, were undepitstection; Mao Zedong did
not fail to test America’s resolve in 1954, andiaga 1958.

- The red line established by France in Chad (th& R&rallel) was tested by
incursions by the Transitional Government of Nadilddnity (GUNT, backed by
Libya) in 1986, and then by a Libyan airstrike BBT.

- Pakistan seemingly tested India’'s value of the Liogé Control (the
Indo/Pakistani ceasefire line in Kashmir), in thargil region in 1999 through a
campaign of limited and “unclaimed” incursions (séeve).

- In August 2014, when a Russian military invasiotu&faine under the pretence
of a humanitarian intervention was widely fearedranch daily newspaper ran
the headline “Russia-Ukraine: the red liffe”Yet, Moscow’s whole strategy
aimed to avoid a large-scale air-land invasion dfrdihe; instead, Russia
gradually inserted men and equipment into Ukraine@ritory over the space of
several months, thereby retrospectively avoiding gbssibility of evoking the
crossing of a “red line”.

- The interaction between Israel and its neighbasiiaso littered with examples.
In 1976, with the objective of deterring Syria, riRei Minister Yitzhak Rabin
established a red line in southern Lebanon, fromzide to Deir-ez-Zahrani, 25
kilometres north of the River Litani, which Damascwas forbidden from
crossing. What constituted a transgression of lihis was defined relatively
flexibly (perhaps too much so): it was tested byi&jn December 1976 and
January 197%. In 2000, Hezbollah captured and killed severeddb soldiers
despite Israeli warnings not to attack its tergitgrroviding an example of action
up to the limit of a red lirf& In a similar vein, for years, Israel warned Syl
Iran not to transfer strategic weapons to Hezb®llaBut the two countries
tested the red line on multiple occasions and Isyaly started to enforce it in
January 2013 by destroying convoys in Syrian tnyit.

51 This expressionsgalamitaktikq was invented in the 1940s by the Hungarian Conishuaader_Matyas
Rakosi to describe the way in which the Party &tdaon-Communist political groups.

52 Florent SénéRaids dans le Sahara central (Tchad, Libye, 19487)9Sarra ou le Rezzou décisfaris,
L'Harmattan, 2012, p. 197.

53 Libération 16 August 2014.
54 Efraim Inbar,Rabin and Israel’'s National Security/ashington, Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 19990p. 1
55 Mitch Ginsburg, “Strongman’s handcuffs: The fuilof red lines”,The Times of IsragR8 May 2013.

%6 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian andhiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.

57 Defence Minister Moshe Ya'alon publicly stated April 2013 that the transfer of advanced weapons to
Hezbollah was a “red line” for Israel. “Ya'alon:réel Acted to Stop Transfer of Weapons to Hezbb|ldhe
Algemeiney 22 April 2013. See also Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Rades: The Syrian and Iranian Contexts”,
Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July 2013.
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- Last but not least is the example of the Syrianimets use of chemical
weapons. Between the end of 2012 and the summe20td8, Damascus
proceeded with slow escalation. The regime prepéredhemical weapon use
in late 2012, without provoking a reaction from théernational communi8.
Then it started to use the weapons in small questitstill without any
significant reaction on the part of the internaibnommunity®. And after its
official “disarmament”, the regime began using dngalantities of chlorine — a
case of low intensity use of chemical weapons.

An incident in September 2014 at the NATO bordetlyallustrates this problem. An
Estonian policeman was detained by Russia, supposedause he was in Russian
territory. Given that a NATO summit had just comeatclose, this was possibly an act
of provocation on Russia’s part, or a case of Maststing the Alliance’s resol¥e

In the field of nuclear deterrence, it is entirpbssible to envisage a scenario whereby a
State carries out a High-Altitude Electro-Magneffialse (HA-EMP) strike, directly
above an adversary’s territory but in space. Camattacked country (a HA-EMP strike
affects electrical circuits on the ground) consitlds act of aggression to be at the
“nuclear threshold” in the same vein as a direciear attack on its soil?

There may also be unwanted effects. In some csltwensiderations of honour and
prestige could lead to a deliberate crossing @daline drawn by another actor because
the issuance of the red line was perceived as epgagle provocatich Even when the
party crossing the line deems to have acted wititiaa, the risk of miscalculation still
exists. When Islamabad embarked on a campaignstérsatic encroachments of the
Line of Control in 1999, it triggered an Indianaikdtion that could well have turned
into a fully-fledged war. The cyber-attacks of Raamsorigin that targeted Estonia in
2007 were relatively harmless (and could not hasenbcovered by Article V of the
Washington Treaty), but what would happen in theeaaf miscalculation on Moscow’s
part in the future and a cyber-attack against NA¥€e to have dramatic, cascading
effects?

Another example of dangerously testing the watédagth Korea'’s sinking of a South
Korea warship and bombing the island of Yeonpyongyia 2010. Pyongyang seemed
to be testing the limits of U.S. security assurant®e South Korea, but such actions
could have provoked a dangerous military escalathonl clashes at sea between China
and its neighbours, which are increasingly morgudesnt, may very well one day lead to
the same result.

The Syrian chemical weapons crisis is also a go@anele of the risks of unchecked
escalation: there is evidence from intercepted camaations that the mix of chemical

%8 David E. Sanger & Eric Schmitt, “U.S. Shifting Marning on Syria’s Chemical ArmsThe New York
Times 6 December 2012.

% Adam Entous et al., “As Syrian Chemical Attack bwed, Missteps Doomed CiviliansThe Wall Street
Journal 22 November 2013.

60 “Estonia angry at Russia’s ‘abduction’ on bord®BC News5 September 2014.
61 See Rosa Brooks, “Would Machiavelli Have Drawneal Rine?”,Foreign Policy 2 May 2013.
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agents used in August 2013 — the game-changing #vainmobilised the international
community — had not been properly masté&ed

DILEMMAS IN RED LINE DIPLOMACY

The aforementioned problems and failures are unisimg. Correctly drawing red lines
— just like many instances of attempted deterrenisea complex issue.

Any discourse or declaration aiming to established line has to reconcile various
kinds of constraints, essentially by taking inte@mt several different audiences: the
adversary one is seeking to deter, of course, lsat @ane’s own public opinion and

domestic institutions, as well as one’s allies wiiea red line pertains to extended
deterrence commitmefits Governments may have difficulty reconciling the
expectations of all these constituencies withosaplpointing or upsetting any of them.
As Richard Ned Lebow underlines, ambiguous commitshare often the product of

competing and contradictory demaritls

Another difficulty arises from the fact that, beybthe immediate aim of preventing a
specific action by a specific actor, drawing rates§ involves gauging the impact of the
policy on other interests, on the perceptions tiriadversaries, and on those of allies.
Many observers have suggested that U.S. hesitagarding the use of force following
the use of chemical weapons by the Syrian regime dignalled to Tehran that
Washington’s threats to use force against Iran Ishbehran cross the nuclear threshold
should not be taken too seriod8lyor indeed that similar hesitation may have
encouraged Moscow to take action in Ukré&ine

Moreover, the hypothesis of reputational damagéh®o country is often taken into
account in the deliberations of its political leeslelt would indeed be unwise for a
political leader to dismiss the potential negatimgpact of inaction on their country’s
reputation once a red line has been crossed. Ghatr2014 witnessed the centenary of
the beginning of the First World War, it is aptrexall the extent to which this factor
was crucial in shaping the behaviour of the greatvgys. Russia believed that
abandoning Serbia in the case of conflict withAlustro-Hungarian Empire would give
the rest of the world the impression that Russia waak; following its defeat by Japan
in 1905, it did not support Belgrade during theldal Wars of 1912-1923 For its part,
Austria-Hungary believed that backing down from fiohwith Serbia would gravely
affect its great-power status, which it believedl H@een diminished by the Balkan
Warg® Germany also considered its prestige to have hffented by the crises of the

62 bid.

53 For a sceptical analysis of “audience costs” (@oenestic political cost of not taking action) seeari
Trachtenberg, “Audience Costs: An Historical An&ysSecurity Studiessol. 21, n° 1, February 2012.

54 Richard N. LebowBetween Peace and War: The Nature of Internati€@gis, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1981, p. 85.

%5 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian anchiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.

% Bill Hoffmann, “Sen. Ron Johnson: Obama’s ‘Rede’iGave Putin ‘Green Light”"Newsmax6 March 2014.

57 Margaret MacMillan,The War That Ended Peace. The Road To 18w York, Penguin Group, 2013,
pp. 481-482.

68 |bid., p. 484, p. 496, p. 498.
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preceding years, and that its great-power statigsale® on the line; support for Austria-
Hungary was moreover seen as a necessity, foolaskich Germany risked losing her
one real all§f. As the historian Margaret MacMillan puts it, “denstrating that you are
a great power and avoiding humiliation are poweidutes in international relationg”.

During the Cuban Missile Crisis, Kennedy was awhat Khrushchev perceived him as
weak; he thus owed it to himself to restore his iatstration’s credibility. Leaders also
think about the future — namely establishing, pnasg, or restoring their reputation
with a view to future crises. The Cuban Missilesiziwas also a matter for Washington
of preventing a new crisis concerning Berlin. Aing tsSupposed need to preserve its
reputation as “the guardian of the free world” wast insignificant in U.S. policy
regarding Vietnart. More recently, U.S. vice-President Dick Cheneggasted that
U.S. military action to destroy the nuclear readioilt by North Korea in Syria would
have delivered “a real shot across the bow of rifu@idns”>.

In other wordsthe issue of reputation is ultimately key to ratkldiplomacyas it is
likely to have an impact on it in two contrastingys. On the one hand, the actor to
whom the deterrence discourse is addressed magiypeitte value of the red line, and
the likelihood that reprisals would be forthcomiog, the basis of the reputation of the
actor drawing the line, which would thus partly etetine the credibility of the
deterrence threat. On the other hand, a State @y &ccount of its perceived
reputation, on the basis of its past actions, exrttanner in which it establishes a red
line; it may draw the line in such a way that iti&ees would also preserve its future
interests or those of its allies.

All this may lead towards firm commitments and pirees of a strong response should a
red line be crossed. At the same time, no polidtial wants to forego their freedom
of action, especially if there was an element offih their threat. Certain experts have
referred to a “commitment trap” which forces lead&y take action if deterrence has
failed in order to preserve their reputation orttbhtheir country. No Government
likes being boxed in and freedom of action is ohéhe most precious commodities in
political life, especially when the use of forcebising contemplated. As former U.S.
diplomat R. Nicholas Burns says, “in matters of wad peace, you generally don’t
want to back yourself into a corner by drawing $ine the sand that automatically
trigger reaction, because that denies you theldikty in negotiations where you want
to preserve all options".

Things are all the more complicated when it consesxtended deterrence. Allies need
to be reassured, but the defender must also avesérzario in which they feel protected
to the point of becoming reckless. This dilemmawsll versed, and was already

%9 |bid., p. xxxviii, p. 563, p. 610.
70 |bid., p. 503.

1 See Robert S. McNamarim, Retrospect. The Tragedy and Lessons of ViettNew York, Vintage Books,
1996; and Henry KissingeWhite House Year8oston, Little, Brown & Co., 1979.

2 U.S. vice-President Dick Cheney quoted in PetdeeBdays of Fire. Bush and Cheney in the White Hpuse
New York, Doubleday, 2013, p. 553.

73 Scott D. Sagan, “The Commitment Trap: Why The &nhiStates Should Not Use Nuclear Threats to Deter
Biological and Chemical Weapons Attackbiternational Securityvol. 24, n° 4, Spring 2000.

7 Quoted in James Kitfield, “What is a ‘Red Line’ W?”, The National Journal2 May 2013.
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discernible at the beginning of the twentieth centas the lead up to the First World
War demonstrates. Russia wished to protect Sdsbiajot to the extent of encouraging
rash initiatives on Belgrade’s p&rtThe United Kingdom had decided to commit itself
to the defence of France against Germany, but didwant this commitment to
encourage Paris to act in a fashion that would ssicely strengthen its national
position on the European stageThe contemporary case of U.S. allies in Asia also
comes to mind. For instance, Taiwan should not kthihat Washington would
necessarily protect it from the potential consegasnChinese military invasion) of a
unilateral declaration of independence.

Red line diplomacy is thus particularly complex,rad lines create significant policy
dilemmas. For instance, “if the red line is too wagf is not credible; if it is too sharp, it
may be more credible but the cost of not realizing high.””” And while a line that is
too sharp can suggest to the adversary that tilser® irisk providing the adversary
remains below it, a line that is too vague incttes adversary to test it. There is thus no
ideal way to draw a red line. There are, in a cedanse, “fifty shades of re®.

SHOULD THE PRACTICE OF RED LINES BE ABANDONED?

Does this mean that diplomacy should dispense vdth lines, as many American
commentators suggested following the Syrian cfidiFhat would be tantamount to
discarding an essential element of deterrence lamldf crisis preventiorkstablishing
red lines is consubstantial to deterrence, as duws are necessary in order to avoid
misunderstandings, misperceptions, and miscalaigtl. Red lines are also necessary
in the framework of extended deterrence, in ordereassure allies. It is simplistic to
argue, as U.S. Senator Rand Paul has done, inffavaiving up red lines altogether,
and calling on the U.S. Administration to followetexample of President Reagan, who
allegedly “chose not to announce his policies imaade” and believed that “we should
not announce to our enemies what we might do imyesenceivable situation” (which,
in any case, is by no means the goal of red fhes)

It is true that drawing a red line constitutes enfaf “conscious cancellation of free
will” 8, which recalls other metaphors of political andlitary decision making:

S Margaret MacMillan,The War That Ended Peace. The Road to 1®eWw York, Penguin Group, 2013,
p. 482.

76 See Richard N. LebowBetween Peace and War: The Nature of InternatioDasis, Baltimore, Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1981, p. 85.

7 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian anchiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.

"8 The expression is borrowed from Herald Staff, tfFghades of red’Boston Heralg15 June 2013.

™ Examples include Aldeo Matteucci, “Red-lining impldmacy”, Diplo, 26 October 2012; Rosa Brooks,
“Would Machiavelli Have Drawn a Red Line#preign Policy 2 May 2013; Ginsburg, op. cit.; Patricia Taft,
“The Year of Red-Line Diplomacyfund for Peace24 June 2013; Daniel Farber, “Red Line Thinkinghe
Newshound Blag29 October 2013.

80 The classic work on this question is Robert Jef&rception and Misperception in International Piakt
Princeton, Princeton University Press, 1976.

81 Rand Paul, “Where | Stand on Containing Iraftie Washington Pqst6 April 2014.

82 Yoel Guzansky, “Thin Red Lines: The Syrian anchiaa Contexts”Strategic Assessmenbl. 16, n° 2, July
2013.
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“burning one’s bridges”, and “crossing the Rubic¢sge below). But that is the price to
pay for deterrence to be successful. Thomas Sobgeliine of the founding fathers of
modern deterrence theory, called it “the art of potment”. It is about establishing

oneself “in a position where we cannot fail to teawe said we would — where we just
cannot help it — or where we would be obliged bynsooverwhelming cost of not

reacting in the manner we had declafédh his view, “It is essential, therefore (...) to
leave as little room as possible for judgment @cidtion in carrying out the threat. If
one is committed to punish a certain type of bemavivhen it reaches certain limits,

but the limits are not carefully and objectivelyfided, the party threatened will realize
that when the time comes to decide whether theathreust be enforced or not, his
interest and that of the threatening party willnoide in an attempt to avoid the
mutually unpleasant consequenc¥s.”

But is all that worth the bother? To answer in t@féirmative, it is necessary to
demonstrate that red lines can be effective. Thisvidently difficult, as it is patently
impossible to demonstrate a negative. (Therein thesissue of the effectiveness of
deterrence in general) Archives and testimonies stanetimes offer clues; such and
such an actor can retrospectively claim to haven lukerred. But the essential fact is
that many of the most important red lines drawreit945 have not been crossed:

- The most important and obvious red line is thatnatlear deterrence. The
absence of any use of nuclear weapons means thatital interests” red lines
of countries with nuclear weapons at their dispdsale never been crossed.
(Certain observers highlight the examples of thenMGippur War in 1973 and
the Falklands/Malvinas War in 1982 to suggest thellear deterrence does not
work, but these examples are barely relé7ant

- Another famous red line is Article V of the 1949 $iangton Treaty, “the red
line of collective defence”, as it was recently dad in relation to the Ukraine
crisis®®. Although it was invoked after the attacks on 1H& September 2001
(carried out by a non-state actor highly unliketylde receptive to deterrence
through the threat of reprisals), no State has emdertaken military aggression
against a member-State of the North Atlantic Tre@tganisation (NATO), in
Europe or North America. Officials from the Baltigtates, who feel most
threatened by a revanchist Russia, explicitly redekrticle V as a fed ling'®’.

8 Thomas C. Schellingdrms and InfluengeNew Haven, Yale University, 2008 edition, p. 43.
84 Thomas C. Schelling,he Strategy of Conflic€ambridge, Harvard University Press, 1960, p. 40.

85 During the 1973 Yom Kippur War, Egypt and Syritaeked the territory occupied by Israel during 19867
Six Day War, but never threatened Israel’s 194%@e@. During the Falklands War in 1982, Argentittacked
a British overseas territory rather than the Unkaéadgdom proper. Neither Israel nor the United Kdogn had
communicated, directly or indirectly (Israel's disese on nuclear deterrence is often oblique, arsaé the
country does not publicly acknowledge its possessionuclear weapons), the fact that their nuctésterrent
covered such territory. As such, it is hard to ¢hese examples as proof that “nuclear deterrenes dot
work”.

8 Steven Erlanger, “NATO Steps Back into the USSRie New York Timeg&2 May 2014.

87 According to former Latvian Defence Minister Arfabriks: “we have to give a clear signal that [lemaing
Latvia’s security] is a red line, not a red lineiasSyria, but that if you cross it we will shooQuoted in Steven
Erlanger, “Eastern Europe Frets About NATO’s Akilio Curb Russia”The New York Time&3 April 2014.
Estonian President Toomas Hendrik llves statedio“believe that the borders of NATO are a red lingave
faith in that.” Quoted imhe Economist'The decline of deterrence”, 3 May 2014.
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- Just as well known is the red line drawn by Pragideennedy in his speech on
the 22 October 1962. In it, Kennedy in fact dreve tdifferent red lines: one
geographic (the “quarantine” established around idi@nd), and the other
strategic (the warning that any missile launchednfilCuba against the Western
hemisphere would be treated as a Soviet missilecteed against the United
States¥® The first was tested by the Soviet Union, but éwalty respected. The
second was intended to diminish the risk of circamgation of U.S. deterrence,
and was evidently respected.

- The People’s Republic of China has repeatedly whrtieat a Taiwanese
declaration of independence would be unacceptdlfie. Anti-Secession Law
passed in 2005 made it clear that any declaratiahi® nature would be met
with the use of forcé

- In January 1991, the United States communicatadraviarning to Irag (see
above). President Bush wrote to Saddam Husseingthiat should chemical or
biological weapons be used by Baghdad, the Iragjme would be removéd
Certain experts disagree on whether deterrenceastaslly successful on this
occasioft, but there are good grounds to believe that tlais wdeed the case.

- In December 1992, as recalled above, the George/ HBush Administration
delivered a strong warning to Yugoslav Presidenb8&#lan Milosevic not to use
military force in the Serbian province of Kosovd€elred line held until the late
1990s (see above).

- Regarding Iran’s nuclear programme, as examinegieglderael’s first red lines
were crossed by Tehran, but they were either mlipbr not accompanied by a
clear promise of retaliation. However, the mosergcwhich is also the firmest,

88 “To halt this offensive build up, a strict quariaeton all offensive military equipment under shgathto Cuba
is being initiated. All ships of any kind bound fGuba, from whatever nation or port, will, if foutal contain
cargoes of offensive weapons, be turned back (t.ghall be the policy of this nation to regard anclear
missile launched from Cuba against any nation éWestern Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviatrlom
the United States requiring a full retaliatory r@sge upon the Soviet Union.” Quoted in U.S. Departnof
State, Office of the HistoriaiThe Cuban Missile Crisj©ctober 1962.

8 Article 8 of the Chinese Anti-Secession Law statlest “In the event that the ‘Taiwan independence’
secessionist forces should act under any name @npymeans to cause the fact of Taiwan's secefsion
China, or that major incidents entailing Taiwarésession from China should occur, or that poss#slifor a
peaceful reunification should be completely exhaedisthe state shall employ non-peaceful means #m&t o
necessary measures to protect China's sovereigdtyearitorial integrity.”Anti-Secession Law adopted tathe
Third Session of the Tenth National People's Casgyom March 14, 2005.

% “The American people will demand vengeance. And axelthe means to exact it.... [T]his is not a thriéés

a promise.” He then warned that if such weapongwsed, the American objective “would not be theration
of Kuwait, but the elimination of the current Iragigime”. Quoted irBenjamin Buch & Scott Sagan, “Our Red
Lines and Theirs"FForeign Policy 13 December 2013.

%1 For a sceptical view see Benjamin Buch & Scotta@®adgOur Red Lines and TheirsForeign Policy 13
December 2013.

92 The idea that the American threat played an eisdeate in Irag’s decision not to use chemical &malogical
weapons (which the country possessed at the timmepnfirmed by accounts of Iraqgi officials, notalilgrek
Aziz, and Generals Kamal and Al-Samarrai (see iriqudar Frontline: The Gulf War Public Broadcasting
System, 10 January 1996; and R. Jeffrey Smith, ‘\&&ys Iraqgis Prepared Germ Weapons in Gulf WHng
Washington Pos26 August 1995).
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has thus far not been cros¥edn September 2012, Israeli Prime Minister
Binyamin Netanyahu literally drew a red line oniaglam in front of the United
Nations General Assembly. This red line correspdniethe production of a
sufficient quantity of enriched uranium 20% comedsof isotope U-235 to
make a nuclear weapon (about 240-250 kilos of bBadcuranium) once this
uranium had been enriched to 90% U-235. Iran’s ti@ac— slowing down
production and converting a part of its stockpilifuel — seems to suggest that
Iran “internalised” the Israeli red line, to usestbxpression of a senior Israel
official®. (It is, however, important to note that the forntbrector of the
Safeguards Department of the International Atomitcer§y Agency, Olli
Heinonen, believes that the red line in questios @y “circumvented®).

- Also in 2012, President Obama reportedly sent actlimessage to Iranian
Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei, warning him that aisyugtion of international
traffic in the Gulf — at the time Iran had issueduanber of threats to this effect
— would constitute a red line and would be met waitharsh US response. This
warning was backed up by the visible reinforcem&nt).S., UK, and French
maritime forces in the GuK

The problem is thus not so much the principle dflnees as the way in which they are
drawn. How can this be done effectively?

A DELICATE BALANCING ACT

Establishing red lines in an effective fashion isl@icate balancing act. One analyst
suggests that “if the stakes are unusually high,réd line particularly bright, and the
commitment to act firm”, then a red line can prowde a “useful deterrerit’ But it is
not that simple. Yet, the lessons of history, a# a®logic and common sense can help
to propose a few suggestions.

Red lines should be drawn extremely carefully

This should go without saying — but the historicatord, including some of the
aforementioned examples, shows that this is noesserily the case. Any deterrence
message issued by the highest political and myligarthorities should be prepared and
drafted with the utmost care. The likely adversections must be immediately prepared
for (for instance by outlining them), in order &g to speak, refine the traits and colour
of the line.

The firmest — and thus theoretically the most drledi- red lines are those that are
publicly established by a head of State or govenminie the form of a statement

% For an overview of Israel’s red lines on Iran Seashank Joshi & Hugh Chalmelrsin: Red Lines and Grey
Areas Royal United Services Institute, April 2013.

% Quoted in David Makovsky and Gabrielle Tutihel Thin Red Line: Is Iran Outmanoeuvering the U8 an
Israel?, Washington, The Washington Institute for NeartBadicy, 23 April 2013.

% See David Makovsky and Gabrielle Tutihel Thin Red Line: Is Iran Outmanoeuvering the U8 ksnael?,
Washington, The Washington Institute for Near Eastcy, 23 April 2013.

9% “US Warns Iran on Hormuz through Secret Chanriie Jerusalem Pqgst3 January 2012.
97 James Kitfield, “What is a ‘Red Line’ Worth?The National Journal2 May 2013.
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carefully prepared in advance or a text such asnanauniqué or letter, along with red
lines that are the subject of a multilateral agreeim

Red lines should be clear on either the circumstances or the consequences

The worst way to draw a red line is when neither lihe itself (the circumstances or
threshold) nor the consequences of crossing itneade clear. However, in order to
maintain some room for manoeuvre and to avoid dwenmitment trap”, one of these
two elements can include some margin for interpicgialn other wordsthe line can
either be “red and blurred”, or “pink and clear”(or a little bit of both, but not too
much). This conforms to the classical theory ofedence, in which a measure of
ambiguity or uncertainty is almost always necessary

In the opinion of Sir Michael Quinlan, of one thangipal British theoreticians (and
practitioners) of deterrence, it is better to beacl— all other things being equal —
regarding the nature of the red line rather thandbnsequences of transgressing it; he
believes, quite correctly, that the more precise tifreat, the more opportunity the
adversary has to prepare in advance to suffer dhsegjuences of its actions and thus
the less it will be deterréd

In terms of the nature of the line, an incontrovdetgeographic marker or the use of a
well-defined type of weapon are particularly liketyprove successful. This could be a
parallel, such as the 8&arallel on the Korean Peninsula, or th& Parallel in Chad
during the 19808 The North Atlantic Treaty also precisely defirtbe scope of its
collective defence clause (Article ¥9 This could involve the use of a nuclear weapon
(with the aforementioned caveat regarding a HA-Edtike ). However, chemical and
particularly biological weapons are more difficati define in red line terms: in
numerous cases, these weapons can be homemadeeandhe case of the latter, quite
simply naturally occurring. (The origins of an egidic due to a naturally occurring
agent could not be easily determined.)

% “Michael Quinlan, “Deterrence and Deterrabilit€pntemporary Security Policyol. 25, n° 1, 2004.

% n 1983, France drew a “red line” along thé"Parallel in order to deter Libya from attackinga@hThe line
more or less corresponded to the boundary betweeBdhel and the Sahara. It was also supposedhedah
terms of the maximum range of action of the Libyamforce. See Florent SénRaids dans le Sahara central
(Tchad, Libye, 1941-1987): Sarra ou le Rezzou déélaris, L’'Harmattan, 2012, p. 196. The line was fmds
up” to the 16 Parallel in 1984 following an incursion by Libyforces (see below).

100 For the purpose of Article V,5 an armed attackoor or more of the Parties is deemed to includarared
attack: on the territory of any of the Parties urde or North America, on the Algerian Departmaritrance
[On January 16, 1963, the North Atlantic Counciteabthat insofar as the former Algerian Departmayits
France were concerned, the relevant clauses of thaty had become inapplicable as from July 32],9h the
territory of or on the Islands under the jurisdictiof any of the Parties in the North Atlantic areath of the
Tropic of Cancer; on the forces, vessels, or dirafaany of the Parties, when in or over these@ttmies or any
other area in Europe in which occupation forcearof of the Parties were stationed on the date e reaty
entered into force or the Mediterranean Sea oNtheh Atlantic area north of the Tropic of CanceNbrth
Atlantic Treatysigned in Washington on the 4 April 1949, Articleé-d/

101 During the Cold War, strategists attempted tohdista firebreaks that would be capable of contngilihe

escalation of a military conflict between the Udit8tates and the Soviet Union; during the 1960sr&sensus
emerged around the fact that the only realistiebfieak, which would likely be understood by the twvain

protagonists in a time of war, was the threshoftheating conventional warfare from nuclear warfare.
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A good example of balance between clarity and lfidiky is Article of the North
Atlantic Treaty, which states that “an armed atta¢kgainst one or more of [the
NATO members]” in the region defined by the Treatyl result in members taking
“such action as it deems necessary, including sleeofiarmed forcé®.

Another interesting example is what became knowthasCarter Doctrine, namely the
declaration by U.S. President Jimmy Carter follgyvithe Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, whose aim was to discourage Moscowm fgming further, in the face of
fears that the Soviet Union might be tempted tohpois further towards the G,
This forceful declaration, made during the StatéhefUnion Address, was followed by
the creation of a new regional military commandenttal Command — in 1983.

A third such example is the so-called doctrine déliberate ambiguity” which long
characterised the U.S. and UK nuclear doctrinesshivigton and London repeatedly
stated that the use of chemical or biological weapeovould be met with an
“‘overwhelming”, “devastating”, or “proportional” sponse. This was meant to take into
account the hypothesis of the use of a low-levehubal or biological agent that would
not warrant the retaliatory use of nuclear weaptingas also designed to maintain the
political authorities’ freedom of action should eeence fail. The concept was
introduced at the time of the Gulf War in 1991. r(leoperiod of time France drew on
this concept in its own deterrence discotifse

The threshold can be fine tuned at times of ciisigrder to avoid unwanted escalation.
For instance, on the ?3O0ctober 1962, President John F. Kennedy adjusted t
guarantine zone around Cuba from a distance of réifiical miles to 500 nautical
miles in order to give the Soviet Union an addidibday of deliberation.

As seen above, in 1976, to deter Syria, the IsR@ihe Minister Yitzhak Rabin Rabin
established a red line in southern Lebanon, frozwide to Deir ez Zahrani, 25
kilometres north of the River Litani, that Damasewes prohibited from crossify But
Rabin also made it clear that the criteria to deiee whether the red line was crossed
would include some flexibility.

On a different note, namely nuclear deterrencefFtieach concept in its classical form
attempts to reconcile the different dilemmas andripies of nuclear deterrence in the
following manner: any threat to “vital interests’ould trigger a nuclear riposte,
whatever the means employed, but such interestai@reefined especially precisely
(Paris limits itself to defining its core vital erests: territory, population, and

102North Atlantic Treatysigned in Washington on the 4 April 1949, Article V

103 “| et our position be absolutely clear: An attenygt any outside force to gain control of the Pergaarif
region will be regarded as an assault on the iitarests of the United States of America, and suthssault
will be repelled by any means necessary, includigary force.” President Jimmy CarteBtate of the Union
Address21 January 1980.

104 During a speech on nuclear deterrence, given mualy 2006, President Jacques Chirac stateState
leaders who envision (...) to use, one way ordther, weapons of mass destruction, must understatdhey
would expose themselves to a firm, adapted respmoseour part. And this response could be conosati. It
can also be of another nature. » Allocution de &tqdies Chirac, Président de la République, lorsadésite
aux forces aériennes et océanique strgtégg,Landivisiau - I'lle Longue / Brest, 19 January @00

105 Efraim Inbar,Rabin and Israel's National Security¥ashington, Woodrow Wilson Center Press, 1999,
p. 109.
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sovereignty). The adversary would receive a nucleaming should it be mistaken
regarding their demarcation, or should it atterogest French resolve.

All States with nuclear capabilities had recourseet lines to describe the threshold for
the use of their nuclear forces. These red linesdascribed with varying degrees of
precision, but almost always with a fairly sign#éit degree of room for interpretation,
which is doubtless necessary in this context gittenstakes. Since 2010, Russia has
been considering the use of a nuclear weapon ponse to an attack carried out with
weapons of mass destruction, but also in classerals “if the very existence of the
State is threateneff®. Pakistan has never really published a nucleatride¢ but, in
2002, indirectly and subtly let it be known througbme of the country’s nuclear
officials that Islamabad had four red lines: (1¢ tbss of a significant portion of its
territory, (2) the destruction of a large sectidrits air-land battalion, (3) economic
suffocation through blockades of its main port9, if#assive political destabilisation
leading to a loss of sovereignty exerted by theid®ahki authorities on their territory.
Islamabad also let it be known that these thresheldre indicativeé’ and that the
country’s leaders would consider the situation framoverarching perspective before
deciding whether or not to proceed with a nuclgarsté®.

Conversely, and this is without doubt a countem@xe, India announced a relatively
rigid doctrine in 2003:any use of weapons of mass destruction (nuclear but als
chemical and biological) against Indian Territory ladian forces could lead to a
massivenuclear respon$¥ It is unclear whether India’s potential adversariare
convinced of the credibility of this doctrine.

But they should always project a clear sense of determination on the part of the
defender

However, in all cases, the adversary needs to bsupéed of the defender’s
determination to carry out reprisals if the redeliis transgressed. At a time when
Western countries are often, rightly or wronglyerses being weak by their potential
adversaries, vague threats of “costs” or “consecgg&hare insufficient even if the
threshold for action has been clearly defined. Birty, stating that “we are not ruling
anything out”, and “all options are on the table”undoubtedly inadequate. (This is
perhaps even the worst course to follow as suchlaggions often inflame
commentators and opinion without having an effecthee adversary.)

Conversely, President Obama’s statements regatdamds nuclear programme are a
good example of a consistent and carefully drawinliree, which includes precisely the
right amount of flexibility and vagueness (he wibt allow Iran to “obtain a nuclear
weapon”) and explicitly mentions the possible ukrce. But the current problem for
American deterrence is Mr Obama’s reputation asesor® who would hesitate to use
military force, and this reticence has undoubteaffiected Tehran’s calculations. For

106 Quoted in Nikolai SokovThe New 2010 Russian Military Doctrine: The Nucléargle, Monterey, The
James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studiegebruary 2010.

107 See Paolo Cotta-Ramusino & Maurizio MartelliNiiclear safety, nuclear stability and nuclear stgyg: A
concise report of a visit by Landau Network — Ceniplta,Landau Network — Centro Volta, 21 January 2002.

108 Prime Minister's Office,Cabinet Committee on Security Reviews Progress per&ionalizing India’s
Nuclear Doctrine Press Release, 4 January 2003.
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this reason some observers have suggested thightiof events concerning the Syrian
chemical weapons crisis in the summer of 2013 fdunvhich President Obama
announced, to widespread surprise, that he wouttk sengressional approval for
strikes against Syria), that the best way to enthaelran is deterred from crossing the
nuclear threshold would be for the administrationask Congress to pre-authorise
military action, with the aim of preventing Tehriom being able to expect a lengthy
internal U.S. debate with an uncertain outcome khibacquire a nuclear weapéf.

The defender’s determination can also be cleargatstrated via additional gestures;
beyond the repetition and definition of the detecee discourse in various guises (but
obviously under the same terms), “friendly remistiesuch as visits, deployments of
military forces in the region, overflights, etc. ynbe employed. The fact that the red
line enshrined in Article V of the North Atlanticr8aty has never been crossed by a
State is also due to the fact that NATO membereStaave established a dedicated
military organisation along with joint doctrinesrfthe use of military force, and that
they regularly carry out visible exercises and neavoes, often involving the principal
guarantor of the Alliance’s security, the Unitedat8s. During the Cold War, the
REFORGER (Return of Forces to Germany) exercises part of deterrence. This has
also been the case since 1950 on the Korean Pé&ninsu

The defender can also ensure that a responsercsiye as being almost automatic, in
other words give the impression that it is readgrarely forgo its freedom of action. A
risky means of implementing this strategy is th@ttire” concept that was in vogue
during the Cold War. The presence of American soddin close proximity to the Iron
Curtain was supposed to guarantee, in the eyekeoSoviet Union, the fact that the
U.S. commitment to the defence of Europe in theecak an invasion would be
immediate and almost forced. This concept was pmughethe limit by the Soviet
Perimetr mechanism constructed during the 1980s; once &etlydhe system would
automatically launch all remaining Soviet missisthe United States. (However,
given that it was not brought to the attentionted tUnited States it had no deterrence
valuél?).

Additional clarifications, or even the “reestablishment of deterrence” may be
necessary for the red line to work

Once established, a red line has to be tendeddmartured. It may be necessary to put
“a fresh coat of paint” on red lines after havingserved the adversary’s initial
reactions. If the adversary tests the defendersslve, it becomes necessary to re-
establish the credibility of deterrence, eitheligsuing a warning in one form or another
(manoeuvres, limited military action, etc.), or styongly reaffirming the promise of
retaliation. The reaffirmation of the red line malgo be necessary quite simply because
time has passed and the adversary may considemathatd red line established by
leaders or governments that are no longer in pasveo longer valid.

109 Benjamin Alter, “Doing Red Lines RightThe National Interestl2 September 2013.

110 See David E. HoffmarThe Dead Hand. The Untold Story of the Cold War $ARace and Its Dangerous
Legacy New York, Doubleday, 2009, pp. 152-154. The cphacé aDoomsday Machingas envisaged during
the 1950s. It is mentioned, satirically, in Starkaybrick’s film Doctor Strangelove
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For instance, when Libya tested the French rediin€had (see above), Paris reacted
by bombarding the Ouadi-Doum runway in 1986 and7198Another, more recent
example is the reaffirmation of the U.S. commitmenfdapan’s security following the
clashes between Japanese and Chinese vesselshevBerikaku/Diaoyu Islands and
China’s establishment of an Air Defence ldentificatZone!? These actions clearly
demonstrated to Beijing and other American alllest Washington fully intended to
honour its commitments.

Other recent examples include an attempt by NATQeter a non-conventional attack.
The Supreme Commander of the Allied Forces, Gerdrdilp Breedlove, declared that
attacks by non-uniformed forces (referred to attléligreen men”) would be treated as
armed aggression if they could be attributed topeckic country*® moreover, in
September 2014 the members of the Alliance firndglared that cyber-attacks could
also fall within the remit of Article ¥4

By contrast, throughout the 1990s U.S. leadersedaib plainly reaffirm the validity of
the White House’s 1992 Christmas Warning on Koseettling instead for more vague
declarations (see above).

Clarifications may also be needed to deter actions below the red line

It is importance to ensure that the adversary danonsider all actions below the red
line to be tolerable or acceptable. The defendey have to state that certain actions
below the threshold would also have serious coressmps, even though they would not
be the same as those resulting from a transgressitbie red line. For instance, in order
to ensure that Iran does not go all the way toniheear threshold, Western officials
may have to hint that obtaining a “nuclear devi@i&at is, an experimental prototype
that can be tested, but which is not militarily hisa notably because of its size and
weight which would prevent it from being deliverbg a missile or an aircraft) or an
“unassembled weapon” (i.e. all of the necessarypmmants to make a weapon) would
be met with severe consequerites

When the stakes are high, one should never give the impression of being
prepared to give up all military options

Appearing to retreat from a commitment to use farae seriously weaken the desired
deterrent effect. Regarding the protection of tlemk&ku/Diaoyu Islands, President
Obama, having affirmed that these islands wereeptetl by the United States (see
above), unfortunately seemed to immediately backtrffom his clarification in
response to a question, stating that America nnightvant to “engage militarily”. That

111 Florent SénéRaids dans le Sahara central (Tchad, Libye, 19487)9Sarra ou le Rezzou décisifaris,
L’'Harmattan, 2012, p. 197.

112 “Qur treaty commitment to Japan’s security is #lnsg and Article 5 covers all territories undepda’s
administration, including the Senkaku Islandsbint Press Conference with President Obama andn®ri
Minister Abe of Japar24 April 2014.

113 “NATO would respond militarily to Crimea-style iltfation: general”’, Reuters, 17 August 2014,
http://www.reuters.com/article/2014/08/17/us-ukeanrisis-breedlove-idUSKBNOGHO0JF20140817

114 Wales Summit Declaration Issued by the Heads dé $tad Government participating in the meetinghef t
North Atlantic Council in Wale® September 2014, para. 72,

115 There is no official, universally recognised défon of what exactly constitutes a nuclear “wedpon
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may have appeared to China as a sign of waveringnionent®. On a different note,
even though no one expected that the United Stade&d use force to counter Russian
actions in Ukraine, it may have been unwise fossRlent Obama to explicitly state that
“Russia will not be deterred from further escalatixty military force™'".

Communicating the red line privately is often a good strategy, albeit not a
panacea

The private communication (for instance, via aeletpersonally delivered by an
emissary) of red lines has its advantages. It cggaesense of seriousness to the entity
that the defender is seeking to deter, and projbetsleterrence dialogue outside of the
tumult of the domestic and international debatesandoing, it helps the defender to
avoid the “commitment trap” (and simultaneouslyggi\a certain degree of flexibility to
the other party, which will feel less tempted toss the red line for reasons of honour
or prestige). At the same time, for the same reasahis is the essence of the dilemma,
as examined above — the deterrent effect might dekened if the other party believes
that the defender’s reputation is no longer onlitres and that the defender will be more
freely able to not follow through with its threatlt. should be added that a threat
expressed only privately and discretely could lkenaess seriously in certain cultures
(for example in China), which highly value strongbpc commitments. Yet, in any
case, private communication can serve as an ertetieans of clarifying, if need be,
the boundaries of a publically defined red line,abrindicating to the adversary, if
necessary, that it is close to crossing it.

The limitations of red lines are those of detereeitself. Some actors may be largely
immune to traditional deterrence logical for stunrat reasons (for instance, in cases
involving stateless terrorist groups) or circumstdrones (certain leaders may not be
susceptible to a deterrence dialogue if their sesfseationality is impaired by a
psychological impediment, drug or alcohol abusesioply — as is often the case — by
the stress caused by the crisis). Moreover, somects of international affairs by their
very nature do not easily lend themselves to daetes through the establishment of red
lines: cyber-space, for instance, because of isseg@rding the identification of the
attacker and the potential uncontrollable effe€tsummerous actions in this doméih

116 Roger Cohen, “Russia’s Weimar SyndroniEige New York Time4 May 2014.

117 Quoted in Dave Boyer, “Amid Russia’s seizure oin@ra, Obama urges NATO members to ‘chip iThe
Washington Time®6 March 2014.

118 On the limitations of red line diplomacy regardiogberspace see Lieutenant Colonel John A. Mowchan,
“Don’t Draw the (Red) Line”Proceedingsvol. 137, n° 10, October 2011.
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Red lines nevertheless remain a powerful policytrimsent. The unfortunate
experiences and failures of the last few years Ishoat serve as a justification for
discarding them, but rather as an encouragemempoove them as an instrument —
namely, to develop and refine “red line diplomacy”.

APPENDIX: “Red line”, “line in the sand”, “yellow | ine”...: origins of an
expression

The origins of the expression “red line” may lieJulius Caesar’s crossing of the River
Rubicon, which takes its name (from the Latibeug from the colour of the mud that

it carries along. Caesar, deciding to cross thidybaf water, which marked the border
between the province of Cisalpine Gaulle, in 49 B@nmitted an act against Roman
law and crossed a point of no return in his rebeligainst Pompeii. It was at this point
that, according to Suetonius, he said, “the deai” (alea jacta est

Yet, given the colour red’s traditional associatwith blood and thus with violence
(and, by extension, danger), the expression mag hautiple origins.

In modern times, it was first associated with thezolc battle of Balaclava (1854),
which pitted Russia against an international coalitduring the Crimean War. The
correspondent of the Times of London, William Ruissiescribed the British regiment,
whose uniforms were red, facing up to the Russian$a think red streak tipped with a
line of steel”. The expression apparently appearigid regard to this battle in Rudyard
Kipling’'s poem “Tommy”, which evokes the “thin rdide of ‘eroes”.

The first contemporary instance of the expressioad “line” is the “Red Line

Agreement” of 1928, established between the patrodr the Turkish Petroleum
Company. The line in question, allegedly drawn @d ron a map by Armenian
businessman Calouste Gulbenkian, defined the ptinreside which no company was
allowed to operate independently. In 1931, a “Rawe’L(also known as the Glenday
Line) was drawn to delineate the border betweeraSathd Kenya.

The expression was then used during the 1950s &m it engine rotation speed that
aircraft pilots and automobile drivers should nateed.

Since the 1970s, the expression has also beeredgpldiplomacy. In 1975, the Israeli
Defence Minister Ygal Allon used the expressiond“tene” to define his country’s
survival in the eyes of Washingtéh In 1976, to deter Syria, the Israeli Prime Mieaist
Yitzhak Rabin established a red line in southeribdm®n (see above). In 1983, to
defend Chad, France traced a “red line” from Mad\b#ché, along the ¥SParallel

19 Ynited Press InternationalAllon Cautions US on Talks”, 19 June 1975.
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(and then moved up the following year to th& Faarallel), which Libyan forces were
forbidden from crossirig.

The expression “a line in the sand” is linked bas la broader meaning. It is often
believed to be of biblical origin, despite the fHtat the text used to justify this origin
does not clearly describe the tracing of a'fihén any case, it suggests the idea of a
challenge, of irreversible choice, which recalls throssing of the Rubicon” described
above. Around 168 BC, a Roman envoy, Gaius Pogpillaenas, drew a line in the sand
around King Antioch IV, enjoining him not to crogsbefore having made a decision
regarding his intention to attack Alexandria. AtrtFAlamo in 1836, Colonel William
Travis drew a line in the ground, asking for vokes to cross over it and join him. In
the novelTom Sawye(1876), Tom draws a similar line and challengestla@r boy to
Cross it.

In French, the expression “yellow lindighe jaung, which comes from road markings
(yellow was the colour used up to 1972), is freebed (especially in the political

sphere). The white line that stops at short T3 fypervals (established at 1.33 metre
intervals), which only allows for overtaking of eanely slow vehicles, is traditionally

called the “deterrence lineligne de dissuasign

120 Frank Jacobs, “The World’s Largest Sandbdtie New York TimeZ November 2011.

1211n the Gospel According to John (chapter 8), Jesude on the ground and defied the scribes andisties
to stone the adulterous woman: “Let he among yoo istwithout sin cast the first stone”.
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