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Abstract
The 2002 National Security Strategy of the US (NSS 2002) appeared to have presented
a momentous approach to self-defense. To many, the doctrine of preemptive selfdefense seemed to challenge the legal and political foundations of the post-World War
II international order. Some saw in the US stated reliance on preemption a direct threat
to the international system embodied in the UN Charter. The prima facie case that the
US position was novel and even dangerous appeared persuasive.
This thesis attempts to assess the exceptionality of NSS 2002 in its formulation and
implications. This question of exceptionality is broadly divided into two sections. The
first section deals with internal exceptionality, in terms of means (the deliberation and
drafting processes) and ends (the US defense posture). The second section deals with
external exceptionality in the broader terms of possible consequences outside the US.
Section One begins by establishing the grounds for looking into the formulation of NSS
2002, and provides the background for that Strategy's mandated precursors. After
exploring how National Security Strategy documents are conceived and framed, Section
One discusses the Strategy as it was published, and examines a sampling of
contemporaneous reactions to its publication. Section Two concentrates on the second
part of the research question, and utilizes a thematic approach – in terms of the use of
force, the international security environment, and international law. Possible
consequences of the proposed US response to contemporary security challenges are
considered in these three key areas.
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Is the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States exceptional in its
formulation and implications?

Preface

Introduction

My interest in the use of force, and responses to the use of force, began a number of
years ago. As an undergraduate, I spent a semester on a Tibetan Studies course in India,
Nepal and Tibet. As I gained a deeper understanding of the history and plight of the
Tibetan nation, I pondered the seeming unwillingness of the international community to
somehow right what I perceived as a clear wrong: China's invasion and annexation of
Tibet. Although no simple solution presented itself, I was intrigued by the nature of the
question: were there sometimes ethical and moral grounds for the international
community to refrain from responding to acts of state aggression and violations of
human rights? I remained interested in the interplay between justice and international
order, and spent my final undergraduate year in Israel, studying and working as an
intern for the Israel Section of Amnesty International. The intricacy of the IsraeliPalestinian conflict was fascinating to me, and I found myself once again gravitating
towards questions to do with the quality of the "international peace and security" we
strive for, as well as explanations for state action or inaction in responding to particular
situations or conflicts. It was this continuing interest that led me to enroll in the
Department of Peace Studies MA course at the University of Bradford. The course
greatly informed my understanding of international order. My dissertation, "The
Tension Between Morality and Legality in NATO's 1999 Intervention in Kosovo",
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reflected my continuing interest in issues surrounding the use of force and a newfound
appreciation for the importance of international law in regulating conflict and ensuring
international security.

Rationale

The National Security Strategy of the US published by the Bush administration in 2002
appeared to have presented a momentous approach to self-defense, and so one
deserving of investigation. To many, including this writer, the doctrine of preemptive
self-defense appeared to challenge the legal and political foundations of the post-World
War II international order. Some saw in the US stated reliance on preemption a direct
threat to the international system embodied in the UN Charter.1 The prima facie case
that the US position was novel and even dangerous appeared persuasive. A permanent
member of the UN Security Council had openly declared its intention of acting with
unilateral military force against perceived threats whenever it saw fit. Further, this
intention was asserted as a sovereign right of self-defense, even in the absence of an
armed attack upon it.

The US is not the only state to have claimed the right to act preemptively; Israel
claimed this same right when it acted in bombing a nuclear reactor in Iraq in 1981,
which it claimed would have initiated a nuclear strike against Israel at some point in the
future. There have been a number of similar unilateralist initiatives carried out by
states. Many of these incidents did not bring about the opprobrium of the international
community of states.

1

Thomas M. Franck, "What Happens Now? The United Nations after Iraq," American Journal of
International Law 97, no. 3 (2003).
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While these preemptive initiatives were unilateral in nature, they were also casespecific. Therefore, they appeared to be of a different order than the sweeping right of
preemptive self-defense laid out by the US in 2002. Thus it was not simply the use of
preemption itself that drew attention, but the apparent intent to depend on preemption as
a standard – rather than an exceptional – policy response.

Initially, the conception of my current research area followed on directly from the
subject of my MA dissertation. I originally intended to focus my research solely on the
deleterious effects that a stated US preference for preemptive self-defense would have
on the integrity of international law. However as I began to explore possible structures
for such a project, I realized that I was basing my thinking on two unsupported
assumptions. The first was that the effects of such a stated preference would necessarily
be harmful, at some point, if not immediately. The second was that in announcing a
preemptive disposition, the US had introduced an unprecedented policy – and that this
would not be difficult to establish.

This realization led me to take a step back. I refocused on a logically prior question,
whether the recently published National Security Strategy of the US was exceptional –
at least in part. Yet new questions continued to arise: exceptional as viewed from
within the US? Exceptional to other states? Exceptional in how it had been drafted and
published? Exceptional in its import or implications? It became clear to me that it would
be important to look at dynamics internal to the US as well as the implications of the
Strategy, since even the most careful reading of the document could not reveal how
much weight to assign to ideology, bureaucratic infighting and other dynamics internal
to the deliberation and drafting process.
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This line of thinking delivered what became my key research question: Is the 2002
National Security Strategy of the United States exceptional in its formulation and
implications? For the purposes of this thesis, "implications" is understood with regard to
the asserted right of preemptive self-defense. The two-pronged structure of the question
– asking if NSS 2002 is exceptional in its formulation and implications – led directly to
the structure of the thesis (discussed in more detail below). The thesis focuses first on
"internal exceptionality" in Section One, and then moves on to "external exceptionality"
in Section Two.

It should be noted that for the purposes of this thesis, American "exceptionalism" refers
to the perceived inconsistency between NSS 2002 and preceding US national security
policy and/or international law. It is not used in the well-worn sense of "American
Exceptionalism" as used to denote either unique standing or inevitable prominence, or
in any other historical particular such as Manifest Destiny. To aid in keeping this
distinction clear, the thesis favors the word "exceptionality".

As mentioned, the more US-centric, or "internal", focus of Section One was necessary
to ascertain whether NSS 2002 was an aberration at odds with preceding US rhetoric
and policy, or simply the result of a particular ideology unique to the administration that
produced it. It was also desirable, to the extent possible, to consider whether the process
that was used to produce NSS 2002 was itself remarkable. Section One, then, required a
consideration of the US security disposition in the UN Charter era that began after
World War II. While my initial concern was with what appeared to be an exceptional
challenge to international law, on investigation, a detailed study of the creation of
national security strategies was necessitated.
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The more international, or "external", focus of Section Two turns to the implications of
NSS 2002. Yet again, I found it untenable to confine evaluation of the Strategy to
international legal considerations. It was not possible to adequately judge the external
exceptionality of NSS 2002 solely in terms of international law, especially as
international law itself is bounded within a political arena. This led to the thematic
approach taken in Section Two. Implications are discussed in terms of the use of force,
the contemporary security environment, and finally international law.

It seems self-evident that the research question is worthy of investigation since it is
apparent that there is a prima facie case that NSS 2002 offers a fundamental challenge
to the rule of law. Yet in its phrasing, the question is careful not to assume that such a
challenge is an inevitable implication of the Strategy; nor does the question assume that
the way in which NSS 2002 was formulated was extraordinary. What had begun as an
investigation centered almost exclusively on how state practice could damage
international law had evolved, or been reduced, to a more basic question – but a
question that remained nuanced and complex, all the same.

Contextually, it was important to consider the prospects of law-based international
stability in light of the responses of the US to the challenges that terrorism poses.
Likewise, the humanitarian intervention debate, while not the central subject of my
research, nonetheless encapsulates many of the themes that were of necessity explored
in Section Two, and so forms a part of the current study to some degree. This is because
of the similarities with the way in which large-scale humanitarian emergencies also
pose fundamental questions of imperative action in the face of legal stricture. However,
the thematic considerations do not carry through to a detailed examination of either the
political dynamics or legal considerations of humanitarian intervention.
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NSS 2002 contains a wide ranging discussion of national security issues facing the US.
For example, in the wake of the attacks of 11 September 2001, it is not surprising that
the struggle to eliminate global terrorism and prevent future terrorist attacks from being
carried out against the US and its allies is featured in the Strategy.2 However, issues
related to terrorism are not the exclusive concern of NSS 2002. The need to reduce
conflict around the world and increase regional stability, and engaging constructively
with other great powers in order to develop "agendas for cooperative action", are both
major components.3 Other sections deal with subjects that the US has long been
committed to. These areas include support for aspirational human rights, the promotion
of global economic growth in line with US-style free market capitalism, and the
expansion of democracy alongside development around the world.4 Although all these
issues are included in the document, the emphasis here is on the US asserted right to act
preemptively – not the various other aspects of the Strategy that are either more broad
and less contentious in their applicability or more general in their expression.5 The fact
that the asserted right of the US to engage in preemptive self-defense has not been
invoked in the six years since the document was published does not diminish the focus
of the dissertation or importance of the research question.

2

United States. President George W. Bush (2001-2009), "The National Security Strategy of the United
States of America," (2002). This concern figures into more than one area discussed in the document, but
see especially Chapter III, "Strengthen Alliances to Defeat Global Terrorism and Work to Prevent Attacks
Against Us and Our Friends" 5.
3
Ibid. See Chapter IV, "Work with others to Defuse Regional Conflicts" 9, and Chapter VIII, "Develop
Agendas for Cooperative Action with the Other Main Centers of Global Power" 25.
4
Ibid. See Chapter II, "Champion Aspirations for Human Dignity" 3. See also Chapter VI, "Ignite a New
Era of Global Economic Growth through Free Markets and Free Trade" 17. See also Chapter VII,
"Expand the Circle of Development by Opening Societies and Building the Infrastructure of Democracy"
21.
5
Ibid. United States. President George W. Bush (2001-2009), "The National Security Strategy of the
United States of America," 13-16.The section that deals most directly with the use of preemption is
Chapter V, "Prevent Our Enemies from Threatening Us, Our Allies, and Our Friends with Weapons of
Mass Destruction" 13-16.
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Methodology

A comprehensive review of all instances of preemption in international politics was not
deemed necessary, although several of these are discussed in later chapters to the extent
that NSS 2002 displays a level of continuity with past state practice. However, the
question of continuity is not exhausted by other instances of preemption, and in any
event it is preemption as a publicly announced disposition that gives this study its
purchase. Except for relevant cases in international law, the examination is confined to
the post-World War II era and the signing of the United Nations Carter, with which an
asserted right of preemption apparently conflicts. It hardly required research to discern
that preemption is not novel in international affairs since 1945. What is central to my
research is not recorded instances of preemption, but the fact that it has been announced
as a policy disposition by a country with the military reach and standing of the US.

I employed all the necessary secondary sources, drawing on the literatures of
international law, international relations theory, security studies, US history, US foreign
policy, diplomacy, and military history. A range of official documentation was drawn
upon, including policy documents issued by the US government. Documents produced
by other entities, such as the United Nations Charter and various International Court of
Justice rulings were examined as well. The research also included pertinent speeches
from US government officials. In addition, every mandated National Security Strategy
that has been published was obtained, most through research undertaken at the US
Library of Congress. I looked at contemporary affairs pertinent to preemption, including
the humanitarian intervention debate because of its connection to state sovereignty
under Article 2.4 of the UN Charter. The divisions among leading international legal
scholars were also considered, as were ways in which evolutionary changes occur to the
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body of international law as a whole. There was no empirical research to be conducted
as such.

In the course of investigating Section One, I conducted interviews with individuals
directly involved in the drafting of NSS documents, including of course NSS 2002. In
addition I interviewed former members of the present and recent administrations who
have knowledge pertinent to the framing of NSS documents. Scholars with expertise on
facets of national security and US government policy were also interviewed. The inplace interviews were conducted in Washington, DC on two occasions, the first from 23
March 2006 to 06 April 2006, and the second from 06 November 2006 to 10 November
2006. Subsequent interviews conducted by telephone and written correspondence
bolstered these discussions. None of my interviewees insisted on anonymity; and all are
listed in the bibliography whether or not they are quoted in the text.

I had privileged access in obtaining interviews with several Bush administration
officials who had recently left government service. Mr. Andrew Hoehn, Director of the
Strategy and Doctrine Program of Project Air Force at RAND, served as Deputy
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Strategy from 1998 to 2004. Mr. Franklin Miller,
Senior Counselor at The Cohen Group, served as Special Assistant to President George
W. Bush and Senior Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control on the National
Security Council staff from 2001 to 2005. Professor Philip Zelikow, White Burkett
Miller Professor of History and Director of the Miller Center of Public Affairs at the
University of Virginia, helped draft NSS 2002 in an unofficial capacity and
subsequently served as Counselor of the US Department of State under Secretary of
State Condoleezza Rice from 2005 to 2007.
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The invasion of Iraq in 2003 is not considered here as a case of preemption as declared
allowable by the US in NSS 2002. This is because there remains a great deal of
contestation over whether the invasion was legal or illegal. There are authoritative
individuals who have cogently argued that the invasion was legal.6 Nevertheless, there
remain at least as many who contest its legality.7

There also remains fundamental disagreement over whether the invasion was
preemptive, preventive, or simply a war of aggression. It has become more clear over
time that the conditions that NSS 2002 foresees as necessitating preemption – the rogue
state-WMD nexus – did not exist in Iraq at the time of the US invasion, at least in the
manner and magnitude feared by the US and its allies. In the years since 2003, the US
invasion of Iraq has increasingly been viewed as having been anticipatory rather than
responding to an immediate threat, particularly since the US has had to publicly temper
earlier assertions of an Iraqi terrorist connection with al Qaeda. Nor were any
significant active WMD programs or stockpiles discovered in the aftermath of the US
military action. So the military action itself is viewed by most individuals as preemptive
in character whether they supported the invasion or were skeptical of the wisdom of
undertaking the action – notwithstanding the disagreement noted above about whether it
should be classed as preemptive, preventive, or in some other way.

6

Richard N. Gardner, "Neither Bush nor the 'Jurisprudes'," American Journal of International Law 97, no.
3 (2003). See also Christopher Greenwood, The Legality of Using Force against Iraq [Memorandum] 24
Oct 2002 [cited 24 Jan 2009]); available from
http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200203/cmselect/cmfaff/196/2102406.htm. See also
William H. IV Taft and Todd F. Buchwald, "Preemption, Iraq, and International Law," American Journal
of International Law 97, no. 3 (2003). See also Ruth Wedgwood, "The Fall of Saddam Hussein: Security
Council Mandates and Preemptive Self-Defense," American Journal of International Law 97, no. 3
(2003). See also John Yoo, "International Law and the War in Iraq," American Journal of International
Law 97, no. 3 (2003).
7
Richard Falk, "What Future for the UN Charter System of War Prevention?," American Journal of
International Law 97, no. 3 (2003). See also Tom J. Farer, "The Prospect for International Law and Order
in the Wake of Iraq," American Journal of International Law 97, no. 3 (2003). See also Franck, "What
Happens Now? The United Nations after Iraq." See also Miriam Sapiro, "Iraq: The Shifting Sands of
Preemptive Self-Defense," American Journal of International Law 97, no. 3 (2003).
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Whatever threat Iraq was believed to have posed, it was not imminent in the
conventional legal sense of the term. For these reasons, a case study of the invasion of
Iraq would shine little light on the research question, much though a great deal of
research needs to be done on the causes and consequences of the 2003 Iraq War. What
matters most is the announcement of preemption as an enabling policy.

Structure

The question of exceptionality had to be broken down, and was broadly divided into
two sections. The first section deals with internal exceptionality, in terms of means (the
deliberation and drafting processes) and ends (the US defense posture). The second
section deals with external exceptionality in terms of possible consequences. This
division aided in demarcating how NSS 2002 might be exceptional in US-specific
policymaking terms from how it might be exceptional in broader terms outside the US.

Chapters One through Five establish the grounds for looking into the formulation of
NSS 2002, and provide the background for that Strategy's mandated precursors (those
published National Security Strategies since 1986) and other antecedents in US foreign
and security policy. In order to investigate whether NSS 2002 was exceptional, it was
necessary to explore how NSSs are conceived and framed. This comprised the
substance of Chapters One through Three.

NSS 2002 identifies threats which are perceived as revolutionary. It also describes the
intended US response in meeting them. After offering a rationale and frame of reference
for examining NSS 2002, Chapters Four and Five discuss the Strategy as it was
published, and a sampling of contemporaneous reactions to its publication. On the
PRINCE
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whole, then, Section One addresses the first phase of the research question dealing with
"internal" exceptionality.

Chapter One discusses what national security means in general, and focuses on the US
in particular – including the approach the US has taken to national security since the
end of World War II. Those basic national security concerns that are universal in
character, such as survival and standing, are explored. Particular US national security
objectives that were brought about by changes to – and within – the international system
are considered, such as the advent and conclusion of the Cold War. Chapter Two begins
to tighten the focus of the study by examining the national security structures and
processes that the US has developed or that have grown up around US needs. The focus
remains internal, and includes the formation and evolution of the national security
apparatuses in the US, such as the National Security Council. The interplay between the
distinct branches of the US government, in terms of formulating national security
policy, is also surveyed. Chapter Three concentrates on national security reports and
pronouncements. These products are a crucial context for evaluating NSS 2002. Both
modern pronouncements made by US Presidents about national security, and the
modern NSS reports that Presidents are mandated to produce, are studied. The place of
NSS reports as tools for forming and announcing policy (and their place as a product of
compromise and negotiation) is also explored.

As mentioned, Chapter Four presents the various facets of the NSS that was issued by
the Bush administration in September 2002. Although straightforward, the chapter
provides context for the release of NSS 2002. It does this by including a consideration
of some of the features of the Bush administration that were apparent from its early
days. A very brief review of the events of 11 September 2001 is included. The chapter
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then reviews the statements and speeches given by senior administration officials that
prefigured NSS 2002. Finally, NSS 2002 itself is discussed. Chapter Five brings Section
One of the thesis to a conclusion by reviewing the reactions to the release of NSS 2002.
Special attention is given to those reactions enunciated before the US invasion of Iraq.
While it is difficult to draw a stark line separating opinion before and after March 2003,
earlier reactions tend to give more attention to the logic of the document itself, and to
possible legal and political implications. After Spring 2003, discussion of preemptive
self-defense took on a less document-specific character.

Section Two concentrates on the second part of the research question, the implications
of NSS 2002. When investigating whether NSS 2002 was exceptional in the
international arena, I found I could not abstract it from its several contexts. This led to a
thematic approach – in terms of the use of force, the international security environment,
and international law. Possible consequences of the proposed US response to
contemporary security challenges are considered in these three key areas.

Chapter Six reviews the use and threat of force in international affairs. As no
universally accepted vocabulary exists in the literature, the chapter begins by laying out
the terminology employed in this work. The utility of the threat of force is considered,
especially in terms of signaling intent and influencing behavior. The threat of force is
almost omnipresent in international politics. This fact is discussed with particular
emphasis on the use of deterrence and preemption. The chapter concludes with a
consideration of the very real constraints on the use and threat of force. Chapter Seven
assesses the international security environment, and does so in a way that acknowledges
the particular dangers identified in NSS 2002. The chapter also reviews the current state
of WMD, a crucial part of the logic underpinning the case for preemption in NSS 2002.
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WMD capacity has expanded in recent years, as advancements (particularly in the
biosciences) have allowed for increasingly lethal agents to be conceived and developed.
A related matter is the potential extension of WMD capacity to states, groups and even
individuals; not only are WMD potentially more lethal than ever before, but they are
also potentially more available than ever before. Thus the expansion, and the extension,
of WMD capacity must both be considered when gauging the threat posed by weak
states and terrorist groups. The extent to which the intersection of terrorism and WMD
poses an unprecedented threat is evaluated in this context.

Finally, Chapter Eight explores the prima facie case that NSS 2002 offers a direct
challenge to international law. The chapter first provides a legal context in which to
view NSS 2002 by reviewing the several varieties of self-defense as they exist under the
UN Charter, in light of the Charter's standing as codified international law. The next
section begins with a consideration of how customary international law and codified
international law are related. The customary behavior of states can either challenge
codified law or reinforce it over time. However, there is no universally agreed means by
which to determine what has standing as customary international law. For this reason,
assertions that state custom has legal standing are a particularly interesting and
contentious source of legal debate. While customary international law has not usually
been cited to justify preemptive self-defense, it has nevertheless been a line of
argumentation employed for another class of challenges to Article 2.4 of the UN
Charter – the humanitarian intervention debate. Similarities can be discerned between
the humanitarian intervention debate and the debate around the use of preemptive force,
and the significance of this fact is discussed in terms of evaluating the legitimacy of
preemptive self-defense. The chapter concludes by emphasizing the fact that legal
challenges can themselves be developmental.
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As the final draft of this thesis was being prepared, Barack Obama was inaugurated as
President of the United States. At the conclusion of that ceremony, George W. Bush
boarded a US Marine Corps helicopter and was whisked away from Washington. The
administration that had responded to the attacks of 11 September 2001, and overseen
the launching of two wars – and the publishing of NSS 2002 – had ended. As the
Obama administration begins its tenure, it faces an expanded set of challenges, and will
doubtless develop its own unique approach to national security.

Yet, this transition of power does not cast the dissertation as an historical study.
Preemption is unlikely to disappear in international politics. We can not know whether
the disposition evinced in NSS 2002 might still have an effect on the disposition of
other states, even in the absence of a WMD-terrorist incident. Further, it is unclear just
where the new administration will draw its own parameters around the use of force. The
new American administration has yet to produce its own National Security Strategy.
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I. The 2002 National Security Strategy (NSS) of the US
1.0 National Security Disposition of the US – Purposes
1.1 "Fixed" Purposes In Common With All Other States

All states have a basic security concern: their continued existence as a functioning
political entity. The purpose of ensuring the survival of the state is a primary purpose of
governments. Yet this basic requirement quickly becomes complex, if not problematic.

For as soon as a leader begins to ponder how to ensure the survival of their state, the
means identified give rise to additional security concerns and goals. Sometimes the
means by which a security objective is to be met themselves become objectives. If a
certain means is viewed as vital to obtaining an objective of overriding importance, then
retaining the ability to effect that means becomes a critical objective in its own right.

So states must consider what they view as vital to their existence, and identify the
requirements for ensuring it – a process that may well breed more vital interests.8 As
part of this, states are cognizant of the environment around them. To the extent that they
can, they ascertain the strengths and weaknesses of their neighbors, and the security
concerns that are held by these potential competitors. By seeking this information, states
hope to identify the intentions of other states, and their ability to act on those intentions.

Changes in the overall international environment have the potential to affect the
character of the threats confronting states. For example, advances in technology may
8

One working definition of what constitutes "vital interests" is the objectives that a state identifies as
being its most important – the ones which it is prepared to go to war to protect. See Robert Gilpin, War
and Change in World Politics (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 1981) 25.
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greatly increase the power of some states over others. Fluctuations in the relative power
of states – diplomatically, economically, militarily, or even in terms of "soft power" –
occur regularly rather than exceptionally. Historically, all such changes have forced
states to reevaluate both the threats facing them, and their vital interests. States have
ignored such changes in their environment at their peril. In addition, the various
changes that occur in the international environment all interact and influence one
another; for example, an advance in the technology held by a state may lead to
increased economic power, or vice versa.

Of course, when it attempts to identify its most crucial concerns, the concerns of others,
and their existing and potential ability to obtain certain objectives, the perceptions held
by a state are of paramount importance. To say that comprehensively understanding the
objective reality of the international system is elusive would be an immense
understatement. Even if one were able to put aside the constant flux present in a world
of interrelated actors and circumstances, and isolate a fixed point in time, the
complexity and number of variables to be considered simply render any sort of absolute
knowledge impossible. The "reality" of certain situations may be ascertained to a
greater or lesser degree; it may be possible to identify and comprehend some facts with
much more certainty than others. Nevertheless, in the vast and ever-changing world in
which states operate, it is their perception of circumstances – of threats, intentions,
abilities, and context – that states use to form beliefs and to plan. In the end it is facts as
they are perceived that are fed into the decision-making calculus of states.

And so, ambiguity and imprecision often accompany considerations of "security" and
"interests". Even temporarily setting aside the role of perceptions, definitional questions
remain. How does one define a "vital" interest? How does one define "winning" in a
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conflict? The term "vital interests" is a vague one; not only is it imprecise, but it may
change significantly over time. Nonetheless, the term is useful when considering the
interests which a state considers to be "of overriding importance to its security".9

Economic, political, and ideological objectives have been sought by states; foreign
policy results from the compromises that are made as part of the process of identifying
and prioritizing these objectives within a certain historical context.10 Foreign policy is
not synonymous with national security policy and strategy. However, the two overlap
and influence one another; and in the United States this overlap generally increased over
the course of the 20th century.11 A recognition has developed that rather than being two
separate endeavors – with national security policy focusing on the military defense of
the nation, and foreign policy concerned with the relations of the US with other states –
the objectives of each impact on the other. What has been written about the US is also
true of all states: debate revolves around not whether a nation will fight to secure its
vital interests, but rather in defining what those vital interests are.12 Just as policy results
from the prioritization of objectives, the formulation of strategy results from
"discrimination and choice within an environment of limited resources".13

National Survival: Territory and Resources

A fundamental part of a nation's survival is the continued existence of its political
authority over a distinct territory. Yet the retention or expansion of territory has

9

Ibid.
Ibid. 23.
11
Sam Charles Sarkesian, John Allen Williams, and Stephen J. Cimbala, U.S. National Security:
Policymakers, Processes, and Politics, 3rd ed. (Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2002) 15.
12
Walter Lippmann, U.S. Foreign Policy: Shield of the Republic (Boston: Little Brown, 1943) 87.
13
Jeffrey Record, Dark Victory: America's Second War against Iraq (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute
Press, 2004) xii.
10
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implications beyond the political control of a certain geographical area. Control or
expansion of territory is a long-standing objective of states; territory often adds to the
wealth of the state, and to its security. For example, control of territory amounts to
control of natural resources, and so increases the possessions and productive capacity of
states; security is enhanced by this increased wealth and economic power, but also by
the spatial buffer that territory provides from other states. The relationship between the
amount of land a state controls and the amount of economic power it possesses has
changed over time, and there is a less direct correlation between territory and wealth in
modern times than there was before the Industrial Revolution. However, control of
territory remains one of the basic objectives of states.14

Also, all states try to ensure access to resources. They do this by protecting the
resources present within their own borders, and by political, economic and diplomatic
means when feasible. Many natural resources are of great value in terms of trade or
strategic usefulness. However, over the first half of the 20th century, the single natural
resource that grew most in importance to states was petroleum. To a greater or lesser
degree, depending on their consumption needs and the size of their domestic reserves,
all states have to consider how to maintain reliable access to oil.

Maintaining Or Expanding Power

States tend also to seek the maintenance or expansion of their power, in part by striving
to maximize beneficial outcomes while working to minimize associated costs. One way
in which a state maintains its existing power is by protecting the established rights and
prerogatives of the state. For example, one reason that Woodrow Wilson took the US to
14

Gilpin, War and Change 23-24.

PRINCE

24/315

war in 1917 was that Germany repeatedly did not respect the US asserted right of
neutrality.15

Though not the sole consideration of policymakers, the relationship of their nation with
the other great military powers of the world is a primary interest.16 To the degree that a
state's power relative to others can be increased without adverse effects (such as being
counter-productively provocative), it is viewed as desirable and something to be
pursued. The same is true of a state's prestige.

Prestige is distinct from power. Power refers to the capability of a state to enforce its
will. Prestige refers to whether that state is perceived by others as possessing the
capability of enforce its will, and the willingness to do so.17 Prestige can flow from the
particular position of a state, as well. That is, a state's unique ability to engage others in
its region, or its perceived expertise in a certain area, can also result in the accrual of
prestige. Thus even when some states seem dwarfed by great powers, they may well still
possess a degree of power and prestige. This is one reason why "middle power
internationalism" is worthy of study.18 Relatedly, states both great and small have the
potential of possessing "soft power" which results from their cultural and moral
standing, and technological and economic advancement, that augments the "hard
power" of their military and diplomatic might.19 Regardless of its source, the
furtherance of prestige is as desirable as the expansion of power.

15

Frederick S. Calhoun, Power and Principle: Armed Intervention in Wilsonian Foreign Policy (Kent,
OH: Kent State University Press, 1986) 120.
16
Lippmann, U.S. Foreign Policy 100-101.
17
Gilpin, War and Change 30-31.
18
Cranford Pratt, Middle Power Internationalism: The North-South Dimension (Kingston; Buffalo:
McGill-Queen's University Press, 1990). See also Jonathan H. Ping, Middle Power Statecraft: Indonesia,
Malaysia, and the Asia Pacific (Aldershot, Hants, England; Burlington, VT, USA: Ashgate, 2005).
19
Joseph S. Nye, The Paradox of American Power: Why the World's Only Superpower Can't Go It Alone
(Oxford; New York: Oxford University Press, 2002).
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Ensuring Economic Well-Being

As mentioned, there is not a direct and constant correlation between geographical size
and prosperity. Further, although economic power is crucial to security success it is not
the only factor; others include political and military decisions and mistakes.
Nonetheless, a decrease in economic well-being due to an ailing economy or inefficient
use of resources often causes a corresponding decrease in the real power and perceived
standing of a state. 20

The relationship between resources, wealth and national security is a complicated one.
The possession of any one does not guarantee a state the ability to secure the others.
Even when a state is fortunate enough to enjoy all three, the ability to retain them is
dependent upon numerous factors, not least of which is the ability of the state to defend
all three against adversaries without overextending itself.

Domestic Purpose

The security disposition of states also has a domestic expression. The domestic purpose
behind the security posture of states may be the display of its foreign policy posture to
its own citizenry, a warning against dissent, or it may be intended to cultivate popular
support for a particular leader or policy. In the case of the United States and other
nations with governments in the liberal democratic tradition, there is a certain level of
domestic support that must be maintained for foreign and defense policy to be accepted;
that is, a state's stated security disposition must in part target a domestic audience and

20

Paul M. Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict
from 1500 to 2000 (London: Fontana, 1989) 450.
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hope to influence it, since the citizenry must support the disposition of the state to a
significant degree.

In a democratic state, if a broad portion of the electorate is opposed to a specific
national security policy, the implementation of that policy will not be sustainable in the
long term. Any broad national security strategy must be based on broad domestic
support. A danger for US administrations is to view domestic dissent as a threat to
national security, and then seek to suppress it by invoking the broad, imprecise terms of
"vital interest" and "national security".21 For if a national leader is committed to using
force, whether in the face of domestic opposition or not, it is relatively easy for them to
position the action as protecting or enhancing vital national interests.22

1.2 US National Security Parameters Arising from Its Status and Position

In addition to objectives held by all states, the US faces a range of issues arising at least
in part from its position in the international system. These particular issues are often
unique to the US, although some similarity may be discerned with other great powers.
The security disposition of the US arises in part as a result of its geographical location,
its standing as a great power and as a wealthy nation, and the character of its
international relations which have been tailored to its own situation.

21

Amos A. Jordan, William J. Taylor, and Michael J. Mazarr, American National Security, 5th ed.
(Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1999) 4.
22
Jeffrey Record, Making War, Thinking History: Munich, Vietnam, and Presidential Uses of Force from
Korea to Kosovo (Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, 2002) 131.
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US Values and Interests

As with all other states, the American security disposition is born of values and
interests. It is expressed as policy and strategy. To the extent that some US values and
interests are unique from those of other nations, a distinct American security disposition
can be said to exist. Values may be thought of as principles that give rise to national
interests. While principles, as such, are not objectives in their own right, national
interests "determine ends not means".23 It is these ends that find expression in the
foreign and security policy of the US. National security policy and national security
strategy are not synonymous; policy refers to ends, and strategy refers to means.24

In terms of its geographical position, the US has an interest in the stability of the lesser
powers of Central and South America because of their proximity. This has given US
security policies an historical hemispheric focus, most clearly articulated in the Monroe
Doctrine.25 Two great oceans help protect it from potential adversaries. The US has
abundant natural resources that fed its industrial growth. Its huge land mass allows for
military planning and preparation in depth.26

The geographical demarcations of a state remain constant, although its boundaries may
expand or contract during the course of historic events. However, the value of its natural
resources may well vary over time, as known resources are depleted, or new resources
discovered. The might and wealth of the US are more prone to variance over time than

23

David Jablonsky, "The State of the National Security State," Parameters (2002): 18.
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are its borders. Even those aspects of power that are unique to the US are subject to the
fluctuations in the standing of other states, and the US position relative to them.

The vital interests of, and potential threats to, a state are subject to changes in the
international environment – both objective and perceived changes. The environment is
not static, and so such changes occur regularly, though unevenly in historical terms. The
US, like all other states, must take into consideration changes that alter its strategic
environment, which in turn informs its strategic outlook. In so doing, it may alter its
outlook incrementally, in response to relatively minor changes to the international
environment. Such changes in outlook do not always occur incrementally, however.

The meaning of national security has changed over time, not least because American
values and institutions have changed – and sometimes quickly.27 And, as with all states,
the objectives believed by the US to be vital to its security have also changed over time,
as has its perception of security. Though the term was not in common use at the time,
concerns with national security existed in the US from the time of its inception.
Although consideration of the "common defense" figured prominently in the US
Constitution, US presidents before 1940 talked about security using terms such as
"safety" and "tranquility".28 The phrase "national security" became common after World
War II.

When looking at past US strategy and issues that have been the focus of security
concerns, certain trends are discernible. These trends are a result of the historical
context in which they occurred and the perceptions of leaders and planners at the time.

27
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Cold War to New World Order, ed. Graham T. Allison and Gregory F. Treverton (New York; London:
Norton, 1992), 94.
28
Ibid., 95.
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The concept of national security in the US may be viewed as having moved through
four phases. The first of these, prominent in the years from independence through the
nation's civil war (from the 1790s to the 1870s), emphasized the safety of national
borders and the preservation of the federal Union of the states. The emphasis during the
second phase shifted to the prevention of domestic class conflict, and hemispheric
independence. This phase occurred during the 1880s to 1930s, although it hearkened
back to the Monroe Doctrine of the 1820s. The third phase occurred from World War II
until the 1960s, and so encompassed the first decades of the Cold War. This phase
focused on the freedom of countries both in and outside of the Western Hemisphere,
and the health and prosperity of the US economy and political system.

The fourth phase has continued since the 1960s, and has emphasized a modification of
the concept of national security toward stability and economic growth.29 This last phase
did not displace either the defense and strategic considerations that persisted through the
Cold War, or concern with hemispheric or other regional security. Instead, it can be
understood as illustrating the way in which national prosperity and national security
have become more interrelated.

Protection of "National Security"

From time to time, states may conclude that the environment, or their relationship to it
has changed to such a degree that significant readjustment to their strategic outlook is
needed. The years during and immediately after the Second World War were such a
period for the US. These years saw a move from a long-standing strategy, or
29
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disposition, stressing mobilization capacity to one focusing on more active readiness.
Until then, there was strong sentiment in the US favoring the maintenance of very small
standing forces, which could be fortified through the mobilization of the nation when
needed to respond in times of crisis. This change in disposition resulted in part from the
increasing perception that the USSR was the principal security threat to the US; that is,
the state most likely to gain the ability and possess the desire to attack the US. The trend
toward readiness was also the result of globalization and technological advancement. In
a world of strategic bombers and nuclear weapons, it was viewed as increasingly
unlikely that the US would have the time necessary to remobilize in response to an
attack.

In a book widely read in the US during World War II, Walter Lippmann argued that
since no single great power would be able to confront and control the others at the
conclusion of the war, that alliances must be sought to ensure stability. In making his
argument, Lippmann used the term "national security" to focus thinking on the need for
the US to be militarily secure in an environment of other great powers: "The ideal of
peace diverted our attention from the idea of national security."30 The term became
increasingly used in political discourse around the post-war planning in the US.

The term national security, then, came to have its current meaning and preeminence in
US politics just after 1945. It was an idea about security that took into account all
potential variables – military, political, economic – and argued that to demobilize and
wait for another major conflict to begin before preparing to fight would be too costly in
terms of risk. Rather, the US needed to maintain a formidable standing force that could
respond to threats quickly and act itself as a deterrent to other states.
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To do so, the US also needed to maintain cutting edge technology, and maintain its
technological and military lead over other nations. What resulted from the concept was
a kind of worldview beset by unlimited threats that could never be neutralized in a
permanent way. This was interwoven with the belief that the military must be
maintained at a constant state of readiness to deal with any one of these threats: "The
nation was to be permanently prepared. America's interests and responsibilities were
unrestricted and global".31

The Post-1945 Position of the US and International Order

The US was the only participant in World War II to emerge richer rather than poorer at
the end of the conflict, and it emerged much richer. The US also emerged from that war
with its greatly increased military force already projected around the world. The
presence of US troops was widespread; they were rebuilding Germany and Japan, and
were stationed all across the Pacific Ocean.32

From this unique position of prominence flowed related objectives. These objectives
were to maintain its dominant position, and also to use its position to improve the
international order through institutions and processes. This led to support for an
31
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international order that favored US economic interests, reflected US values, and
institutionalized a US-dominant position.

The maintenance of the US position itself was viewed as beneficial to the wider
international community. It was thought that in the first half of the 20th century, US
diplomacy overemphasized the moral and legal aspects of policy, and neglected power
calculations that focus on ensuring stability. Planners argued that focusing the US on its
own national interests, without arrogance or "hostility toward other people", would be
beneficial for the world as a whole.33

The creation of international economic institutions were also seen to support a stable,
more secure world order. The establishment of a global order supportive of western
liberal democratic, capitalist economies – against autarkic regions, advancing free trade,
and institutionalized – was seen as essential. This arrangement would favor order and
security, not just economic advancement. US planners had the world depression and
two global wars in their living memory, and avoiding similar recurrences was a prime
motivating factor.34

Cordell Hull, who served as US Secretary of State during most of World War II and
was heavily involved in the creation of the United Nations, saw the economic causes of
World War II, such as tariffs, "restricted access" to resources, and autarky as some of
the most important to recognize and work to prevent.35 Yet while liberal capitalist
economic institutions were seen as a way to increase stability and reduce the likelihood
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of another great war, they also favored the US as the most productive of nations after
1945, and the least damaged economically. The creation of factors that would help
ensure the access of industry to foreign markets would also help minimize the chances
of an economic slow-down. US industry feared that reductions in government spending
post-1945 would lead to an economic slump; industry had become increasingly
productive during World War II. These factors form the backdrop for US support for
the World Bank, International Monetary Fund, General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade, and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development.36

While economic measures were seen as crucial, they were not viewed as sufficient on
their own to ensure the maintenance of a stable world order. Political institutions were
also of immense importance to the US, as evidenced by its leadership in the creation of
the UN. In fact, discussion around creating a "new League" began soon after the US
entered World War II. The US hoped that the structure of the new UN would correct
some of the features of the defunct League of Nations that had rendered that
organization ineffective.37 With these improvements in its form, and just as importantly
with an active US participating fully in its functions, it was hoped that the UN might
succeed where the League had failed.

Yet the US seems to have been pragmatic in its assessment of the UN's ability to ensure
international peace and security. From the viewpoint of some US planners, the
usefulness of the UN was seen at least partly in terms of being a mechanism to ensure
continued US involvement in international political affairs.38 Indeed, it was only shortly
after the creation of the UN that additional ways were sought to ensure US involvement
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in international postwar military planning, as well. It was in this atmosphere that NATO
was created as a regional security organization in accordance with the UN Charter. The
creation of NATO was meant to both deter a Soviet military threat, and to reassure the
nations of Europe that the US was committed to a continuing security role on that
continent.39

The security, political and economic institutions created after World War II acted to
bolster and continue US prominence – some would say dominance – up to the present.
At a unique and brief moment after the war, in a preeminent position, the US created
institutions that while limiting its exercise of power, actually consolidated its position.40
By persuading other states to participate in the institutional order being set up, the US
was limiting the amount of coercive action it might need to take against other states in
the future. And indeed the states of Western Europe to varying degrees welcomed the
new US-led international order just as much as the US promoted it, viewing that order
as necessary to ensuring their security against the Soviet threat.41

The US may have helped ensure stability and participation by agreeing to limit some of
its own freedom of action. One could argue that other powers agreed to participate
because the US is a "penetrated hegemony"; its decision-making is relatively
39
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transparent due to its liberal democratic makeup and processes, and other states often
have contacts and means of channeling requests to the US during the decision making
process.42 Participation also enabled them to avoid either domination or "abandonment"
by the US.43

Access to Resources

Related to the objective of retaining its prominent post-war position, the US also
intended to protect its ability to access resources. This was to be accomplished by
maintaining US power and the ability to project it. It has been in the years since 1945
that the US ability to maintain and project power has become increasingly dependent on
access to one finite natural resource: oil. Access to a steady supply of oil is a strategic
necessity for the US. While the US has about 5% of the world's population, and about
2% of global oil reserves, the nation consumes about 25% of the world's oil
production.44 Domestic US oil production fell every year in the decade from 1993 to
2003. By 2003, the US was importing about 63% of its total oil consumption.45 Such is
the dependence of the US on this resource that experts expect dire economic
consequences for the country if a disruption in supply were to occur, even if significant
import-reduction measures are taken in the near future.46 The realization of this coming
dependence was already growing during World War II.
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Something called the "conservation theory" developed in the US during World War II, when
the declining number of new sources of oil in the US – combined with the fact that the US was
supplying the majority of the oil needs for itself and its allies – led to concern that the US might
soon face a major shortfall. The conservation theory held that the US must develop and control
enough foreign oil "in order to reduce the drain on domestic supplies, conserve them for the
future, and thus guarantee America's security".47

The developing defensive military posture of the US also took into account the
importance of other natural resources around the world. US planners decided after the
conclusion of World War II that the US required a global system of military bases and
air transit rights in order to project its power and provide the capability of defending the
US far from its own shores, as future attacks were conceived as taking the form of
strategic bombing, perhaps with nuclear weapons.48 Overseas bases would enable the
US to ensure stability by quelling unrest and deterring aggression, at the same time as
ensuring access to resources. The US military emerged from World War II determined
to protect US access to raw materials such as minerals and oil.49 Access to resources
would presumably be necessary in the event of another large-scale war; at the same
time, such access was also desirable in peacetime. There was certainly a hemispheric
emphasis to this planning around natural resources. While the Department of War and
Department of State "occasionally" disagreed on tactics, the broad objective of keeping
47
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Latin and South America stable without any "political, economic, or military"
interference from outside the hemisphere was acknowledged by both.50 However,
preoccupation with the stability of regions containing resources that might be needed by
the US in future conflicts was not limited to the Americas.

1.3 US National Security Adjustments Occasioned by Changes to the
International Order

There are also purposes of the US national security disposition that are occasioned by
fundamental changes in the international system, or by specific threats of such
seriousness as to affect the international environment as a whole. The advent of the
Cold War was one such change. It is impossible to completely separate the US
conception of its own security from the environmental context of the years immediately
following the end of World War II, in which the Soviet Union was increasingly seen as
a threat to the safety of the US. However, the two – the fundamentals of US national
security as they were understood at that time, and its perception of the "communist
threat" – may be seen as combining to herald, if not actually instigate, the Cold War.

Cold War

The beginning of the Cold War was relatively abrupt, although anticipated by US
planners. The degree to which that anticipation helped to bring the Cold War about
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remains a source of debate.51 Nonetheless, US planners identified what they perceived
as a threat, and responded to it by preparing strategies and force levels to counter it.

It was the beginning of an era in which world politics were dominated by two major,
nuclear-equipped powers. A cushion of time and space existed due to the geographic
distance between them, and there is no doubt that this helped catastrophic, overt
confrontation to be avoided at times.52 However, the tension between the superpowers
was extremely high at some points. The specter of full-scale, global nuclear war was
always present, though considered more or less likely at certain times.

The ensuing struggle between the superpowers defined international politics in many
ways for half a century. To a significant degree, it retarded the development of the
international order in the postwar years. The Cold War was beginning to define
international politics at the time of the UN's creation as the centerpiece of a new
international system. This inhibited the UN's effectiveness in decisionmaking and
negotiation.53

The USSR and US each saw each other as threatening; in particular, the US focused on
Soviet "capabilities" rather than "intentions" because the intentions were unknown –
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and so, Soviet intentions were "assumed to the be the worst possible".54 It was fear that
the Soviet Union might expand into disaffected parts of Europe that was the impetus
behind the Marshall Plan and the significant US investment in the reconstruction of
war-torn societies.55 While US analysts found it difficult to ascertain Soviet intentions,
they worried that a post-war Europe in economic distress and an Asia with defeated
Japan and weak China would be prone to communism and Soviet influence.56 Were the
Soviets to be successful in exercising control over all the resources of Europe and Asia,
there was a belief that the USSR would be able to out-produce the US in military terms
in very short order.57

Apprehension about the intentions and capabilities of the USSR only increased in the
years after World War II. Concern was augmented by the perception of some who
insisted that the situation was growing more dire for the US. Just two years before
assuming his place as US Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles viewed the USSR as
experiencing more gains than losses in the nascent post-war period. This led him to
argue that the US foreign policy of the day was not as active or effective as it should
have been.58

The US strategic response to this threat was what became known broadly as
"containment". The term was coined by George Kennan, who later became the first
director of the Department of State's Policy Planning group.59 The term was introduced
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in the context of maintaining the status quo in Europe by allowing the Soviets to retain
their present sphere of influence but to disallow further expansion. It would be a
mistake, however, to place too much emphasis on Kennan's role. Even when
considering its initial conception, it would be inaccurate or draw him as the sole creator
of the strategy. Although a full plan for US strategic policy was not formulated, the
OSS and other US agencies were in agreement in voicing similar concerns and
proposed solutions – and did so prior to 1946.60

The subsequent iteration of the strategy developed and enshrined in NSC-68 – which
itself would be followed by other changes in policy that amounted to variations on the
theme – expanded on the original idea of containment, and argued for a large-scale US
military buildup and a determination to challenge Communist expansion globally.61 The
move from a regional to a global focus, the mission to greatly expand military
capability, and the perception of the Soviet Union as more threatening and less
reasonable were all changes that moved away from Kennan's original concept and the
sensibility which gave rise to it.62

In addition to developing the details of a strategic response to the burgeoning Soviet
threat, US officials gave thought to how to foster support for that response. There was
also a domestic component to early US Cold War planning. Leaders saw a need to
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change prevailing American attitudes that favored existing foreign policy, rather than
extending the commitments and increasing the cost of that policy. President Truman
sought just such change in public attitudes by his use of ideological rhetoric. His use of
ideology and his willingness to put the political capital of his administration at stake
made it difficult for opposition politicians to challenge the strategic response developed
by his administration.63

Such "ideological fervor" was useful; by drawing the perceived enemy as antagonistic
and dangerous, it reduced the possibility that alternative courses of action that might
rely on compromise and dialogue would be proposed in lieu of the administration's
favored policy. Yet, this employment of ideology to garner public support for the US
response to the Soviet threat was not simple, cynical manipulation. The fears held by
the Truman administration were sincere. Although ideological language can amplify
and consolidate the perception of a threat, the US leadership believed that threat to be
real and pressing before it first utilized ideological language.64 While not used in
precisely the same way or scope by successive presidential administrations, the use of
ideology continued through to the waning days of the Cold War, when Ronald Reagan
famously proclaimed the USSR an "evil empire".65

In an important way, the upshot of the Cold War period was that it provided relative
stability for US foreign policy. The Cold War saw structural changes such as the end of
colonialism and the emergence of new states, but the broad structure of international
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relations remained fairly constant or slow-changing.66 US politics around the nation's
foreign policy mirrored this constancy. There was broad consensus on the Soviet Union
and world communism posing a threat to the vital interests of the US, and on the
appropriate policy response being that of containment and subsequently deterrence,
which can be regarded as one means of securing the containment of the Soviet Union.67

When considering the goals and objectives of the planners of the post-1945
international order mentioned above, one can see that US efforts to set up structures
supportive of a global stability that was conducive to American interests and values
were compatible – indeed, complementary to – the broad strategy of containment that
was pursued. After the US emerged as the hegemonic power at the end of World War II
there were two overarching features of its national security policies. The first was
containment, which guided foreign policy, bureaucratic and military planning and
actions in response to the Soviet Union – the only real potential military competitor
among its peers. Containment of the Soviet threat eventually was no longer needed, as
the Cold War drew to a close in 1990. However, the second feature – the establishment
of an international order supportive of western liberal democratic capitalist economies,
and institutionalized in large part because of US initiative and support – has proved
more durable and lasting, even into the post-Cold War world.68
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Post-Cold War

The end of the Cold War brought with it an end to whatever relative stability may have
attended US foreign and national security policy. The ambiguity surrounding the
identification of vital interests became more pronounced. Small-scale conflicts and
emergency situations have become more commonplace since the end of the Cold War,
and the US has been confronted with what some have termed small "wars of choice"
rather than large "wars of necessity".69

The end of the Cold War not only brought to a close the struggle between the
superpowers, but also affected all of the other relationships in the international
community. The entire international system had been permeated by the considerations
and relationships occasioned by the Cold War. It is because of this fundamental change
that other changes were possible – not all of them either beneficent or clear, both for the
international system as a whole, or for the US in particular.

Domestically in the US, the end of Cold War produced new political coalitions.
Politicians and constituencies left without the half century of Cold War threat to unite
them, began to realign themselves according to more narrowly-held perceptions of
threat and values. Most elite opinion in the decade after the Cold War came to see an
opportunity such as existed previously only in 1919 or 1945 to influence the global
order.70 There were, however, notable differences in emphasis. Some US lawmakers
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emphasized support for international law, democracy, and the promotion of
international consensus to counter aggression and protect human rights. Others focused
on furthering global trade and finance underpinned by US military and economic might.
There were those, too, who although a small minority, felt that whether taking the form
of international laws or world trade regimes, that the US was making a mistake by
seeking such a degree of global involvement.71 While the end of the Cold War may
have brought about new coalitions in US politics, it did not produce a consensus around
US priorities and policies.

Disagreement within the US on the fundamentals of foreign and national security policy
continues. It is impossible to predict the future; and to hope that future trends will be
more easily discerned in the complex environment of international relations than they
have been in the past is probably unrealistic. After all, the end of the Cold War took
diplomats, academics, and military planners by surprise. Still, some factors seem to
have more staying power than others, and some trends appear more likely to persist than
others.

Historically, conceptions of US national security have both expanded and contracted.
Perhaps future conceptions of security will depend on which nations, regions, and issues
to regard as vital and which not. National security will most likely continue to mean a
continued emphasis on economic growth and strength. Another aspect that seems
unlikely to change in the near term is the way in which the US defines (at least in part)
its security in terms of the democratic independence of other nations in the world.
Finally, the parameters of US national security have expanded periodically in the
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nation's history, and there are indications that the years of the post-Cold War world are
such a period of expansion. Therefore the concept of national security will most likely
continue to expand as it has in the past, but will still be constrained and guided by the
US liberal democratic tradition.72

Technology and the Proliferation of WMD

Changes in technology affect perceived threats, and alter strategic goals by altering the
logic or prudence of previous policy. One of the most significant technological
transformations of the 20th century was the advent of nuclear weapons. While some
argue that these weapons may have increased international stability in some sense, they
also brought about the possibility of truly catastrophic conflict.73 In any event, there can
be no doubt in this case that the advance of technology brought about a qualitatively
new kind of threat; it also brought with it new conceptualizations of both national
security and international stability.

The dissemination of knowledge and spread of technology also affect the strategic goals
of states. This makes the trade in advanced weaponry a serious concern. Even weapons
that are not classed as WMD have the potential of significantly impacting the military
capability of rivals. Such is the concern when the US considers the purchase of
advanced conventional weapons from Russia by countries such as China and Iran.74
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Concern about the proliferation of WMD is just as serious, but of a different category.
In many ways potential proliferation was less problematic to plan for when the primary
WMD threat was from two monolithic sources: the US and USSR. Since the end of the
Cold War, an increasing number of possible sources of WMD have come into being.
This has meant a corresponding decrease in the ability to monitor all likely sources of
proliferation, plan for them, and prevent any such weapons – or materials which could
be weaponized – from being transferred to or otherwise acquired by sub-state groups.

While biological and chemical weapons are not as easy to produce as sometimes
claimed, they are "within the intellectual, financial, and technological reach of many
groups and individuals".75 Bioterror attacks are relatively easy to mount, requiring only
a few individuals with specialized skills and access to a lab.76 Sub-state groups and
individuals have a larger number of potential biological and chemical agents to choose
from than have professional militaries in the past. A nation's military was somewhat
limited by the necessity of researching and developing agents that met certain standards,
such as the ability to be produced in quantity, meet a certain quality required for
efficient weaponization, and be stable and predictable enough to handle, transport, and
store safely.77 Experts expect the number of potential biological agents that might be
used as weapons will continue to increase as developments in bioengineering
continue.78
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In addition, chemical, biological, and radiological agents are believed to be attractive to
would-be terrorists for a number of reasons. One of these is that a relatively small
amount of such an agent, if dispersed efficiently, can cause as many casualties and as
large a disruption as an attack using conventional explosives.79 Due to the fact that even
a small amount can yield a large result, the ease with which an agent can be hidden and
transported is increased. Further, the fact that some chemical and biological agents are
difficult to detect and identify, and may remain a long-lasting threat once released,
increases the potential psychological effect of such an attack.80

Proliferation has been a concern since the first chemical, biological and nuclear
weapons were developed. Efforts existed during the Cold War to limit proliferation,
especially of nuclear weapons. However, in the post-Cold War world the threat has
become more pronounced. There is a fear that the possibility of nuclear proliferation has
been spreading to parts of the world where it was not a concern during the Cold War
years.81

In terms of nuclear devices, the type of expertise needed to actually produce a viable
bomb is more advanced. More importantly, the infrastructure required for a nuclear
weapons program is much larger than that which is potentially needed for chemical and
biological weapons. Facilities required for nuclear research, refinement, and enrichment
take longer to develop and are usually more easily noticed – although certainly not
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always detected. Overall, this makes the production of nuclear weapons more difficult
than the production of chemical and biological ones.82

However, while the development of nuclear weapons might be decidedly more difficult,
a number of nation-states appear to be committed to developing them. This is cause for
concern, because it is at the state level that adequate expertise and resources can be
brought to bear to support the infrastructure needs of such a nuclear program. In
addition, states may shorten the time needed to develop WMD by "hiring in" foreign
expertise. The possibility of acquiring the required technology and expertise on the
open market, by states hoping to become nuclear powers or by sub-state terrorist groups
seeking a nuclear weapon or fissile material, remains a grave and pressing concern.83

Sub-State Terrorism

Likewise, the increase in terrorism by sub-state groups is harder to monitor than the
Soviet threat. The large number of groups, and the ability of individuals to threaten the
economic and political stability of a great power such as the US, is also a serious
concern. These concerns are directly related to the worries surrounding the continued
development and proliferation of WMD. There exists the very real possibility that such
weapons might come into the possession of a sub-state terrorist group. Some groups
have already stated their desire to acquire and utilize such weapons, demonstrating that
they may well be less constrained in their behavior than nation-states have been.84
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1.4 US National Security Adjustments Occasioned by Changes within the
International Order

Some US national security purposes are occasioned by changes in the international
system. Some of these are slow-moving structural changes that are discernible, but
gradual. The relative strengthening and weakening of the world's other great powers is
an example of such structural changes. Changes in relative power can alter a state's
goals and intentions, and the way in which others perceive it. The perception of a state
as an antagonist or non-antagonist is changeable, and alters the manner in which others
attempt to influence its behavior.

Rise Of China

The People's Republic of China is viewed by the US as growing in stature and
importance. China is the most populous nation in the world. It is generally believed that
its economy will be the world's largest in a short time. Geopolitically, its influence
rivals that of the US within its own region, which encompasses the Pacific Ocean and
Southeast Asia. China is dealing with bridging its past identity as a major communist
state and international leader in the communist movement, with its economic growth
and its potential for liberal economic and political reforms in the future.85

That China ranks as one of the world's great powers, and thus must be included in the
security considerations of the US, is generally accepted. Some would assert that the US
is guilty of naivety in gauging the true objectives and aspirations of China, and that its
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designs are more aggressive than the US estimates.86 Since it is probably impossible to
ever know with certainty another state's "true intentions", planning often revolves
around analyzing the capabilities and past behavior of potential antagonists. In terms of
its relative growth, potential economic and military power, and past behavior, US
planners find China worrying.

Its growing economy means that China has built a large foreign exchange reserve, and
in effect uses dollars generated from trade with the US to purchase weapons systems
from Russia, among others.87 Related to China's growing economic strength is the fact
that it has taken the lead among Asian nations in effectively propping up a deficit US
economy.88 The US current account deficit – the difference between the nation's
national savings and national investment – has been increasing rapidly in recent years.
This is due partly to consumer spending in the US, which has continued apace although
private and public saving has declined.

However, the largest factor contributing to the increase in the current account deficit is
US government borrowing due to the federal budget deficit. From September 2000 to
September 2005, the total federal debt had grown 2.3 trillion dollars, an increase of
40%. During this time period, US government debt held by foreign owners almost
doubled, increasing 1.1 trillion dollars.89 Another way of stating this reliance of the US
government on foreigners to finance its deficit is that the proportion of the federal debt
held by other nations increased from 22% in 1995 to over 43% in 2004. This situation
has potentially negative consequences for the US, as it is unclear for how long central
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banks in Asia – especially China's – will continue to be "willing to finance the US
imbalance" in this manner.90

The US and China also have a history of past confrontation, which has not been erased
by periods of relative rapprochement between the two nations. For example, the
relationship between China and the US is complicated by a unique feature, the disputed
and ambiguous status of Taiwan.91 In addition, several actions taken by China in recent
years are interpreted as signaling less than benign intent, and have certainly been
interpreted as provocative from the point of the US.

In recent years, China has taken control of Mischief Reef, a disputed territory that had
been held by the Philippines. It has also sold nuclear weapons technology to Pakistan,
as well as missiles to Iran. The PRC has given rhetorical or material support to countries
which have problematic relations with the US, such as Iran, Sudan, and Nigeria. China
has been extremely interested accessing the natural resources of African nations –
resources such as oil and minerals – in order to help feed its rapid economic growth. At
a recent summit in China, attended by representatives from dozens of African countries,
Chinese firms signed deals worth almost two billion dollars to develop infrastructure
and industry in various African nations.92 This is part of a recent trend that has seen
China signing trade deals with African nations, increasing its foreign aid to the
continent, and taking a larger role in African peacekeeping missions than ever before –
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all of which are seen as improving China's reputation among African nations, and
strengthening its relations with them.93

China has also warned its regional neighbors that they should pay more heed to its
wishes than to those of the US or other states geographically outside of Asia. Not least,
China has indicated that its nuclear arsenal is targeted at the US.94 These public actions
have been taken against the backdrop of key elements of the Chinese government and
military viewing the US as China's main adversary, and the greatest threat confronting
their country.

Continuing Transition Of Russia

Finally, although the Soviet Union's dissolution was completed in the early 1990s,
Russia continues to be in a state of transition. Even though the threat posed by the
Soviet Union was of a unique character, Russia remains a great power which must be
factored into US calculations of national security. As a military power, its aging and
shrinking nuclear arsenal is still by far the second-largest in the world. As a political
power, it retains a permanent UNSC seat and important relationships forged during the
Cold War. Russia has significant influence with the newly independent states of Europe.
While its domestic economy may be weak, its natural resources (such as its oil and gas
reserves) are becoming increasingly important to global security concerns. Russia thus
retains immense strategic importance.95
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In the years since coming to power in 2000, Vladimir Putin has been viewed as
committed to strengthening Russia's position in international politics. The fact that
Russia has continued work on implementing economic reforms and stabilizing its
internal, post-Soviet political situation has not done away with the fear that a Russia
under Putin's leadership might evolve into a revanchist threat.96 Indeed, some experts on
the country warn that the US is guilty of naivety in gauging the true objectives and
intentions of Russia; they see its designs as having been more malevolent than the US
thought in the past, and believe the same is probably true of its post-Cold War
incarnation.97 In taking this view, they voice concerns that are similar to those held by
others about China.

Conclusion

Just as the unique disposition of the US and changes to and within the international
system have acted together to influence the formation of past policy, so they continue to
influence the latest great change in national security policy, which was embodied in the
2002 National Security Strategy of the US. Before turning to that latest – and in some
ways most contentious – change in policy, it is necessary to first look at the mechanisms
and processes through which the US synthesizes the variables discussed in this chapter,
in order to reassess its strategic purposes.
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2.0 The Framing of US National Security – Structures and Processes
2.1 Structures

The thesis to this point has discussed what national security means in general, and has
then focused on the US in particular – including the approach the US has taken to
national security since the end of World War II. The particular US national security
objectives that were brought about by changes to the international system were
considered; then the particular national security objectives that were occasioned by
changes within the international system were touched upon. This thesis will now move
on to the national security structures and processes that the US has intentionally
developed or that have grown up around US needs.

For the purposes of this discussion, the terms "structures" and "processes" will be used.
The word "mechanism" is used as a convenience to describe both structures and
processes, or to describe what the two together amount to. "Structures" will refer to the
formalized systems – whether executive, bureaucratic, legal, administrative – which
facilitate the achievement or maintenance of desired states or outcomes. For example,
the NSC is a structure whose purpose is to help ensure the safety and security of the US.
"Processes", however, will refer to the means by which structures function effectively,
especially with respect to changing or unexpected circumstances. Processes, therefore,
may be thought of here as the creative, functional means by which structures operate.

There is of course overlap between the structures and processes that frame US national
security policy.98 Some structures have little practical relevance if viewed in isolation
98
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from the conventional processes that imbue them with meaning (e.g., the formal
structure of the NSC). And to the extent that some processes have been established by
law, they are less flexible than processes that have arisen out of convention or practical
necessity. Processes mandated by law are formalized in much the same way that
structures are. The distinction between structures and processes is a useful one when
considering the differences between formal systems and their practical implementation.
However, this distinction is not an absolute one and some facets of US national security
mechanisms can be understood or interpreted as both structure and process. This is the
case when considering mandated processes. For example, the US Congress – itself a
structure integral to the US national security policy system – may pass a law requiring
that a certain process be followed (by itself or another structure).

Congress

There are fundamental structures that have been established by the US Constitution
which function, in part, to frame national security interests, objectives, and means. The
authority of Congress derives from its constitutional role as the legislative branch of the
US government, and its representation of the American people who elect the body. The
Congress can express its support of or dissatisfaction with broad strategies, or specific
ends and means. The Congress may express itself rhetorically; through voting on
budgetary and other matters; or by exercising its ability to oversee the activities of the
Executive branch.

There have been periods of greater or lesser inclination on the part of the Congress to
involve itself in national security strategy. Long before the term "national security" was
secondary role in supporting what is generally classed under that heading at any particular time; it is this
more general meaning that is referred to here.
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in usage, Congress fluctuated in its desire to involve itself and influence the foreign
policy of the US, and in curtailing the Executive's use of the military. These may be
seen as part of an inherent tension between the Executive and the Congress over the
boundaries of Executive power.99

Congress influences national security policy in ways other than through its voting. This
may be done by presenting issues in a certain way in the media, or to other audiences; or
by passing resolutions that rhetorically help frame national security debates or otherwise
influence policy formation.100 Individual members can also have influence through
rhetoric and the advocacy of certain views, although they may carry less weight than
statements resolved and passed by the Congress as a whole.

Over the past four decades Congress has sought to become a more active participant in
matters of national security policy.101 A significant reason cited for this is US military
involvement in Vietnam. Because of that divisive war, and augmented by a number of
scandals and perceived failures on the part of the Presidency – such as the Watergate
scandal, the Iran hostage crisis, and the Iran-Contra arms trade scandal – the Congress
became far less willing to cede authority in matters of security to the President. It had
been more willing to do so in the years immediately after the Second World War. There
had been a perception then that the Executive, as the entity in possession of the best
information about risk, potential adversaries, and the best way to defend against them,
should be given latitude in the policy formation regarding such matters.
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The Congress has itself developed many of the resources necessary to evaluate national
security policy, in terms of research ability and specialized staffing to work on such
issues. A significant growth in Congressional staff has occurred during the past 40
years. Particularly, Congressional reforms led to an increase in personal staffs and
committee staffs in the early 1970s; this enhanced the ability of the Congress to evaluate
national security ends and means. In addition to increases in Congressional staffing,
increased staffing at federal institutions provided improved services to Congress in
terms of researching and evaluating issues. New institutions included the Congressional
Budget Office and Office of Technology Assessment (now closed), while increased
staffing occurred at the General Accounting Office and Congressional Research Service
(part of the Library of Congress).102

The number and length of committee hearings, length of committee reports, and number
of officials from the Executive required to appear before committees have all expanded;
this has been made possible by the increased staffing just noted.103 These changes help
to explain how Congress reviews requests to approve budget requests or particular
policy approaches in terms of staff expertise and manpower. Related to this ability is the
historical willingness of the Congress to deal assertively with national security and
defense budgets, which as mentioned above have generally increased over the last 40
years.

There is a strong constitutional basis for the Congress involving itself in the formation
and evaluation of national security policy. It is charged with advising and consenting to
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treaties, and to financing the proposed activities of the Executive branch. It is to the
Congress that the Constitution grants the power to raise and fund armies.104

The Congress can greatly impact the formulation of national security policy, not least
through its budgetary function. The resourcing of the numerous objectives of national
security policy is of crucial importance. If Congress strongly disagrees with a proposed
national security goal, or the proposed means of achieving an agreed goal, it may deny
funding through the annual appropriations process. Even if the Congress agrees with
proposed goals and the proposed means of achieving them – at least publicly – it may
deny the resources necessary to implement those means in any sort of practical sense.

In addition to withholding support for specific activities meant to implement specific
policies, Congress may also impact policy through its ability to allocate or withhold
funding from the federal government in more general terms. This might be done at the
level of the total federal budget, or certain departments and agencies might be targeted.
Just how Congress plays this procedural role will be discussed in Section 2.2 below.

The politics inherent in a two-party democratic system of government also influence the
disposition and actions taken by the Congress. What was termed "divided government"
emerged as an issue in the 1970s; that is, the Congress and the Executive were rarely
controlled by the same party. This problem, exhibited as an ongoing contentiousness
that inhibits policymaking, was exacerbated by Congressional reforms in the 1970s
which "decentralized decision making" in the Congress.105
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Partisanship also plays a part in Congress' inclination to involve itself in matters of
national security policy. Differences of opinion between the Congress and the Executive
about how national security interests are defined and protected may be quite sincere.
Nonetheless, Ralph Carter has shown that spending requests from the Executive have a
markedly better chance of being revised downward when Congress is controlled by the
party in opposition to the President. Interestingly, when one party has controlled the
Senate and the other has controlled the House, Executive spending requests have
experienced even greater cuts, indicating how partisan rifts within the two
Congressional chambers may pose a greater challenge to Executive planning than
partisanship between the Executive and legislative branches.106

Further, the prime consideration of most Senators and Representatives is retaining the
favor of their constituents. During peacetime, the public is not heavily invested in its
own subjective judgments about foreign policy. The public holds opinions about the
foreign policy of the US, and opinions on how well that policy is being carried out.
However, the public's interest in foreign policy is often overshadowed by more pressing
domestic concerns.

Thus it is far from clear that the Congress is simply out of step with the public's views,
or dismissive of them, when one attempts to explain why Congress sometimes pursues
isolationist initiatives despite polls showing that most Americans hold internationalist
views.107 Rather, some argue that the reason lies in the fact that the public's opinion on
matters of security and international affairs is not predominant during peacetime. The
political reality of campaigning means international affairs are used only selectively and
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opportunistically during campaigns; there is a difference "between public opinion and
electoral politics".108

Executive

The role of the President, as both Chief of the Executive branch of the government and
Commander-in-Chief of the military, is central to the formation and execution of US
policy. If Congressional representatives are sometimes allowed to gloss over
international affairs and national security issues in favor of domestic issues, the same
can not quite be said of Presidents. Although domestic issues can have enormous
impacts on the Executive branch, the President must balance – and the public expects
him to balance – such issues with essential national security concerns that may not have
immediate salience on the domestic scene.

In presidential politics, candidates must be seen as strong leaders, fully capable of
fulfilling the Commander-in-Chief role, and possessing an enunciated foreign policy
and national security goals. Candidates who visibly lack this will face a much more
difficult road to election, regardless of their domestic proposals. As one scholar put it,
"National security in general is a gateway through which all presidential candidates
must pass before voters will hear them out on their domestic and economic
proposals."109

In the US, there exist both civilian leadership and military leadership of the armed
forces; both fall within the Executive branch of the US government. The President of
course functions as the Commander-in-Chief of the military, a role laid out in the US
108
109
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Constitution. The military is certainly distinct from its civilian counterparts in terms of
personnel and structure: rules, standards, and culture all differ. Relations between
military leaders and their civilian counterparts is an important one and deserving of
study.110 However, the military leadership is ultimately responsible to the President. It is
a civilian, the Secretary of Defense, who is appointed by the President to oversee all
branches of the US military. The Joint Chiefs of Staff report to the Defense Secretary.

The magnitude of the Executive's influence on the national security process becomes
evident when we consider ad hoc reviews and policies implemented by the President or
in the name of the President; and when one examines the national security structure –
built around and dependent upon the person of the President – that was first formulated
in the years immediately following World War II. These two features of Executive
involvement in national security formulation will now be addressed in turn.

Ad Hoc "Doctrines" Or Reviews

Many of the structures associated with the framing of national security policy in the US
are meant to function on a routine basis, in terms of the frequency of their activity and
the fundamental character of their function. In addition, periodic reviews of existing
policy and the development of novel approaches are undertaken on an ad hoc basis, and
in response to changes in the international environment. Significant examples would
include NSC-68, a landmark report dealing with the containment of the Soviet Union
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which was undertaken at the direction of President Truman;111 the report of the
Commission on Integrated Long-Term Strategy, which was requested by President
Reagan's National Security Council and the Department of Defense, which
recommended that military strategy focus less singularly on the Soviet Union;112 and the
National Security Review carried out at the direction of President George H.W. Bush at
the beginning of his presidency, a review which looked forward to a post-Cold War
world and the new strategies that would be needed to address it.113 Ad hoc reviews such
as these, and the strategies that often flow from them, occur in response to events and at
the initiative of the Executive branch rather than as a pre-determined imperative to
produce a "strategic" report at a certain time.

Ad hoc reviews are most often, although not exclusively, done within the Executive.
This is because the Congress has historically found itself more active in responding to
security policies set by the Executive than in attempting to create and define such
national policies on its own. Within the Executive, the entity charged with carrying out
such reviews has varied over time. A primary reason for this has been the involvement
of the President in deciding when and how to carry out such reviews. Thus, such policy
reviews and the development of new strategies have not been fixed in nature, and have
depended upon the personalities and needs present at the time.
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Some of these ad hoc reviews have been spurred by changing international features. For
example, the Cold War occasioned the creation of a number of strategies centered
around the idea of containment, as mentioned in Chapter 1. One of the most significant
of these was NSC-68, as mentioned above. NSC-68 is notable in that it served as the
basis for much of US national security strategy thinking for dealing with the Soviet
Union. The document was not simply a military strategy, but included consideration of
economic, political and psychological matters.114 Despite being published as a classified
NSC document, NSC-68 was actually not a product of the NSC, "but rather of a joint
State-Defense Department study group".115 During the years that Henry Kissinger
served as NSC Advisor and Secretary of State, the US national strategy became less
broad-based and more focused on purely military matters. The emphasis on military
strategy has continued in the years since, although some insiders have attempted to
lessen the reliance of US strategic thinking on military options.116

Likewise, it was the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan that provided much of the emphasis
for what became known as the "Carter Doctrine" in 1980. In his State of the Union
Address that year, President Carter announced that any move by a power to take control
of the Persian Gulf region would be prevented by the US, using any necessary means,
including military force.117 Such policy announcements may also be regarded as ad hoc
and irregular in frequency, and will be discussed in more detail in Chapter Three.
114
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While never easy, in the years since the end of the Cold War, achieving bipartisan
consensus on national security policy has proved especially difficult.118 There has not
been a security strategy developed since the fall of the USSR that has been as widely
accepted as the containment of the Soviet Union was. The fall of the Soviet Union
changed how threats were defined and military force structures were planned in
response.

While the world is arguably safer from the threat of an inter-state nuclear exchange
now, it is also less stable. The lack of a need for global containment led to an ability to
emphasize regional focuses on economic issues and regional stability in the 1990s.119
The terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 have proven to be a catalyst for discussion
about the threats of sub-state terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, but a broadly
accepted bipartisan national security policy has not yet emerged. Democrats and
Republicans continue to wrangle over policies meant to address terrorism and WMD,
with Iraq being an obvious point of contention.120 Indeed, the ongoing US involvement
in Iraq has exposed differences of opinion within the Republican party over national
security policy.121 The 2002 NSS formulated by the Bush administration may become a
lasting strategy, but it possesses contentious aspects that do not bode well for it
becoming as widely accepted in Washington policymaking circles as containment was
in years past.
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The NSC Structure/System

The National Security Act was passed in July 1947, and created a number of new
agencies such as the National Security Council (NSC) and Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA).122 The Act also established the National Military Establishment (NME). The
NME included the executive departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force, as well as
other bodies. A new configuration was also created within the US military, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff (JCS).

Congress implemented an important statutory change to the National Security Act of
1947 in the form of the National Security Act Amendments of 1949, which were passed
in June of that year. Several modifications were brought about by the Amendments. The
NME was renamed the Department of Defense and "upgraded ... to an executive
department". The Amendments also bolstered and clarified the authority of the
Secretary of Defense, and created the position of Chairman of the JCS. Further, the
standing of the military services were diminished, as they were redefined as
departments within Department of Defense; a part of this redefinition included the
removal of the service Secretaries as statutory members of the NSC.123

The primary purpose of the Amendments was to address problems associated with the
position of the Secretary of Defense. These problems stemmed from the Secretary of
Defense's lack of ability to manage a decentralized military structure. James Forrestal,
who had been appointed by President Truman as the first Secretary of Defense, had
previously (as Secretary of the Navy) championed this decentralization. However, after
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assuming the office of Secretary of Defense, Forrestal came to see this position as
unworkable as initially configured.124

The NSC was seen as important in increasing coordination and cooperation "between
political and military agencies"; that is, integrating the policies of defense agencies and
foreign relations agencies.125 The NSC was envisioned as being an agency which would
gather and analyze information for the President and offer expert advice on matters of
national security. The NSC has always been advisory to the President, unlike some
other departments such as the Department of State. The NSC was not conceived of as a
policymaking entity, and has not functioned as one during its history (with perhaps
some brief exceptions, such as when some NSC staff stepped outside of these bounds
during the Iran-Contra scandal). Yet, while the NSC was not formally charged with
policymaking at its creation, contemporary observers detected a threat in the NSC
potentially assuming much of the State Department's role as the premier formulator and
conductor of foreign policy on the President's behalf.126

The National Security Act intended that NSC staff be overseen by an Executive
Secretary. Eisenhower created the position of "Special Assistant" in 1953, and the
Executive Secretary position has remained vacant ever since. The Special Assistant
(often referred to as "Advisor") does not need Senate approval. Presidents have often
forbidden them from testifying before Congress.127

The NSC was originally legislated to include the President, Secretary of State, Secretary
of Defense, and Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. Also, several statutory
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members were included that no longer exist, such as the Chairman of the National
Security Resources Board (NSRB), Chairman of the Munitions Board, Chairman of the
Research and Development Board, and the Director for Mutual Security. Additionally,
other cabinet members could be included as members if the President so desired. As
mentioned, the 1949 Amendments dropped the three military service Secretaries from
the Council; they also added the Vice President.128

Since the creation of the Department of Defense (DoD), there has been a trend to further
centralize strategic planning and budgeting within the Department. Notably, advocacy
of increased centralization has continued both in terms of planning and implementation,
as made apparent in recent discussion of the extent to which defense intelligence
functions should be combined.129 A similar effort may currently be seen in attempts to
consolidate government power in the Executive branch, and to consolidate Executive
branch power in institutions close to the Executive Office of the President.130 As regards
the Department of Defense, this trend is evidenced most by successive legislative efforts
to increase the authority and purview of the Secretary of Defense, a position that was
itself created by the same Act that established the DoD, and the NSC, among other
provisions. These efforts occurred in tandem with moves to unify the various military
services, in terms of command, planning, and budgeting.

Even after the DoD was created, the services engaged in bitter disputes about the nature
of future threats, US security needs, their role in meeting those needs – and thus their
share of a limited defense budget. Each service saw their own role as the one of most
use to meeting new and future challenges. Each had its own planning process which
128
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created budget requests and conducted its own research to support those requests. As
one might imagine, these separate planning processes with each emphasizing (perhaps
over-emphasizing) the role to be played by the service which sponsored it, resulted in a
regular situation in which the budget requests being made by the military were much too
high to be feasible. The individual budgets and funding requests, when taken together,
far exceeded the funding that the Congress could reasonably be expected to provide.

Early efforts to curb this tendency were made by the first Secretary of Defense, James
Forrestal, who attempted to coax the heads of the military services into agreeing to
voluntary reductions in their respective budgets. His attempts were not very successful,
and the continuing issue of incompatible budget requests prompted further efforts to
centralize planning and curb excessive requests. Successive defense reorganizations
successfully centralized power, administratively, with the Secretary of Defense. The
Secretary's powers were "progressively enhanced" by the 1949 Amendments and by
reorganizations in 1953 and 1958.131

This formation and evolution of the national security structure, in particular the Defense
Department and the NSC itself, had some influence on other agencies in the US federal
bureaucracy. It is outside the scope of this investigation to attempt to comprehensively
identify any agency or departmental development that was catalyzed by the creation of
the NSC structure. However, it is important to remember that government structures not
strictly within the NSC were evolving concurrently. One such bureaucratic evolution
that was bit within the NSC structure, but which was responding to similar
environmental stimuli, was the Policy Planning group at the US Department of State.
George Kennan set up and was the first director of the Policy Planning Staff: "the first
131
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regular office of the Department of State to be charged in our time with looking at
problems from the standpoint of the totality of American national interest, as distinct
from a single portion of it".132 It was another head of the Policy Planning Staff, Paul
Nitze, who was the main architect of NSC-68, one of the ad hoc policy exercises
mentioned above.

The Goldwater-Nichols Reorganization Act of 1986 marked a significant revision to
national security structures. The Act was itself part of an already ongoing trend that saw
Congress attempting to shift power away from the Executive branch on matters of
national security (this is discussed in more detail below in Section 2.2, with special
attention paid to budgetary aspects). A significant facet of the Goldwater-Nichols Act
was its emphasis on centralizing the military structure within the Department of
Defense.133 The role played by the Secretary of Defense – the civilian responsible for
overseeing all the civilian and military operations of the Department of Defense – had
been strengthened over the years, as mentioned above. With regard to the structure of
the military leadership within the Department of Defense, however, efforts to centralize
power had been less successful.

Congress was dissatisfied with the ability of the military leadership – the Joint Chiefs of
Staff (JCS) – to provide comprehensive, national, military advice. The JCS was instead
seen to be providing "service oriented" advice that precluded more integrated defense
analysis. Congress viewed the primary reason for this to be a lack of centralized military
authority. Before 1986 the JCS still operated by consensus. Congress intended
Goldwater-Nichols to provide the Chairman of the JCS with "independent political
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clout" that was distinct from the power held by the JCS as a committee.134 The 1986 Act
called for the Chairman to function as the primary military leader for the formulation of
strategy. In addition to strengthening the position of the Chairman of the JCS,
Goldwater-Nichols increased the authority of the CINCs – those professional military
Commanders-in-Chief who oversee regional commands which integrate the individual
US military services.135

Colin Powell was the first Chairman of the JCS to assume that office after the 1986
reorganization. He was the first to try to implement the mandate of the Act and produce
a JCS National Military Strategy (NMS).136 Powell's planning was based on the concept
of a "Base Force" - the minimum force with which the US "could continue to function
as a global superpower". Powell's NMS developed from the Base Force concept, and the
Base Force concept from the 1989-1990 Joint Strategic Capabilities Plan (JSCP). The
increased power of the Chief of the JCS under Powell was what Congress intended
when passing Goldwater-Nichols.137

Williams has noted several trends that appear pertinent when considering the origins
and evolution of the NSC, JSC, and DoD. First, the National Security Assistant has
become increasingly important to the Executive (and one might add that as a
consequence the position of Secretary of State has been diminished to some degree).
Second, the authority of the Secretary of Defense as an individual, and the DoD as an
organization, have generally been increasing since their creation. Third, the authority of
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the civilian military secretaries (Secretaries of the Army, Navy, and Air Force) has
generally decreased during the same period.138

Finally, for all the effort devoted to developing and refining these bureaucratic
structures, it is important to understand their limitations. US national security agencies
do not tend to evolve into forms which provide for optimum efficiency or efficacy. The
development of these agencies are subject to the perceived needs and pressures of the
moment. They are designed by political actors who operate in a contentious political
context that is affected by domestic issues which require compromise.139

The assumption that national security agencies do not, in fact, impede the formation and
execution of national security policy has been associated with "realist" arguments.
There is not uniform agreement with this assumption. Some "institutionalist" arguments
contend that agencies are created by self-interested groups and individuals, and so do
not necessarily further an objective "national interest". Such arguments stress the role
played by special interest groups, and the self-interest of politicians themselves, in the
formulation of national security agencies. However, these institutionalist claims appear
to underestimate the practical politics of Presidents and bureaucrats – individuals who
may be more interested in national objectives and protecting agency interests than in
pleasing the special interests seeking to influence them.140 One may not agree with the
conclusion that due to special interests and practical politics, agencies in the US "are not
and cannot be designed to serve any broad-based conception of national interest".141
However, the warning that the formulation and functioning of bureaucratic structures
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owes as much to politics as to the objective identification of national security needs is a
valid one.

National Security Strategy (NSS) Documents

A number of reports focusing on US national security strategy had been produced by
structures within the Executive branch prior to the passage of Goldwater-Nichols in
1986. However, these had not been produced consistently and were seen to be deficient.
For example, 25 years prior to the requirement for a published NSS, the NSC was
producing a document intended to lay out agreed strategies and priorities in national
security and defense planning: "National strategies and priorities were supposedly set
forth in an agreed National Security Council document called the Basic National
Security Policy. However, the Basic National Security Policy was a vague compromise
document that provided little real guidance on how defense dollars should be spent."142
These periodic statements on Basic National Security Policy were policy statements
"largely based on institutional tradition", but they were of limited use in guiding the
planning and budgeting of the services.143

Congress mandated an annual NSS report from the Executive as part of the GoldwaterNichols Reorganization Act.144 Congress wished to foster strategic thinking in the
Executive branch, which was a primary reason for the legislated requirement that the
President "present an annual report on the 'National Security Strategy of the United
States'".145 In addition to mandating an annual report from the administration, it also
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mandated that incoming administrations must publish their first NSS within five months
of entering office.146 None of the incoming administrations in the years since 1986
(those of George H.W. Bush, Bill Clinton, and George W. Bush) have made the fivemonth deadline.

Nevertheless, the mandate that the Executive must produce and publish a National
Security Strategy annually is a significant development. It will be important to consider
whether or not the production of the National Security Strategy has also been significant
in practical terms. National Security Strategy documents will be investigated in more
depth in Chapter Three.

2.2 Processes
Process Of Executive – Legislative Relations, Law-Making, and Budget
Appropriations

The two constitutional structures involved in budget appropriations are the Congress
and the Executive. The Executive is given the constitutional authority to command, and
so administer, the military. The Congress is given the authority to raise and fund the
military. The US Constitution also specifies that Congressional appropriations for the
support of armies may be no longer than two years; this ensures that the Congress is
involved in evaluating needed military resources on an ongoing basis.

The Congress then must consider on a regular basis the amount of funding required to
support the military. The military itself falls under the control of the Executive, and so it
146
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is the Executive – either the President himself, or the senior civilian leadership or senior
military leadership acting on his behalf – that request a certain level of funding. It is
likewise the Executive which must justify the amount to the Congress.

In the past, the Executive has shown an appreciation for the capacity of the Congress to
help or hinder its policies in ways less direct than through voting on appropriations bills.
President Ronald Reagan once stated that national security must be developed and
implemented by both the President and the Congress; this sentiment was also expressed
by Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in 1975. It is pointed out that neither man was
"overly fond of Congressional involvement"; but both accepted that the cooperative
development of security policy would increase its legitimacy and be perceived abroad
as the expression of a unified US government.147

The defense budget is essential; in practical terms, any strategies or operations planned
can only be implemented if funded.148 Of course, not all possible strategies can be
funded: "ideal security goals are essentially unlimited".149 Therefore, allocating
resources to national security involves trade-offs; there is an opportunity cost when
funds are designated for security, and some level of risk must be identified that is
acceptable to the government and its citizens.

Constant bargaining attends the particulars of any US federal budget, and the national
security budget is part of this overall budget. It is often difficult to definitively
demonstrate which parts of the budget should be thought of as the "national security
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budget", and how to delineate related activities such as military defense,
counterterrorism, and intelligence gathering.150 Nevertheless, the defense budget
unquestionably comprises the most sizeable portion of the national security budget, if
one considers the national security budget to include funding for defense, homeland
security, and other activities related to addressing terrorism threats. The awesome size
of the defense budget is in little threat of drastic reduction in the near future. The total
federal budget and its allocation among federal departments and agencies is not as
flexible as one might suppose. Previous decisions, recent events, and current political
realities all limit the flexibility of budget planning. Additionally, there exists an
organizational inertia to defense policy and planning, with each constituent player
possessing its own unique resistance to change.151

Congress sometimes uses the "annual authorization/appropriations process to deny the
President his preferred options when important policy disputes exist between the
branches".152 The influence of domestic issues on national security policy is great, since
such policy formation is a joint activity, or perhaps more accurately a joint struggle, (as
Corwin puts it) between the Executive and Congress.153 Yet the greatest constraints on
the budget concern allocations within the same broad scale of spending visible over
recent decades, rather than a consideration of unintended side-effects. There is no
significant movement on the part of lawmakers to reevaluate the wisdom of the overall
size and aim of the defense budget. As has been pointed out, budget planners in
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Washington have expressed little agreement with worries laid out by Paul Kennedy
about the applicability of "imperial overstretch" to the US.154

Efforts have taken place over the years to centralize planning and improve budget
formulation, for example so that the services were not independently requesting the bulk
of the funding considered feasible. While President Truman sometimes preferred to
receive advice from the Bureau of the Budget rather than the NSC, under President
Eisenhower the NSC played an increased role in reviewing proposed defense
expenditures and effectively replaced the Bureau of the Budget in this function.155 A
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP) was introduced in 1955-1956 which was
prepared by the JCS and meant to integrate the individual service plans; in practice, it
did not relate the military requirements it identified to budget ceilings, and so always far
exceeded the ceiling and had little impact on the process.156 While this approach had
attempted to explicitly take into account the perceived budget ceiling of the Congress, it
had in fact led to the Executive balancing its service requests without much strategic
thinking behind its budgeting. This approach, which emphasized Congressional budget
ceilings, was viewed as unsuccessful by the incoming Kennedy administration and done
away with.157 Yet the attempt to operate under such budget ceilings, and the decision to
discontinue the attempt in search of something better, point to an appreciation within the
Executive branch that improvements in its own budget formulation process were
desirable.

154

Stephen Daggett, "The American Economy, the Defense Budget, and National Security," in U.S.
Domestic and National Security Agendas: Into the Twenty-First Century, ed. Sam Charles Sarkesian and
John Mead Flanagin (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1994), 66-68. Paul Kennedy's masterful and
influential argument is laid out in Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers.
155
Richard A. Best, The National Security Council: An Organizational Assessment (Huntington, NY:
Novinka Books, 2001) 54. See also Jordan, Taylor, and Mazarr, American National Security 199-201.
156
Jordan, Taylor, and Mazarr, American National Security 201.
157
Ibid. 76.
PRINCE

77/315

For its part, Congress has become more willing over the years to impose its will on the
national security policies of the Executive through explicit terms of the appropriations
bills it passes. Congress may disagree with the administration's assessment of threats
confronting the US, or specific responses; at such times it may act to limit the Executive
from taking action. The legislation that was passed in the form of prohibitions within
defense appropriations bills during the Vietnam War were unprecedented in scope at
that time. They limited the use of ground troops in certain areas, and likewise limited
the use of air power, and restricted funding from being used to support third party
ground troops in those areas.158

In legislative terms, the visible effects of this Congressional willingness to try to
constrain the Executive continued in the decade after the US pull-out from Vietnam, or
even longer. This trend included the War Powers Resolution of 1973.159 This Resolution
aimed to emphasize the circumstances in which the President could use the armed
forces under the Constitution, and to set a procedure by which the Congress and the
Executive should jointly participate in decisions to send US forces into combat. It
requires that the President inform the Congress whenever US forces are sent into
hostilities or imminent hostilities. It then requires that the President terminate the use of
such forces within 60 to 90 days, unless Congress authorizes their continued use.
However, the Resolution was initially passed over the veto of President Nixon, and
every President since then has taken the view that the central tenets of the Resolution
are unconstitutional and so not legitimate.160 Of over 100 reports submitted by the
Executive to Congress since the passage of the Resolution, only one has explicitly
addressed the 60 to 90 day time limit. This reticence to abide by the provisions of the
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Resolution is not exhibited solely by the Executive branch, however. The Congressional
Research Service has noted that at times the Judiciary, and even the Congress itself,
have been unwilling to apply the War Powers Resolution more stringently.161

Also in 1973, NATO allies were required to make greater contributions to the cost of
stationing US troops in their countries, against the wishes of the Executive branch.162
The Budget Reform Act was passed in 1974, requiring the Executive to spend funds that
Congress had allocated for specific purposes. Congress also prohibited funds from being
used in Angola in 1975. This affected CIA combat operations supporting anticommunist forces. The Boland amendments of 1982 and 1984 outlawing support for the
Contras in Nicaragua, a nuclear freeze resolution in 1983, and "close Congressional
oversight" of the 1991 Gulf War and peacekeeping operations in the 1990s continued
this trend.163

The decisionmaking function in the Executive has become more centralized since 1947;
during those same years, the Congress has at times assumed a greater role in oversight
and involvement in national security affairs. At the same time, decisionmaking in
Congress has become decentralized, with a reduction in the strength of the two parties
and the role of committee chairmen, and an increase in the role and number of special
interest groups. These two trends are seen to portend continuing disagreement between
the two branches over the assessment of threats and the character of the overall security
environment, and identification of national security objectives.164
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As can be seen, the relationship between the Executive branch and the Congress is a
tensioned one, and agreeing on a national security strategy that can be funded in terms
of the defense and overall federal budgets can indeed be a struggle. An important point
to keep in mind is that this tension exists constantly, to a greater or lesser degree,
regardless of changing international circumstances. One point Ralph Carter makes is
that although fluctuations in overall defense spending seem reflective of broad changes
in international politics – falling during detente in the 1970s or rising after the Soviet
invasion of Afghanistan – Congress has exercised significant influence within the
parameters that were broadly defined by superpower relations and other international
politics.165 At the same time, in practice the formulation and justification for the funding
request has resulted in an annual budgeting process that is at once extremely detailed,
and tending toward inertia.

At the highest strategic level, the formulation of funding requests is based on the
pronounced security and defense objectives of the administration in office. While
changes in those high-level security and defense objectives may challenge the status
quo, they may also bolster the institutional inertia of the military. Multi-year timescales
for researching, developing, and producing updated weapons systems may add to this
inertia; and this may well be augmented by the Congress, whose members often have
constituents with vested interests in the production of new weapons systems. The
planning and budgeting system itself may lead to inertia, as the process of reevaluating
an immense budget on an annual basis does not lend itself to radical changes.

It is also possible for an administration to propose a national strategy that calls for the
implementation of various specific means. However, the administration may request

165

Carter, "Budgeting for Defense," passim. See also 162-168.

PRINCE

80/315

that only certain facets of its strategy are funded; or it may request funding at a level
which would make the complete implementation of its policy problematic. The
proposed means may well have implications for a variety of US departments and
agencies involved in defense, diplomacy, and other activities.

It is possible that some budget requests are essentially rhetorical, and primarily intended
to send a political signal. For example, some have wondered whether President
Reagan's support of funding for his Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI) might have served
an immediate, practical political purpose, quite apart from what technological
achievements might be gained in the future – achievements that many viewed as
unattainable and unrealistic. Strong presidential backing of SDI is seen as having been
important in prompting the Soviet Union to re-engage in negotiation with the US.166
Some Reagan administration officials seem to have considered SDI to function
primarily as a bargaining ploy, rather than as a feasible strategy.167 It is impossible to
say with certainty which individuals may have truly believed in the efficacy of SDI, and
which may have viewed it as useful in terms of rhetoric, regardless of the level of
funding it received.168 However, the fact that at least some high-level officials viewed
the initiative in practical negotiating terms seems to suggest that the Executive does not
expect – and may not really desire – every budget request and policy initiative that is
produced to receive full funding.
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All of this is to say that in terms of strategy and funding, the overarching strategy – the
goals and the means of achieving them – may be funded to a greater or lesser degree.
This will not necessarily change the stated strategy; the administration is not required to
reconcile the stated strategy with the level of funding that has been attained through the
budgeting process. In practical terms of course, all governments must reconcile
available resources with their preferred strategic objectives.

The reasons an administration's national security strategy may not receive the funding
required to implement it fully may vary, regardless of its importance in terms of
providing strategic vision and an identification of broad ends and means. This may be
due to Congressional opposition to the premises or conclusions of that strategy, or
opposition to particular means. It may be due to very practical fiscal considerations that
Congress is mindful of, even if the strategy enjoys general support. If an
administration's strategy receives less funding than required to fully implement it, this
may be unfortunate in the view of the administration; or, the administration may have
never expected to receive the resources necessary to implement all facets of its strategy.
Just as the identification of strategic goals and objectives involves the ordering of a
myriad of interests and priorities (as mentioned above in Chapter One), the resourcing
of strategic goals and objectives involves another ordering of priorities. In democratic
societies, both the political and security goals set by the leadership, and the level of
funding approved for their pursuit, are subject to a review in which competing interests
and demands must be reconciled – in terms of both public acquiescence, and public
support through the allocation of tax dollars.

There is an additional consideration which is related to the possibility that budget
requests sometimes appear to be at odds with stated policies. It is possible that an
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administration indicates, through its stated national security strategy, that the best means
by which to attain its objectives is through reliance on a particular government
department. Such a scenario might lead to disproportionate funding of a certain agency
in support of the nation's security strategy. Or an administration may identify goals
which would appear to fall within the purview of a certain department, but not request
additional funding to address these novel objectives. Such inconsistencies may reveal a
piece of rhetoric which the leadership is unwilling to back up in practical terms. The
more likely possibility is more complicated: that such inconsistencies are due to
compromise that is brought about by entities competing for a larger share of the
available funding – all the more in the case of an events-driven, substantial increase in
the total sum made available for disbursement (e.g., such as occurred after the attacks of
11 September 2001). Before examining NSS 2002, the first mandated national security
document to be produced after 11 September 2001, it is first necessary to consider such
documents more generally. It is to these mandated NSS documents that we now turn our
attention.
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3.0 NSS Documents

The thesis will now move on to NSS reports. The post-1945 tradition of national
security pronouncements made by US Presidents will be discussed first. Such
pronouncements both precede, and form the substance of, modern NSS reports that
Presidents are mandated to produce. The place of the NSS as a tool for forming and
announcing policy, and its place as a product of compromise and negotiation, will then
be explored in turn. Finally, the chapter will appraise variables that influence
presidential pronouncements on national security.

3.1 The Post-1945 Tradition of US Presidential Pronouncements on National
Security

In the US, the President has historically viewed the articulation of foreign and security
policy as part of the duties of the Executive. The right to negotiate treaties is given to
the President in the Constitution, and it seems clear that since articulating a foreign
policy may often be a necessary precursor for making international agreements, that this
role is one intended to be within the purview of the Executive.169 The formation of
foreign policy is meant to be done in consultation with the Congress, to be sure. Yet the
President performs a singular role in this regard, through explicit pronouncements and
through direction of federal departments. The direction of federal departments includes
the making of Cabinet appointments, which are also within the presidential purview.
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In terms of presidential pronouncements, such pronouncements did not come about in
the aftermath of World War II; certainly the Monroe Doctrine articulated in 1823 was
one of the earliest examples of the president seeking to publicly establish a precedent in
terms of how the US is guided in its foreign policy. One may even consider
Washington's Farewell Address as such a presidential pronouncement. In even these
earliest examples, presidents attempted to establish a guiding principle that would aid
them and future administrations to formulate and implement foreign policies that would
ensure the safety of the US.

Sempa conceives of there having been eight US national security doctrines in the
history of the nation – with a national security doctrine defined as a state's geopolitical
"organizing principle".170 Although I am somewhat at odds with Sempa's
characterization, these various categories may be better thought of as trends than as
distinct strategies. For the most part, these trends were not explicitly reaffirmed by each
successive president through publicly-made statements. The eight categories identified
are: 1) Washington's Farewell Address; 2) the Monroe Doctrine; 3) Manifest Destiny; 4)
the Open Door; 5) Off-shore Balancer; 6) Containment; 7) Liberation; and 8)
Preemption. Washington's Farewell Address, the Monroe Doctrine, and Manifest
Destiny are seen as existing simultaneously for almost the first hundred years of the
nation's history. The Open Door policy is most closely associated with Theodore
Roosevelt, and represented the expansion of US influence in the Far East, in both
political and commercial terms. The policy was intended to ensure an Asian balance of
power that favored US interests.
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The category "Off-Shore Balancer" is meant to describe the growing US role, joining
Britain, as a protagonist in the European continental balance of power; this role grew
from the time the US entered World War I to the conclusion of World War II.
Liberation is viewed as particular to the policies of Ronald Reagan, and Preemption is
identified with the policies of George W. Bush. In choosing these categories, Sempa
distinguished between those doctrines he identified as part of an overarching and
enduring strategy, and lesser doctrines that amount to subordinate policies, in his
view.171

This examination will focus on the pronouncements made by presidents in the years
after the Second World War. Since 1945, such pronouncements have increased in
frequency, even if a number of them may fall under the same designation of varieties of
containment.172 While their immediate impact and staying power have varied, these
modern presidential pronouncements on national security have helped to frame the Cold
War and post-Cold War environments, and the preferred US response to those
environments.

These pronouncements were formulated to address immediate concerns, but addressed
fundamental concerns in some way that was lasting and of use to successive
policymakers. The pronouncements did not amount to the sole policy of the US, or the
sum of all US policies. Nevertheless they have been important in terms of their source –
the very top of the US political hierarchy – and their timing as responses to the
contemporary international environment facing the US. Also noteworthy is their fairly
gradual development; even when policies were reversed, it was not done in a jarring
way and still kept within the broad concept of limiting Soviet expansion during the Cold
171
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War. Each built on the ones before it, leading to continuity of national security policy.
One example would be when the US announced in 1969 that it would oppose
communist expansion through support of indigenous fighters.173 While this was a
change from the more direct military assistance associated with the Truman Doctrine,
such direct assistance was not ruled out but rather muted somewhat to allow the US to
not engage militarily if it so chose.

In order to be inclusive and avoid the potential misstep of viewing individual policies as
indistinct from one another due to their similar objectives, an attempt has been made
here to include the major presidential pronouncements made in the post-World War II
years. Although there are no objective criteria by which one may discern what is
presidential "doctrine" and what is presidential "policy", each elected President in the
years from 1945 has made a significant policy pronouncement enunciating the
orientation of US foreign and national security policy.

This lack of objective criteria also illuminates the subjective nature of presidential
"doctrines". While arguably every elected President since 1945 has pronounced a policy
which became known as his "doctrine", these can not be said to function as the
definitive encapsulation of that President's national security policy. Such
pronouncements might be viewed as a single facet, although sometimes a very
important facet, of an administration's articulated policy. All of the other facets of
policy may not contradict the pronouncement, but can not be said to derive directly
from a single Executive pronouncement. That such a policy pronouncement became
known in policymaking circles, or the media, or the general public, as a "doctrine" may
have as much to do with the receptiveness audiences exhibit toward that policy than its
173
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inherent substance. In the same vein, it should be remembered that US presidential
policies remembered as "doctrine" tend to emphasize security and other military aspects
of national policy; all other factors being equal, a certain policy has a better chance of
being elevated to the level of a "doctrine" if it has explicit consequences for the
potential use of force by the US.

Pre- 20th Century

Washington's Farewell Address and the Monroe Doctrine, while outside of the time
period under consideration, will be briefly touched upon. There are two reasons for this.
First, each was a presidential formulation of policy very similar in form to the
presidential pronouncements made by modern presidents, and sometimes referred to as
presidential "doctrines". Second, each gained wide currency and have been repeatedly
evoked by US presidents since they appeared, although having been made in the early
years of the nation's existence.

Washington's Farewell Address encapsulated an idea formulated jointly by Washington
and Alexander Hamilton. The Address advocated US neutrality when dealing with other
powers, such as France and Britain in Europe.174 The US, as a young nation still
growing geographically, did not possess military or economic power on a par with the
traditional great powers of Europe. In such circumstances, Washington felt it most
prudent for the US to avoid taking sides in the machinations of European politics. This
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was not a call for strict isolationism; Washington's Address advocated extending
commerce to all nations, but limiting political connections to them.175

The Monroe Doctrine was announced at a time when Russia was interested in
expanding its holdings in North America; and it was feared that Spain with the help of
other European powers might move to regain its colonies which had secured
independence during the Napoleonic Wars.176 The Doctrine warned against further
European interference in the political affairs of the Western Hemisphere.177 One source
of the Monroe doctrine actually took the form of a proposal by the British that a joint
statement be issued from Britain and the US forbidding further European colonization
of the failed or failing Spanish colonies. John Quincy Adams, US Secretary of State at
the time, re-fashioned this idea into a unilateral pronouncement. The US was not
capable at the time of enforcing the Monroe Doctrine, but Britain in effect enforced it
out of self interest.178 The Monroe Doctrine continued to be cited by presidents into the
modern post-1945 era: during Cuban missile crisis; with regard to conflicts in El
Salvador and Nicaragua in the 1980s; and on numerous other occasions.179

Early in the 20th century, Theodore Roosevelt amended the Monroe Doctrine with what
became known as the Roosevelt Corollary. In order to address what was perceived as a
pressing economic security concern in Latin American, it was announced that the US
had the right to not only oppose European intervention in the Western Hemisphere but
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itself to intervene in the domestic affairs of its neighbors if they proved unable to
protect US investments in the region on their own.180

Early 20th Century

Two presidents in the early 20th century made significant contributions to the US
conception of national security. An historical tendency had existed for most American
statesman, such as John Quincy Adams, to assume a degree of US exceptionalism. In
this view, the other nations of the world would never attain the quality of democratic
progress that the US had. Woodrow Wilson enunciated an alternative vision, and the
repercussions of the ideals he gave voice to can still be discerned in US policymaking.
Wilson believed that the spread of democracy and capitalism throughout the world
would bring peace and security in a natural, almost organic way. The failure of the
League of Nations after World War I prevented Wilson's vision from materializing to a
greater degree in his lifetime, and some have directly laid the blame for this failure with
Wilson himself: "[Wilson] allowed this interest to exceed the limits of what the United
States could accomplish abroad and what Americans would accept at home".181

This Wilsonian idea was to have an immense and continuing impact on the US notion
of national security, especially when revived and institutionalized in a more enduring
way by Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Harking back to Wilson's ideals and worldview,
FDR chose to follow a course of action that stressed multilateralism during World War
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II. This preference for multilateralism and international institutions heavily influenced
US policies during the Cold War.182 FDR is viewed as achieving greater success than
Wilson had because of his mindfulness of considerations of power and a pragmatic
political calculus. While championing the institutionalization of multilateral processes,
FDR "... never neglected, as Wilson did, the need to keep proclaimed interests from
extending beyond actual capabilities."183 Far from favoring peace and security over US
interests and relative power, Roosevelt sought increased levels of both: "American
hegemony ... was now to be global ... [and] it was to arise by consent."184

The emphasis placed on democracy and other liberal values, and the effect that their absence
could have on the US – even if that absence occurred in other nations around the globe – was
continued by successive administrations, although with somewhat varying interpretations.
Wilson and FDR held that US security "was affected by internal conditions in all nations".
Truman linked security with conditions in democratic nations. Nixon and Carter viewed
security as "benefit[ing] from certain existing conditions" in the USSR and China.185

Truman

George Kennan's 1947 article The Sources of Soviet Conduct is the first early public
articulation of postwar national security policy.186 Kennan argued that the Soviet Union
posed a threat to the US that could be contained, but not ignored. It was this
182
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"containment" that Kennan first spoke of that served as the substance of the Truman
Doctrine. The Truman Doctrine was Truman's decision to "resist aggressive
communism", and relied on Kennan's reasoning to conclude that the expansion of
communism to new states and regions would be a threat to the security of the US. In
immediate, practical terms, the Doctrine provided the logic for providing aid to Turkey
as well as Greece, even though Turkey was not in need of relief or reconstruction, nor
was it suffering financial distress or internal unrest.187

After Truman made his speech to a joint session of Congress on 12 March 1947, the
news media immediately compared it in significance to the Monroe Doctrine.188 To a
greater or lesser degree, the elevation of a particular Executive stance or public policy to
the level of "doctrine" comes down to the discernment of commentators as well as the
importance attached to it by the issuing administration. It matters whether the media and
political pundits view something as a "doctrine", as their discourse influences the
perception of the broader American public. "Doctrine" is an epithet that is usually
awarded outside policymaking circles, though such a designation may have been hoped
for by the formulators of the policy.

The principles laid out in Kennan's article and Truman's speech were codified in 1948
in NSC-20, which was a secret document produced by the National Security Council
and laid out US military and political goals for the Cold War. These were reaffirmed in
the more well-known NSC-68, which was drafted in February – April 1950. NSC-68
cited NSC-20 as having identified the Soviet threat well, but asserted that that threat
was more imminent than originally thought.189 Although he himself had conceived the
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policy of containment in Europe, Kennan immediately questioned the sweeping nature
of the Truman Doctrine.190 Kennan disapproved of the propensity of the US to use
universal doctrines to "justify particular actions".191

Eisenhower

Containment was attacked as immoral – an abandonment of the subjugated citizens of
communist countries – by the opposition Republican party during the 1952 campaign.
James Burnham argued that the policy of containment did not go far enough, and wrote
several books in the years 1947-1951 arguing for "liberation". This theme was picked
up by Eisenhower who talked of the "roll-back" of communism. Interestingly, in the
previous administration the official Truman policy was for the "liberation" of North
Korea – until the massive Chinese intervention there in October 1950.192

For practical reasons, containment was soon supported by the Eisenhower
administration after election.193 It was Eisenhower's application of containment to a
specific region that became known as the Eisenhower Doctrine. This doctrine asserted
that upon request, the US would use force in response to imminent or actual communist
aggression in the Middle East.
Eisenhower announced this policy on 05 January 1957.194
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Kennedy

John F. Kennedy likewise felt the need to add an explicit regional focus to the broad
policy of containment. Kennedy's announcement was clearly in immediate response to
issues raised because of the Cuban Missile Crisis. In what became known as the
Kennedy Doctrine, the president announced that the US would oppose the formation of
any communist governments in Latin America.195 Kennedy also laid out in the 22
October speech that regional blocs could take forceful action against a state in their
bloc, without UN approval, if they found it to be violating the norms of the bloc –
basically an assertion that the OAS was allowed by the UN Charter to act militarily
within its own region, for example against Cuba. The pronouncement was viewed as a
revival of the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine: that the US would intervene
to prevent a "second Cuba" in its hemisphere.196

While the Kennedy "doctrine" may not have enjoyed the kind of place in the public's
memory as the Truman "doctrine", it still points up a problem of defining presidential
"doctrines". Scholars have attributed different characteristics to the Kennedy "doctrine".
For example, the policy is viewed alternatively as encompassing the "help any friend,
bear any burden" segment of Kennedy's inaugural address. This is a different source
than the 22 Oct 1962 speech, and seems to differ from other understandings of what the
Kennedy Doctrine signaled.197 Similarly, another scholar has identified the Kennedy
"doctrine" with a policy that US would act against any state in the Middle East who
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attacked its neighbors, and viewed it as a commitment to the US protecting Israel.198
While this sentiment is not dissimilar from the more traditional view of the meaning of
the Kennedy "doctrine", it bears a closer resemblance to the Eisenhower "doctrine".

Johnson

Lyndon Johnson's pronouncement that the US would intervene militarily to fight a
communist threat to any government in the Western Hemisphere became known as the
Johnson Doctrine.199 The Johnson "doctrine" was used as justification for the US
invading the Dominican Republic in 1965, although that invasion was initially justified
on the grounds of protecting US citizens abroad, and then on the grounds of
humanitarian intervention. Importantly, this invasion was the first unilateral military
invasion of a sovereign state by the US since the formation of the UN.200

In 1963, a military coup overthrew the government that had been democratically elected
in the Dominican Republic in 1962. Subsequently, a revolution against this military
dictatorship – and in support of restoring the rule of a social democratic regime –
occurred in 1965. Although perception of the threat posed by the revolution varied
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widely both in the US and in the rest of Latin America, Johnson and his Undersecretary
of State Thomas Mann viewed the prospect of what they saw as the establishment of a
communist government unacceptable.201 Mann himself was convinced, and felt most
others were too, that a rebel victory would result in the establishment of a communist
government in the Dominican Republic like that of Cuba.202

This assessment has been strongly contested by scholars citing evidence supplied by a
later fact-finding mission.203 The Johnson "doctrine" is a good example of broad US
policies being adopted by other states for their own use in similar situations
elsewhere.204 For example, a strong argument can be made that the Johnson "doctrine"
was a strategic mistake that allowed the USSR to easily justify the invasion of
Czechoslovakia with the subsequent announcement of the Brezhnev Doctrine.205

Nixon

The issuance of reports that laid out national goals and strategies in light of the
contemporary international environment became routine during the administration of
Richard Nixon, when that administration released an annual "State of the World
Report".206 Yet these relatively regular reports did not rise to the same level of
significance as did the presidential pronouncements under investigation here. What
became known as the Nixon Doctrine was outlined by President Nixon while meeting
201
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with reporters in Guam on 25 July 1969. The event was not a public press conference as
such, as the president's remarks were provided to the reporters on a background basis.207
The policy was also defined in an Address to the Nation on the War in Vietnam that
Nixon gave on November 3, 1969.208 The Nixon "doctrine" was applied to justify the
evolving US approach to the Vietnam War: when the US determined that direct military
assistance was not possible, it would train and assist native fighters in the country
concerned. The Nixon "doctrine" is seen as part of a trend that modified the concept of
security so that US troops would not automatically be deployed in case of conventional
aggression or communist encroachment. The policy has been viewed as evidence of
what has been recognized as a broader trend in the US approach to the use of force:
beginning in the 1960s, importance was placed on limiting "armed conflicts within
narrow bounds".209

Carter

What became known as the Carter Doctrine was announced on 23 January 1980 in the
President's State of the Union Address. The policy asserted that any attempt to gain
control of the Persian Gulf by states outside the region would be regarded as an assault
on the US, and repelled by force if necessary.210 This policy was an explicit response to
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the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979. The pronouncement was viewed as warning
the Soviets away from Iraq, as well as Iran, which had just undergone the 1979
revolution that resulted in the hostage crisis which began in the US Embassy in Tehran.
While novel in terms of its focus on the Persian Gulf, the policy displayed continuity
with earlier expressions of commitment to containing and mitigating the Soviet threat.

Reagan

In terms of national security policy, the Reagan administration focused almost
exclusively on military questions surrounding its relations with the Soviet Union, and
also what it perceived as other communist threats, such as certain political movements
in Latin America. Analysts point to documents such as National Security Decision
Memorandum 32 (NSDM 32) as an example of this focus.211 Another significant
document with a military focus was produced by the Commission on Integrated LongTerm Strategy, which was co-chaired by Fred Ikle and Albert Wohlstetter. This
Commission was appointed by President Reagan. In January 1988 it produced a report
entitled "Discriminate Deterrence".212

In terms of orientation, some have argued that the Reagan administration's policies are
more accurately described as in accordance with the ideals of "liberation" than of
containment.213 It is this orientation, perhaps, that distinguishes what is known as the
Reagan Doctrine from similar presidential "doctrines" announced in earlier
211
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administrations. An expression of the Reagan "doctrine" is found as part of the
President's State of the Union Address on 06 February 1985, and spelled out US support
anti-communist movements, as well as justifying US support for the contras in
Nicaragua and mujahadeen in Afghanistan.214

However, the extent to which the policies of Reagan differed substantially from earlier
expressions of the containment policy are not clear. To assume that Reagan's relative
bellicosity is indicative of an entirely different strategic conception puts too much
weight on aspects of Reagan's policy that were hoped would significantly weaken the
USSR, and underemphasizes the decades-long role that containment played in that
eventual demise. It appears more realistic to view Reagan's policies as containment in a
different form.

Another point that has been noted is that while President Reagan seems to have advocated a
return to a conception of "liberation" favored at times by earlier presidents such as Eisenhower
– or even Truman – that his intentions are hard to judge. This is because for all his
outspokenness, Reagan is viewed as relying much more than other presidents on the services of
subordinates who would prepare entire addresses for him. Even his State of the Union
messages are seen as the creations of others, be they speechwriters or other officials.215

What is certain is that Reagan took a more aggressive, moralistic stance against the
Soviet Union than his immediate predecessors. This, coupled with the emphasis on
military aspects of security, led to the most massive – and expensive – peacetime
214
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military buildup in US history.216 It was in Ronald Reagan's second term that the
Goldwater-Nichols Defense Reorganization Act was passed, in 1986. Reagan then
became the first Executive subject to its provisions, which called for an annual NSS
document to be issued by the President. The first two NSS reports were subsequently
issued by the Reagan administration. The overarching themes and particular significant
tenets of policy had already been established, and so these NSS reports were in large
part restatements of already declared policy.217

George H.W. Bush

The incoming George H.W. Bush administration undertook a review of US national
strategy almost immediately upon Bush assuming office in January 1989.218 In general,
US planning continued to be primarily focused on the military aspects of national
security. This focus is reflected in the national strategy review.219

However, if the focus on military matters argues for continuity with previous planning,
the conclusions drawn by the George H.W. Bush administration were novel. The results
of the strategic review were significant and formed the substance of the NSS reports
that followed it. The first NSS document produced by the George H.W. Bush
administration was released in March 1990; this was before the national strategy review
had been completed and announced, and so this NSS document did not incorporate the
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results of the review.220 The results of the national strategy review were announced in
an 02 August 1990 speech Bush delivered at the Aspen Institute, laying out the need for
significant restructuring of the US military for the post-Cold War world.221 The changes
envisioned included an overall reduction in force size, and a shift from planning that
foresaw a full-scale land war in Europe to planning for smaller potential conflicts of a
regional nature.

This shift in strategic thinking drew scholarly attention in the form of investigations not
only into the content of the pronouncement, but also the method by which it was
announced, the kind of planning that had preceded it, and clarifications and
consequences that occurred during its implementation.222 In a way the strategy spurred
some of the initial thinking about the implications of a "post-Cold War" world.
Implications of the strategy in particular, and this new international environment in
general, received attention. Examples of these new considerations included implications
for "alliance relations" as well as for the US military.223

Of interest when considering how a major policy becomes popularly known, be it as a
"doctrine" or in some other way, is the fact that the change in strategic outlook
announced by George H.W. Bush in 1990 was known by several different names. This
was particularly true in the time between the initial speech announcing the policy in
August 1990, and the publication of the first NSS report spelling out the strategy in
August 1991. The August 1991 NSS was the second NSS issued by the George H.W.
Bush administration, but the first that incorporated the results of the national strategy
220
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review mentioned above. Even then, however, audiences strove to dub it with a moniker
that captured its content more thoroughly than simply the 1991 National Security
Strategy. The various names by which the strategy was known included: "new strategy";
"new defense strategy"; "President's strategy"; "Aspen strategy"; "reconstitution
strategy"; "strategy for the new world order"; and others.224 These constitute an
interesting example of how some government policies, such as broad doctrines and NSS
reports, are sometimes named as much by the public and press as by the Executive
branch.

Clinton

A frequent criticism of the Clinton administration was that it had no consistent foreign
policy, and a national security strategy that did little to protect US interests in concrete
ways.225 Clinton himself has been quoted as saying a US grand strategy was not needed;
that Truman and FDR had not had one, and he did not intend to manufacture one either.
Such a sentiment may display an understanding of early Cold War history at odds with
many scholars. However, it is unclear that this justifies the comparison by one scholar
of Clinton's administration to that of Harding and Coolidge, due to its loose, "laissezfaire" approach to national security policy.226

In addition to being accused of exhibiting a controversial understanding of the history
of US national strategy, Clinton has also been charged with formulating policies around
processes – like democratization – rather than around vital interests and defined
objectives. Gaddis argues explicitly that the Clinton administration was influenced
224
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greatly by Francis Fukuyama's "End of History" argument. In Gaddis' view, Clinton
believed that if democracy and capitalism had indeed triumphed, then the appropriate
role for the US was to "engage" and "enlarge" their development rather than develop a
grand strategy for the post-cold war, 21st century era.227

Difficulty in isolating a consistent national security policy does not necessarily prove its
complete non-existence. Some analysts have attempted to discern an overarching
Clinton Doctrine from the selective US involvement in international trouble spots. After
Rwanda, Clinton is viewed as coming to the conclusion that the US should assume a
leadership role in halting genocide and ethnic cleansing: "This perceived newfound
willingness to intervene on moral and humanitarian grounds led some commentators to
discern a 'Clinton Doctrine'".228
The decision to use force in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia and Serbia certainly appeared to be
due to a change in the traditional thinking enshrined in the Weinberger-Powell doctrine:
in these cases, force was used for goals not necessarily in the US vital interest, and
broad public and Congressional support was somewhat lacking.229

Due to the character of the Clinton presidency, the fact that little time has passed and so
the historical perspective is limited, or a combination of both, it is difficult to reduce
227
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Clinton's national security policy to a single "doctrine" or "grand strategy". Critics have
pointed to the NSS reports issued under the Clinton administration as providing
evidence supporting the charge of the lack of consistency and focus described above.
Others have attached more weight to the ideas expressed in the reports. While scholars
may differ when judging the extent to which an articulated foreign policy existed during
the Clinton years, the issuance of NSS documents occurred more regularly than during
the tenure of the other four presidencies subject to the Goldwater-Nichols reporting
requirements.230 If the Clinton administration's national security policy lacked focus, it
did not hinder the production of public NSS reports.

The NSS reports from these years reflect continuity with past national security policies,
the identification of some new priorities, and an effort to position both old and new
facets within the novel, post-Cold War environment. For example, the 1999 NSS
asserted that when US vital national interests are involved, "our use of force will be
decisive and, if necessary, unilateral".231 This consideration of the unilateral use of force
was both in line with statements of previous US administrations, and foreshadowed the
stance taken by the George W. Bush administration that followed the Clinton
administration.

Yet the same NSS report divided US concerns into "vital" interests, "important"
interests, and interests defined as "humanitarian" in nature. As mentioned above, the
Clinton administration did not agree with the Weinberger-Powell doctrine in terms of
never using force for reasons other than defending vital interests. However, even in its
more expansive view of interests worthy of forceful action, the NSS reports of the
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Clinton era included most of the features of Weinberger-Powell in its own list of
questions to be asked when considering using military force.232 One notable change was
an emphasis placed on economic concerns during the Clinton years. Clinton established
the National Economic Council, which was configured along the same lines as the NSC,
albeit with 18 members. This move was made because the NSC – staff and principals
alike – had traditionally neglected to emphasize economic issues in its operations and
deliberations. Clinton's aim was that the work of the NSC and NEC would be
integrated.233 The advent of the NEC is in line with a trend toward emphasizing the role
that economic stability and economic growth play in the concept of national security.234

3.2 The Place of the NSS in the Framing of US National Security Strategy

A published NSS report is an implement used for multiple purposes. It functions as an
expression by the Executive to the Congress to explain strategy and facilitate
budgeting.235 The report is intended to explain US objectives, perceived threats, and
how the government intends to prepare for or eliminate them. If successful in carrying
out this function, the NSS will facilitate the approval – political and budgetary – of the
means required implement the strategy. This is a vital use of the NSS discussed in some
depth above in Chapter Two.

The NSS report serves as a similar expression to the US public. It is meant to explain
the Executive's view of possible threats, and the President's intended course of action.
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The Executive hopes the NSS will engender broad public support for US national
security policy. To an extent, constituencies who supported the President's election look
for some indication that their particular concerns have been included in strategic
thinking.236 The acquiescence of the broader public is also sought, as it is their taxes
that will support an implemented strategy. This function was discussed in terms of the
domestic purpose of a state's national security disposition in Chapter One.

Another purpose is to communicate the US perspective, and the intended posture and
strategy that proceed from it, to an international audience. Just as the NSS is not the sole
mode of communication to the Congress, it is likewise but one way of interfacing with
the international community. Other high-profile pronouncements of US strategy and
outlook such as the annual State of the Union address, as well as regular diplomatic
relations, also function to announce and explain US behavior. While not the sole means
of such communication, the NSS is important in facilitating international
communication. Indeed, the NSS is thought of as an especially effective means of
transmitting US intent to nations who have limited contact with the highest levels of the
US government.237

As discussed, national security strategies have been formulated since the earliest days of
the nation. Yet the regularity with which the Executive branch began "publicly
articulating" its national security strategy/policies [increased] at the beginning of the
Cold War just after World War II.238 One may disagree with the contention that over the
years, certain bureaucratic changes have meant that national security strategies have
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become increasingly focused on the military facet of security.239 However, bureaucratic
changes did take place. Indeed, they may have helped to perpetuate an emphasis on
military strategy, if not expand it.

For example, it is useful to consider the changing bureaucratic organizing structure that
lay behind various formulations of policy in the years after 1945. The landmark NSC-68
was formulated by Paul Nitze as head of the Policy Planning Staff at the Department of
State. The Department of State also played a leading role in the formulation of national
security policy during the Eisenhower and Kennedy administrations.240 During the
Nixon administration however, the NSC assumed the lead role, under National Security
Adviser Henry Kissinger. National security strategy reviews since then have been
headed up by the NSC, sometimes in conjunction with the Department of Defense.241

This development may well have helped the Department of Defense – itself naturally
focused on military threats and strategy – in influencing the formulation of national
strategy favorable to its own institutional goals. The prominence of the military in the
overall federal bureaucracy, as well as better assurance of the continuity of its
perennially vast budget with its large allocation of tax dollars, surely benefited.
However, care must be taken not to oversimplify the decisionmaking apparatus when
considering the designation of a "lead agency" for drafting – if not fully and
independently formulating – strategy.
239
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The Secretaries of State and Defense, along with the President and Vice President, are
both principal members of the NSC. Given certain factors, the input of the State
Department – naturally focused more on foreign policy and diplomatic strategy than
military strategy – may be marginalized in an environment in which it is not the
prevalent policy voice. For example, the disposition of a certain President or National
Security Advisor might make those two individuals more receptive to the Defense
Department's views than to the State Department's.

But given such a disposition on the part of the President, or the NSC Adviser (who,
after all, is appointed and works extremely closely with the President), would policy
formulation not favor the Department of Defense anyway? The answer is not
immediately clear, and would likely depend on numerous factors. One consideration is
that there is much to be said for the ability to frame the agenda and formulate questions
in a certain way. This, in fact, is one of the acknowledged sources of power of the
NSC.242 Even if the President was more sympathetic to a rival agency, the ability to
coordinate the exploration of security issues and draft policy responses affords a
tremendous opportunity for swaying an administration's policy, or at least being
included rather than excluded from the policy-making process.

Therefore, one may expect a significant amount of political and bureaucratic jockeying
to occur during any Presidency, regardless of the perceived preexisting preferences and
allegiances that are attached to an incoming administration. This maneuvering occurs
between the senior leadership of the federal agencies. Individuals with access to the
President but without a particular government department to support also participate in
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such maneuvering. Some have conceived of senior cabinet officials like Secretaries of
State and Defense as "barons" in the hierarchical federal government, whereas people
tied more directly to the individual president, like the NSC Advisor and ad hoc policy
aides, are more like "courtiers".243 While the former may have more bureaucratic
resources to draw support from, they also have more "territory" to defend; the latter may
have little institutional baggage influencing their advocacy of policy, but also lack the
weight that accompanies established institutions.

While some would argue that the NSC Adviser, and perhaps the NSC staff too, are
"courtiers", one should remain aware that the NSC structure may play different roles at
different times. At times, the NSC Adviser can operate as an individual advocating a
certain policy, or as the representative of the NSC as an organization (that is influential
though of a relatively small size), or as an impartial arbiter of policies advocated by
others. The exact role played by the NSC Adviser and staff has changed from
administration to administration, and can conceivably change from issue to issue during
a single presidency.244

3.3 The NSS as a Product of Negotiation and Compromise

While the NSS report is a tool for forging consensus, it is also a product of negotiation.
It is interesting to consider where NSS documents actually fit into presidential
pronouncements in general. As a single document, it can not perfectly fulfill its multiple
uses with regard to multiple audiences. Part of the negotiation involved in its creation –
243
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for example within and between the many agencies with competing ideas and varying
levels of influence in terms of identifying goals and threats – results in a document
produced through political maneuvering and compromise.245 As such, it is subject to the
possible inconsistencies that attend products of compromise. It is also subject to
potentially becoming outdated due to fast-moving events and changing goals and
priorities.

An NSS report is produced through discussion and compromise at least to some extent,
although of course powerful agencies or a willful Chief Executive can significantly
limit such discussion and compromise. Such a compromise document is more likely to
embody concessions and modifications of a pragmatic nature than to represent a single
unadulterated ideology, perception of threat, or unanimously-supported strategy or
response. Added to this, one must consider that the document is also meant to serve
multiple purposes. It is subject to modification not only in terms of the preferences of
the agencies and individuals involved in its creation, but also in terms of the various
uses which it is meant to have.

In light of this, it is fair to question how succinctly and accurately a NSS document
expresses an administration's national security strategy. As a compromise political
document, the NSS is not an altogether "pure" expression of strategy. However, while
the NSS may be a product of concessions and negotiation – and perhaps even represent
a somewhat watered-down and inconsistent expression of strategy – other articulations
of an administration's national security strategy often possess the same drawbacks.
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When considering how accurately an NSS report reflects strategic orientation, of
primary concern is how closely the NSS accords with other expressions of an
administration's national security strategy. Other products of that strategy may also
serve as useful indicators. If a strategy is producing various actions or policies at
variance with one another, they may be inaccurate expressions of the strategy, or may
reveal inconsistencies inherent in that strategy.

Any NSS document is bound to be one of compromise to a greater or lesser degree. One
consideration that must be taken into account by a President is the likely reception an
articulated strategy will receive from the legislative branch. Such consideration does not
always involve overt bargaining, although it often does entail some degree of
negotiation. Even so, the Executive may at times decide that great Congressional rancor
is an acceptable price to pay for announcing a dearly-held policy.

Furthermore, in many instances it has been accepted by the Congress that the Executive
branch possesses the primary responsibility for the formulation of national security
policy. Indeed it has been noted that even when Congress has asserted a right to limit
the Executive's authority in formulating – or even implementing – such policy, that its
follow-through in exercising such a right has often been lacking.246 For example, the
historical tendency of Congress has been to rhetorically support limitations on
presidential power without following through. Congress has vocally supported the
creation and observance of legislation limiting Executive power such as the War Powers
Act. Yet the reluctance of the legislative branch to insist on the accountability of
246
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presidents when the law is breached is apparent. A tension exists between the desire of
the Congress to bridle Executive power on the one hand, and its wish to limit the risks it
would assume when taking a more leading role in national security policy.This has
resulted in what some have termed "fake activism" aimed at "avoiding
responsibility".247

It should be acknowledged that NSS reports, as interagency documents, are intended to
include an array of inputs and meant to be statements of common outlook and purpose
made available to the public. As such, there is a real risk that they often may take the
form of "least common denominator" documents.248 In the effort to arrive at a
consensual understanding of threats and appropriate responses, the various agencies
consulted may tend to avoid contentious issues to such a degree that the document may
have little practical relevance for guiding an administration's future courses of action.
Likewise, it may offer precious little information to both international and domestic
audiences about how the US is likely to respond to particular crises. There is always the
possibility that such a document may simply tout traditionally-held values that enjoy
broad support (such as a general support for the spread of democracy), or focus more on
detailing past successes than future objectives.

On the flip-side of these risks, however, are benefits. The search for consensus may
enable actors coming from relatively narrow policy perspectives to develop a broader
understanding of issues that transcend the purview of a single department. This in turn
may foster increased cooperation and lead to new, shared understandings on matters of
national security. And in situations where a President has a new and clearly-defined
policy that he intends to enact, the inter-departmental process of incorporating that new
247
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policy across agencies in the form of an updated NSS can force the development of a
consensus where little incentive existed before to come to one.249

Whether considering the drawbacks or benefits of the interagency process that produces
them, there are limits to what NSS reports can express. If it were possible to formulate a
"grand strategy" of national security, it seems unlikely that it would be produced
through such a process. National strategy amounts to a "compendium" of individual
security policies. In the opinion of one military professional, even if a grand strategy
could actually be drafted that combined existing, lesser policies with projected future
directions, it would have to be kept so secret as to limit its utility.250 It is easy to think
that such a statement may exhibit an over-emphasis on concerns of secrecy; yet part of
the statement rests on logic that is more difficult to dismiss: "Current policies are
delicately balanced between opposing sets of pressures."251

Logistically, it is usually the NSC structure that has served as the focal point for the
compromise and ordering of priorities that accompanies the interagency production of
draft NSS documents. It is important to keep in mind that the NSC can straddle the
bureaucratic boundaries discussed above. As an organizational structure within the
federal government, the NSC has interests and a bureaucratic domain as do other
departments and agencies. Yet, it also functions in a very direct way on behalf of the
White House. While all departments of the federal government technically fall within
the Executive branch, the NSC is headed by the Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs. It is acknowledged that this individual meets with the President more
regularly than any other government official, usually daily.
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The NSC has a unique mission to support and advise the President as an individual.
Also, to a greater or lesser degree in its history, it has been meant to be an impartial
adjudicator of other agencies and their competing interests. The NSC, then, may be
simultaneously asked to assert the views of the President and act as referee among the
other federal agencies and departments, while also acting to advance its own
bureaucratic interests. And as mentioned, even administrative functions carried out by
an unobtrusive NSC structure focused on the support of other agencies can run to the
controversial. Notetaking and drafting summaries of meetings can themselves come
close to being policy formulation.252 The National Security Adviser prepares the agenda
for NSC meetings, and this is a powerful function. The influence that flows from
administrative functions has limits of course. Yet, to a significant extent the setting of
agendas "determines which issues will actually reach the president and the formal NSC
for deliberation and decision".253 Certain issues may be kept off the calendar entirely, or
the content of meeting agendas may be withheld until the last moment.254

3.4 Variables Affecting Such Pronouncements

All of the compromise and consultation – between the Executive and Congress,
between the departments within the Executive branch, and often managed by the NSC
structure – takes place against the backdrop of the international circumstances of the
day. These international circumstances greatly effect national security pronouncements.
The international environment, as an inherent part of the politics between states, always
252
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has an impact on their expressions of intent to one another. Drastic changes in that
environment can create crises or the impression of crises, that themselves greatly effect
the formulation of national security pronouncements.

The international circumstances and security issues which effect presidential
pronouncements were explored in Chapter One. Both changes to and changes within the
international order were considered, and both help to frame US thinking about its
national security. Domestic purposes also play into the formation of national security
goals. Similarly, the consideration of domestic concerns is a factor in the ad hoc
doctrines that presidents formulate. The tensioned interplay that takes place in
executive-legislative negotiation over the identification and funding of national security
objectives and means is an example of the serious impact domestic concerns can have
on the development of a national security policy. These issues were discussed in
Chapter Two.

Presidential pronouncements and NSS reports are not developed independently from
international circumstances, the political and ideological orientation of each
administration, and considerations of the intended audience. There may exist purposes
that the announcement itself might serve, as distinct from outcomes that particular
policies are hoped to have. That is, the effect of a public pronouncement may be of
more interest to a President than the effect of the policies enumerated in that
pronouncement.255

255

The Vandenberg Resolution comes to mind here. This Resolution made by the US Senate helped pave
the way for NATO by evidencing domestic support for a regional security organization that was in line
with provisions of the UN Charter. The effect of this Resolution – facilitating the creation of NATO –
was doubtless of more interest to the Truman administration than the ideas espoused in its content. The
Vandenberg Resolution "…marked a striking evolution in American foreign and defence policies in time
of peace, and it made it possible for the United States to enter an Atlantic Alliance." See Lord Ismay,
"NATO: The First Five Years 1949-1954" 06 Mar 2001 [cited 05 Feb 2009]); available from
http://www.nato.int/archives/1st5years/chapters/1.htm. The Resolution is reproduced in Appendix III of
this work. See also Yergin, Shattered Peace 362.
PRINCE

115/315

Of crucial importance are the variables that find their origin in the individual person of
the President. These variables include the personality of the President, his personal and
professional experience, and his moral and political ideology. The trusted advisors
which Presidents initially choose to surround themselves with can have a tremendous
impact on the manner in which unexpected crises are managed. Presidential
pronouncements may be heavily influenced by all these factors, which themselves
figure prominently in the immense literature that surrounds presidential
decisionmaking.256 The focus here is confined primarily to pronounced security
policies, which are but one facet of a President's decisionmaking.

It may seem obvious to state it explicitly, but the single most important variable in the
national security formulation of a US administration is the individual with the
prerogative of making the final decision about its articulation: the President. While
historical precedent might lead one to believe a course of action in response to a crisis is
more likely than another, a number of presidents have not been reticent to break with
traditional wisdom in times of national emergency (or in times perceived to be such).257

There are a number of purposes or audiences that presidential pronouncements may
hope to address. Such a pronouncement may be simply the public unveiling of
established policy; it may hope to assure the public that a policy has been implemented
to deal with a particular issue. Or a pronouncement on national security may serve
primarily as a message to the domestic public or international actors. Even if meant to
256
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serve as such a message, its purpose may or may not be primarily rhetorical. For
example, although the Truman "doctrine" partly served as a communication to the
American public of policy that had already been decided on, it also served to bring an
end to much of the US isolationism apparent at the time.

Franck and Weisband have conceived of the rhetoric of presidents and other national
leaders as falling into three broad levels of "intentionality". The first of these levels an
upper level in which the aim of rhetoric is to bring about "system-transformation". The
Truman Doctrine would fall into this category, signaling as it did the US intention to
remain active in Europe and opposing communism throughout the world. A lower,
crisis management level exists in which rhetoric has been devised to address specific
events. Such rhetoric may, if accompanied by other consistent signals over time, also
result in desired system transformation or reinforcement. Conversely, statements crafted
to address a distinct situation may be the basis for unintended longer-term
consequences.258

At the lowest level, statements are not intended to affect the international system in any
meaningful way, but rather are "informational" in nature. Statements of this ilk have the
potential of being misconstrued by the audience as a higher form of rhetoric. This is
especially true if they are delivered by national leaders. Examples of such statements
would include apologetics attempting to put a past action or future action in positive
light, but without intending systemic consequences.259

The risk of unintended consequences are increased by the fact that statements
formulated as apologetics can not be admitted to be of low importance, or they would
258
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lose much of their rhetorical value. A very real danger exists of the exercise (or
pronouncement) of an excuse for immediate, short term reasons which is later cited by
an adversary as precedent for undesirable acts. When attempting to justify the behavior
of their state, prudence would dictate that leaders "listen to themselves as if they were
the enemy speaking."260 Likewise, when making pronouncements for the sake of
convenience, it is wise to remember the possibility "that other states may treat what we
say more seriously than we do ourselves."261

Therefore, Presidents should act very purposefully and carefully when announcing new
outlooks or philosophies that justify novel behavior. A new national policy which is
hoped to moderately increase the security of the nation may in fact have far-reaching
repercussions, with consequences that are difficult to foresee. Conduct explained by
novel principles – principles never used previously when similar conditions applied –
helps to engender system transformation just as highly intentional rhetoric does. Such
conduct also has the real potential of costing prestige, since it amounts to inconsistency.
All states have a stake in system stability that overarches their stake in whatever issue
of the day is being explained.262 Consistency in state behavior, and in the logic
justifying that behavior, is a key to stability.

The NSS of George W. Bush, like other NSSs, should be seen as a product influenced
by international circumstances, the internal disposition of the administration, and the
intended audiences and purposes of the policy. In order to consider the exceptionality of
its formulation and implications, it is necessary to now look closely at the various facets
of the NSS issued in 2002.
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4.0 The 2002 NSS as Presented

The chapter will begin with a consideration of the character of the incoming Bush
administration in 2001. Pertinent events that took place from September 2001 to
September 2002 are then reviewed, as are related policy statements made during the
same time period. Finally, the National Security Strategy (NSS) released by the
administration in September 2002 is presented.

4.1 Features of the Bush Presidency in its First Nine Months
Contested Election

The election that took place in November 2000 was noteworthy in that it was the most
contested election in the history of the nation. As votes were tallied in the extremely
close election, it became clear that the candidate that won the state of Florida would win
the decisive number of electoral votes and become the next President.

Complaints of irregularities in the vote counting surfaced, with constituent groups
complaining their votes had been discounted: pensioners who had been confused by the
ballot layout, African-Americans who were inappropriately listed as ineligible to vote,
servicemen in the military whose ballots were excluded, and average voters whose
ballots were discarded if the perforated punch-holes were not completely separated from
their ballot. With these groups arguing that they had been disenfranchised, some
election officials disagreeing with the Florida state government's handling of the
situation, and the public nationwide split in opinion as to whether the decisions taken by
the state government were legitimate, the candidates went to court. The case quickly

PRINCE

119/315

found itself propelled upward to the Florida State Supreme Court, and then to the US
Supreme Court. In a telling vote that split along ideological lines, the US Supreme
Court ruled 5-4 against the Florida State Supreme Court, and ordered the manual
recount then taking place to be halted.263 The decision in effect decided the 43rd
President of the US to be George W. Bush.

Bush's Agenda

Bush had run on an agenda with key domestic components. Foremost was his call for a
massive tax cut that would exceed $1 trillion. Energy policy formed another significant
portion of his platform, with Bush advocating the opening of national parks for oil
exploration (notably the Arctic National Wildlife Reserve). Bush's lack of professional
international diplomatic experience may have contributed to his domestic agenda
receiving more emphasis than his foreign policy agenda, although it must be
remembered that presidential candidates ignore domestic issues at their own peril. Even
so, he lacked a deftness in foreign policy matters that was illustrated by his
unfamiliarity with some important details about the makeup of the current international
community. Famously, on the campaign trail he was unable to name the leaders of
Chechnya, Pakistan and India when queried by a reporter.264

Yet despite a relative lack of emphasis on foreign policy matters, and a degree of
unfamiliarity with such matters, the candidate did have well developed foreign and
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defense policy proposals. In terms of defense, he was vocal about his opposition to the
use of US troops in "nation building" missions, and supported a renewed commitment
to national missile defense (NMD). The emphasis on NMD was based on a professed
belief that the greatest threats to the US would come from "rogue" states such as North
Korea who might develop nuclear weapons and missiles capable of delivering them to
the continental US, rather than from non-traditional threats such as sub-state terrorist
groups.265

While continuing to voice strong support for NMD, and to an increase of the overall
defense budget to counter what Bush saw as an erosion of US military equipment and
capability, the administration took immediate action on neither. The administration
chose early on to stick with the 2002 budget requested by the outgoing Clinton
administration, and make due with the defense appropriation already passed for 2001.266
Further, the decision was taken to maintain the number of US troops serving as
peacekeepers in the Balkans at their preexisting level.

High-Profile Policy Decisions

Soon after the Bush administration assumed office, a significant amount of scrutiny and
criticism were elicited from members of the international community when the US
announced its intention to not participate in several international agreements. These
high-profile policy decisions were interpreted as a having a strong unilateralist bent.
Criticism from the international community was if anything augmented by the style in
which the US announced its decisions.
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Upon taking office the administration did not immediately withdraw from the AntiBallistic Missile Treaty (ABM) – an agreement which prohibited the US from
developing and implementing a NMD system – but had signaled that it was a priority
throughout the summer of 2001. The US withdrew formally from the treaty in
December of that year.267

The Kyoto Protocol was another of the high-profile agreements that the US stepped
back from after President Bush declared his opposition to it.268 It is notable that the US
had been heavily involved in the negotiations of the treaty, and as is usually the case,
had exerted a defining influence on the terms and structure of the agreement.269 The
Bush administration's decision to abandon the Protocol was seen by some as an act of
bad faith on the part of the US after having been so intimately involved in the
negotiations. Had the US entirely refrained from participation in negotiating the
agreement, the Protocol might have been drafted in a more robust fashion – although
the prospects for its effective implementation probably would not have been increased.

The decision to refrain from becoming a party to the statute creating an International
Criminal Court (ICC) was also high-profile. This decision, as well as subsequent US
legislation and policy that limits assistance to the ICC, was likewise negatively
critiqued by many other states.270 Yet in a way the act was less at odds with past US
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rhetoric and practice than the withdrawal from Kyoto had been. The previous Clinton
administration had also voiced serious concerns over the creation of the ICC.271

In terms of international agreements, the Bush administration's overriding concern was
with extricating the US from agreements which had already been negotiated or were in
the process of being created. This was an imperative that precluded the possible creation
of new initiatives. Although certain of the administration's goals might have been
furthered by multilateral means, Bush seemed primarily concerned with ending or
limiting existing relationships with their attendant responsibilities, rather than initiating
new ones.

4.2 Brief Overview of 11 September 2001 to September 2002

Nine months into the presidency of George W. Bush, the attacks of 11 September 2001
occurred. The attacks were a defining event in American history, and also of Bush's
presidency. While the NSS was not released until a year later, the events and thinking
that helped to form it found expression and development during this period.

The Attacks

On the morning of 11 September 2001, four domestic flights were hijacked in the
United States. The hijackers piloted two of the planes into the twin World Trade Center
271

John Dumbrell, Evaluating the Foreign Policy of President Clinton - or, Bill Clinton: Between the
Bushes (London: British Library, 2005). It was only towards the end of his second term as President that
Clinton signed the treaty, and the act may have been more indicative of his personal and professional
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even though indications were that the ICC statute would not be ratified by the Senate anytime in the near
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towers in New York, and a third into a side of the Pentagon building in Arlington. The
fourth flight crashed in the countryside of Pennsylvania while flying towards
Washington, after passengers decided to resist the hijackers after learning of the attacks
in New York.

It was ascertained over time that altogether around 3,000 individuals lost their lives in
the attacks – an unparalleled event in US history. However, in the immediate aftermath
of the attacks the number of casualties was feared to be much higher.272 The morning
after, Washington residents were confronted by the somewhat surreal image of military
vehicles standing sentry over deserted intersections in the upscale and normally bustling
Georgetown area. The functioning of the infrastructure of the US, notably its financial
and transportation sectors, was affected in unprecedented ways. Trading on Wall Street,
which had been suspended on Tuesday morning, was subsequently suspended through
Friday. All civilian air traffic remained grounded for three days.273

A partial accounting of the direct financial impact of the 11 September attacks has been
figured at over $285 billion. This figure includes the physical damage and lost wages of
those killed in the attacks, as well as the initial effect on the US GDP. It does not
include the ongoing effects of other jobs lost across the US and world economy, which
are more indirect consequences. Effects on the municipality of New York, tourism
generally, the ensuing federal bail-out of US airlines, and public uncertainty which was
reflected in significantly reduced consumer spending all continued to fuel economic
concerns long past the date of the actual attacks.274
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Rally of the US Public To Bush, and of the International Community to the US

Predictably, the American public and Congress rallied behind the President, as normally
happens in time of crisis. During President Bush's speech to the joint session of
Congress on 20 September 2001, he received standing ovations from both parties at
numerous times. Virtually no prominent politician, nor a significant number of the
public, opposed the administration's initial response, which included a tough stance
against the Taliban regime.275 This support continued when US forces were deployed in
Afghanistan, the Congress having previously passed a very broadly-worded Resolution
authorizing the President to use force against the "nations, organizations, or persons he
determines planned, authorized, committed, or aided" the 11 September 2001 attacks.276

Initially, the international community also rallied behind the US. Support and sympathy
for the US was strong. The televised images of the attacks were seen live around the
world. The attacks evoked an almost universal reaction of sympathy from governments

from the Wall Street Journal, the Federal Reserve Bank of New York, Congressional legislation, and a
study carried out by the Milken Institute. He points out that $285 billion is in excess of the GNP of many
nations in the world.
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around the world.277 A great deal of sympathy from the international public was in
evidence as well.278

In the aftermath of the attacks, it quickly became clear that the makeup of the various
companies and individual employees of the World Trade Center was decidedly
international in character. Due to companies which operated internationally, and nonUS citizens employed at various levels high and low, it was quickly acknowledged by
the US government that the tragedy had affected friends and families in many countries
around the world, and not just the US.279

Preliminary International Initiatives in Response to the Attacks

Preliminary international initiatives aimed at responding to the attacks in the US
targeted terrorism generally. The day after the attack the UNSC passed a Resolution
condemning the attacks in the US, and recognizing the right of individual or collective
self-defense under the UN Charter. UNSCR 1368 of 12 September 2001 declared that
the attacks were acts of international terrorism, and a threat to international peace and
security. The Resolution also called on all states to increase cooperation in
implementing international conventions and previous Resolutions regarding acts of
terrorism.280
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International efforts soon went on to implement controls on the financial support of
terrorist organizations. The Security Council subsequently passed UNSCR 1373 on 28
September 2001. This Resolution reaffirmed the inherent right of self-defense,
emphasizing again an important recognition in legal terms that formally accepted the
right of the US to act militarily in defending itself. UNSCR 1373 also acted under
Chapter VII authority, and mandated that states cooperate in curtailing the funding of
terrorist organizations, and deny refuge to those involved with planning and funding
terrorist acts. The UNSC also established a Security Council committee to monitor
implementation of the Resolution.281

Moving quickly, NATO invoked Article V of its Charter. This recognized that an armed
attack had occurred against one of its members, and declared the alliance's intention of
fulfilling its obligation to render aid and military support to the US. This was the first
time that the mutual assistance clause had been invoked by NATO.282

Invasion Of Afghanistan

The days immediately after the attacks were spent by the administration in deep
discussions and briefings, including a retreat at Camp David. During the President's 20
September 2001 address to a joint session of Congress, he confirmed that the US
government believed that the attack had been planned and carried out by al Qaeda.283
Osama bin Laden, already wanted in the US for his involvement in the bombings of the
US embassies in Tanzania and Kenya, was again identified as the leader of al Qaeda –
281
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an entity more identified with its linking of shared beliefs and goals of smaller groups
across the globe than by any organizational structure.284 As the group's leader, bin
Laden was singled out by the US as the individual with primary responsibility for the
attacks. Bin Laden was known to be in Afghanistan with the acquiescence of the
Taliban regime. In his address to Congress, the President demanded that the Taliban
hand over all al Qaeda leaders to the US. An ultimatum was given: immediately comply
by surrendering such leaders and their supporters, or "share in their fate".285

The Taliban regime did not turn over bin Laden, although it was probably a mixture of
reluctance and inability that produced this outcome. Although Special Forces troops
used for reconnaissance had been operating in Afghanistan for some time before, the
US initiated military action against the regime on 07 October 2001.286 In what might be
considered an example of the type of combat favored by the administration's Pentagon
officials, the US opted to use a combination of air power with small and mobile special
forces units on the ground. In addition, Afghan military elements collectively known as
the Northern Alliance who were opposed to the Taliban were given arms, intelligence
and other logistical support. The opposition began advancing southward from the small
enclave it controlled in the north of the country. Within weeks of the US initiating
military action, the Taliban quit the capital city of Kabul overnight, leaving it for the
opposition forces to occupy without resistance.287
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Such caution as was expressed in the US took the form of worries that the US might
find itself bogged down for years in the vast expanses of Afghanistan, as the Soviet
Union had two decades before. As it was, the US seems to have avoided such a situation
through its limited goals – it never sought to occupy the country – and crucially through
its reliance on the Afghan opposition to execute much of the ground fighting.

At the time of this writing, evidence of the US military being "bogged down" is more
apparent in Iraq than Afghanistan, but Afghanistan remains unstable, and a new NATO
command is working to counter a resurgent Taliban. Yet attainment of the objective that
had originally prompted the US intervention in Afghanistan remained elusive.

After the fall of the Taliban, it was thought that bin Laden and those in the country loyal
to him were hiding in caves in the eastern Tora Bora region of the country. The US
military carried out an extensive bombing campaign directed at the cave systems in this
mountainous region. The difficulty of bombing such protected positions was explained
to the public, as was the dangerous and time-consuming task of sending ground troops –
whether US special forces or Afghan forces – to search cave entrances and tunnels for
combatants and intelligence. This helped to explain the slow progress made in eastern
Afghanistan, and for the failure to find bin Laden. Thus, the initial success of military
action against the Taliban regime was tempered by the fact that as the weeks and then
months wore on, there was no capture – or even sighting – of bin Laden. 288
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4.3 Statements and Speeches Preceding Doctrine

The major ideas embodied in the administration's NSS were introduced in a number of
speeches and statements made by President Bush prior to the release of the NSS in
September 2002. Some of these ideas were reaffirmations of familiar US positions.
These include continuing US support for human rights, economic development, and the
need for strengthening multilateral relationships. Other less familiar themes were also
introduced, and flowed from the contention that it was imperative for the US to adopt a
new security paradigm to meet the challenge of a changed security environment. The
ideas, both those familiar and novel, were all publicly pronounced by Bush before being
enshrined in the NSS.

For example, the President's 17 July 2001 speech to the World Bank asserted the need
to support worldwide economic development, as both a moral imperative and to
improve international security, with the continuing spread of free trade and open
markets seen as the best means to accomplish such growth. Support for efforts to
eradicate HIV/AIDS and other infectious diseases, and to eliminate high levels of debt
carried by developing countries, is also cited in the World Bank speech.289 The intention
to champion the spread of human rights and economic development around the world
was also included in the 2002 State of the Union address.290 Poverty reduction, the
promotion of human rights, and the spread of free markets and private investment were
all reiterated as prime US goals in speeches made by Bush to the Inter-American
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Development Bank, and at the UN Financing for Development Conference in
Monterrey, Mexico.291

The President also asserted a belief in the importance of multilateralism at various
times. Bush spoke to his audience at the World Bank about the US support of
multilateral relationships, and endorsed NATO and EU expansion as an expression of
this.292 Bush's speech to a joint session of Congress just after the September 11 attacks
contained some elements reflective of multilateralism; for example, he stated that the
US required the support of other nations' police and intelligence services.293 NATO's
invocation of mutual defense was also referred to positively by the President in the
same address. The need for cooperation with other nations in order to prevent WMD
being used by terrorists or state sponsors of terrorism was included in Bush's 2002 State
of the Union address.294 Similarly, the continuing usefulness of multilateralism in
general, and the NATO alliance in particular, was asserted during the President's 23
May 2002 speech to the German Bundestag.295

The need for new strategies to deal with new security threats was also stated by the
President at various times. The notion of pursuing "a balance of world power that favors
human freedom" was introduced prior to the attacks of 11 September. Bush stated that
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this pursuit should begin with a new conception of security that emphasized threats such
as terrorism, cyber-warfare, WMD and ballistic missiles. What are termed "Cold War
doctrines" – presumably strategic ideas such as deterrence and containment – are
asserted to have reduced relevance to the current international environment.296 After 11
September, the potential danger posed by WMD, if acquired by terrorist organizations
or delivered by the missiles of hostile states, was later reiterated in the speech made in
Germany.297 While speaking of threats posed by WMD and dangerous regimes, the
President also stated – while not using the term "preemption" – that he would "not wait
on events, while dangers gather".298

The need to utilize preventive military action under some circumstances was stated
most clearly in two speeches made to military audiences in the late spring and summer
of 2002. In his speech to the graduating class of the US Military Academy in West
Point, NY, Bush reiterated the potential dangers posed when the "radicalism" of
terrorist organizations and the "technology" of WMD come together. While not
discounting their usefulness entirely, the President went on to argue that the past US
strategies of containment and deterrence were of limited value when applied to this new
potential threat. Rather, this particular threat is so great, its potential consequences so
destructive, that the US must be prepared to take preemptive military action before the
"threats … fully materialize".299 The need for preventive military action in some
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circumstances was stated again when the President addressed US troops at Fort Drum,
NY.300

4.4 Brief Presentation of the 2002 NSS

The first NSS to be issued by the Bush administration was that of 17 September 2002.
The majority of the Strategy exhibits consistency with previous American thinking,
values, and strategy.301 The structure of the document will now be reviewed, followed
by the identification of some common threads that run through the Strategy. Finally, the
most contentious aspects of the NSS will be described.

The Structure of the 2002 NSS

There is an introduction (I), and eight sections (II-IX) detailing different facets of the
Strategy. In the Overview (Section I), the 2002 NSS states that the aim of the US is not
only to make the world safer, but also to make it better. With this in mind, the goals that
the US has identified are set out: "... political and economic freedom, peaceful relations
with other states, and respect for human dignity." The document identifies eight ways in
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which the US believes these goals can be achieved. These eight means form the
remainder of the document (Section II to Section IX).302

Section II encompasses the first way in which the US will seek to achieve its broad
goals: it aims to "champion aspirations for human dignity". The next means is laid out
in Section III, "strengthen alliances to defeat global terrorism and work to prevent
attacks against us and our friends". Section IV addresses how the US will "work with
others to defuse regional conflicts". Section V explains how the US intends to "prevent
our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends, with weapons of mass
destruction".

The next means by which the US seeks to achieve its goals is to "ignite a new era of
global economic growth through free markets and free trade", and is set out in Section
VI. The intention of the US to "expand the circle of development by opening societies
and building the infrastructure of democracy" is addressed in Section VII. The aim to
"develop agendas for cooperative action with other main centers of global power" is
discussed in Section VIII. Finally, Section IX turns to the final intention stated in the
Strategy: to "transform America's national security institutions to meet the challenges
and opportunities of the twenty-first century".303

These sections may be usefully divided into three groupings: those emphasizing support
for human rights and economic development; those which stress the importance of
multilateral action and relationships; and those arguing that a changed security
environment has necessitated a policy of military preemption and changes to the
structure of intelligence and military force structures.
302
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Sections II, VI, and VII are primarily concerned with human rights and development.
Section II sets out the US support for human rights and individual freedoms. These are
viewed as expressions of universal values held by the US, that are applicable across the
world. Moreover, these universal values form the stated basis of the Strategy; the NSS
will be formulated to further these values, rather than simply providing the stability
necessary to secure them in the US. The focus in Section VI is on free markets: both on
why they are seen as essential to the security and quality of the world, and on how the
US will seek to support and expand these economic values. Section VII lays out the
case for reducing the spread and negative impacts of infectious disease – HIV/AIDS in
particular – as being an integral part of the overarching need for more effective
development efforts around the world.304

Sections IV and VIII turn to multilateral issues. Section IV asserts the need for work
towards the resolution of regional conflicts around the world, and emphasizes the need
for US support of "international relationships and institutions that can help manage local
crises". Section VIII also focuses on multilateralism. The US asserts that it continues its
long-standing commitment to multilateralism, and seeks to improve and expand
cooperation with other nations. This cooperation includes the US existing participation
in alliances such as NATO, and also its security agreements with other states or actors
such as South Korea and Taiwan. The US relations with regional groups with which it is
not a member, such as ASEAN, are also included. A significant portion of the Section is
devoted to the importance of great power cooperation, with particular emphasis placed
on the relationship between the US and Russia, India, and China.305
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Sections III, V, and IX deal with the need for new strategies to meet the challenge of a
new security environment. Terrorism, and the administration's "war on terror" that
followed the attacks in September 2001, had largely consumed the Bush administration
for the year preceding the publication of the NSS. It is therefore not surprising that
terrorism figures prominently in the Strategy. In Section III, emphasis is placed on the
need to combat international terrorism itself, which is defined by the NSS as
"premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against innocents". What must
be targeted by the US and the rest of the international community is broader than a
particular state, individual, or ideology.306 Section III briefly announces two aims that
prefigure later sections. These strategies foreshadow concepts that are expanded upon
later in the document.307

There exists overlap between the Sections, with various issues being discussed in more
than a single context. However, it is telling that the section dealing especially with
terrorism is distinctly interrelated with two other sections that lay out proposed military
aims most prominently. The first is the statement that the US is prepared to act
unilaterally and preemptively against perceived terrorist threats, a feature with
significant military implications that is laid out in Section V. The second is the
reorganization of national security institutions, which is seen as encompassing the
creation of a new cabinet-level Department of Homeland Security, a restructured FBI,
and – another proposition with notable military implications – the formation of a unified
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command structure in the US military. These organizational matters are the focus of
Section IX.308

Common Threads That Run Through the NSS

The NSS issued by the Bush administration in 2002 laid out a number of issues seen as
affecting security, and the intended US means of dealing with each of them. These
issues were for the most part reflective of modern liberal democratic values, which large
segments of the population of most Western nations would support. Values such as
basic human rights, economic and political rights, freedom of speech, freedom of
religion, democracy, opportunities for education, equality for women, and capitalism
(expressed in terms of free markets and the right to individual property rights) feature
prominently in the document.

The NSS, by virtue of the values it stresses as the basis for its strategy, is a highly
moralistic document. This is unsurprising, as values are often invoked in politics in
order to provide a moral basis for whatever course of action a government is taking or
wishing to take. Values were certainly also invoked in the formal NSSs produced by US
administrations since the mid-1980s. In his administration's NSS, Ronald Reagan
insisted that "National Security Strategy must start with the values that we as a nation
prize", and set "the growth of human freedom" as a key goal. George H.W. Bush's NSS
spoke of a "common moral vision" that united the US and its strategic allies, and of the
commitment of the US to make "liberal trade" the basis of the world economy. The
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Clinton administration's NSS of 1998 spoke of "the universal values of democracy and
freedom".309

A simple logic is set out in the 2002 document. Long-held values and rights, rather than
functioning as simply window dressing for controversial policies, are explicitly linked
by the Strategy to the proposed policies and strategic goals in the document. The
transmittal letter is also straightforward. The US is supportive of the same democratic
values and rights that it has always endorsed, and that served as a basis for American
society when the nation was established. The 20th century, with its two World Wars and
the Cold War, is presented as a period in which these values were challenged. The
victory of the US and its allies in the world wars of the early and middle of the century,
and the demise of the Soviet Union near its conclusion, are viewed as proof that nondemocratic systems of governance with values contrary to the US are at least inferior to
liberal democratic values, and are even not viable as forms of political organization.310

The document even goes so far as saying that the values that are cherished by the US –
held by its citizenry and so reflected in the policies and relations of its government – are
more than a unique expression of democratic liberalism. Rather, the values held by the
US are universal. They are applicable to all people, regardless of culture; they have
been applicable in all times or historical moments.311
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These values are reflective of the will and aspirations of the American people. They
have served the US well, in that they have endured as expressions of the will of the
American public, and engendered the loyalty of the citizenry of the US to the
government. In addition, these rights, freedoms, and values have also been held by other
powerful states, who although may have expressed them somewhat differently, are
nonetheless liberal democracies who outlasted the challenges of the 20th century. These
values are equated with the finest, yet most basic, of human aspirations throughout time.
The freedoms and rights laid out in the Strategy are held to be the proper expression of
aspirations held by all peoples, everywhere.

Yet, these values also have a function; they possess a concurrent, beneficial side-effect.
Although they are moral expressions – they are the right goals and objectives of
humanity – they also are structural. The administration sees these values as serving as
the very foundation of international order. Democracy and economic liberalism, in
particular, are mentioned as providing a stable order internationally, and a stable
domestic order for the polities within states. When these values are threatened by the
actions or orientation of governments around the world, the stability of the international
order is also threatened. Long-held American values must be defended globally, not just
as universal moral certitudes, but as necessary prerequisites for a lasting and stable
international order.

Thus the discussion of freedom also links values and rights to the international order
itself. When such values are supported, and allowed expression, international order
itself is strengthened. When they are challenged, or denied whole populations by
authoritarian regimes, the challenge is not only immoral, but destabilizing in practical
terms – and international order is made less secure.
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While making this point, the Strategy explicitly states that national security strategy of
the US is now about more than just security. It is also about supporting universal
American values as a moral necessity. The US must actively support the spread of these
values. The NSS argues that the US can not be true to its beliefs and values by simply
securing them within its borders; it must champion them when and where it can. Given
the preeminence of the US at present, it must champion them continuously and
globally.312

Less Contentious Aspects of the NSS

While few would argue against the desirability of peace and stability in international
affairs, many might disagree with the goals the US views as supportive of that peace
and stability. Likewise, the manner in which the US pursues these goals rarely has
unanimous international support. However before turning to the more contentious
elements of the Strategy that are set out as supportive of peace and stability, some of the
less contentious will first be considered: those concerned with the promotion of human
rights and economic development, and those supportive of multilateral relationships and
goals.

At times the 2002 NSS is almost liberal in tone, which some may find surprising, given
the orientation of the administration. However, even the most conservative "Realist"
strands of American politics retain a significant degree of liberal ideology, particularly
in their approach to foreign policy. Disagreements about foreign policy in the US is
often about the short-term direction of that policy, and how to bound the debate, than
312
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they are concerned with replacing the liberal democratic (and moral) assumptions that
underpin it.313

One example is the stated need to enhance the development assistance given to the
poorest nations. A moral argument for working to eliminate poverty is made. People in
poverty are deprived of some of the basic freedoms mentioned at the beginning of the
President's transmittal letter. These include the right to work and profit from that work,
the opportunity to provide for the education of offspring (an ability usually severely
curtailed in instances of widespread poverty), and the right to own property.314

The document sets out poverty as both a values-laden issue, and as a pressing and very
practical security issue. While arguing that poverty is not the cause of militant
terrorism, it asserts that poverty creates an environment that is conducive to militant
philosophies. Therefore, to shrink from taking steps to reduce poverty would be a
failure to address one of the most important conditions that foster the popularity of
terrorist organizations.

Poverty is not only viewed as a security issue at the individual level. In addition to
creating an environment that easily fosters militant ideologies that appeal to those
individuals affected most in their day-to-day lives by it, poverty also has consequences
at the state level. States who suffer from endemic poverty are inherently less stable than
more prosperous countries. They are less able to counter the attraction that terrorist
organizations or causes hold for their own citizens – both in terms of providing viable
economic options for their disaffected, and more negatively, in terms of possessing the
wherewithal to control their populations through strong central control and
313
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enforcement. Further, due to severe budgetary constraints, such states are often unable
to effectively patrol their own borders and remoter regions effectively. The Strategy
also explicitly mentions the drug trade, which thrives in weak states which lack the
ability for effective law enforcement. The drug trade is seen as regionally destabilizing,
and as providing a source of critical funding to terrorist organizations.

The US proposed solution to global poverty is multi-faceted. It is asserted that the
continuing spread of free trade is an inherently positive development that is the proven
way to increase individual well-being and the prosperity of states. Therefore, the US
will remain committed to free markets and supportive of efforts to bolster their vitality
and growth. The US sees it as the responsibility of governments to recognize the
positive influence of free trade, and to seek their nations' inclusion in a global free
trading system. Governments who make this decision will receive the support of the
US.315

The US also proposes a more direct means of providing financial support to povertystricken nations. The Strategy expresses an intention to increase the funding provided
by the US for development through a "New Millennium Challenge Account". The
dispersal of funds to poorer nations will be on the basis that their governments have met
certain conditions. These include just governance, accountability, and commitment to
free markets. The US sees its commitment to help stop the spread of AIDS – its
financial support of AIDS initiatives – as part of its broad development goals.316

Likewise, multilateralism is presented as having both a values-based logic underpinning
it, as well as positive outcomes for US security. Supporting like-minded states is a
315
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moral good that has a long historical precedent. Further, when considering the various
conflicts and security challenges in regions around the world, the NSS recognizes that
the US alone can not resolve them. Rather, it is recognized that the cooperation of other
states is necessary to address such challenges. The US coalition relationships and
participation in regional institutions "advances security, prosperity, opportunity, and
hope."317

It is also acknowledged that fostering multilateral relationships has other practical
implications. Cooperation in addressing security issues is seen as a way of bringing
additional resources to bear – resources and expertise that are needed to augment the US
"finite political, economic, and military resources". Such cooperation will help to secure
stability while sharing costs and risks.318 Cooperation in security matters may lead to
cooperation in other matters, such as diplomatic and economic ones. In other cases, it is
hoped that economic cooperation will lead to a closer alignment of values and common
security interests.319

A Highly Contentious Aspect of the NSS: Preventive Self-Defense

By far the most controversial aspect of the 2002 NSS is its emphasis on the US
intention of using preemptive or preventive military force when necessary. There exist
different facets of the preemption aspect of the Strategy, all contentious. The intention
of acting preemptively when necessary is one. Another is the US assertion that
preemption/prevention is legitimate, and even compliant with international law. The US
intention of independently determining when preemptive military force is necessary,
317
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rather than through a multilateral mechanism such as the UNSC, is yet another facet of
this part of the Strategy. Finally, and relatedly, the US asserts that once it has
determined unilaterally that preventive military action is called for, it is prepared to take
unilateral military action. Each of these aspects, all of which are interrelated, are
nonetheless distinctly controversial.

The NSS argues that while the traditional method for ascertaining an imminent threat
was originally understood as very material – the physical movement of military forces –
that the international environment has changed to such a degree that preemptive action
is necessary before a threat is blatantly or indisputably imminent. The document also
recognizes an age of advanced technology – of ballistic missiles, chemical, biological,
and nuclear devices, and the ease of global travel – has resulted in new vulnerabilities.
Threats are seen as posing severe risks before any belligerent action is taken, while they
are still in the formative or planning stages.320

In this view, the US must take forceful action before such threats are fully formed. It is
this necessity that makes taking action justifiable before an imminent threat exists.
Indeed, the document even explicitly argues for a definitional change, arguing that
"imminent" is no longer useful in the traditional understanding of the word. The
Strategy notes that in times past, the movement and massing of troops were the
indicator of imminent threat. In an age where an individual could potentially import or
construct a WMD, and use it to effect mass civilian casualties, the instant of imminent
threat is much more difficult to detect and define.321
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This nature of this changed environment is also formed by the threats posed by sub-state
groups that are difficult to target and fight. The covert support of such groups by states
antagonistic to the US – which increases the seriousness of the threat, but does not
necessarily make the identification of the threat any less difficult – exacerbates the nonstate aspect. Finally, there is the potential that a chemical, biological, or nuclear WMD
might be supplied to a sub-state group by a "rogue state". Therefore the US perceives
itself as facing the continuous possibility that a group that is not a state (but perhaps
receiving some degree of assistance from one) may act to inflict unprecedented civilian
casualties in a way that is extremely difficult to defend against.

Yet despite the strident assertion that these contemporary security challenges are so
novel that the US must be allowed to meet them as it sees fit, its proposed actions
remain highly controversial. The wisdom of setting aside existing procedures and
institutions in order to increase its freedom of action is far from apparent. Further,
whether the US can legitimately implement such a sweeping change in accepted
behavior, on its own authority alone, is also a controversial issue.

In legal terms, the NSS argues for a new interpretation of the traditional concept of
preemptive self-defense. The US claims a legal basis for anticipatory action, pointing to
a norm allowing preemptive military action that is found in customary international law.
Since this traditional concept was accepted by the international community as legitimate
in times past, it is viewed as a legitimate basis which should be adapted to the
"capabilities and objectives of today's adversaries".322 There is much disagreement
among international lawyers that a customary right of preemptive self-defense still
exists; and even if it does, the leap to "adapting" the concept of preemption so as to
322
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facilitate the unilateral use of force is problematic at best. Even if some sort of right of
preemptive action is sometimes legitimate, the assertion that a lone state can unilaterally
determine future threats – and then unilaterally use force to forestall them – is
questionable, though not insupportable. This fact is borne out by the reaction that the
release of NSS 2002 engendered, which is examined next.
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II. The 2002 NSS of the US and External - Affective Exceptionality
5.0 The Reaction to the 2002 NSS

This chapter will concentrate on the relatively short-term reactions to the release of the
2002 NSS – that is, those enunciated before the publications made in response to the US
invasion of Iraq. In part, this is because the earlier reactions concentrate on legal and
political implications of the document itself and its logic. After Spring 2003, the scale
and importance of the war in Iraq meant that discussion of preemptive self-defense took
on a more general, less document-specific character.

When considering the reaction to the release of the 2002 NSS, it is important to focus
on the reaction to the Strategy, as distinct from reaction to the decision to invade Iraq.
Even before the invasion, the NSS was seen by some as providing a rationale and
justification for military action against Iraq that had already been decided upon by the
president, or that the administration thought was possible or probable.323 After the
invasion, the prudence, and practicality, of establishing a policy orientation based on the
use of military force to preempt emerging threats was seen through the lens of the
experience in Iraq. Of course the preemptive policy enunciated by George W. Bush
(first in his West Point speech and given prominence in the NSS), and the subsequent
decision to invade Iraq (in the professed belief that Iraq was concealing chemical and
biological weapons programs and stockpiles), can not be viewed in complete isolation
from each other.

323

Kirshner states the Strategy was formulated "with one eye (at least) towards a military confrontation
between the United States and Iraq", and that it has implications above and beyond providing "the
strategic and philosophical justification for a U.S. invasion of Iraq". See Jonathan Kirshner, "Prevent
Defense: Why the Bush Doctrine Will Hurt U.S. Interests," in Iraq and Beyond: The New U.S. National
Security Strategy, Occasional Paper #27 (Peace Studies Program, Cornell University 2003), 8,1.
PRINCE

147/315

The degree to which the existence of WMD in Iraq was seen by some as a confected
rationale also might have some bearing on perceptions of the 2002 NSS. There is little
hard evidence that the US administration set out to mislead the public by fabricating
evidence of a WMD threat in Iraq. However, it is undeniable that unusual intelligence
analysis procedures and personnel were put in place, and these almost certainly led to
biased conclusions in US intelligence estimates.324 Also the fact that WMD was
identified as a serious concern and a growing threat, and that preemption was identified
as an appropriate response, in the same NSS document, means that the issues are
difficult to untangle. These two issues are not easily isolated from one another, nor are
they easily isolated from the 2003 invasion of Iraq. This difficulty is felt by analysts
outside the US as well: for if one is debating whether a certain threat justifies
preemptive self-defense, must not one also consider evidence that such a threat never
existed?325

Yet, all the evidence garnered in interviews with officials involved in the drafting and
revision of the 2002 NSS before its release supports the assertion that the Strategy was
written solely as an updated statement of the nation's national security policy. It was not
devised around specific US intentions toward Iraq. Philip Zelikow, the University of
Virginia professor who was the main drafter of the working document that became the
2002 NSS, has stated that neither he nor National Security Adviser Condoleeza Rice
(who tapped him to draft the document) had Iraq in mind when writing the document.
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As Professor Zelikow put it
But the document was not giving policy guidance for what to do about Iraq
in 2002; nor was it reflecting judgments that had already been made about
action against Iraq. Contrary to much public speculation, the present-day
Iraq issues played no part whatever in my work on the document. I did not
even have especially strong views on the Iraq question. Nor did plans or
thoughts about Iraq have any influence on Rice's direction and input into the
NSS. Some of this misunderstanding understandably arises from the fact
that, although the document was mainly formulated in the winter of 20012002, it did not emerge into public view until September 2002, seemingly
coincident with the Bush administration's moves to use military power to
force the issue of Iraqi WMD. Although Rice tried to rebut any inference
from this coincidence in her October 2002 Wriston lecture, the unfortunate
association remains.326
Franklin Miller, as the NSC Senior Director for Defense Policy and Arms Control,
oversaw the NSC Directorate that has been charged with the production of the
mandated NSS document. His views differ somewhat from those of Zelikow in terms of
the practical utility of the document; Miller viewed the production of the document
largely as "ticking a box". However he likewise detected no attempt to justify a US
stance against Iraq through the production of the Strategy, and indeed views military
action against Iraq as justifiable without the concepts developed in the 2002 NSS. Mr.
Miller asserts
Nor do I believe … that the enunciation of the policy foreshadowed what
we did in Iraq, or that it was designed to foreshadow or justify that. I don't
believe that for a second. … Was it retrospectively designed to provide
some cover for invading Iraq? I don't know. I mean I think that people didn't
need that particular public justification to do so.327
One of the top Pentagon officials charged with reviewing the 2002 NSS before its
publication was Andy Hoehn. Mr. Hoehn worked with Doug Feith in the Defense
Department, and became involved with the document after Secretary Rumsfeld tasked
326
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Feith with reviewing the draft Strategy that had been circulated to him. Hoehn states
that one of the main concerns of the group of top Defense personnel who reviewed the
2002 NSS was with limiting the stated parameters for when preemptive action was to be
considered: namely, limiting it to situations involving states outside the international
fold who were pursuing the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction. This concern
was not meant to tailor the document for use against Iraq, but to limit the application of
preemption in general. Mr. Hoehn judges one of the primary strengths of the document
to be its long-term strategic outlook and application, and finds it regrettable that some
view the document as mainly a justification for taking action against Iraq:
Then, people that even initially looked at this [the 2002 NSS] and viewed it
rather favorably, then began to distance themselves because they perceived
it to be the justification for a specific action as opposed to a longer term
strategy statement for the country.328
That these three individuals – the external drafter of the document, an official with
oversight responsibilities at the White House, and a top official at the Pentagon – all
concur that the document was not designed to justify a US war against Iraq is really
quite striking.

However the intention of the present chapter is to focus on the perception of the NSS,
and of the policy of preemption included in it, before the military invasion of Iraq. Had
caches of hidden WMD been found, had the oppressed Iraqi people hastily unified in
the endeavor to create a new democratic state, had US forces left the country quickly
and thus not been viewed as an occupying force by other countries and the Iraqis
themselves, then the strategy of preemption might now enjoy greater support. Certainly
preemption, as described by the Bush administration in the NSS, would have been
viewed differently.
328
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It is useful, then, to attempt to look for reactions to the NSS that are, as much as
possible, distinct from the issue of Iraq. This is not an easy task, as the confrontation
between the US and Iraq was continuing, and the possibility of US military action
against Iraq was beginning to loom large at the time the NSS was released. Indeed, part
of the reason the NSS received such attention was that it was released at the same time
the international community was grappling with whether war against Iraq was
justified.329 Yet to the extent possible, the reaction to the NSS and the reaction to the
invasion of Iraq should be isolated – at least temporarily – in order to gauge the novelty
of the document.

This approach is not meant to invalidate or diminish the importance of these initial
critiques in terms of their ongoing usefulness and relevance. This is especially true since
they form at least part of the intellectual substance of subsequent, larger debates on
preemptive and preventive self-defense. However, the attempt to keep the responses
generated by the war in Iraq separate from responses generated by the publication of the
2002 NSS itself does help to contextualize these initial critiques.

Similarly, just as it is difficult – but desirable – to differentiate between reaction to the
2002 NSS and reaction to the US invasion of Iraq that followed close upon its heels, it
is difficult but desirable to distinguish between reaction to the 2002 NSS and reaction to
the person and policy disposition of George W. Bush. Many politicians, academics, and
members of the public had of course already formed opinions of the man and judgments
of the first policy stances and directions taken by his new administration. The intention
in trying to separate reaction to the NSS from reaction to the administration that
329
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preceded its publication, and from reaction to the invasion of Iraq that came to dominate
the time just after its publication, is to ascertain as much as is possible the reaction
generated by the NSS, in order to assess the import of the document.

The previous policies of the administration helped to define the way it perceived US
national interests and goals. It has been noted that George W. Bush and Dick Cheney
entered office with a desire to expand presidential power. Cheney in particular
perceived presidential power as having been curtailed too much after the Nixon
presidency and the Watergate scandal.330 This preexisting disposition no doubt
influenced, if not formed, the administration's approach to policy; it was an approach
that was often seen as confrontational and insensitive to groups which held alternative
views. The disposition of the Bush administration and the qualities embodied in the
person of the president preexisted the public presentation of the NSS. The orientation of
the Bush administration was not immutable, but it did not undergo radical revision in
the NSS. Rather, previous statements and speeches, as discussed above in Chapter Four,
foreshadowed and directly provided the content for the 2002 NSS.

5.1 Support for Elements of the 2002 NSS

The release of the NSS document elicited a substantial response. Yet as mentioned in
the previous chapter the policies contained in it had, for the most part, been introduced
to the public earlier. The President had spoken of the need for a "new strategic
framework" to address threats such as cyberterrorism and weapons of mass destruction
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over a year before.331 He had also asserted that the US was threatened by terrorist
groups who intended to acquire and use weapons of mass destruction, and by states who
were attempting to develop such weapons through clandestine programs.332 The need to
act preemptively before threats "fully materialize" was a significant component of the
President's West Point speech.333 One might have expected that the initial policy
choices and announcements made by the administration would have received a more
considerable reaction than when bundled and reiterated for the mandated NSS
document. This is telling in regard to how much importance has begun to be assigned to
the NSS in its form as a Congressionally mandated document, which only came about
in 1986. Part of the reason may also be the timing in this particular case, coming as it
did just after the events of 11 Sep 2001 and the announced disposition that preceded it
(e.g., a unilateral bent, and disdain for certain treaty regimes and multilateral
institutions), and just before the policies that followed it (e.g., the invasion and
administration of Iraq).

Especially in the US, the dividing lines between policy, academic, and press critiques
are in practice not always distinct. Advocacy of one sort or another is often discernible.
Because of this, this chapter will not attempt to rigidly segregate these groups from one
another. Rather, a more holistic and thematic approach will be taken. Some of the
reactions that were generally supportive of the 2002 NSS will now be considered. These
relatively supportive reactions, as well as more critical ones that will be discussed later
in this chapter, can be thought of as responding to the Strategy's unilateral disposition,
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reliance on preemption, legality, and other elements that were seen as central to the
document.

Unilateral Disposition

Supporters pointed out that it was not unusual for states to take unilateral actions, and
contended that the tone of the Strategy was not really as unilateral as some thought.
Some responses noted that even countries seen as having a strong commitment to the
use of multilateral decisionmaking regarding the use of force have sometimes seen fit to
make their own, unilateral decisions. For example, states sometimes take action without
multilateral consultation, and at other times simply refuse to support multilateral
decisions and actions – such as when Germany reserves the right to not support
multilateral uses of force that it may have come out in favor of.334 A related issue
surfaces when individual states do not contribute to enacting decisions they took
collectively as members of the international community.335

Of course the freedom to use military force against their own populations is viewed as a
sovereign prerogative by states that possess a relatively nascent democratic tradition.
These states view their actions as an internal matter, such as when Russia decided to
intensify its military campaign in the civilian areas of Chechnya in 1999.336 Yet states
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with a much more established liberal democratic tradition, such as the United Kingdom
and France, also exhibit a propensity to take unilateral action.337

Regardless of how prevalent unilateral action is in contemporary affairs, defenders of
NSS 2002 further argued that it is harder for a state to be "unilateral" in practice than in
theory. The more challenging the circumstances of the situation, it was reasoned, the
more difficult to take "truly unilateral action".338 The fact that the 2002 NSS makes note
of the need for international cooperation, especially with regard to NATO and European
Union member states, was cited by these supporters. Indeed, a prominent US historian
asserted that the Strategy was more multilateral in tone than the last such document
issued by the Clinton administration.339

Preemption

Those supporting the Strategy endorsed the use of preemption to deal with perceived
threats, including states as well as non-state actors. There is a distinction to be drawn
between a preemptive attack that targets a specific facility in a state – such as a nuclear
reactor or chemical plant – and one which targets the regime which rules that state.
Interestingly, in their response to the Strategy, some argued that targeting regimes
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would sometimes be the more practical course of action.340 For example, if no physical
targets are known, or if a regime is perceived as likely to quickly reconstitute
unconventional weapons programs that might be destroyed in a preemptive military
attack, then it is argued that the regime itself is a more practical target in terms of
achieving the goal of eliminating the development of such unconventional weapons.341

In defending the Strategy against early criticism, these supporters rejoined that the
policy of preemption was not too expansive, arguing that it was focused only on
terrorist groups and "rogue states" seeking to acquire weapons of mass destruction. It
was contended that the states that could be so classified were very few in number:
principally those the administration dubbed an "Axis of Evil", Iraq, Iran, and North
Korea. In responding to worries that other states might also adopt the policy of
preemption, but as a cloak for their own ambitions or aggression, supporters
acknowledged the possibility. However, it was argued that such bad behavior was
already apparent, since international law could not prevent it in practical terms of
enforcement.342

Interestingly, even some supporters of the Strategy noted that a double standard was
being applied where preemptive military action was concerned. For them, though, the
issue centered around US criticism of Israel. If the US had announced and was
following such a policy itself, they argued, it should not simultaneously criticize the
Israeli government for taking the same kind of action in the occupied territories. The
administration's support of regimes in the Middle East who possessed undemocratic
340
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features and tendencies was likewise seen at odds with the Strategy's stated support for
democratic freedom and individual rights.343

Legality

An issue interconnected with the policy of preemption is the legality of such action.344
On this score, it was contended that the distinction between use of force for defense,
and use of force for aggression, has always been a grey area. Supporters pointed out that
self-defense is recognized as legitimate in the UN Charter, and as an "inherent" right,
not one brought about by the creation of the Charter.345 It remained an unresolved
question at what point self-defense is justified, "on the spectrum of prevention, preemption, and response".346 At any rate, the idea of preemptive self-defense (as
traditionally understood) already enjoyed a significant degree of acceptance both in the
US and around the world.347 The US had also stressed the right of using force
unilaterally. This right was asserted in regard to supporting democracy movements, as
in the so-called "Reagan Doctrine".348 It was asserted in regard to the protection of US
interests as well, as in the Clinton administration's 1998 National Security Strategy.
Such "vital interests" were broadly defined as
"… the physical security of our territory and that of our allies, the safety of
our citizens, our economic well-being and the protection of our critical
infrastructures. We will do what we must to defend these interests,
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including—when necessary—using our military might unilaterally and
decisively."349
After the attacks of 11 September 2001, the rights to act preemptively and unilaterally
were obviously claimed more prominently and frequently, especially with regard to
terrorist organizations and states sponsoring them or offering them sanctuary.350

To the extent that preemption had been defined in the past, some argued that the
Strategy's assertion of a right to act preemptively was consistent with the formulation
made by US Secretary of State Daniel Webster in the 1837 Caroline case. They pointed
out that even in Webster's restrictive formulation, it is the "necessity" of self-defense
that must be "instant" and "overwhelming", rather than the armed attack itself. This
point is used to refute the proposition that only an imminent armed attack can provide
the "instant" and "overwhelming" need for preemptive military action.351

Supporters of the Strategy asserted that the document was actually supportive of
international law, pointing to the fact that the document made an explicit argument for
the legal justification of a new policy of preemption.352 However, even some of these
supporters of the Strategy viewed the possibility that the policy of preemption would
weaken international law as worrying. It was recognized that the US needs the
legitimacy that international law affords. Yet while worrying, it was argued that the
policy of preemption outlined in the Strategy was legal, and so would not weaken
international law; and the Strategy explicitly pointed to a grounding for preemption in
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international law. It was further argued that the distinction between what is traditionally
understood as "preemptive" and what has been understood as "preventive" is not a clear
one.353

Other Elements

The overall significance of the Strategy was also stressed by those supporting it.
Assertions were made that the Strategy was not only more significant than past
strategies because of its content, but also because of its context; this was the first
national strategy document issued by the Bush administration since the attacks of 11
Sep 2001, and Bush had already announced his "war on terror". Some viewed the 2002
NSS as putting forth a strategy as a landmark equivalent to containment, and viewed
both as developing from practical experience rather than theory; while the expansion of
communism in the late 1940s stimulated the development of the containment strategy,
the attacks of 11 Sep 2001 stimulated the strategy presented in the 2002 document.354
Supporters also argued that the Strategy was an improvement over those of the Clinton
years, because they perceived the 2002 document to be more focused on providing an
overarching rationale, or new American "grand strategy".355

Some even went to far as to assert that opposition to the Strategy – both domestically
and internationally – was based on "envy and fear" of US power and the attendant will
to use it unilaterally.356 Those supportive of the Strategy viewed the document in its
totality, lauding not only the goal of deterring and preempting threats posed by
terrorism and rogue regimes, but also the objectives of fostering harmony among the
353
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world's great powers and the spread of democracy.357 In the view of some scholars, it
was the portion dealing with actively supporting the spread of democracy around the
world that was the most far-reaching yet overlooked aspect of the Strategy. This aspect
was viewed as a return to a Wilsonian understanding of, and approach to, foreign
policy.358

Rather than seeing the Strategy as unrealistic, or failing to match ends and means, some
viewed it as informed by an "incandescent moral clarity".359 Indeed, the Strategy was
seen as articulating a more idealistic disposition, one that was more activist in its efforts
to force the development of democratic progress. George W. Bush's orientation, made
apparent in the Strategy, was compared favorably with that of Ronald Reagan. Reagan
had also couched foreign policy issues in terms of "good" and "evil"; while Reagan
sought to bring an end to the Soviet Union, Bush was now pursuing the goal of ridding
terrorism from the world. This was seen by some as a "new fusion of power and
principle", a courageous moral and ethical stance that put moral imperatives before the
goal of stability central to more "realist" approaches (such as that of the president's
father, George H. W. Bush).360

There had been an ongoing disagreement in US policymaking and intelligence circles in
the 1990s on whether terrorism was best thought of, and responded to, as criminal
activity or as acts of war. Some of those who favored the conception of terrorist attacks
as acts of war insisted on the utility of military force to counter them. They applauded
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the new Strategy for asserting – as the president had done before – that the US was in
fact engaged in a war with "global terrorism".361

Related to this is the fact that at the time of the Strategy's release, some individuals were
certain of Iraqi involvement in the attacks of 11 Sep 2001. Because the evidence of such
involvement was slim, they welcomed the justification made for taking preemptive
action against "rogue states" pursuing the development or acquisition of unconventional
weapons.362 Defenders of the document also contended that the declared strategy was
important rhetorically, even if policies in practice did not fully conform to it, or live up
to its potential. Historical comparison was made with the rhetoric of Reagan, which was
said to have provided hope and support to communist dissidents even when Reagan's
own policies were at odds with his stated positions.363

5.2 Negative Criticism of Elements of the 2002 NSS

When considering the reaction of those who were not supportive of the 2002 NSS, one
finds negative criticism concerning each of the elements discussed above. This more
deprecating criticism centered at times around the goals identified in the Strategy. At
other times, it was the means to be used in the pursuit of those goals that was the focus.
Detractors also detected a lack of consideration given in the document for unintended
negative consequences that might result from its implementation.
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Unilateral Disposition

While allowing that it is not unusual for states to sometimes act unilaterally, some
critics noted that the Bush administration's Strategy seemed to flout the opinion – and
wisdom – of the American public. It was noted that the US public has consistently
expressed in opinion polls that it values the support of other nations with regard to use
of force. Public support for the use of force is higher when the US is acting with allies.
These facts are seen as indicative of not just a prudent public wishing to share risk and
cost, but also one that is more confident in the actions of its government when other
governments agree and support it.364 For these reasons, multilateral support for US
actions is seen as usually desirable. Also, it is usually possible for the US to garner such
support, due to the many means of leverage at the disposal of the US.365 Further, the
Strategy's emphasis on unilateral action seemed to ignore the fact that multilateral
institutions have relevance beyond particular military missions; over time, participation
in such institutions can actually lead to shared interests and approaches that enhance
peace and stability.366

Preemption

President Bush had previously announced the need for relying more on preemptive
military action than in the past. However the inclusion of this point in the Strategy was
seen by some as elevating the policy to, and codifying it as, "official US doctrine".367
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Further, preemption was made even more controversial than traditionally debated, when
interpreted in the new, expansive way of the Bush administration.368

Many critics of the Strategy perceived a distinct lack of clarity in the document,
incandescent or not. One example cited is the conflation and confusion of the terms
"preemption" and "prevention". In terms of states and unconventional weapons, some
viewed these terms as respectively referring to action that might be taken against a state
about to use such weapons, and action taken against a state seeking to acquire them.369
More than one critic asserted that what the administration was really proposing was not
a doctrine of preemptive military action, but a doctrine of preventive war.370 Others
pointed out that taking preemptive action was illustrative of a failure of policy and
prevention strategies, that would otherwise have obviated the need to act against
whatever compelling situation is at hand.371

Some critiques of the Strategy grappled with how to highlight risks inherent in the
expansive interpretation of preemptive self-defense promoted in the document, without
categorically ruling out preemptive action. Some perceived preemptive action as
plausibly necessary in some situations, but viewed such hypothetical situations as only
rare occurrences. As one expert put it, even if preemption were legitimate in some
circumstances, it was a right that should be "rarely invoked"; and even in such extreme
circumstances, it should be remembered that preemptive military action "is as
problematic as non-military alternatives".372
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Detractors warned that acting alone in preemptive military operations would engender
hostility towards the US in the international system. Such hostility would actually
increase the obstacles to achieving overall US goals.373 Another question raised about
the possible effects of the policy of preemption is whether other states – believing the
US to now be more prone to taking preemptive action – might not launch attacks at the
US earlier than planned, or perhaps even launch attacks that otherwise would not take
place.374 Another sobering observation was the possibility that by lowering the
threshold for resort to force, the policy of preemption might lead to increase in
traditional, interstate war.375

Others noted that in focusing on preemption, the Bush administration was fixated on
only the easiest part of a larger equation. It is relatively less difficult to attack a state,
even to prevail militarily, than it is to ensure what takes the place of the regime that has
been defeated.376 The preemptive use of force against terrorist groups, as opposed to
sovereign states, may enjoy a somewhat greater acceptance. However, such acts as these
are also highly contentious, in that they raise issues such as proper legal process,
individual rights, and extrajudicial execution.377

Legality

Some critics of the Strategy viewed one of its major pillars, the preemptive use of
military force, as downright illegal. Others allowed for some form of preemption in
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general, but balked at the Strategy's definition of it. At the root of the disagreement
about the permissibility of preemption is a disagreement among lawyers as to whether
the UN Charter supercedes the customary international law recognizing preemption. A
closely related issue is whether the "inherent right of … self-defence" mentioned in
Article 51 of the Charter includes preemptive self-defense, or not.378

Leaving aside the debate around preemption as it is traditionally understood, the
Strategy leads to a new level of controversy by expanding the meaning of "imminence",
and relaxing the meaning of "necessity".379 Some – who consider the UN Charter's
prohibition on the use of force to be so at variance with state practice as to call into
question the standing of the Charter as law – have, even so, argued that a restrictive
interpretation of preemptive self-defense be adopted, and UNSC authorization sought, if
threats are not "imminent" in the traditionally understood sense. This is because doing
so would be less destabilizing than unilaterally enacting a new, expanded, policy of
preemption. Further, multilateral support could be better ensured, and thus a wave of
unilateral acts of preemption taken by other states more surely prevented.380

Other Elements

Early on, critics asserted a mismatch between goals and the methods used to achieve
them in the Strategy's conception of preemption.381 In the eyes of these critics, the
connection between ends and means appeared unclear. In addition, the goal of
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completely eradicating terrorism appeared too ambitious to achieve or even effectively
measure.382

In analyzing the Strategy, some scholars drew a distinction between preemption against
terrorists, and preemption against states. Some viewed "preemptive" action taken
against terrorist groups involved in the attacks of 11 Sep 2001 as not really preemptive
at all. Rather, since terrorist groups worked in a coordinated fashion to attack the US,
any action taken against them is viewed as responsive rather than preemptive.383 To
those who draw this distinction, the use of preemptive force enunciated in the Strategy
has greater implications when applied to the "looming threat" of "rogue states" pursuing
the acquisition of unconventional weapons.384

An additional critique of the policy of preemption is that it is impractical, even if
legitimate and lawful. This is because to be effective, a preemptive attack – especially
against stockpiles of unconventional weapons or the facilities that produce them –
requires high-quality intelligence. Such intelligence, that is "comprehensive as well as
precise", is viewed as far from easy to obtain.385

Another practical limitation on preemptive action is the response that such action will
elicit from the states it is targeted against. For example, preemptive action taken against
a state with formidable conventional forces entails a high degree of risk. This is one
constraint on US thinking about using force against North Korea; even if nuclear
facilities could be attacked quickly and successfully, there is no practical way of
382
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negating the immense conventional forces that the regime could use to attack South
Korea.386

Some evaluations observed what they perceived as inconsistencies in the document. As
some noted, the fact that the Strategy – containing "a general doctrine of pre-emption" –
was released while the specific consideration of attacking Iraq was taking place created
some confusion over the intent of the document.387 Also, preemption seemed to be
presented both as a new US policy, and as a long-standing one. The security to be
gained from undertaking preemptive action was not balanced against the instability such
action could foster, in the form of other states taking similar preemptive actions of their
own. The Strategy asserts that deterrence was of limited use against terrorists and
"rogue states"; yet commentators noted that while it might be difficult to deter suicidal
sub-state actors, states – "rogue" or otherwise – were in fact influenced by deterrence.388

A related contention was that the document mistakenly or sloppily conflated two
distinct threats, and that a wiser course of action would be to formulate distinct policy
agendas to address each threat. These two threats were sub-state terrorism and the
proliferation of unconventional weapons, both of which the Strategy argued could be
addressed by the same response – preemptive action.389 Some argued that the objective
of preempting threats is a valid one, but the means identified in the Strategy by which to
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do so – the coercive, unilateral use of force – are inappropriate to the task.390 These
critics pointed to the fact that coercion was an ineffective way of establishing peace and
security, which had led to the collective security approach that is enshrined in the UN
Charter.

While allowing for the possibility that preemption is lawful in certain circumstances –
in the traditional, customary understanding of "preemption" – opponents contended that
the scale of the threat posed by sub-state actors employing unconventional weapons
made preemptive military action an unsuitable response.391 Preemption might plausibly
play a legitimate role in countering threats such as the conventional invasion of a state
or even aerial bombing. However, it was of a scale that ill-suited the prevention of
small, sub-state groups from using easily concealable weapons. Still others questioned
the strategic effectiveness of relying on a policy of preemption – even for threats posed
by states – pointing to the minimal number of successful preemptive actions taken in the
past.392

The Strategy was also criticized for over-simplifying the prospect of using force against
other states. It was pointed out that while an initial military conquest might be
successful, that the subsequent tasks of peacekeeping, state building, and reconstruction
are critical and take much longer to accomplish. Such tasks increase the cost of military
operations in the best of circumstances; if the international community has been ignored
or spurned in the decision to use force in the first place, they may refuse to aid critical
reconstruction tasks that are more realistically undertaken multilaterally by international
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organizations than by a single state.393 Critics charged that in emphasizing a willingness
to act unilaterally, and preemptively – even against states who are seeking to acquire
unconventional weapons, absent a specific intent or threat to use them – the US was
focusing on but one facet of its security, and neglecting numerous other national
interests.394

It was further pointed out that once the US engages in unilateral, preemptive military
action – what may be, or have the appearance of, preventive war – it will be difficult to
prevent other states from taking such action of their own. The result of this would be a
degradation of international stability. Preemptive action might even provide incentive
for some countries to accelerate rather than stop their efforts to acquire unconventional
weapons.395

For some, the principles and policies contained in the Strategy amounted to an
extraordinary revision of the very post-1945 international order that the US was key to
establishing.396 Further, not everyone accepted the Strategy's assertion that the US was
simultaneously committed to multilateral institutions and embarking on a new course
emphasizing preemptive military action – and a novel form of preemption at that, that
"adapt[s] the concept of imminent threat".397 Rather, some saw the elevation of
preemption to the level of doctrine as an explicit disengagement from the system of
multilateral institutions that the US had helped to create with the goal of increasing its
security and reassuring other states about its intentions and capabilities.398
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Finally, it was also contended that the Strategy largely ignored negative consequences
that might result from even a successful use of preemptive military force. While the US
might successfully attack a weaker state and destroy its capacity to produce
unconventional weapons, by using force preemptively and unilaterally, such action
would be inherently discriminatory and uncertain of gaining widespread international
acceptance. It was argued that the enaction of a policy that is wide-ranging yet lacking
in legitimacy would most probably result in acts of retribution.399 Presumably such acts
could be both political in the case of the international community, and operational in the
case of sub-state actors. Some saw the Strategy as indicative that the US was falling into
the pitfall of "imperial overstretch", taking on expansive and costly obligations in order
to impose its own agenda and conception of order on the international community.400

Perhaps one of the most considered examinations of the elements contained in the
Strategy was actually published just prior to the Strategy because enough information
was available from speeches and other public sources to discern the direction of the new
policy stances taken by the administration. The reliance on unilateral, preemptive use of
military force was seen by G. John Ikenberry as threatening
… to rend the fabric of the international community and political
partnerships precisely at a time when that community and those partnerships
are urgently needed. It is an approach fraught with peril and likely to fail. It
is not only politically unsustainable but diplomatically harmful. And if
history is a guide, it will trigger antagonism and resistance that will leave
America in a more hostile and divided world.401
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5.3 International Reception

While a contentious document, a significant portion of the US response to the Strategy
was generally impressed with the 2002 NSS, with some scholars believing that George
W. Bush had been underestimated by the liberal wing of the academic community.402
Internationally, there was a definite political reaction to the 2002 NSS itself, as distinct
from previous US statements and policy positions that emphasized US power and
unilateral freedom of action. Due to diplomatic and security ties, it is understandable
that a great deal of feedback originated in Europe. Still, some have noted that the NSS
aroused a more muted reaction from the academic community outside the US than
domestically.403

The timing of the release of the 2002 NSS may have helped to cushion initial
international reaction. Its dissemination came just after the first anniversary of the 11
September 2001 terrorist attacks and a speech by President Bush to the United Nations
General Assembly that urged international unity in dealing with Iraq.404 This may help
to explain why some saw the document as providing useful direction for Western
democracies in general, as well as for the US. One European pointed out that while
preemptive action might or might not be justified against Iraq, that the reasoning behind
the Strategy itself was sound. The threat posed by terrorist groups obtaining and using
some sort of weapon of mass destruction was judged to be quite real, and a serious
concern for Western democracies in general.405
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More than one commentator pointed out that scholars and policymakers outside the US
recognized the importance of dealing the issues identified in the Strategy as well.406 One
scholar based in China – a country viewed by the US as a competitor rather than an ally
– found many faults with the Strategy, but nonetheless broadly agreed that non-state
actors employing "asymmetric warfare" were a legitimate and pressing concern for the
US.407 It would have to be conceded that agreement ended there, and was much more
limited than other reactions originating from countries possessing closer relations with
the US.

For example, one European review of the strategy noted the interchangeable way the
Strategy used the words "preemption" and "prevention". It noted that much
misunderstanding – and even heightened security risks – could result from this
imprecision. Yet, it was allowed that the 2002 NSS should be viewed as a "work in
progress", one that needed clarification but was not necessarily incompatible with the
interests of US allies.408

It was also suggested that while the rhetoric of the document was somewhat charged,
even radical, that subsequent US policies specific to various situations might be more
moderate. Preemptive self-defense was not met with vociferous opposition in every
quarter outside the US. The Strategy was faulted for its linguistic ambiguity around this
issue, rather than the reliance on preemptive self-defense and the possible expansion of
the meaning of the term.409 Such critiques were not blind to the contentiousness of the
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document, but argued that much common ground could potentially be found among US
allies.

Another commentator chided fellow European critics for not evaluating the 2002 NSS
as a whole. While the section on preemption received the bulk of attention, little time
was spent on other parts of the Strategy having to do with democracy promotion,
economic growth, and development. It was further argued that it was European critics,
rather than the American Strategy, that were failing to differentiate between proposed
"preemptive" actions and "preventive" actions.410

Others agreed that the preemption component of the 2002 NSS had received much
consideration at the expense of other elements of the Strategy. However, the attention
given to preemption by critics was seen as warranted, due to the novelty and
contentiousness of preemptive self-defense. Interestingly, the decrease in reliance on
deterrence as a strategy was viewed as significant as the increase in reliance on
preemption.411

The UK-based International Institute for Strategic Studies concluded that much of the
concern over talk of preemption in the 2002 NSS was "misplaced". It noted that the
document asserted that the US would consider utilizing preemption against only a
limited number of terrorist groups and "rogue states", only two of which were
mentioned (Iraq and North Korea). When identifying shortcomings with the Strategy,
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the difficulties inherent in taking successful preemptive action were pointed out, rather
than the logic or legitimacy of a preemptive strategy itself.412

Others viewed the reliance on preemptive military force as shortsighted and dangerous,
both for the international system and the US itself. It was argued that enacting a policy
of preemption would carry its own inherent security dilemma. Conceivably, the US
would take preemptive military action against a state seeking to acquire WMD, which
would in turn lead other states to intensify their attempts to obtain such weapons, which
would then lead to further preemptive acts by the US, and so on.413

Yet on balance, the initial reaction of "informed" Europeans – academics and
practitioners – was "actually quite restrained".414 Even scholars who were skeptical of
the US premise that deterrence was of limited utility in countering the proliferation of
unconventional weapons accepted that the changed environment might well call for
changed strategies.415 A primary feature of European responses, at least initially, was
that they accepted that the Strategy had raised legitimate, pertinent issues. Many
advocated further US-European discussion around those issues.416

5.4 Political Response

There are clear diplomatic and political reasons for heads of state to refrain from a
public critique of another nation's security strategy, particularly if it is an ally and/or if
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the strategy is not threatening.417 The differentiation between responses from political
sources, the academic community, and the general public is somewhat artificial. While
these constituencies are often considered distinct, they are also interrelated. Often
politicians reflect public sentiment, and many current and former policymakers publish
in scholarly journals. And of course, it is highly unusual for any one of these
constituencies to be unified in their response to a certain issue, and completely at odds
with another group. For example, the academic community never is of a single mind
when presented with any given issue; even if they were, it is unlikely that the general
public – however that is defined – would be in complete agreement or disagreement
with "academics" as a group, or "politicians" as a group.

That said, politicians do enjoy a unique stature, and some of their reactions will be
touched on briefly. In his early response to the Strategy, the Democrat George W. Bush
had defeated, Al Gore, stated that in his view existing UNSC Resolutions were enough
to legally justify the invasion of Iraq, if necessary. This being the case, the Strategy was
not needed as additional justification for such action. What it did do, in Gore's opinion,
was pose a serious threat to the international order established after 1945.418 John Kerry,
who would eventually face George W. Bush in the 2006 presidential election, made the
same point at the time of the Strategy's release: if the US could engage in such a policy,
other nations could adopt it as well and apply it to a wide variety of situations.419
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Conclusion

It is not yet clear how enduring the 2002 NSS will be in guiding US policy, nor how
long its effects will echo. However, in searching for an accommodation of the new
threats and new responses identified in the Strategy, the ideas of some critics highlight
the possibility of cardinal changes being wrought on the international order. An
interesting response that was partly aimed at the release of the 2002 NSS, although with
the issue of Iraqi WMD in mind – and framed by the 11 September 2001 attacks – took
the form of a number of articles seeking to address the issue of legitimizing the use of
force outside the UN Charter framework. Inherent in these arguments is an acceptance
that the US must indeed sometimes act alone, as asserted in the 2002 NSS. As
discussed, the Bush administration argued that unilateral, preventive military action is
justified as a form of legitimate customary self-defense, albeit somewhat expanded and
evolved due to developments in technology and the international environment.

These particular articles, however, are intensely critical of the idea of a right to
preventive self-defense, and generally reject the legitimacy of using force outside of the
UN Charter paradigm. Yet this group seems to have sought a middle ground. While
allowing for the possibility that using force without UN authorization may sometimes
be necessary, they view it as apparently illegal, and so have proposed alternative
mechanisms by which such use of force can be legitimized.420 Some of these proposals
include the creation of an entirely new membership organization open only to liberal
democracies – an "International Organization of Democracies" or an "Association of
Democratic Nations" – that could lead or authorize a use of force if the UN Security
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Council would not.421 Others suggest the possibility of institutionalizing the ability of
both in- and out-of-area regional security organizations to authorize the use of force
absent Security Council approval.422 What is envisaged is a kind of multi-tiered
approach to the international regulation of the use of force, with overlapping but distinct
institutions – crucially, distinct institutions with distinct memberships – diffusing the
authority to sanction the use of force.

To some, the 2002 NSS reflects the continuation of a national security mentality that
had been discerned beginning in the immediate post-World War II years. As such it
illustrates the "pursuit of the inherently unattainable goal of absolute security, and as
such it is a prescription for endless conflict".423 Decisive, forceful action may give the
impression that threats are being confronted, and so minimized. However, as one
scholar observed, "The idea of using decisive force against implacable evil may be
emotionally satisfying, but it is hardly the basis for responsible policy against today's
most likely threats."424

In short, much contention surrounded the release of the 2002 NSS. Much of that
contention remains today, six years after its publication. Disagreement existed even
421
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among those broadly critical of the Strategy: some viewed the NSS as historically
understandable (though probably detrimental); others validated the new concerns and
threats identified in the document but attempted to conceptualize the response to those
threats with novel frameworks and mechanisms; still others viewed it as embodying
nothing less than a threat to the entire international system.425

Immediate reaction to the 2002 NSS would in any event have diminished in topicality,
although this was almost certainly speeded by the scale and unfolding drama of the war
in Iraq. But to the extent that the more substantial of those reactions and analyses
provide substance for the wider debates about preemption, we must now turn to the fora
where these are conducted in a necessarily slower, more wide-ranging and detailed way.
Contention surrounding the Strategy was fueled by the judgment that the 2002 NSS
represented a recognition of revolutionary threats, and offered an unprecedented
response – a response which might well have far-reaching consequences in terms of the
threat of force in international affairs, the changed security environment, and
international law. It is these changed and changing areas that will next be explored
below.

425

Robert Jervis concluded that the 2002 NSS was "both a normal reaction to an abnormal situation and a
policy that is likely to bring grief to the world and the United States". See Robert Jervis, "Understanding
the Bush Doctrine," Political Science Quarterly 118, no. 3 (2003): 366. Those who proposed novel
mechanisms to address the threats identified in the 2002 NSS, in effect attempting to bridge the gap
between the policies contained in the document and the current international regime governing the use of
force, are mentioned above; see notes 84, 85, and 86. Thomas Franck views the policies enunciated in the
2002 NSS as amounting to a repudiation of the entire UN Charter system. See Franck, "What Happens
Now? The United Nations after Iraq," 620.
PRINCE

178/315

6.0 NSS 2002 as Exceptional In Terms of the Threat of Force
6.1 Introduction: Definitions and Key Terms

This introductory section begins with a brief discussion regarding the threat of force as
an expression of power. The ways in which the threat of force is used will be considered
first in general terms, and then with specific reference to NSS 2002. This section will
define and standardize the terms to be employed for the remainder of the chapter.

A vast literature exists on the nature of power, and its accrual and exercise.426 An
investigation of power lies outside the scope of this thesis; however, the relation of the
use of force to power must be clarified. For present purposes, power may be defined as
the ability of an actor state to get a target state to do (or refrain from doing) what the
actor state prefers. Whatever might be the objective conditions for power – such as the
resources available to a state, including the size and effectiveness of its military – its
quality is essentially relational.

Nations make use of many tools of power when interacting with one another. Military
force is one of these tools. However, force is not the only tool states possess to wield
power. Nations also express their power through other means that do not rely on the use
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of military force. Means of expressing or projecting power that do not involve the
physical use of force include the use of economic strength and diplomatic influence.427

Some tools are wielded through inducements and threats: military force is one example;
economic strength is another.428 Other tools of power mainly rely on attraction rather
than coercion for their utilization. If a state possesses values and institutions that are
admired by others who wish to emulate it, a degree of power accrues to that state.
Coercive power, and forms of "soft power" that rely more on an ability to attract than to
compel, do not exist separately; they are linked, and often reinforcing.429 Whether the
former or the latter, the credibility of the state affects its ability to wield power, and the
respect of others for that power.430 The use of military force is often the most violent
expression of power, and may be the bluntest. However military force it is not the
preeminent form of power in all circumstances; it is only one of many means that are
available to states as they confront myriad situations.431

Broadly, the tools of power fall into three categories: inducements, persuasion, and
coercion. Inducements are also referred to as rewards.432 Persuasion may be
accomplished through the use of propaganda or diplomacy. Coercion primarily takes the
form of threatened or actual use of economic or military force.433 However, this is not
always the case; for example, a state might compel another to take certain actions
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without using military force. In such a scenario, the one state has coerced the other,
though the use of force was not present.

Inducements tend to be effective only for temporary periods; as time passes and
situations change, actor or target or both often begin to feel as if they are giving more
than receiving in the exchange. Other limitations of inducements include the possibility
that actor and target will develop a misunderstanding of what was agreed in terms of
exchanging a behavior for a benefit.434 Benefits of such an exchange include the fact
that inducements cause less damage to relations between actor and target than coercion
tends to, and may actually improve relations between the two. Actor states retain the
ability to influence another state without engendering the level of resentment that often
accompanies the use of force, and relatedly, enjoy a better possibility that behavior will
be more willingly modified – and modified to a greater degree towards the desired ideal
– than when force is used. At other times, the offer of an inducement can mask an
attempt to make later use of force seem more justified, and can exacerbate tensions in
an existing atmosphere of distrust.435

Persuasion is distinct from inducements. In political or economic arenas, persuasion
aims to establish shared values or interests, and is usually targeted at elites. Propaganda,
in contrast, is the biased and sometimes inaccurate dissemination of information, and is
usually aimed at the masses; it focuses on the psychology of the public of the target
state.436 Persuasion concentrates on the possibility of convincing the target nation – the
leadership, general population, or both – that the acting nation has legitimate goals
and/or it is in the target's interest to comply with the acting nation's ends. An acting
state is most likely to successfully influence target states when it uses multiple tools
434
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simultaneously, for example combining inducements with coercion or logic with
inducements.437 Yet whether a combination of tools is employed or only a single one, it
is important to recognize that the absence of force does not mean that no violence is
present, as "[v]iolence is most purposive and most successful when it is threatened and
not used."438

Inducements are most effective when distrust and animosity have been minimized, and
persuasion is most effective when distrust and animosity have been almost entirely
eliminated; coercion may be most effective when a significant degree of distrust and
animosity are present.439 Coercion primarily takes two forms: the use of military force
and use of economic resources.440

All of this is to say that force is but one type of coercion, and coercion is but one tool of
power. The prospect of force – willful physical violence – is frightening, and in
actuality may have devastating consequences. It has therefore garnered much attention
from scholars of international politics; but it is crucial to be mindful of the fact that
other types of coercion and other tools of power can be of equal or greater utility than
the use of force. They, like force, can also entail violence and carry a high human cost,
albeit less directly than the use of force.441
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Somewhere between outright coercion (be it the threat of economic or military force),
and peaceable negotiation, lies "coercive diplomacy". Coercive diplomacy involves the
use or threat of force to convince actors to consider negotiation or accept a certain
negotiated solution.442 The utility of coercive diplomacy is not universally accepted.
Some policymakers believe that coercive diplomacy should not be used. Some have
held that coercive diplomacy, which often initially involves air strikes or naval
deployments and the like, leaves the ball in the adversary's court; this is because the
adversary can then decide to escalate or deescalate the situation as it chooses.443

Craig and George draw a distinction between coercive diplomacy and "pure coercion",
or sole reliance on the use of force to compel a target. Pure coercion would include the
invasion without warning of another state, or the defensive reaction to invasion aimed at
regaining lost territory. Coercive diplomacy, in contrast, focuses on using only the
amount of force that is necessary in order to demonstrate commitment to, and credibility
in, furthering or protecting interests. Coercive diplomacy gives the opponent
opportunity to change behavior before force is used and hence before force is
escalated.444 While pure coercion only requires force, coercive diplomacy usually
requires a judicious use or threat of force, along with "negotiation, bargaining, and
compromise".445 As such, coercive diplomacy or bargaining is "not concerned with the
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efficient application of force but with the exploitation of potential force".446

Coercive diplomacy attempts to influence the motives of others, as opposed to
attempting to defeat the strength of others.447 Sometimes the difference between "pure
coercion" (with the aim being victory on the battlefield), and more limited coercion
(with the aim being pressuring a target to accept a certain settlement), is also dependent
on intent. If mass killing of troops on the battlefield is intended to eliminate an obstacle
to achieving military objectives on the road to winning a war, brute force is applied. If
the same mass killing is intended to create anguish in the opposing nation and make
surrender look like a good option, the same level of violence is being directed toward a
different coercive end.448 The bombing of civilian centers in World War II is a case in
point. Indeed, much the same logic applies to militarily-enforced, comprehensive
sanctions.

Therefore, the difference between the two – all-out war fighting and more limited uses
of force to achieve certain objectives – can be very slight, or the emphasis can change
from one to the other quickly and with little notice. It is even possible that the two
might be in play simultaneously; with mass killing occurring on the battlefield, an actor
state may be willing to accept either outcome (the elimination of obstacles in the form
of enemy troops, or the compellance of the enemy state to accept negotiation or
surrender).

It is desirable to distill from the preceding discussion those terms and definitions which
will be used throughout the remainder of the chapter. What follows are generic
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definitions and applicable terms that will be used in discussing state-level threats of
force made for political purposes. These terms are meaningful and useful abstractions
which nonetheless do not entirely capture the complex realities of state dispositions and
behaviors. For ease of reference, these terms are presented below in Table 6.1.
coercion

compelling a target state to take certain actions, or deterring
a target state from taking certain actions

coercive diplomacy

a blend of incentives, persuasion, and coercion – sometimes
including the use of force; stresses using only the amount of
force that is necessary in order to demonstrate commitment
to and credibility in protecting interests; affords the target
state the opportunity to change behavior before force is used
and before force is escalated; usually requires a judicious
use or threat of force while negotiation continues

compel

pressure a target state into a desired change in behavior,
often through the use or threat of force

deterrence

preventing a target state from taking certain actions through
denial or punishment; that is, by communicating to the
target state that a potential action will be unsuccessful, or
that the potential action will result in a costly punishment

force

the kinetic utilization of military resources, often involving
physical violence

(threat of) force

the threat of such utilization

inducements

rewards given by an actor state, or bargains struck by an
actor state, in order to secure the acquiescence of a target
state

persuasion

through the use of reasoning or propaganda, convincing the
leadership or general population of a target state that an
actor state has legitimate goals, or that it is in the target
state's interest to comply with the actor state's wishes

power

the ability of an actor state to direct or influence a target
state

Preemption

employing force proactively to forestall an imminent attack

prevention

employing force proactively to forestall the means of a
future attack from being fully developed

Table 6.1
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6.2 The Threat of Force – Purposes
Introduction

Force and the threat of force have been employed throughout human history. They have
been used to secure certain objectives that were viewed as desirable, and to remove
threats that were viewed as undesirable. Whether a case of the former or the latter, force
has generally been viewed as a means by which the security and prestige of a nation or
other political entity can be increased.

In the traditional Realist conception of international society as an anarchical arena, the
use of force or the threat of force is seen as a quality that is inherent in the environment;
indeed, the use and threat of force has uses in times of peace and in times of conflict.449
The potential and use of military force is the implementation of military power, that
every country possesses to a greater or lesser degree. As most states find it
advantageous to achieve their objectives without the cost and risk of war if possible, the
threat of force is employed more often than the physical use of force by states.450 States
may overtly threaten to employ force under certain circumstances, if for example
another state takes or fails to take certain actions. However, the threat of force is also
present in much more subtle expressions and communications. The ability of states to
employ force may be understood as the "unstated but explicit" threat of force; this
potential for action is implicit and can be communicated through the statements of
politicians and negotiations of diplomats, although it is extremely difficult to calculate
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the degree of its influence on any particular policy decision or agreed compromise.451

Force assumes many forms. In those instances when military force has been used,
scholars have identified different categories and methods of conflict. For example, one
may distinguish between: geographical wars, be they primarily inter-state, civil,
internal, or internationalized; programmatic wars, be they in support of liberation,
resistance, revolutionary or separatist movements, or preemptive in character; unequal
wars, such as when a hegemonic power imposes its will on a much weaker nation; and
wars that are defined best by their methodologies, such as guerilla wars.452

States may be unable to entirely control the forces they unleash during times of conflict.
However, the monopoly that the state holds on the legitimate use of force creates
stability and sets true government apart from warlordism or criminal activity.453 In fact,
states serve as the necessary organizations of political community that make efforts to
limit or outlaw war possible; this is partly why it is sometimes difficult to define and
manage non-state entities such as sub-state insurgent groups and civilians.454

It should be stressed that historically, force has been used not just for aggrandizement,
but to safeguard the existence of a community or people. Nations have always been at
least partially prone to war as a response to threats and to ensure their survival.455 States
also define themselves by their relations to other states, and use force and the threat of
force to mark their borders.456 Of course, it has long been recognized that a prime factor
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at play is one of perception. In his classic account of the Peloponnesian War,
Thucydides recounts his judgment about the true cause of the war. This was that Athens'
growing power threatened Sparta, and prompted them to begin the war in order to
protect themselves.457 Similarly, an increasingly powerful Germany threatened Britain
and contributed to the outbreak of the First World War.458 Sometimes the perception
that survival is at stake has been enough to start wars; indeed, this is the shadow under
which nuclear deterrence was said to have kept the peace during the Cold War.
Perception also plays a part in the escalation of the use of force once hostilities have
begun.459

Nor has the use of force been consistently viewed as regrettable, or allowed only in the
last resort. Until the 19th century, war was generally considered to be an inevitable, and
normal, feature of society and the affairs between nations; efforts focused on how to
limit its worst or most repugnant aspects.460 Indeed, many thinkers held that war was a
virtue, and a method by which nations struggled against each other in order to evolve to
a higher level.461

Accessing Resources and Removing Threats

Force has been used to gain ownership of land and control over geographic access. It
has also been used to extract treasure and valuable commodities from other peoples and
places. Force has similarly been used to secure access to natural resources, and to
457

Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides, 2 vols., vol. 1 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1991)
64-65. Hornblower points out that some analysts believe this judgment to be faulty and biased.
458
Nye, The Paradox of American Power 7.
459
Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations, 2nd ed. (New
York: Basic Books, 1992) 23.
460
Howard, ed., Restraints on War 8.
461
Howard, War and the Nation State 9-10. Howard points out that Marx adapted this thinking,
substituting conflict between classes for conflict between nations.
PRINCE

188/315

establish ownership over them. This can be a reinforcing spiral, with force being used to
secure resources, and resources leading to increased or maintained power and influence:
"... although resources alone do not spell power, they are a basic part of the overall
equation that leads to influence."462 The more resources possessed, the greater the
number of states that can potentially be controlled or influenced, and the greater the
variety of issues and behaviors that can be influenced.463

Signaling Intent and Proclaiming Values

The use of force is often the execution of policy; at other times, it may be useful to
think of force as being a part of, rather than the sum of, that execution. The overarching
purpose of force is to facilitate the attainment of policy goals.464 That facilitation may
also involve utilizing force to signal intent or proclaim values.

In order to be credible, force must be physically available to be used for signaling
purposes, as it must for others. If force is not available, the costs of acquiring it must be
considered. When considering whether to employ coercive means, the availability of
force stands as a primary factor in the calculus of states: "Of course military force isn't
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asymmetric conflicts who have no hope of militarily defeating their stronger opponent in open battle.
Rather, they hope that their infliction of damage on the stronger power will lead it to change or abandon
its political objective. As one scholar put it, in such situations, "politics may become the continuation of
war by other means". See Andrew Mack, "Why Big Nations Lose Small Wars: The Politics of
Asymmetric Conflict," World Politics 27, no. 2 (1975): 179. The ends and the means each influence the
other, but when force is used, it is used in pursuit of some objective.
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always used just because it's there, but if it isn't there, it can't be used".465 Indeed, the
availability of force is also a factor in public acceptance of policy. If a sufficient number
of troops and an adequate stockpile of equipment is maintained, a public may be more
accepting of their government's use of force than if a rapid buildup of equipment
disrupts the economy, or if troop call-ups of one sort or another are required for
particular action.466 Technological advancements have made it possible to tailor military
action to the policies of national leaders, but it has not become easier to formulate and
articulate those policies.467 The more articulated the policy, the more closely tailored the
use of force can be; the less articulated the policy, the less the utility of force.468

Policy objectives may be met by signaling intent or commitment through displays of
capability or positioning forces that fall short of physical use of force. When such
signaling is employed, the intended audience and purpose may be either internal or
external. Signaling may emphasize a state's foreign policy. This is sometimes done with
the hope of changing the behavior of other states or national leaders. For example, the
pronouncment of the "Carter Doctrine" was bolstered by the deployment of US naval
forces in proximity of Middle Eastern oil resources.469

On-going deployments or exercises may serve a similar function. Regular troop
deployments and the maintenance of military bases are also effective in sending certain
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signals.470 Like the potential effectiveness of standing militaries, it is often quite
difficult to gauge the efficacy of such regular deployments. This is because these
ongoing operations may prevent an unknown threat from ever arising; likewise, a threat
may arise in spite of such activities, and would have done so regardless of them.

In contrast to ongoing deployments, some activities involve the targeted use of force in
support of a discrete objective. It may be possible to ascertain with more confidence the
effectiveness of these discrete displays of force.471 Blechman and Kaplan published an
empirical study of such displays made by the US up to 1978, and explored this
possibility. A significant conclusion of the research was that such uses of force were
generally effective in attaining, or helping to attain, policy objectives. However, this
only held in the short-term. So the discrete display of force may be most effective in
delaying a certain action being taken by another state, or in buying time for other
diplomacy or maneuverings to take place. Further, sometimes a show of force has no
effect when the actors involved do not believe that the state making a display of force
would really use it.472 This points out the importance of perception; that is, whether
others perceive a state's commitment to use force as credible. Israeli consistency is
notable in this regard.

Another interesting conclusion of the study emphasized the importance of effective
supplemental communication accompanying the displays of military force. The study
ends by urging policymakers to make their intention to use force as clear as possible.
For example, if policymakers know they will act militarily in a certain circumstance,
470

Barry M. Blechman and Stephen S. Kaplan, Force without War: U.S. Armed Forces as a Political
Instrument (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1978).
471
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and if that circumstance appears likely to occur in the foreseeable future, they should
alert the states involved to express their intention of acting. It may be far more
dangerous to communicate ambiguity and allow potential problems to develop, partly
due to others believing that a state is not really committed to acting forcefully to stop
certain actions from being taken.473

Therefore if a state truly intends to use force, this commitment should be made as clear
as possible. Yet ambiguity also has uses. Saying an action would be "taken seriously",
or have "serious consequences", can warn of a response while keeping options open as
to what that response will be. When a state enunciates a broad national strategy or
disposition rather than responding to a particular event, it is only natural for it to avoid
making statements that will limit its freedom of action in future crises. So a balance
must be sought: the more explicit the communication, the less chance of
misunderstanding. Yet, the more explicit a state is about the actions it will take, the
more it limits its own policy options.

All courses of action and inaction, explicit threats and ambiguous threats, entail a
degree of risk. It is these risks and attendant opportunities that policymakers deal with
as a matter of course. The balance to be sought between clarity of communication and
ambiguity of commitment is perhaps best summed up by the following formulation:
once policymakers have determined force will be used if a certain threshold is crossed,
it is best to communicate that intent as clearly and as expeditiously as possible. If that
473

For example, apparent Argentine disbelief that the UK was prepared to retake the Falklands by force
in 1982 may have made violent conflict inevitable in that case. See Peter Vaughan Barnett, "British
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determination has not been made, there may be little to do but fall back on the deterrent
value of an ambiguous threat or statement of disposition.

Influencing Behavior

While not as contentious as defining the concept of "power", analysts do not utilize
identical definitions of "force". A number of researchers have drawn the distinction
between threatened or very limited use of force, and more extensive, ongoing, uses of
force. Still, some general defining characteristics of force are shared by numerous
scholars and they will be adopted here.

As there are different types of power, of which force is one, there are different scales or
degrees of the use of force. The energy required to destroy a single vehicle with an
unmanned drone, to launch cruise missiles against larger installations, to carry out a
bombing campaign that is almost completely reliant on air power, or to engage an entire
nation-state's military in an invasion, can all be differentiated. Degrees of force can be
distinguished even if, strictly speaking, they do not lie along a seamless continuum.

Art differentiates between "physical use of force" and "peaceful use of force".474 For
broadly similar purposes, Schelling speaks of "brute force" and "coercion". Calhoun has
identified five applications in his formulation of the use of force. They are the use of
force for: protection, retribution, solution, introduction, and association. However, in all
cases the use of force entails "the application of armed power for a specific, definitive
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purpose".475

Force is useful in creating the space for other facets of power to be used, and in creating
opportunities for other tools of force or other courses of action to be pursued. One may
think of force as a type of power that is sometimes used and sometimes threatened;
alternatively, the actual implementation of force may be conceptualized as one type of
power, and the threat of force as another. Calhoun calls the former "force as power" and
the latter "military power". In either conception, the implementation of force can create
the space for other forms of power to be brought to bear, such as diplomatic power,
economic power, moral power, and even the threat of more force.476

6.3 The Threat of Force Inherent in Deterrence

The field of study dealing with nuclear deterrence is a vast one. While fascinating, it is
simply too enormous to be examined in any detail in the space available here. Further
the aim of this chapter is to examine the threat of force overall, rather than the particular
threats posed by strategic or tactical nuclear weapons (or the logic behind nuclear
policies and postures) that the literature on nuclear deterrence is primarily concerned
with addressing. The issue at hand is the threat of conventional force inherent in
conventional deterrence. While the term "deterrence" has become encumbered with
terminology of nuclear strategy, it retains its more traditional meaning as a basic way
that states attempt to protect themselves.
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Conventional deterrence has always existed. Displaying military power through military
exercises or limited use of military capability has utility, and not just in intimidating
others to acquiesce to a state's wishes – military parades have symbolic power not lost
on opposition forces in repressive regimes, nor on the militaries of other states. A state's
conventional forces may cause others to doubt their ability to successfully fight and win
in a military conflict, or to fear the price of engagement.477

The notion of deterrence in interstate relations existed before the advent of nuclear
weapons. It is true that technological advances have altered the amount of damage that
can be inflicted on an enemy, and the speed with which it can be inflicted. However, the
implications of these facts had begun to be recognized and pondered with the
emergence of air power, before the advent of nuclear weapons. Because air power
brought about a significant change in the scale of destruction that could be inflicted on a
country's population and infrastructure, the concept of deterrence required a new and
more complex set of calculations.478

With the emergence of air power in the 20th century, statesmen and military planners
began to think in new ways about their ability to deter other nations from attacking
through a credible threat of inflicting considerable pain on an opponent's societal
infrastructure and the civilian population. The degree to which conventional deterrence
was eclipsed in the age of nuclear weapons is debatable, not least since the continued
importance of conventional deterrence has been attested to by successive US
administrations.479
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It may be helpful to think about deterrence in terms of the formulation made by
Blechman and Kaplan. Uses of force may be seen as falling into four categories of two
broad types: coercion and support. Table 6.2 illustrates these categories. Coercion
involves deterring or compelling states to take or refrain from taking certain actions.
Support involves assuring or inducing states to embark on a certain course of action, or
continue on a course already taken. The reinforcement of existing behavior is
accomplished through assuring or deterring. The changing of behavior is accomplished
through inducing or compelling.480 Deterrence may be accomplished by denial or
punishment; that is, by communicating to the target that its intended action will be
unsuccessful, or that its intended action will result in a costly punishment.481

Changing

Reinforcing behavior

behavior
Coercing (antagonists)

Compelling

Deterring

Supporting (non-

Inducing

Assuring

antagonists)
Table 6.2 (Adapted from Blechman and Kaplan, Force Without War)

Blechman and Kaplan's formulation is in line with the term "coercion" as mentioned
above in the section defining terms (see Table 6.1). Coercion may involve either

"conventional deterrence". See United States. President Ronald Reagan (1981-1989), "National Security
Strategy of the United States," (Washington, DC: The White House, 1987), 26. Also United States.
President Ronald Reagan (1981-1989), "National Security Strategy of the United States," 18. See also
United States. President George H.W. Bush (1989-1993), "National Security Strategy of the United
States," 25. It is notable that these previous administrations publicly articulated that they viewed nuclear
and conventional deterrence as unique for planning and policy purposes.
480
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481
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compelling or deterring. When the threat of force is used to influence another's
behavior, coercive diplomacy has some similarity to deterrence. The two differ in that
coercive diplomacy uses the possibility that force will be used to compel a state to
change its behavior, for example to withdraw its military from a certain area (such as
when the Soviet Union withdrew its missiles during the Cuban Missile Crisis).
Deterrence uses the possibility that force will be used to prevent a state from taking a
new course of action (such as when an increased show of Allied force helped to prevent
any East German or Soviet moves to take sole control of the city during the Berlin
Crisis of 1961).482

The threat of force, and sometimes the use of force, is often utilized as a way of
deterring a nation from certain action, or coercing it to take certain action. It is often
utilized with the aim of avoiding war rather than instigating war. The use of force may
be threatened in order to prevent a broader conflict from developing. However, the
threat of force itself may sometimes be illegal. The examination of such a threat of force
certainly brings up questions of law and right authority.483

6.4 The Threat of Force Inherent in Preemption

The use of preemption as a form of the application of force will now be considered. The
legal issues that attend preemption – that is, preemptive self-defense – will be discussed
in more detail below in Chapter Eight which deals directly with international law. While
this section will serve as a foundation for the later discussion, its primary purpose is to
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explore how "preemption" is understood, and to consider how it relates to the threat of
force.

While the meaning of preemption might seem self-evident, this consideration is
necessary given the prominence that preemption receives in the 2002 NSS. That
Strategy argues that, in contemporary circumstances, deterrence is of less utility than in
the past and preemption is not only of greater utility, but is approaching necessity, at
least for the US.484 However it is important to acknowledge that the Strategy states that
the US "will not use force in all cases to preempt emerging threats"; further, the
document asserts that deterrence of "threats against U.S. interests" remains one of the
main missions of the US military.485

Although far from universal, there is a significant level of agreement that a state may
justifiably act to defend itself before the first blow against it lands.486 This agreement,
such as it is, rests upon the understanding that an enemy's attack is imminent: that is,
that there is clear evidence that it is going to occur, and that an attack is "in motion" as
it were, even if weapons have not yet been fired or troops have not yet crossed a border.

Yet this scenario is perhaps idealized: knowledge – intelligence – is rarely if ever
incontrovertible, and its quality must be judged. As one moves away from this nearperfect depiction, agreement about how "preemption" may be defined, and whether it is
legal, becomes ambiguous. How certain must a state be that an antagonist is planning to
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attack? How pressing must a threat be for one to define it as "imminent"? How remote
must the possibility be that an enemy will stay the attack at the last moment? Questions
such as these, and the uncertain answers they may elicit, illustrate the problem of
defining the bounds of legitimate preemption in such a way that is unambiguous and
widely accepted.

It is possible that that the threat of preemption can in fact deter. For an announced
policy favoring preemption to have a deterrent effect, there must be a perception that the
commitment to use preemptive force is credible (just as with deterrence, there must be a
perception that the commitment and ability to retaliate is credible). Such perceptions
can be quite subjective, which makes it hard to discern in advance if announcing a
policy of deterrence or a policy of preemption will actually have the deterrent effect that
is hoped.487

The 2002 NSS presents preemption as a clear alternative to deterrence. The purpose of
the policy is to remove threats as they are developing. And, by the simple fact that the
policy is announced – because public pronouncements are after all communicative – a
policy of preemption has a potential deterrent effect, whether intended or not. This
deterrent effect may constrain the initiative of states who might find themselves the
target of preventive attack as a consequence of their ambitions.

The Bush administration makes the case that deterrence is of little utility against substate (terrorist) groups and states that operate outside international norms and
expectations ("rogue" states).488 The argument rests on three points. First, the dictatorial
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leaders of rogue states are more likely to take risks and so are less susceptible to
deterrence than other governments constrained by their own polities and international
law. Second, sub-state terrorist groups are more likely to engage in disproportionate and
extreme behavior, such as suicide attacks or the willingness to inflict extensive damage
on civilians. Third, sub-state terrorist groups are much more difficult to find and target
than states, and so are viewed as less susceptible to deterrence than states.

The further one moves away from imminence – that is, the further into the future, or the
less concrete, a potential attack is deemed to be – the less certain one can be that it will
actually occur as predicted. By acting preventatively, a state may be able to deal with a
growing threat more effectively and safely. However this comes at the cost of dealing
with a threat that may wane of its own accord. When acting preventatively, a state
incurs the financial cost of engaging its military, and the diplomatic cost of instigating
violence against a "growing threat" rather than responding to the imminent use of
violence against itself.

While the 2002 NSS attempts to draw on the legitimacy of legal opinion validating
preemptive self-defense, it is vital to not gloss over the difference between preemption
and prevention. The US Department of Defense itself defines a "preemptive attack" as
an "attack initiated on the basis of incontrovertible evidence that an enemy attack is
imminent". "Preventive war" is defined as a "war initiated in the belief that military
conflict, while not imminent, is inevitable, and that to delay would involve greater
risk".489 The 2002 NSS is quite explicit that it seeks to adapt the concept of preemption
by adapting the understanding of "imminence".490 These adaptations are novel ones, and

489

US Department of Defense, US Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms
2001 [cited 12 Feb 2007]); available from http://www.dtic.mil/doctrine/jel/doddict/.
490
United States. President George W. Bush (2001-2009), "The National Security Strategy of the United
States of America," 15. The updated concept of "imminence" was viewed as central to the document's
PRINCE

200/315

as applied, "preemption" bears much greater resemblance to the traditional
understanding of preventive war than to the traditional understanding of preemptive
self-defense.

6.5 The Threat of Force – Limits
Capacity to Use Force

The capacity of a state to credibly threaten force, or actually use force, is limited by a
number of variables. Some of these variables are imposed upon states. Perhaps the most
basic potential limitation is the lack of practical capacity. When a state lacks the
wherewithal to act forcefully – or due to this, lacks the credibility to usefully threaten
the use of force – it can be due to a number of possible reasons. For example, the reason
may be economic – the state may lack the resources to purchase military hardware and
pay the salaries of standing troops.

At other times, the reason may be societal, and largely self-imposed. The state may
have chosen to refrain from increasing its military power as an expression of its values,
or because other issues are deemed more worthy of government financial support. For
example, Japan's constitution effectively forbids it from developing offensive military
forces. Japan's constitution was of course largely formulated by the US in the aftermath
of World War II. However, the constitution has been societally accepted, and limiting

treatment of the preemptive use of force by at least one of the officials involved in the internal review of
the Strategy before its publication: "I think the more important change here [in NSS 2002] is the
discussion of how 'imminence' is cast in some broader terms." Hoehn.
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its military to defensive capabilities has been the policy of Japan since the constitution's
adoption.491

Alternatively, the capacity to use force may be limited by a lack of public support. Even
a prosperous nation with the capacity to field military forces relies on some minimum
segment of the population to endorse its military deployments and authority. This holds
true even if such endorsement is at the minimum level of attracting a sufficient number
of people who are willing to enlist in the military or willing to abide by a government's
conscription policy.

Constraints of this sort may be thought of as practical limitations, but are not the sum of
such limitations. While the capacity to field military forces is essential to using force as
a coercive tool of power, the capacity to communicate effectively and credibly can also
limit the exercise or effectiveness of the use of force. The capacity of a nation's
leadership or elite to come to agreement on whether and how to use force is also crucial,
even if military capacity, good communication, and high credibility are all present. As
mentioned in the section above dealing with "signaling", the communication of intent is
sometimes the aim of a use of force, or of a threat to use force. Ineffective
communication is a very real limitation on the ability of the threat of force to effect
desired behavior changes in a target state. Misunderstandings between adversaries result
from poor communication, the inability to communicate due to logistical reasons, and
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the failure to communicate due to hubris.492 When communicating threats, potential
difficulties due to cross-cultural barriers also exist.493

Related to communication is credibility. Coercion through force hinges on threatened
violence being applied or withheld. To modify the behavior of others, it is important
that they believe that by adopting a certain course of action they will avoid damage. If a
state believes it will suffer damage regardless, there is little incentive to modify
behavior.494 Therefore, the credibility of a threat is affected by a state's willingness and
ability to cause hurt, and the precision with which it communicates this.495

Credibility is no less affected by the state's nonmilitary capacity. If relying heavily or
solely on military force, an actor's influence or control will extend "only as far as its
physical reach allows".496 Not only is influence limited in a very physical sense when
wielding military force, but also by the kinds of objectives that military force can
reasonably be expected to attain: "[a] nation that wants others to adopt its values cannot
impose them solely through conquest."497
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Related Limiting Factors

a) Possible Reactions and Unintended Consequences

Other practical limitations on the use of force include the unpredictability of reactions
and unintended consequences. Use of force does not necessarily indicate that it is being
used shrewdly for clearly articulated political objectives.498 The threat and use of force
are not always the result of rational calculation of interests and costs, but sometimes
result from "frustrations" and "notions of glory, honor, and prestige".499 While
historical examples exist of the dangers of refraining from using force, examples also
exist of problems that were unresolved or exacerbated by using force.500

Whether used or threatened, force has the possibility of escalating out of control.501 One
worrying point that has been made is that a target state may choose to use
unconventional weapons in response to a preemptive military action that is aimed at
eliminating WMD. At that point, the preemptive state may feel the need to use WMD
itself, or to demonstrate that use of unconventional weapons against it is "intolerable". It
is not a given that predominance in conventional forces will automatically preclude
escalation to an unconventional level: "…conventional options are unlikely to eliminate
nuclear [or other WMD] dilemmas."502

One can imagine that in such a scenario, questions of moral acceptability and political
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feasibility – and international ramifications – might be subordinated to the pressure or
momentum of events. Even the threat of using unconventional forces against weaker
countries has as great, or greater, possibility of driving them closer to other adversaries,
as influencing them effectively.503 The threat of overwhelming conventional force may
have just the same effect. For example, the US invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq
demonstrated the considerable conventional military capability of the US, and have
resulted in a large number of US forces stationed in countries bordering Iran. This use
of force and the continuing military presence have most likely only increased Iranian
desire to acquire a nuclear weapon capability in the future.504

Further, use of force by itself, as a coercive tool, has limited effectiveness: threats and
use of force produce anxiety and antagonism in targets, which lead to unwillingness to
modify behavior or to unintended and unwanted new behaviors.505 The use of force can
produce an uncooperative attitude in the target (note the political ineffectiveness of
aerial bombardments in World War II). Even if the target state cooperates, it may be
only minimally, with targets only incrementally changing unwanted behavior rather
than comprehensively changing to desired behavior (Iraq's behavior during the 1990s,
after the imposition of sanctions and no-fly zones, illustrates this well). In such
circumstances, continuing or increasing force must be applied to achieve continued
cooperation.506 Regardless of the capacity and credibility to use force, a target state's
attitude is important, since a defiant target can limit an actor's choices to giving up its
goal passively, or acting punitively – neither of which necessarily achieve the goal
sought.507 Such was the case in 1998 when the US and UK decided to undertake a
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bombing campaign against Iraq known as Operation Desert Fox. The operation was in
response to Iraq's recalcitrance in complying with the UN arms inspection regime.
While the legality of the bombing campaign is disputed, it seems fairly clear that the
operation did not achieve the goal of bringing Iraq around to unconditional acceptance
of UN monitoring.508

b) Interdependence with Other States in the International Community

Realist approaches have tended to center on military and security concerns, and have
downplayed the development of interdependence, such as economic factors and soft
power.509 Realists assert that states are the predominant actors in international politics,
that states "act as coherent units", that force is "the most effective means of wielding
power", and that the politics dealing with military and security concerns are of more
importance than the politics dealing with economic and social concerns.510 Arguments
for the desirability of relying on the use of force as a coercive tool rely on "the
traditional conception of the international system" as a premise; such arguments may
appear strong, but are questionable.511

The role force plays is quite reduced when considering nations who view the possibility
of war between them as extremely low; also, force is often not useful in achieving goals
involving economic welfare or environmental stability.512 Likewise, many contentious
contemporary issues are not easily addressed by military means. Because of
interdependence and industrialization, no one state can reasonably expect to control all
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of its needed resources through military conquest.513

The idea of interdependent relationships that lead to synergistic strengths and subtle but
powerful constraints on action has been explored by Keohane and Nye. Complex
interdependence and realism are both "ideal types", and so while offering very different
views of the world, neither wholly encompasses the reality of international politics;
rather, "[m]ost situations will fall somewhere between these two extremes."514 Complex
interdependence challenges key Realist assumptions, assuming as it does that non-state
actors participate directly in international politics, that military, security, economic, and
social concerns can not be hierarchically ranked in importance, and that force is often
"an ineffective instrument of policy".515

c) Context

The utility of military power does not always equate to its actual use. Military power
can be useful though never used (for example when the mere existence or movement of
military forces achieves a deterrent or communicative effect). Conversely, the actual use
of military power can actually be counterproductive (for example when the use of
military force results in driving an opponent closer to other adversaries, or has
unintended negative consequences). Then too, there are some ends that are difficult to
accomplish through military means.
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One should not view military power as having more political utility than it really does;
it is a blunt instrument, a tool of last resort, and is of limited use in encouraging loyalty
or changing underlying attitudes.516 Then too, military means that are identified through
an imperfect political process may be flawed or inconsistent with other policy goals of a
country's leadership. The results of game theory and deterrence theory, both of which
are often at play in proposed uses of force, rely on an assumption of "rational behavior",
which is best thought of as a "bench mark for further approximation to reality".517 The
non-rational can take many forms: inconsistent values and decisionmaking, flawed
communications, miscalculations, or the merging of opinions held by many individuals
into a single perspective.518

There are still other factors limiting the utility of force in achieving political ends. The
use of force against "socially mobilized populations" is of limited usefulness, as shown
by the US experience in Vietnam, and the failure of colonialism. Using force to address
one issue with a state may damage other facets of the relationship held with that same
state.519 Further, in liberal democracies, it is difficult to maintain public support for
prolonged military engagements.

If the use of force is sometimes crucial, so too is the restraint of its use, all the more so
if an objective is to avoid costly or catastrophic war.520 Many contemporary adversaries

516

Robert J. Art, "Nuclear Weapons and Military Power," in International Politics: Anarchy, Force,
Political Economy, and Decision-Making, ed. Robert J. Art and Robert Jervis (Boston: Little, Brown and
Co., 1985).
517
Schelling, The Strategy of Conflict 16.
518
Ibid.
519
Keohane and Nye, Power and Interdependence 25.
520
Eliot A. Cohen, Supreme Command: Soldiers, Statesmen, and Leadership in Wartime (London: Free
Press, 2002) 205. Cohen notes that the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962 is often perceived as an example of
this, although this interpretation is not universally agreed-upon.
PRINCE

208/315

are nonstate entities, and so are difficult to target.521 The difficulty in locating and
targeting the leadership of a group like al Qaeda is a prime example, and an issue that
senior officials in the Bush administration apparently understood only too well.522
While nation-states may be easier to target, the use of military force is of much more
efficacy in deterring other parties from involving themselves in a region than in shaping
politics within a region.523

Applicability of the Weinberger-Shultz Debate

A variety of limitations on the use of force also exist that are largely submitted to by
states rather than imposed upon them. These limitations are submitted to because they
are seen by the state to be in the best overall interest of the state, or because they are an
expression of its values, in effect self-restraint that is in line with a perceived
categorical imperative held by the citizenry or rulers by that state. Of course, a
combination of the two – self-interest on the one hand, and the expression of deeplyheld values on the other – is possible and even likely. These are both discernible in
many debates concerning the wisdom of forceful action.
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There was broad agreement among US policymakers during World War II that a total,
national military effort was needed to defeat the Axis powers. However beginning with
the Korean War, a tension surfaced among US policymakers regarding the limits of the
applications of force, and this has persisted to the present day. Using the Korean War as
an exemplar, on one side of the debate some essentially side with General MacArthur
and contend that the US should either not intervene in a conflict at all or should fight
all-out to win. Others broadly side with President Truman, and contend that in an era of
nuclear weapons the US will probably have to intervene in conflicts from time to time
and be flexible about limiting its objectives and tactics in order to avoid escalation.524

In more recent years, the tension central to many disagreements over whether and how
to employ force is seen most clearly in what is sometimes known as the "WeinbergerShultz" debate of the 1980s, although the issues grappled with by these two US
statesmen preceded them and continue to confront policymakers. The enduring
contentiousness is due to the fact that when considering the use of force, the stakes are
generally high. As one scholar put it, "[s]uccess in the application of coercive
diplomacy is not easily achieved. Disaster is always a single bad decision away."525 The
possibility of flawed decisionmaking resulting in catastrophic failure attends any use of
force, but this is heightened in an era of nuclear weapons and other WMD.

Then-Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger staked out his position in the debate in a
list of principles stated in a November 1984 speech.526 These principles mostly focused
on only using military force for matters vital to the US national interest, only when
public and congressional support is present, and when constant reappraisal of the
524

Craig and George, Force and Statecraft 261-263.
Ibid. 199.
526
Caspar W. Weinberger, The Uses of Military Power: Address Given at the National Press Club,
Washington, DC on 28 Nov 1984 [cited 18 Dec 2008]); available from http://www.airforcemagazine.com/MagazineArchive/Documents/2004/January%202004/0104keeperfull.pdf.
525

PRINCE

210/315

objectives and composition of the force is carried out.527 Then-Secretary of State
George Shultz essentially took the opposing view, and spoke vigorously against
Weinberger's principles. Shultz saw them as limiting options available to leadership.528
The strictures outlined by Weinberger, and later Colin Powell, continue to be seen by
some as a totally improper attempt (by the military) to dictate to the civilian leadership
when and how they will be used in combat.529

It is notable that the policy of preemption announced in the 2002 NSS does not fall
neatly into either side this debate. Those who favor Weinberger's principles might say
that the US is broadly committing to using preemptive military force without
ascertaining if the US has the will to fully commit to a total effort aimed at victory, and
that it is impossible to gauge such willingness when announcing a preference for using
military force in unknown future situations. Those holding the view of Shultz might
perceive that the policy is favoring ongoing, intensive use of force without adequately
taking into account the risks of escalation inherent in such a disposition, and without
building in the flexibility to modify and limit objectives that might be necessary as the
context changes and the situation develops.
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Conclusion

11 September 2001 brought about a greatly heightened public determination that the US
should use its power to increase its safety and security, with an emphasis on preventing
similar attacks in the future. The question of how best to do this remains.530 For some, a
divide between Western democracies and less-developed-countries (LDCs) – a divide
that is projected to become ever greater if present trends continue – indicates a
concomitant increased reliance on the use of force in the relations between the two
groups, even as force becomes increasingly less apparent in the relations among the
Western democracies themselves. This view is taken by those who argue that because
the Western world has developed shared values, interests, and understandings, that
maneuvering and the exercise of power between them usually takes the form of
inducements or persuasion, and such coercion as is employed is usually "subtle" and
"nonviolent".531 With increasing interdependence comes increasing desire to influence
those entities with which a state interacts; so interdependence does not obviate the
exercise of power and influence, but may alter the techniques employed to do so.532
LDCs lack equivalent commonly shared values, interests, and understandings, making
coercion in general – and the use of force in particular – much more prominent in the
interactions between LDCs themselves, and between LDCs and the developed world.533

However, if US goals include changing the character of a large portion of the world, the
long-term efficacy of coercion though military force is brought into question. Changing
the outlook and behavior of states and publics around the world requires a significant
investment in time, and the use of force will sometimes be counterproductive in
530
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achieving US goals.534 This being the case, the logical course of action is either to use
means other than force, or adapt the ends being sought. There may be a need to "scale
back" stated US goals so they are "consistent with the means at America's disposal";
and to accept that many stated US goals as regards the "domestic transformations" of
other states are extremely difficult to bring about.535

When examining the 2002 NSS in light of the use of force, one must ask whether the
deficiencies of deterrence are really so different from the deficiencies of preemption.
Although conceptually the difference between deterrence and preemption is quite clear,
what classical deterrence and preemption have in common is that both rely on a credible
threat of force rather than its actual use. While US policymakers may have little hope
that the policy of preemption will diminish the number of potential terrorist attacks,
they can be forgiven for hoping that the determination to act preemptively will diminish
the number of actors willing to attack the US. This is because neither intelligence nor
the deployment of military force is ever 100% effective.

Scholars and policymakers alike tend to think that preemption is a policy option when
deterrence is no longer possible, and indeed the Strategy says this explicitly. But both
preemption and deterrence are intended to prevent actors – target states or substate
groups – from causing harm to the US. The assumption is that preemption will be
effective by identifying looming threats, and eliminating them proactively through the
use of military force. If this assumption is correct, and if taking preemptive action
successfully eliminates antagonists, would not one expect that its success would have
some sort of deterrent effect on other actors planning similar attacks against the US? If
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so, the tactic of preemption would in fact deter some enemies, as classical deterrence
itself hopes to do.

To be fair, the 2002 NSS does present preemption as but a single option among many
that the US will use when deemed necessary. However, an explicit preference is
announced for preemption over deterrence, and over economic and diplomatic and
cultural tools in cases involving development of WMD or support for substate terrorist
groups. In order to assess whether a stated preference for preemptive force enhances US
security and flexibility in dealing with these issues, one must consider them as features
of the international security environment. It is to this changed and changing
environment that we turn next.
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7.0 NSS 2002 as Exceptional In Terms of a Response Necessitated by
Exceptional Circumstances

7.1 Introduction

The principal criterion by which any national security strategy must be judged is the
extent to which it is framed to deal with threatening dynamics in the international arena.
The fact that in practice, US national security strategy documents are not issued yearly
indicates that volatility in security environments generally takes place within
predictable bounds.536 Shifting threat patterns will not necessarily challenge the
fundamental assumptions in any NSS document. However, step changes are possible –
if not inevitable – and the argument of NSS 2002 is that we have entered a time where
the international security environment has changed to a degree that requires a
concomitant change in national security strategy. As described in NSS 2002, "… new
deadly challenges have emerged from rogue states and terrorists … the nature and
motivations of these new adversaries, their determination to obtain destructive powers
hitherto available only to the world's strongest states, and the greater likelihood that
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they will use weapons of mass destruction against us, make today's security
environment more complex and dangerous."537

Prominent features of the current security environment include the increased influence
of, and attention paid to, sub-state terrorist groups after 11 September 2001. The
continued threat posed by nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons proliferation is
another key feature. Further, there is a belief that these two threats may intersect to form
a threat more significant than the sum of its parts. These threats are increasing or
becoming more noticeable in an international environment defined in large part by US
prominence.

Since 11 September 2001, the George W. Bush administration has consistently argued
that the threat of terrorism in the 21st century is one that potentially threatens the
fundamental security of the US. This argument regarding the seriousness of terrorism
rests largely on the junction of two distinct threats: that posed by sub-state groups
willing to use lethal violence against civilian populations, and that posed by the
proliferation of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. It is the capability to obtain
such a weapon, or to acquire the technology necessary to produce such a weapon, that
most worries many analysts. Indeed, some view the possibility of a terrorist attack with
WMD as absolutely central to US security. Even in the midst of the most serious
financial crisis in two generations, one former Defense official went so far as to say,
"[t]he No.1 challenge facing the next president is to prevent a terrorist group from
detonating a nuclear weapon in an American city. If he successfully ended the conflict
in Iraq, checked Iran, brokered an Israeli-Palestinian peace, cut carbon emissions,
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stabilized Pakistan, and artfully managed relations with China and Russia—but lost a
million citizens in a nuclear attack, the nation would not be grateful."538

With these facts in mind, we will now survey the landscape of the contemporary
security environment, first looking at the spread of WMD capacity. Current states of
concern and non-state actors with the demonstrated willingness to conduct masscasualty terrorist operations will then be discussed. Finally, some judgments will be
drawn regarding the seriousness of threats posed by the intersection of WMD capacity
and such non-state actors.

7.2 The Expansion and Extension of WMD Capacity

The immense military power of the US makes the use of non-conventional,
asymmetrical, weapons against the US more appealing to terrorist groups and perhaps
even some states.539 Weapons of mass destruction are often subdivided into type,
usually nuclear, biological, and chemical. Every type is capable of inflicting a large
amount of damage in human terms. However, weapons of mass destruction differ in
terms of the extensiveness of that damage, and in terms of ease of production. For
example, while the detonation of a nuclear bomb would cause extensive damage and
casualties, the process to produce one is fairly intricate and costly. While a chemical
weapon is easier to produce, it would cause relatively less damage than a nuclear
explosion.
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In terms of state-level threats, the US has relied on its conventional and nuclear forces
to deter the use of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons against it. The prospect of
an overwhelming US response to the use of such nonconventional weapons, employing
either conventional or nuclear weapons, is hoped to be effective in preventing a nation
from ever using such weapons against the US. Effective preparedness may also
contribute to a deterrent effect; if the US develops response capabilities and plans that
are perceived to be so effective that they would blunt the worst results of a
nonconventional attack, such an attack may appear less attractive to an attacker.540

Nuclear Material

Many experts believe that non-state actors are far more likely to acquire a biological or
chemical WMD capability than a nuclear weapon. However, concern about nuclear
terrorism remains high. This is illustrated by the fact that the first anti-terrorism treaty
that was adopted after 11 September 2001 is the International Convention on the
Suppression of Acts of Nuclear Terrorism, which was adopted in 2005 and entered into
force in 2007.541

A huge investment is required in order to make a nuclear weapon, and the infrastructure
needed to produce a nuclear device is more easily spotted than the apparatus needed to
produce a biological agent.542 In this sense, it is difficult to conceal a nuclear weapons
capability. The dual use nature of nuclear technology complicates this, however. The
infrastructure used for civilian nuclear programs on the one hand, and for the production
of nuclear weapons on the other, is much the same. For example, heavy water and
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enriched uranium can be used in both civilian nuclear programs, and in order to produce
nuclear weapons. Israel and India have used heavy water, natural uranium reactors in
order to produce plutonium for use in their nuclear weapons.543

Chemical Agents

Although the potential of chemical weapons to cause fatalities is relatively less than that
of nuclear and biological weapons, chemical weapons remain a significant concern.
Chemical agents can cause mass casualties. There exist several kinds of chemical
agents. Choking agents, such as chlorine or phosgene gas, act upon the victim's ability
to breathe and can result in death by asphyxiation. Both chlorine and phosgene are
common chemicals that are commercially available. While relatively easy to produce,
choking agents tend to be more slow acting, and more easily dispersed, than blistering
agents. Blistering agents, such as mustard gas, burn exposed skin, cause blindness and
vomiting, and can result in death by asphyxiation if inhaled. Blistering agents are also
relatively easy to produce, and most of their ingredients are commercially available
chemicals. Nerve agents, such as sarin and VX, are deadly in relatively small doses. In
this regard, they are much more potent than choking and blistering agents. However the
production of nerve agents requires greater technical expertise, and the chemicals
needed to produce them are less available, than is the case with choking and blistering
agents.544 This is not to discount the possibility of chemical nerve agents being used in
terrorist attacks; indeed a particular concern is the ease with which such agents might be
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stolen from stockpiles in Russia, the country that currently possesses the world's largest
store of chemical weapons.545

Still, one chemical agent viewed as more likely to be used in an attack is cyanide.
Cyanide could be utilized in the form of hydrogen cyanide gas, or even in liquid or solid
form.546 Cyanide, like chlorine and phosgene, is a fairly common chemical and easier to
acquire than nerve agents. For example, a variety of substances that contain cyanide are
used widely in industrial processes. Worryingly, one research institute has documented
a number of "possessions, plots, or uses involving cyanide by terrorists".547 Dozens of
such instances have occurred, including recent incidents in which al Qaeda supporters
were involved.

Evidence also came to light in 2004 that a group of individuals in the UK were
exploring the possibility of using a less common substance, osmium tetroxide, as the
agent in a chemical attack. As far as is known, this was the first time osmium tetroxide
was planned to be employed as a weapon.548 This engendered concern among
authorities and researchers, as the substance may be obtained commercially, and is quite
toxic (it easily becomes a vapor at room temperature, and can cause severe chemical
burns and permanent blindness). However its availability is less widespread, and its cost
significantly higher, than other chemicals of concern such as cyanide, chlorine and
phosgene.549 For this reason, the use of osmium tetroxide as a weapon may be less
likely than those other chemicals. Nevertheless, the interest taken in the substance
545

Paul F. Walker and Jonathan B. Tucker, "The Real Chemical Threat [Op-Ed]," Los Angeles Times, 01
Apr 2006.
546
Amy Sands, "Deconstructing the Chem-Bio Threat: Testimony for the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee" (Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 19 Mar 2002 [cited 21 Nov 2008]); available from
http://cns.miis.edu/testimony/asands.htm.
547
Ibid.[cited date as above].
548
Michelle Baker and Margaret E. Kosal, "Osmium Tetroxide - a New Chemical Terrorism Weapon?"
(Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 13 Apr 2004 [cited 21 Nov 2008]); available from
http://cns.miis.edu/stories/040413.htm.
549
Ibid.[cited date as above].
PRINCE

220/315

demonstrates the willingness of groups whose aim is to inflict mass casualties to
experiment with novel substances and adapt their means of attack.

There exists a degree of overlap between chemical and biological weapons, in that a
chemical that is derived from a biological source may be considered both a chemical
agent and a biological agent. If one conceives of man-made chemicals (such as mustard
gas) lying at one end of a spectrum, and naturally occurring biological agents (such as
anthrax bacteria) lying at the other end of the spectrum, then a chemical derived from a
biological source would lie somewhere in the middle.550 Such a substance – a
"midspectrum" agent – actually falls within the purview of both the 1972 Biological and
Toxin Weapons Convention and the Chemical Weapons Convention that entered force
in 1997.551

Midspectrum agents include toxins and bioregulators. Toxins are substances produced
by biological organisms which are poisonous. It is possible to synthesize toxins in the
laboratory rather than harvest them from living organisms. Bioregulators are chemicals
produced by biological organisms which stimulate or inhibit biological processes within
an organism. Bioregulators can therefore be lethal if introduced into a body, or if a body
is caused to produce abnormally high concentrations of a natural bioregulatory
chemical.552 As an example, Agent Orange was a herbicide used by the US during the
Vietnam War. Agent Orange acts by mimicking a naturally occurring bioregulator; it
works by being absorbed by the leaves of the plant and then acting internally on the
plant's growth process.553 Both bioregulators and toxins tend to produce effects much
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more quickly than biological weapons agents such as anthrax, which take hours or days
to produce symptoms.554

Biological Agents

Naturally occurring biological agents (such as anthrax and botulinum toxin) were
weaponized in large-scale state programs in the 1950s and 1960s. It is quite possible
that these agents might appeal to terrorist groups or states interested in developing a
WMD capability, since they have already undergone rigorous testing and been produced
as viable components of biological weapons. However, more novel agents and
techniques are also quite worrying. For example, it is known that the Soviet Union
began applying advances in genetic engineering to its own biological weapons program
in order to increase the antibiotic resistance of plague bacteria. It is possible that genetic
engineering could be used by other entities as well. The intent might be to increase
antibiotic resistance of a variety of harmful agents, or to cause harmless bacteria to
produce a dangerous toxin, or even to modify biological agents so as to target specific
ethnic groups.555 Microorganisms might also be engineered to be more easily dispersed,
or to be less easily detected by warning systems.556 Notably, a research team in
Australia inadvertently created a genetically modified mousepox virus which was fatal
to every mouse that contracted it. The virus targets the immune system of its victims.
While the mousepox virus can not be contracted by humans, it is very similar to the
human smallpox virus. This raises the possibility that a similarly modified smallpox
virus could be developed that would be fatal in 100% of cases.557
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Toxins are produced by a variety of plants and animals. Their toxicity varies, as does
the ease with which they can be produced and delivered to a target. The less toxic a
substance, the more of it must be produced for the same effect. The toxins most likely to
be used as weapons either have a very high toxicity – thus requiring that less of it be
produced – or a lower toxicity that is offset by the fact that it is relatively easy to
produce large quantities of it.

Further, if a toxin can be aerosolized, it is more easily dispersed over a large area while
remaining an effective weapon. Therefore the toxins that would make the most effective
and practical weapons are those which could be delivered in a respirable form, and have
high toxicity and/or are easily produced in large quantities. At present, most of the
toxins that fulfill these requirements are produced by bacteria. Of course, plant toxins
such as ricin are also a major concern, and continuing advances in technology mean that
toxins that are difficult to process or aerosolize at present may become more easily
produced in the future.558

Biological weapons agents can be produced with a relatively minor financial investment
and only modest technical expertise.559 The technical obstacles to such production have
diminished over time, making it less difficult and more likely than in years past. A
principal feature of biological agents that distinguishes them from conventional
weapons is their potential to inflict an extremely high number of casualties. The most
lethal terrorist attacks that have been carried out have resulted in a few hundreds or a
few thousands of deaths. In comparison, it has been estimated that a large-scale terrorist
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attack employing biological agents could result in hundreds of thousands, or even
millions, of deaths.560

It is here that some see biological weapons as the most worrisome kind of
nonconventional weapon. An attack relying on biological weapons could potentially
cause so many deaths as to make the casualty count comparable to an atomic bomb. As
one expert put it, biological weapons are "equivalent in potential lethality to nuclear
weapons."561

Yet, the materials needed to produce a biological agent are relatively affordable and
easily obtainable.562 There are acknowledged difficulties in the area of weaponizing
biological agents to such a degree that they can be carried by missiles and survive
delivery via a warhead. However, equipment to produce large quantities of a biological
agent has become more accessible in recent years. Further, a substate group could well
disperse a biological agent in aerosol form by using an airplane or truck, thus negating
the need for a more highly refined biological agent that could be used in a warhead.563
A number of biological agents can be produced by individuals at home or in a small lab,
and without advanced scientific knowledge. The production of other biological agents
would require more sophisticated training. However, individuals with the level of
training required are not rare, and a terrorist group would probably have little difficulty
hiring or recruiting such a person.564

The knowledge required for producing biological agents and modifying microorganisms
is also relatively easy to obtain, and has extended the capacity of individuals to
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reproduce known agents and even create new ones. This is due in part to the ease with
which information is shared electronically around the globe in the 21st century.
However, it is also the result of accepted practice in scientific research; that is, of
openly publishing scientific results so the scientific community can review and share in
newfound knowledge. Results which lay out how to modify microorganisms in harmful
ways are regularly published in open scientific journals.565 While in many ways this is a
positive example of shared knowledge and progress, it raises serious concerns with
regard to the possible use of scientific techniques to develop extremely dangerous
bioweapons.566

In this globalized world, disseminative systems facilitate physical exchanges (as when
individuals, objects or organisms are moved about by way of air travel) and electronic
or knowledge exchanges (as when stocks are electronically traded or information is
shared on the internet).567 Thus disseminative systems aid in both the physical and
virtual extension of the ability to produce WMD. It is a troubling fact that such systems
result in unforeseen consequences and vulnerabilities, such as increasing the probability
that genetically engineered microorganisms harmful to human life will be created. More
troubling still is the reality that in the contemporary world it is likely impossible to
prevent the continued dissemination of such knowledge.

It should be stressed that the same issue of dual use technology mentioned above, with
regard to nuclear material, also exists in regard to biological material. Almost all
facilities and material needed to produce the lethal biological agents for a potential
attack are dual use; that is, the material used to produce illicit, lethal biological agents is
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also used in legitimate research facilities, and to produce legitimate products such as
vaccines.568 For example, there are many promising uses of toxins in the treatment of
disease, and the medical and biotechnology communities possess a high degree of
interest in researching toxins.569 This is a perfect example of the dilemma posed by dual
use technology. It is extremely difficult to ascertain with certainty whether research is
being conducted for legitimate and beneficial reasons or for more nefarious ones
because the two enterprises require exactly the same resources and equipment. It is an
exceedingly delicate balance that must be struck between allowing beneficial research
to continue, while controlling the proliferation of biological weapons technology. In
fact, in terms of disseminative systems it may be impossible to separate the two.570

Finally, it has been pointed out that both the nature of an attacker and the type of
intended target affect the amount of biological agent required for an attack; the same
holds true for chemical agents. For example, a non-state terrorist group targeting a
civilian population with a single act would likely require substantially less agent than a
state targeting another state's military in a large-scale strategic way.571 It might be easier
not only to produce smaller amounts of agent, but also easier to evade detection.

The constraints on the construction of a small-scale WMD capacity by a sub-state group
differ from the constraints on the construction of a large-scale military WMD capacity.
568
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A sub-state group might only need to construct a very small number of WMD, or even
just a single one. When producing only a limited number, the production process could
afford to be inefficient.572 This WMD could be improvised. It could be more unwieldy
and less stable than a more professional product produced by a military. Conversely,
chemical and biological agents could be stored and delivered in containers smaller than
would be required for military use. In the case that the weapon contained components
with a limited shelf-life, the problem could be overcome by using the WMD shortly
after it was made rather than storing it for possible future conflicts. Further, a non-state
group might be able to compromise on the precision of such a weapon while still
achieving its goal.573

Radiological Weapons and Cyberterrorism

Radiological weapons and cyberterrorism deserve mention at this point. Although
neither is classed as WMD, both have the potential for causing large-scale social
disruption and enormous economic damage. Even significant casualties could result
from their use, both directly and as a result of ensuing panic.

A radiological bomb, or "dirty bomb", is not considered a WMD. The use of a
radiological bomb would involve dispersing some sort of radioactive material with
conventional explosives. The radioactive material that could be used differs from the
highly refined material, such as enriched uranium, which is needed to construct a
nuclear bomb. The radioactive material used in a radiological bomb would probably be
of a type relatively easy to obtain from a medical or industrial facility. The use of such a
572
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bomb would not result in as many casualties as would the detonation of a nuclear bomb.
However, it is mentioned in passing here because some estimate that its economic and
social impact could be quite large. For example whole blocks of a city would need to be
decontaminated or even rebuilt after such an attack; while such an area is relatively
small, if it were to include the heart of a financial district, or national seat of
government, the disruption could be enormous. The possibility of inflicting a large
amount of financial damage and social harm, coupled with the relative ease and low
cost of obtaining radioactive material and conventional explosives, might make the use
of such a weapon appealing to a would-be attacker.574

In contrast to the threat of a sub-state group acquiring weapons that once only nationstates could hope to possess is the threat posed by a relatively new mode of attack:
cyberwarfare or cyberterrorism. For technology plays more than one role in this
consideration of security. Technological advances have led to the ability to produce
more lethal and devastating weapons to use in threatening the US and civilian
populations in general. Technology also plays a key role in how information on how to
obtain or manufacture such weapons is disseminated.

Technological advances in communications (e.g. the internet and mobile phones) have
facilitated the planning and coordination of actors who wish to inflict harm on the US,
at both the sub-state and state levels. Technology also provides a target for such actors,
in terms of the telecommunications architecture which all modern states depend on.
While incidents of cyberterrorism have been limited so far, it has become an increasing
concern to policymakers and analysts.
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Cyberterrorism includes attacks that target the communications or information
architecture of a state. To an extent it is defined by what is targeted, rather than what is
hoped will result from an attack. Cyberterrorists may aim to cause panic in a civilian
population, inflict financial harm on a government, or even cause mass casualties in
some way.

To the extent that email and other methods of communication that rely on computer
networks have already been used by sub-state groups for the purpose of planning and
coordinating terrorist attacks, cyberterrorism is a present reality. However, when
considering the possibility that networks themselves will be targeted in order to damage
a country's infrastructure or essential services, opinion differs on how to classify the
threat. Significant disagreement exists as to the magnitude of damage a concerted
cyberterrorist attack could inflict on critical US infrastructure.575

One possibility is that while a cyberattack targeting US infrastructure might not directly
result in large financial losses or mass casualties, that it might increase such harm if
carried out in concert with a nuclear, biological, or chemical attack.576 Alternatively,
computer networks may be harmed if the facilities they are housed in, or transmission
lines, are physically targeted. Such physical targeting may make use of conventional
explosives or electromagnetic energy (e.g., an electromagnetic pulse). Networks may
also be targeted by other computer networks, through hacking, the use of stolen access
information, or through denial-of-service "swarm" attacks.577

575

Clay Wilson, "Computer Attack and Cyberterrorism: Vulnerabilities and Policy Issues for Congress,"
in Cyberterrorism and Computer Attacks, ed. Lawrence V. Brown (New York: Novinka Books, 2006), 89. For the view that finds it unlikely for cyberterrorism to result in mass casualities, see Mark Pollitt,
"Cyberterrorism, Fact or Fancy?," in Cyberterrorism and Computer Attacks, ed. Lawrence V. Brown
(New York: Novinka Books, 2006).
576
Wilson, "Computer Attack and Cyberterrorism," 3.
577
Ibid., 4. Wilson notes that in the 1991 Gulf War, the US targeted Iraqi computer communications with
conventional missiles. More recently there have been reports of Russia utilizing a computer network
attack against Georgia during the first stages of its military action there in 2008. See Newshour,
PRINCE

229/315

It is also likely that as time goes on, supporters of non-state groups wishing to target the
US will enhance their technical expertise. Further, to the extent that US military and
intelligence actions have hindered some non-state groups from organizing and carrying
out physical attacks, they will increasingly use computer networks both for planning
and as the means of attack itself.578 The object of a cyberattack may be to cause
economic damage by damaging a computer network itself, or by having negative effects
on a nation's financial systems. If a critical infrastructure such as the electric grid is
targeted, physical damage may result, with possible economic effects and human
casualties. It is conceivable that targeting other infrastructure such as air traffic control
and public and private communication systems might have similar results.579

7.3 "Rogue" States, Weak States, and Terrorist Organizations

The term "rogue state" became more widely used by the US and others in the post-Cold
War years, but the term had existed for decades before. Further, US administrations
have used other epithets to describe states antagonistic to the US who often act outside
of international norms: pariah states, outlaw states, renegade states, and states of
concern. There is a danger when using such phrases that crucial differences between
particular nations and issues can blur together.580 There is likewise a lack of definitional
consensus in much of the academic literature on weak states, with various terms such as
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"weak state", "failed state", and "failing state" enjoying wide usage.581 Different terms
have varying connotations, and can result in a level of ambiguity in scholarly analysis.

However, while such phrases are not always useful, for practical reasons the term
"rogue state" will be adopted here as it is the term used in NSS 2002. The two examples
of rogue states mentioned by name in NSS 2002 were Iraq and North Korea.582 A
primary US concern with such rogue states is that while none can match the destructive
power of the US, or that possessed by the defunct Soviet Union or other great powers,
that a more limited nuclear, chemical, or biological attack could be launched against the
US. Such an attack might occur because the leaders of a rogue state are not effectively
deterred in the same way the superpowers were during the Cold War. A related concern
is that a rogue state might acquire a WMD capability and then transfer a weapon or
agent to a terrorist group for more covert use against the US or other Western nations.583

Weak states are also of concern to the US and other Western states. Weak states lack
government infrastructure to a significant degree, often due to years of conflict. Social
support structures are also often absent. The lack of an effective governmental authority
in weak states tends to foster violence. Often an expression of this is criminal violence,
when crime increases in the absence of state authority. Political violence may increase
as well, as the power void is contested by groups competing for dominance.584 The
existence of a weak state also has consequences external to the country; the economies
of its neighbors suffer due simply to their proximity to such instability, and illegal
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narcotics smuggling that often occurs in weak states also has a effects beyond its
borders.585

Most weak states do not have a WMD capacity, but concern remains that the lack of
authority within them might facilitate the establishment of safe havens for terrorist
groups where WMD programs of some sort might be pursued.586 This is because in
weak states, rules of compliance and monitoring systems do not function well.
Therefore, a distinctive feature of a weak state is that it allows for "under the radar"
activities and threats to develop.

Weak states and rogue states are qualitatively different. Weak states are generally
characterized by a lack of central control, whereas a rogue state such as North Korea
has a very centralized dictatorial control. These two qualities can combine, as was the
case in Afghanistan. In that case a weak state with a failed social infrastructure also
exhibited some "rogue" tendencies, in that the Taliban regime controlling the country
was little affected by outside pressure and international norms. Further, a very real
terrorist link did exist in Afghanistan, as the Taliban had allowed al Qaeda the use of its
territory for training and sanctuary purposes. For its part, al Qaeda was supportive of
Taliban rule. Weak states and rogue states are both equally problematic, because both
operate outside the system – that is, in noncompliance with international norms – while
the usual monitoring mechanisms are not present.

Just how dangerous sub-state groups are, and the kind of threat that they pose, is
disputed. The use of terrorism may be more effective against liberal democratic states
than more autocratic ones, as democratic governments are more susceptible to changing
585
586
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public opinion.587 Further, the lethality of terrorist attacks has increased significantly
over the past several decades, and there is no indication that it will decrease in the
foreseeable future.588 Still, the threat of terrorism is judged by some as serious but
manageable through the use of mechanisms such as law enforcement. Others believe it
poses an existential threat to Western democracies, including the US. These differing
analyses of the nature and degree of the threat result in drastically different policy
prescriptions.

No non-state group – some would call it a movement – has inflicted as much damage on
the US in recent years as al Qaeda. The origin of al Qaeda may be traced to the
resistance fighters in Afghanistan who fought against the Soviet forces after they
invaded the country in 1979. A number of attacks on US interests in recent years have
been associated with the group: the bombing of the World Trade Center in New York in
1993; support for attacks against US military personnel in Somalia in 1993; the
bombing of the Khobar Towers complex in Saudi Arabia in 1996; the bombing of US
embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998; the bombing of the US Navy destroyer USS
Cole in Yemen in 2000; and the 11 September attacks in New York and Washington in
2001.589 In the years since 2001, other attacks traced to al Qaeda have occurred in Iraq
and Afghanistan since the US invasion of those countries.

As the potential capability of non-state actors to inflict mass casualty attacks is a
relatively novel one, the resilience and linkages between such groups is unique as well.
Globalized communication is a common factor linking capability and intent. It allows
for the dissemination of ideologies as well as technical knowledge, while enabling
groups and individuals to plan and travel worldwide.
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At the very heart of the 2002 NSS is the intent to deal forcefully with sub-state actors
overseas: "[w]e will disrupt and destroy terrorist organizations by ... defending the
United States, the American people, and our interests at home and abroad by identifying
and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders."590 However, by their very
nature, networked sub-state groups are resistant to traditional military tactics.591 Such
groups also often present singular challenges in the area of intelligence gathering, where
the familial basis of groups make it difficult for acquiring human intelligence.592

Of course, the high number of potential fatalities and general panic that would
accompany a WMD attack actually restrains some terrorist groups from perpetrating
such an attack. This is true of groups who fear that inflicting too many deaths will
actually be counterproductive by causing their supporters to turn against them and their
antagonists to consolidate opposition to them. 593 While not shying away from violence,
terrorist groups do sometimes temper the magnitude of their attacks so as not to
sacrifice potential support. For example, though the Provisional Irish Republican Army
in Northern Ireland (PIRA) carried out major bombing attacks in England, it seems one
goal was not to be responsible for too many civilian deaths, which would risk a
tremendous backlash of negative English public opinion.594

Even so, researchers have identified specific groups who have viewed the use of
biological agents as being a desirable means of achieving various aims. Though no
590
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specific group is currently known to possess biological weapons, the mere fact that
some sub-state groups view biological weapons as a useful means to "murder large
numbers of people" is sobering.595 The extent to which a particular substate group, such
as al Qaeda, is likely to use WMD may be debated. However, that group's persistence in
attacking US interests and attempting to inflict mass casualties – as mentioned above –
indicates that it would attempt to use any WMD capability it possessed. It is clear that al
Qaeda has explored the possibility of acquiring biological weapons, as well as nuclear
and chemical ones.596

Terrorist groups most likely to use weapons of mass destruction are those who have
constituencies who are not concerned with possible public opinion backlash against
them. Such groups may include religious cults, white supremacist groups, and global
revolutionary groups.597 In modern times, the detected use of biological weapons by
substate groups has to date been very rare and limited. Two examples stand out. The
first is the use of Salmonella by the Rajneeshee cult in Oregon, USA in 1984. The group
intended to infect a portion of the population in order to affect the outcome of local
elections. This case also serves as an example of the difficulty in tracing the use of
biological agents; although terrorism was suspected, it could not be proven until a cult
member confessed two years later.598

Equally worrying was the Aum Shinrikyo's sarin attack in the Tokyo subway in 1995.
Sarin is a chemical nerve agent. However, subsequent investigation of Aum Shinrikyo
resulted in discovery of a nascent biological weapons program. The group also sent
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members overseas to acquire the ebola virus (unsuccessfully), and is alleged to have
attempted staging an anthrax attack (also unsuccessfully).599

Just given the increased ease with which a substate group might acquire WMD is cause
for serious concern. However this is exacerbated further by the fact that disparate
groups are becoming more interlinked globally. Many have begun to apply the phrase "a
network of networks" to describe both the facilitative nature of al Qaeda as a
movement, and the developing relationship between terrorist groups more generally.600

7.4 An Historically Novel Global Threat

All states seek to protect their interests and enhance their influence in the international
community, as has been discussed.601 Yet, the US is not uniquely threatened by the
elements of the current security environment – hence the "Global War on Terror", and
at least a rhetorical commitment by other states to aid the US in that struggle. This
shared perception of threat and rhetorical commitment contributes to a consolidation or
solidification of the rationale driving the US disposition to allow itself preemptive
action. This holds true even though other states, including Western states, might not
subscribe to a policy of preemptive action. These states validate the rationale for
preemption, even if they do not necessarily endorse the response.

And in fact many outside of the US find it difficult to support or agree with the US
response to the current security environment, as put forth in the 2002 NSS. This is not
599
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because the Strategy may appear to put US interests ahead of the interests of others, for
all states have particular interests that are self-serving. However, one reason some
object to the Strategy is the stated US intention to establish and maintain its power
beyond challenge. Such a Strategy, far from being universally reassuring to other states,
is sometimes viewed as rather alarming.602 This stated goal of dominance paired with
military and diplomatic US actions in international affairs has resulted in a growing
perception of the US as threatening. How quickly, or if, this might be reversed under the
next presidency, is not clear.

In short, the probable extension of WMD capacity to rogue nations and non-state
terrorist groups is a novel and pressing global concern. The ability of non-state actors to
access the constituent components of WMD, and to access the knowledge necessary to
construct WMD, is real threat. A number of contributing factors only exacerbate the
threat. These factors include the easy concealment of small-scale WMD production
facilities with little outstanding infrastructure, the availability of raw materials with
which to produce chemical and biological weapons, the ability to genetically alter
organisms for harmful purposes, and ready access to technical expertise. Strikingly,
such factors conform to none of the classic indicators of imminent military threat. This
fact has important legal ramifications for determining if and when a threat is imminent,
which will be discussed further in Chapter Eight.
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7.5 Conclusion

It appears clear that the security environment has indeed changed in significant ways;
novel threats have evolved which may require novel responses. Yet although this much
clear, it is debatable whether the US response to this changed environment is tailored
appropriately. One could reasonably argue that the US response is suitable – at least as
far as it goes. When faced with the myriad possibilities of terrorist attacks utilizing
WMD, a policy of preemptive self-defense may well be proportional, or exercised in a
proportional manner.

However, the US response does not seem adequate. Recent US strategy has largely
ignored larger, more fundamental trends high on the progressive agenda that constitute
threats as well. There is a growing acceptance among expert scientists and the lay
American public that pressing threats to security include more than Islamic extremism
and the rise of other great powers such as China and Russia. A more holistic view of
contemporary threats might include infectious disease and viral pandemics, climate
change, ethnic conflict and nationalism, religious fundamentalism, the stability of the
globalized economy, and mass migration.603 These threats share a commonality:
integrated policies on the part of the US government and other governments are needed
to effectively address them.604 Further, though some threats may require a forceful
response – preemptive or otherwise – other dangers would be more effectively
addressed through diplomacy and the rule of law. For example, a prominent biological
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weapons expert has argued that the absence of a more effective arms control regime for
biological weapons poses a real threat to human survival.605

Relatedly, it is highly improbable that states will succeed in preventing every act of
conventional terrorism from ever occurring. It is just as improbable that acts of
bioterrorism – terrorism employing biological weapons and/or biological agents – will
never come to pass. This being the case, it is crucial to focus efforts on two areas. The
first is prevention, that is attempting to minimize the occurrence of terrorist attacks. The
second is response, or mitigating the consequences of a terrorist attack when it does
occur. The importance of prevention and effective response can be recognized when
considering attacks that employ either conventional means or biological agents.
Favoring a preemptive use of force doctrine at the expense of response preparedness
may come to be seen as shortsighted.

In addition, problems exist in gauging the imminence of perceived threats and attacks.
This derives from the difficulty in accurately measuring another state's real capability
and ultimate intent. Policy choices, including the decision to use force, are necessarily
made in the heat of the moment, as situations are developing. Yet it is not unusual to
observe, with some historical perspective, that those choices have been based on
inaccurate understandings of another state's true objectives and motivations.606
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The effectiveness of the US strategy for pursuing its goal of terrorism eradication, then,
is in question. US counterterrorism strategy has continued to be reactive. Further, the
ability of the US to continue to apply its counterterrorism strategy is in doubt. This is
due to the fact that US forces are already at capacity dealing with the operations in
Afghanistan and Iraq.607 With its military stretched to breaking point, it seems
impossible for it to continue attempting to confront every possible threat it conceives
of.608

There is a significant difference between setting a desired goal, and defining with clarity
the means of achieving it. One may settle decisively on a certain political objective, for
example the elimination of terrorist groups of global reach.609 Deciding on a detailed
and executable plan for achieving that objective, however, is a separate matter. When
considering the overall effectiveness of the Global War on Terror – a conflict that by
definition has a preeminent military component – one must consider both ends and
means, strategic and tactical. This consideration is difficult to make when "vital parts of
the military plan – strategy and tactics – remain an ad hoc process."610
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The current US strategy in its struggle against global terrorism has in actuality
undermined the effectiveness of NATO and the UN, both of which are critical to the
real success of such a campaign.611 The disposition of the George W. Bush
administration is itself of undoubted importance to its commitment to a global war on
terror undertaken in large part by military means. However, the administration's
Strategy also exhibits continuity with past US planning. The 2002 NSS amplified a
preexisting tendency of US government planners to focus extensively on the military
aspects of security. The preponderant role of the military CINCs has contributed to this
tendency, as has an accepted representation of national security issues that is heavily
military in practice.612 These facts have led some to conclude that not much
improvement has been seen in national strategy formulation since the GoldwaterNichols Act was passed, and formal NSS documents were mandated.613

It is far from clear that preemptive use of force is a good choice for dealing with WMD
threats.614 Even those broadly supportive of preemptive use of force admit that such a
prescription is fraught with pitfalls and will not necessarily be successful. Some would
like to see changes to international law in order that such action might be legal and
more legitimate.

It is impossible to know with certainty that a threatened or actual preemptive military
strike will not in fact increase animosity towards the US, resulting in a more numerous
and resolved number of enemies – and thus result in a more dire threat than the one
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initially acted against.615 States sometimes intentionally attempt to create a sense of
pressure and urgency in a confrontation, to demonstrate the seriousness of their
commitment and in the hope of bringing about a quick resolution; however, this can
prove to be a risky endeavor, as the very pressure that was hoped would move an
adversary to quick capitulation or accommodation can actually provoke a preemptive
attack on the part of the adversary.616 There is perhaps something uniquely American
about threat perception as it is manifested in the US. After the threat of defeat in World
War II had passed, the US identified a new great threat in the form of the Soviet Union.
In response to this looming and global threat, "[t]he nation was to be permanently
prepared. America's interests and responsibilities were unrestricted and global".617
Americans are willing to pay a high price for only a small amount of increased safety.
For there is a real cost for trying to prepare for and eliminate any and every threat. If
half a century ago the US was to be permanently prepared against communism, it seems
now it is to be permanently prepared against terrorism – and according to NSS 2002,
perhaps permanently acting.

In addition to this conceptual, strategic failing in terms of sustainability, current US
policy falls short pragmatically as well. The security environment is not such that the
current US strategy is sustainable in practical military terms. Ironically, this is because
for every success the military has in eliminating a terrorist base of operations, it
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significantly increases the difficulty in succeeding the next time, as one military
planning expert has explained.618

However detailed one's characterization of exceptional circumstances and
environments, it does not necessarily follow that a policy response will be apt or
sustainable. NSS 2002 signals a disposition – it does not commit the country to
anything. It does not preempt judgment on particular issues. What it may do is ease
legal constraints – or challenge them – to give more latitude of action to the US.

Although these conclusions appear sound at present, it is difficult to judge the
proportionality, adequacy, and sustainability of the 2002 NSS definitively. Indeed, it
may be impossible to do so in the absence of a sufficient body of action, which might
develop over time. In addition, the international security environment is not freestanding from the international legal environment – to which we now turn.
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8.0 NSS 2002 as Exceptional In Terms of International Law
8.1 Preemptive Self-Defense: The Legal Context

There is a prima facie case that the 2002 NSS is exceptional in terms of international
law. It rests on the fact that the US explicitly proclaims a right and an intention to use
force to act preemptively against perceived threats – even if those actors it perceives as
threatening have not yet attacked the US.619 This appears to be in direct contradiction to
the United Nations Charter, which is a negotiated agreement that stands as binding
international law. Under Article 2 of the Charter, states agree to solve their disputes by
peaceful means and to respect the physical and political sovereignty of all other
states.620 As the UN is the premier international membership organization, its Charter is
generally regarded as a cornerstone of international order. The stated willingness of the
US to use force preemptively and unilaterally certainly appears to be at odds with
international law – the UN Charter.

However, the US asserts that its intention to use force preemptively does have a basis in
international law. First, the US argues that this legal basis pre-dates the UN Charter,
since preemptive self-defense is recognized in customary international law: "For
centuries, international law recognized that nations need not suffer an attack before they
can lawfully take action to defend themselves against forces that present an imminent
danger of attack. Legal scholars and international jurists often conditioned the
legitimacy of preemption on the existence of an imminent threat — most often a visible
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mobilization of armies, navies, and air forces preparing to attack."621 Second, since the
UN Charter allows for self-defense, preemptive force used for this purpose can credibly
be argued as consistent with the Charter.

The next section begins with a consideration of international law, and how customary
international law and codified international law are related. Codified law agreed
between states is not the sole source of international law. The customary behavior of
states, over time, can either challenge codified law or be regarded as having formal
legal status for which the term "customary international law" is generally employed.
The difficulty is that there is no universally agreed means by which to determine what is
customary international law, and what is really a more limited pattern of state practice.
For this reason, assertions that state custom have legal force are a particularly
interesting and contentious source of legal debate. Typically, arguments mounted
against assertions of customary international law are on the basis of inclusion, duration,
and consistency. Although customary international law has not frequently been invoked
to justify preemptive self-defense, it has nevertheless been a line of argumentation
employed for another class of challenges to Article 2.4 – the humanitarian intervention
debate. We will return to this after considering codified international law as it applies to
preemptive self-defense.
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8.2 Self-Defense under the UN Charter

Thinkers through the centuries have been sympathetic to states which have been seen to
take forceful action in response to an initial attack leveled at them.622 Although more
difficult for a state to prove, as well as for others to ascertain, the notion of forcefully
preempting an undeniable and imminent attack about to be leveled against it has also
enjoyed a degree of acceptance, if not enthusiasm.

The inherent right of individuals, and states, to protect themselves and perhaps their
very existence has long been regarded legitimate, when similar violent action would not
be employed if they had not been attacked first. In our own time, self-defense is
authorized under Article 51 of the UN Charter.623 Although self-defense might appear
to be a precise concept, the nature of perceived threats has a powerful bearing on how
states identify what merits defensive action. Often a state will cite self-defense as
validating its decision to use force, even when the claim seems ill-fitting and third-party
observers consider the claim as less than credible.624 Although the wording of the UN
Charter has intensified scrutiny surrounding what might or might not constitute "selfdefense", the propensity to characterize forceful action as defensive was in play long
before 1945. In his study of Wilsonian use of force, Calhoun notes that self-defense (or
the "use of force for protection" in Calhoun's formulation) was cited so often by Wilson
that one must attempt to determine when it was truly a primary motivating factor, and
when it was a secondary or lesser factor being used to invoke an air of legitimacy.625
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Response to Actual Armed Attack

The drafters of the UN Charter intended that the primary method of ensuring protection
from aggression would be through collective action as decided upon by the UNSC. Selfdefense was embedded in the Charter largely as a fallback measure in the event that
members failed to take collective measures to defend a state under attack.626 Several
reasons lie behind the need for this fallback. One is that the activation of a collective
response lies with a political body. A United Nations collective security response to
aggression requires UNSC recognition of a threat to the peace, and UNSC authorization
of collective use of force.627 Another reason is that in the absence of a binding UNSC
resolution there is no obligation on individual states to come to the aid of one under
attack.628

Yet another reason to include such a fail-safe is the lack of a permanent law
enforcement entity in the international system. By the time of the San Francisco
conference in 1945, it was apparent that the standing forces mentioned in Article 43,
meant to serve at the discretion of the UNSC, would not be established in the
foreseeable future.629 The lack of standing forces, combined with the political element
of UNSC identification and response to threats, made some sort of self-defense
necessary and desirable.630

From the beginning, Article 51 contained a good deal of ambiguity in order to make it
acceptable to states, with terms such as "'inherent right', 'self-defence' or 'armed attack'"
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not finding definition in the Charter.631 There are trade-offs, and some obvious
consequences, arising from the ambiguity of Article 51, the failure to establish the
standing forces called for in the Charter, and basing all collective security decisions
with the UNSC. Yet, looked at in a positive light, making identification and response so
dependent on the UNSC may be seen as "embed[ing] the centrality of politics" into UN
collective security.632

Self-defense as allowed under the Charter is restricted to making a response to an armed
attack. Even so, questions exist as to the extent to which Article 51 "limits the right of
self-defence".633 Article 51 would seem to grant a relatively narrow right to selfdefense, as it is allowed in response to an "armed attack". States may defend themselves
in the absence of UNSC action; however, Article 51 limits the right to take defensive
military action by permitting it only "until the Security Council has taken measures
necessary to maintain international peace and security".634

Questions arise as to whether an action can unequivocally be self-defense, if it is not
taken in immediate and direct response to an attack.635 If an actual armed attack has not
occurred, there is a question as to whether a state can legitimately claim to be
responding to "something closely analogous to an armed attack such as foreign
subversion, or a massive, foreign-induced flow of refugees", as a number have done.636
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Infrequently, rather than couching its justification in terms of self-defense, a state may
cite "extreme necessity" in the face of inaction by others; this is what is known as "selfhelp".637 In the few uses of force that have been explicitly asserted as self-help, the
international community has seemed willing to consider each on a case-by-case basis,
and has sometimes decided to refrain from taking action against the offending state.638
All justifications for using force, including varieties of self-defense, "turn on the facts";
each will have to be judged, by other states and the UNSC, on the particular
circumstances that surround and inform each case.639

Overall, over the years, what constitutes allowable self-defense in terms of the Charter
has been adapted and expanded.640 Franck views these changes as occurring "through
institutional practice"; by how the UN system has viewed, interpreted, and responded to
acts of force claimed to have been made in self-defense.641 Debate continues as to how
exactly to define when the right of self-defense might legitimately be invoked.642
Franck writes that the drafters of the Charter may have been somewhat short-sighted in
their intent of limiting self-defense to situations involving armed attacks. This is due to
advances in nuclear weapons and missile technology, as well as situations involving
surrogate states, rogue states, state sponsors of terrorism, and sub-state terrorist groups
– all of which increase the likelihood that a real threat might not involve a traditional
armed attack by the forces of one state on the territory of another.643
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Response to Imminent Attack (Preemption)

There exists a degree of inconsistency in the literature with regard to terms dealing with
military action taken in preemptive self-defense. The words "preemptive",
"anticipatory", and "preventive" are sometimes used interchangeably, or to identify
different types of forceful action. For the purposes of this work, "anticipatory" will
apply to any forceful action taken by a state before an attack has been launched against
it. "Preemptive" and "preventive" actions will both be considered as anticipatory.
Preemptive self-defense can be defined as a state taking action on the basis of
compelling evidence that an attack is about to be launched against it. Preventive action
can be defined as a state resorting to force against another in the hope of averting or
nullifying a future attack, but is not in response to a threat that is clearly imminent in the
traditional understanding of the term, such as troops massing on a border.

The traditional legal understanding of preemptive self-defense is based on US Secretary
of State Daniel Webster's formulation, which was devised in the wake of the Caroline
case of 1837. This involved a forceful exchange between the US and Britain in which a
US ship was destroyed and two US citizens were killed at Niagara Falls. Webster
subsequently wrote that in order for preemptive action to be justifiable as self-defense,
it must be taken in response to a threat that is "'instant, overwhelming, leaving no choice
of means, and no moment for deliberation'".644 Webster's formulation was used by
prosecutors in the Nuremberg Tribunal after World War II. The UNGA voted to affirm
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the Tribunal's judgment, and is thus seen as legitimizing Webster's characterization.645
However, it is important to point out that a consensus on the legality of preemption does
not exist. A powerful legal argument has been made that since the UN Charter
supercedes previous customary law, that the use of force in any anticipatory manner is
prohibited by Article 51.646

Even prior to the 11 September 2001 attacks in the US, it was claimed that the use of
preemptive action was becoming increasingly frequent.647 The notion of preemptive
military action has always been fraught with questions of how to ascertain if a
compelling threat really exists, and how to gauge whether a preemptive action is
proportional to the perceived threat.648 Even if one accepts that a state may sometimes
legitimately act preemptively in the case of a great and imminent threat, it is still
extremely difficult to judge specific instances. One can see that determining the
"imminence" of a threat, the degree of the threat, and the proper and proportionate
response to it, can each be difficult to ascertain and gain objective agreement on.

Preemptive action entails the use of force, and as such is proscribed by Article 2.4 of the
Charter; this validates the presumption that such action is unlawful. The particular
details of every situation must be weighed to ascertain the existence and degree of threat
that might be present; however, what must also be considered is the character and past
action of the state taking (or wishing to take) preemptive action.649 Even if some sort of
limited right of self-defense on preemptive terms exists, it has been argued that a state
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which has exhibited aggressive action in the past, or used the excuse of preemption in
the past without general agreement of an actual imminent threat existing, has in effect
forfeited its right due to irresponsible, illegal behavior.650

Protection of Nationals Abroad

In the past, states have attempted to characterize threats to their nationals abroad as
threats to the state as well. Such attempts pre-date the UN Charter. For example in the
early 1900s, by often citing the protection of US "interests, citizens, or ideals, Woodrow
Wilson was grasping for the legitimacy implicit in the assertion".651 In fact, other
reasons were also at play for US actions at that time, and were sometimes more
important to the decision to intervene. Without discounting states' concern for the
welfare of their citizens abroad, the plight of those individuals can be, and has been, a
useful legitimating device for both national and international purposes. Some legal
scholars view the protection of nationals abroad to be quite legitimate – that both
citizens and land are facets of a state's existence, and that an attack on either would
justify the invocation of self-defense.652 The opposing view is that since ordinary
nationals abroad are not functioning as agents of their state, or in the territory of their
state, that invoking self-defense on their behalf is not allowable.653 An absolute
application of this line of thinking – that attacks on a state's citizens abroad may never
constitute an attack on the state itself – appears unreasonable to some.654 However, this
is countered by the argument that since attacks on citizens abroad can not possibly
650
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threaten the very existence of a state, that resort to forceful self-defense is not called for
or allowed.655 As with preemption, a consensus does not exist regarding the legality of
using force for the protection of nationals abroad. The right of states to protect nationals
abroad is thus disputed, principally due to the possibility of using such a right as a
pretext for aggression.

Responding to Terrorist Organizations and Sponsoring States

A single, generally agreed upon definition of terrorism does not exist. Of course,
terrorism is a "technique" rather than an agent or entity, and as such it may be
impossible to fight it, or eradicate it.656 This means that attempts to minimize terror
focus on the entities who utilize it as a method. The Pentagon's definition of terrorism is
limited to non-state actors; this would include pro-democracy groups fighting an
insurgency against a repressive regime, and exclude state violence and use of terror,
such as the USSR under Stalin, Cambodia under Pol Pot, or Iraq under Saddam
Hussein.657 It is important to note that often what determines whether an event will be
counted as terrorism is the evaluation and judgment of other states according to their
particular circumstances and interests. Of particular pertinence are the nature of the state
being opposed, the latitude for political action open to opposition groups, and "the
moral situation in which the violence occurs".658

Basic agreement on what constitutes "aggression" has remained elusive during statelevel discussions concerning the crime of aggression and the respective roles of the
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UNSC and the International Criminal Court.659 However, states are increasingly
considered justified in responding to terrorist attacks with the use of force in selfdefense. Some states have argued in the past that such self-defense includes the right to
strike at "territory from which the attackers originate".660 A legal consensus has now
begun to emerge that terrorist attacks may be considered "armed attacks" as set out in
Article 51.661 This may indicate an evolving understanding or interpretation of the law.
In 1986, the ICJ ruled that providing logistical support to groups who carried out attacks
on another state did not amount to an armed attack. However, the ICJ also held that an
armed attack that triggers the right to self-defense would not have to take the form of
regular military forces crossing a border.662 Thus, in determining the degree to which
the support or harboring of groups may amount to an armed attack, it appears that the
degree to which the groups operate on behalf of, or as organs of, the harboring state are
an issue.663 More recently, in the wake of the attacks of 11 September 2001, the UN
Security Council recognized the right of the US and its allies to use force in selfdefense; the Council also asserted that "those responsible for aiding, supporting or
harbouring the perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts" were accountable for
the attacks.664 The nascent consensus on the legitimacy of using force against states who
harbor terrorists is still somewhat controversial, and the details of each case would
appear to be important.665
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Recent statements and actions taken by the US government have emphasized the actual
and potential intersection of terrorist organizations and "rogue states" which display a
general antipathy toward the US, and operate outside of the diplomatic fold.666 Terrorist
organizations and rogue states often exhibit some common characteristics such as a
hostility to the existing international order (including its legal strictures), the US as the
preeminent power in that order, and Israel (if the organization and state share a regional
or ideological focus).667 Further, the fact that terrorist organizations and rogue states
share a similar international isolation sometimes leads to communication, cooperation,
and contact between the two; but contact and cooperation should be viewed as very
dependent on particular circumstances, rather than a formal or permanent alliance.668
Thus, while there appears to be a current tendency to assume that most sub-state groups
that utilize terrorist tactics have or will attract the support of a state sponsor, this is not
necessarily the case.

Preventive Self-Defense (Responding to a Threat that is not Imminent)

It has been pointed out by Michael Walzer that the distinction between preemption and
prevention is becoming increasingly difficult to determine due to the possibility of
WMD being targeted at civilian population centers by sub-state groups.669 However, the
distinction between the two is not yet only nominal. Preemptive action entails the
response to an attack that is about to occur – "imminent" in the classical formulation
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made by Webster in the 1837 Caroline dispute. Preventive action is taken proactively in
the belief that a future threat will be averted. Interestingly, when the negotiations
surrounding the drafting of the UN Charter were taking place, it was US representatives
who led efforts to include the provision "if an armed attack occurs" in Article 51; this
was a deliberate attempt to prevent uses of force taken for reasons of anticipatory selfdefense.670

This kind of preventive self-defense has been used by states in the past as a pretense for
other actions, particularly as an excuse for aggressive action against others.671 It is
possible that such aggressive action may appear to the initiating state as justified, or it
may be a cruder form of realpolitik. In either case, there is ample reason to question the
motives of a state which unilaterally determines a country to be "an instrument for a
future attack", and so strikes it first in order "to prevent the possibility of such an attack
taking place".672

Although arguments for, and cases of, preventive self-defense are rare in post 1945
international affairs, Israel's 1981 bombing of an Iraqi nuclear facility indicates the
degree to which legal formulations of self defense enshrined in the Charter can be
severely tested, and not merely contested.673 Whatever one makes of the political and
legal consequences of the Israeli action, it is not difficult to comprehend that a state
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prevent the possibility of such an attack taking place."
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which perceives its very existence to be imperiled by developments in another state
would respond proactively and deal with the legal and political consequences
subsequently. Violations of the law that are circumstantially exceptional and anomalous
in practice pose less of a threat to international legal order than repeated actions by one
or more states. Israel's more recent bombing of Syria may yet come to have serious
legal and political ramifications.674

8.3 Self-Defense and Customary International Law

Although there is no formal procedure for determining which customs count as
customary international law, the importance of opinio juris is essential. In the case of
nation-states, adherence to custom is not imposed by an external or superior power;
however, states' adherence to custom may be formalized and imposed on its own
citizens. Moreover, while not forced to comply with custom, custom can accrue a
consistency and authority by dint of which states feel obligated to comply. This is
opinio juris – the felt obligation on the part of states to comply with a practice perceived
to be the rule of law. In combination with codified international law, it is this obligation
– and the potential reactions from peers if it is abrogated – that informs and conditions
international order.

The international legal system has two sources: codified law, which is comprised of
bilateral and multilateral treaties; and general international law, i.e. customary
international law.675 There are two crucial components involved when a practice is

674

See Seymour M. Hersh, "A Strike in the Dark: What Did Israel Bomb in Syria?," New Yorker (2008).
See also Ewen MacAskill, "US Claims North Korean Link to Israeli Bombing of Syria," Guardian, 24
Apr 2008.
675
Rosalyn Higgins, The Development of International Law through the Political Organs of the United
Nations (London: Oxford University Press, 1963) 1-2.
PRINCE

257/315

considered to be customary international law: the practice must be generally accepted
and adhered to; and the practice must be perceived as a duty – that is, as legal
obligation.676 The same criteria inform the rulings of the ICJ.677 As Higgins puts it,
customary international law is "customary rules which are evidenced by the practice of
states".678

It is notable that in the years following the creation of the UN, newly independent nonWestern states perceived that what counted as "customary" in the West was at variance
to what was "customary" to them: "The vast increase in treaty law after 1945 is not only
due to the increased number of states, but as a trend also reflects the inherent lack of
faith of new states, which preferred to subscribe to international law rules only if they
had played a part in their formulation."679 The applicability of customary law is not
conditional on the date which a state was admitted to the UN. This is true regardless of
the date a state was admitted to the organization. Customary international law evolves
continuously; and this usually occurs incrementally rather than in big shifts.680 It is
difficult to ascertain "the point at which a repeated practice has hardened into a rule of
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law".681 Thus customary international law is a normative structure in perpetual flux that
informs or regulates state behavior.682

The mere existence of opinio juris has been criticized as inadequate in explaining how
customary law is first formed, then modified. The reason for this is that consensus on
the obligatory character of any custom emerges over time. It is therefore the case that
what comes to be accepted as customary international law most often begins as more
limited exercises in mutual self-interest.

In other words, customary law arises not solely from established practice, but from
activity engaged in by some states, that comes to be reciprocated by other states. These
other states may expect their peers to act reciprocally towards them as well, and over
time the practice that was initially confined to only some states hardens into a rule of
customary international law.683 In such a conception, the complex interplay between the
majority of states also tempers the ability of powerful ones to impose their own norms.

This idea is put succinctly by Michael Byers, who sees it as challenging traditional
Realist assumptions:
[R]ules of customary international law are the result of an interactive and
evolving process whereby different States contribute, in differing ways and
degrees, to the ongoing development, maintenance and change of generally
applicable rules. However, as part of that interactive and evolving process,
the frequently unequal contributions of States occur within, and are
qualified by, a structured system of those States' own creation. Social
inequality thus interacts with sovereign equality in what amounts to a social
process of self-regulation.684
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Some legal scholars contend that customary law can be created in an instant under
certain circumstances, for example as the result of unanimous UNGA resolutions.
Anthony D'Amato argues that new customary law can come into being "instantly" when
consensus has been reached between states on the form of the new rule.685 The
emphasis in this argument is on the importance of state practice rather than UN
resolutions.686 For example, when the conflict between two states finds resolution –
through negotiation, war, or another process – that resolution is an act of consensus
between them that is in essence the "birth" of a rule of customary law. While distinct,
D'Amato's argument is closely related to arguments that customary international law
may be created instantly by way of UNGA declarations.687

From Rosalyn Higgins' viewpoint, the practice of states includes their voting records in
the UN and their publicly stated views. State declarations regarding perceived
customary international law are themselves evidence of custom, and may serve to
further the development of that law. While UNGA resolutions do not of themselves
amount to binding customary international law, "as a whole, taken as indications of a
general customary law, [they] undoubtedly provide a rich source of evidence."688 A
distinction must be drawn between custom and usage, for while the growth of a practice
may be seen in terms of usage, that practice can not be considered customary unless it
arises from a sense of legal obligation. The difficulty in separating usage from custom is
apparent when attempting to pinpoint when a practice has become customary
international law.689
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Drafting processes undertaken as part of the work of the UN have helped to ascertain
opinio juris through the record of statements or procedural voting. However, such
drafting processes have also created uncertainty, due to the sheer number and variety of
statements made by states in protracted negotiations.690 The ambiguities or rhetorical
positions and instances of contestation over fundamentals further cloud the issue. And
while weak states may resist novel practices undertaken by powerful states by refusing
to acknowledge their validity, the practice of powerful states may have such inertia that
weaker states will likely follow their lead.

Written rules, the increase in the number of forums where they are negotiated – at
international conferences as well as in the UN – and the increased access to information
around the world, may all contribute to an acceleration in the creation of customary
law.691 Relatedly, the pace of change in international society apparent in the years since
the formation of the UN may have shortened the time necessary for new custom to
develop.692 The UNGA, as the most representative UN body, provides a valuable forum
for identifying and expressing consensus among nations about perceived and enunciated
customary obligations. The ICJ, as the UN body whose primary focus is international
law, provides other means. Through its judgments, it is able to cite and reinforce what it
determines to be customary practice. Concurrently, its judgments have bolstered past
practice, or have contributed to changes in custom through its acknowledgment of
changed state practice.

Because international law generally lacks enforcement mechanisms, the principle of
reciprocity is a key reason why both codified and customary international law are
adhered to. Just as individual states expect others to follow commonly agreed rules,
690
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they also reasonably expect that their breaking of rules will result in reciprocal
responses, which may well not be in their interest.693 The principle of reciprocity also
holds true for international organizations as well as states; Higgins offers the UN as an
example: were the UN to ignore customary international law, its ability to interact with
states and offer credible mediation would be lessened.694

Although most states obey most international laws most of the time, they do violate
international law when the stakes are high, when the cost-benefit analysis is favorable,
or when they feel themselves or their fundamental interests threatened. Few violations
of international law, however egregious, are committed with the intention of offering a
fundamental challenge to the rule of law more generally. The US and the UK went to
strenuous lengths to forward a legal justification for the 2003 invasion of Iraq, and have
subsequently maintained its legality, even in the face of international opprobrium.

Violations of international law which contest one or more of its principles and expose
tensions between its purposes are particularly interesting. The humanitarian intervention
debate is one of these. It is particularly compelling in that it contests the legal
prohibition on the non-sanctioned use of force, as enshrined in the UN Charter.

8.4 The Humanitarian Intervention Debate

J.L. Holzgrefe and Robert O. Keohane have defined "humanitarian intervention" as "the
threat or use of force across state borders by a state (or group of states) aimed at
preventing or ending widespread and grave violations of the fundamental human rights
of individuals other than its own citizens, without the permission of the state within
693
694
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whose territory force is applied".695 Unsanctioned humanitarian intervention comes into
direct conflict with the prohibition on the use of force contained in the UN Charter.
Some have argued that a customary legal right to undertake humanitarian interventions
exists. This takes two forms. The first is that unsanctioned humanitarian intervention is
a form of self-help that pre-dates the Charter and is still recognized as an "inherent right
of self defense". The second is that a new norm has emerged since 1945 that has
modified Charter law.696 However, it is important to note that the International Court of
Justice has generally emphasized the principle of non-intervention when considering the
unsanctioned use of force by states.697 Notably, the UNGA has likewise favored the
principle of non-intervention in its declarations, which are an important source for
determining customary international law.698 As typically portrayed, the humanitarian
intervention debate posits a moral imperative against legal prohibition, here
characterized by former UN Secretary General Kofi Annan:
To those for whom the greatest threat to the future of international order is
the use of force in the absence of a Security Council mandate, one might
say: leave Kosovo aside for a moment, and think about Rwanda. Imagine
for one moment that, in those dark days and hours leading up to the
genocide, there had been a coalition of states ready and willing to act in
defence of the Tutsi population, but the council had refused or delayed
giving the green light. Should such a coalition then have stood idly by while
the horror unfolded?699
However, Annan was also quick to point out the risks entailed in the contravention of
the cornerstone of post-1945 international order: Article 2.4 of the UN Charter:
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To those for whom the Kosovo action heralded a new era when states and
groups of states can take military action outside the established mechanisms
for enforcing international law, one might equally ask: Is there not a danger
of such interventions undermining the imperfect, yet resilient, security
system created after the second world war, and of setting dangerous
precedents for future interventions without a clear criterion to decide who
might invoke these precedents and in what circumstances? Nothing in the
UN charter precludes a recognition that there are rights beyond borders.
What the charter does say is that "armed force shall not be used, save in the
common interest." But what is that common interest? Who shall define it?
Who shall defend it? Under whose authority? And with what means of
intervention? In seeking answers to these monumental questions, I see four
aspects of intervention which need to be considered with special care.700
What Annan's description evinces, is that advocates and opponents alike recognize that
it is a matter of serious legal and political contestation, and not merely either a
disposition dismissive of the law or one entailing rigid or unthinking adherence to it.
Much the same can be said about the contestation over preemptive self-defense: NSS
2002 is by no means dismissive of the UN Charter or international law more generally;
the issue engages the legal foundations of international order; and there is little denying
that the stakes for international security posed by a combination of terrorism and WMD
could scarcely be higher.

8.5 Legal Challenges as Developmental

Both an asserted right of states to undertake humanitarian intervention, and the asserted
right of the US to engage in preemptive self-defense, offer an apparent challenge to the
fundamental of law based international order, Article 2.4 of the UN Charter. In fairness,
both positions evince disposition rather than defiance, in other words signaling an
intention that under certain circumstances the states in question will not conform to the
legal strictures of Article 2.4. The assertion of a right to preemptive self-defense by the
700
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US has the stronger character in that it is publicly proclaimed policy, where as the
largest part of the humanitarian intervention debate is conducted along abstract lines,
looking back to actual cases and forward to hypothetical ones. But neither theme can be
relegated to discreet instances of lawbreaking, past or possible. The nature and extent of
the debates they have inspired is greatly reinforced by existential developments of
strategic and/or moral importance of the highest order. Such developments modulate
the character of the challenge. In other words, they are not a challenge to the rule of law
but to the compass and effectiveness of a specific law or laws.

In this regard, it is noteworthy that NSS 2002 is careful to recognize the danger of a
wholesale retreat from routine adherence to Article 2.4: "[t]he United States will not use
force in all cases to preempt emerging threats, nor should nations use preemption as a
pretext for aggression."701 Of course, the preemption aspects of NSS 2002 are not
normative in intent, but essentially self-interested. Nevertheless, state actions taken for
proclaimed security reasons have normative consequences, as do all state actions –
particularly when they are at variance with codified international law. There is no more
compelling illustration of this than the Report of the International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS).702

The Responsibility to Protect emphasizes historical instances of humanitarian
intervention as a developmental pattern, it reconceptualizes a legal concept
(sovereignty), and presents a call to action linking moral imperative to political
obligation. Although it does not directly assert a right of states to undertake
humanitarian intervention, it addresses the legal obstacle of unsanctioned humanitarian
701

United States. President George W. Bush (2001-2009), "The National Security Strategy of the United
States of America," 15.
702
International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty, The Responsibility to Protect:
Report of the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (Ottawa: International
Development Research Centre, 2001).
PRINCE

265/315

intervention by declaring that the legal quality of sovereignty is conditional rather than
absolute. The ICISS attempts to create a normative climate in which not only will
credible instances of humanitarian intervention be seen as acceptable, but also an altered
understanding of the purpose of Article 2.4 which makes it more consistent with the
human rights purposes of the Charter without undermining its order creating quality.

The ICISS report was itself a consolidation of legal, political, and academic debate both
practical and theoretical. For example, the Independent International Commission on
Kosovo characterized the 1999 intervention in that country as "illegal but legitimate".703
Although unambiguous cases of humanitarian intervention and of preemptive selfdefense have both been rare, the former have been distinguished by the fact that a
widely shared moral expectation and not merely the self interested impulses of states
are at least on occasion at variance with prohibitive law – hence an illegal act of
considerable magnitude characterized as legitimate. The aftershock of our failure to
protect Rwandans in 1994 is arguably in excess of any lego-political shock that might
have followed any illegal humanitarian intervention in that instance. To date, by
contrast, instances of preemptive self-defense have been lego-political shocks that the
international community has absorbed, with little normative appeal and scarce
international support.

If hitherto any legal argument for preemptive self-defense had to be circumstantial,
there is now a plausible case that the potential for a terrorist WMD attack requires
preemptive self-defense as a ready disposition rather than as a matter of protracted
deliberation. After all, there is nothing in the UN Charter that requires states to subject
themselves to reckless self-endangerment. Nevertheless, the enactment and enforcement
703
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of international law takes place in a political arena. So, it is unlikely that the US
assertion of its own right to preemptive self defense will forever remain freestanding
from the perceptions and dispositions of other states, particularly when the threats
which stand as its justification are global in nature and extent. If a terrorist WMD
outrage is indeed plausible, the broader implications of a right to preemptive selfdefense are not diminished as a consequence. It is to these broader implications that we
now turn.
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9.0 Conclusions and Research Implications

Having examined the possible consequences of NSS 2002, it is now necessary to return
to the research question: is the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States
exceptional in its formulation and implications? The question of exceptionality
(exceptional to whom? exceptional with regard to what?) had to be broken down. The
question of exceptionality, then, was broadly divided into two sections. The first section
dealt with internal exceptionality, in terms of planning and disposition, in the US. The
second section dealt with external exceptionality in terms of possible consequences: to
the area of the threat of force in international affairs; to the changing security
environment; and to the integrity of a law-based international order.

This division aided in demarcating how NSS 2002 might be exceptional in US-specific
policymaking terms, from how it might be exceptional in broader terms outside the US.
In structuring the dissertation this way, the "internal" and "external" sections also aide
in laying out the grounds that explain why the research question is worthy of
investigation. For example, although there is a prima facie case that NSS 2002 offers a
fundamental challenge to the rule of law, Chapters One through Five establish the
rationale for looking into this. This section effectively provides a rationale for
determining what NSS 2002 should be measured against when assessing its
exceptionality. It is useful to briefly review this section here.

Chapter One discussed what national security means in general, and focused on the US
in particular – including the approach the US has taken to national security since the
end of World War II. The particular US national security objectives that were brought
about by changes to the international system were considered; then the particular
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national security objectives that were occasioned by changes within the international
system were touched upon. Chapter Two explored the national security structures and
processes that the US has intentionally developed or that have grown up around US
needs, including planning and policymaking processes and appropriations processes.
Chapter Three considered NSS reports. The post-1945 tradition of national security
pronouncements made by US Presidents, the modern NSS reports that Presidents are
mandated to produce, and the place of the NSS as a tool for forming and announcing
policy (and its place as a product of compromise and negotiation) were then explored.
In Chapter Four, the various facets of the NSS issued by the administration in
September 2002 were presented. Chapter Five reviewed the reactions to the release of
NSS 2002, with particular focus on those reactions enunciated before the US invasion
of Iraq, after which discussion of preemptive self-defense took on a less documentspecific character.

NSS 2002 identified threats which were perceived as revolutionary, and offered a
response to meet them. Possible consequences of this proposed US response were
considered in three key areas in Chapters Six, Seven and Eight: in terms of the threat of
force in international affairs, the changed security environment, and international law.
Chapter Six reviewed the use and threat of force in international affairs. Chapter Seven
investigated the international security environment in order to assess whether a stated
preference for preemptive force enhances US security in dealing with the threatening
features of that environment. Chapter Eight explored the prima facie case that NSS
2002 offers a direct challenge to international law, in light of the fact that legal
challenges can themselves be developmental.
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Overall it is now apparent that the ways in which the preemptive self defense provisions
of NSS 2002 are exceptional are really less stark – less immediately destabilizing, and
more dispositional than tactical – than many of its critics suppose. Expressed succinctly,
the elements of continuity both within the US government and in terms of US foreign
policy are at least as important as the elements of change. A caveat must be added.
Critics are right to point out that the asserted right of preemption does offer a challenge
to a keystone of law-based international order; and it is by no means certain that the few
brief years since the publication of NSS 2002 are sufficient for a definitive judgment to
be made of its effect on international affairs. In addition, some combination of events
and crises together with the disposition evinced in NSS 2002 could yet manifest the
worst fears of its critics. Therefore, although the research has shown that much more
continuity exists than one might suppose – and the challenge posed by the claim to
preemptive self defense is less novel than one might suppose – indications remain that
serious dangers and concerns attend NSS 2002.

Conclusions

Having examined the research question by way of the structure described above, five
principal findings stand out. In large part, the first three of these pertain to policy
formulation internal to the US. The final two focus on broader implications for
international security and international law.

1) Even though NSSs have more than rhetorical weight, they do not drive
decisionmaking, procurement, or the nature of response to crises. Research and
respondents indicate that although NSS documents sometimes attract a lot of
international notice, it amounts to less than one might expect. Rather, NSS documents
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are more broadly indicative of an administration's security posture – they are a tour
d'horizon.

One way of ascertaining a government's actual commitment to its announced policies is
whether significant resources have been devoted to implement those policies. If a
government's actual approved budget matches its rhetoric as regards a certain program,
it is rightly seen as indicative of concrete support for that program. Yet, it would be a
mistake to base one's evaluation of government policies, its commitment to certain
policy stances, and its disposition solely on whether or not corresponding line items
may be found in that year's budget.

One reason for this, in terms of the US budget, is the enormous size of government
expenditures and the duration of those ongoing programs that make up those costs. One
prominent budget analyst pointed out that even when the US government supports a
particular policy through the adoption or expansion of identifiable budget items, it
sometimes amounts to little more than symbolic support. For example, a US
administration which advocates the strengthening of its capability to meet certain types
of threats might include in its budget recommendation an increase in funding for the
rapid reaction elements of its military. However, even a large boost for discrete
programs – in terms of the percentage increase over the previous year's budget – often
amounts to "a tiny fraction of the US budget or even the national security budget".704
Thus rhetorical support for certain policies can be as good of a sign of government
commitment as is the inclusion of particular items in the national budget.
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Just as importantly, broad strategy documents are not so detailed as to allow individuals
to draw specific budgetary guidance from them. The same ambiguity that makes the
extrapolation of particular budget items difficult may at times be a boon to
policymakers. As with ambiguity when making threats concerning the use of force (as
discussed in Chapter Six), ambiguity affords government leaders with room to
maneuver. In the US, each budgetary request made by the executive – be that through
the annual process or in a more emergency ad hoc way – must be formulated in light of
the current security, financial, and domestic social issues weighing on the nation's
leadership at that time.

Just as policymakers are rightly loath to commit to particular diplomatic or military
responses to threats that may present themselves in the future, they also are disinclined
to commit to the particular form that future budget requests will take. This is not to say
that policymakers will not present those future budget requests as congruent with any
previously articulated strategies – they often do. Rather, they would understandably
prefer to match particular responses to an announced general strategy, than to confine
themselves to any predetermined response when forced in the moment to react to a
range of unforeseen events or dangers.

Indeed the same function can be seen when considering what type of guidance can be
gleaned from a National Security Strategy document when tailoring responses to
particular crises that have developed after that Strategy was formulated. While the
ability of politicians to devise specific strategies that address specific security problems
is usually lauded by the public, it is important to point out that the ambiguity exhibited
in broad strategy documents is both necessary and practical.
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2) Within the brief historical span of NSS production, 2002 shows greater commonality
with previous NSS reports and US strategy than the emphasis on preemption might
suggest. The assertion of a preemptive right in NSS 2002 overshadows the other
thematic parts of the Strategy, which actually account for the bulk of the document. But
the assertion of preemptive force also shows great similarity with previous US
administrations and reports.

As was shown in the exploration of NSS documents in Chapter Three, past changes that
have occurred in US national strategy have tended to manifest themselves over a period
of time, as with the successive refinements of containment fashioned during the Cold
War. The so called Carter Doctrine, although not explicitly mentioning preemption, is
certainly suggestive of it – it was meant to deter, and stood at least as a retaliatory
threat. In the January 1980 State of the Union Address, President Carter noted that the
1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan presented serious concerns to the international
community at large and the US in particular. The Soviet invasion posed humanitarian
concerns, using an immense military capacity against a much weaker nation. Indeed it
was nothing less than "colonial conquest", at once a continuation of Soviet tyranny and
a return to the discredited project of colonialism. The invasion was also seen as a threat
to stability and order, as destabilizing the international environment.

In addition to these significant concerns, the US perceived its own particular national
security interests to be directly threatened by the Soviet move. The Soviet Union's
movement of military forces into Afghanistan put them dangerously close to the Persian
Gulf, and thus to a majority of the world's exportable oil. This fact seemed to count
more than all others where the possible use of force by the US was concerned.
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As President Carter pointed out,
The region which is now threatened by Soviet troops in Afghanistan is of
great strategic importance: it contains more than two-thirds of the world's
exportable oil... The Soviet Union is now attempting to consolidate a
strategic position, therefore, that poses a grave threat to the free movement
of Middle East oil... Let our position be absolutely clear: An attempt by any
outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as
an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and such an
assault will be repelled by any means necessary, including military force.705
The other sections of NSS 2002 cover a variety of topics seen as affecting US security
and offering opportunities for the US to constructively wield its influence, as was noted
in the review of the Strategy in Chapter Four above. NSS 2002 is comprised of eight
sections, leaving aside the Introduction and the document's accompanying transmittal
letter. Of these eight sections, three deal explicitly with the US intention to work
multilaterally, and the desirability of doing so. The use of multilateralism is viewed as
advisable in order to increase US security in specific areas. These include the struggle
to eliminate global terrorism and prevent future terrorist attacks from being carried out
against the US and its allies; the attempt to reduce conflict around the world and
increase regional stability; and engaging constructively with other great powers in order
to develop "agendas for cooperative action". Other sections are less explicitly focused
on multilateral initiatives but nonetheless pertain to subject areas long supported by the
US. These areas include support for aspirational human rights, the promotion of global
economic growth in line with US-style free market capitalism, the expansion of
democracy alongside development around the world, and (with a more distinctly
internal focus) the transformation of US national security apparatuses.706
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Even the section most expressly dealing with preemption, however, is not entirely at
odds with previous NSS documents. For example, one must consider successive NSS
documents issued by President Clinton. Both the NSS of 1999 and the NSS of 2000
assert that "[a]s long as terrorists continue to target American citizens, we reserve the
right to act in self-defense by striking at their bases and those who sponsor, assist or
actively support them."707 Further, while NSS reports published during the Clinton
administration do not contain the word "preemption", neither is their disposition in stark
contrast NSS 2002 — at least in terms of the use of force when the US perceives its
vital interests to be threatened. Such vital interests are
…those of broad, overriding importance to the survival, safety and vitality
of our nation. Among these are the physical security of our territory and that
of our allies, the safety of our citizens, our economic well-being and the
protection of our critical infrastructures. We will do what we must to
defend these interests, including—when necessary—using our military
might unilaterally and decisively.708
3) Individuals and personalities are more important to making the NSS formulation
process and final form what it is, than is the process itself. As pointed out in Chapter
Three, a published NSS document should be seen as a product influenced by
international circumstances, the internal disposition of the administration, and the
intended audiences and purposes of the policy. It is often true that "[a] Presidential
strategy report can never be more than it really is, a statement of preference from the
executive branch as to current, and perhaps future, grand strategy."709 Just as any
process for producing NSS documents is contingent on the particular individuals
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involved – perhaps because of that fact – the ability to assess such Strategy documents
by drawing direct comparisons between them is limited.

The significance and impact of such documents can vary greatly, in both perceptual and
in real terms. Individuals decide what drafting process to employ or eschew, which
institutional or personal viewpoints to include or exclude. Our understanding of any
NSS document is highly conditioned by the nature of the issuing administration, the
assertiveness of the personalities associated with a Strategy's formulation, and the
relative strengths of the individual agencies involved in the process (or disallowed from
participating). There is not a regularized way of judging NSSs because there is not a
static process by which they are produced across administrations.

In the case of NSS 2002, Philip Zelikow was the single person responsible for
producing the working draft of the document. Yet this initial draft subsequently
received a degree of interagency input:
The White House did seek input from other cabinet departments. This
occurred in four ways. First we had the material that had already been
assembled by State with some interagency input. Second, I reached out to
the various offices within the NSC staff, since they were responsible for
monitoring interagency views within their areas of responsibility. Third, I
reached out personally to a few people at other agencies whom I felt could
help… Fourth, Rice circulated the draft (I think after the President had taken
a first look at it) directly to relevant cabinet principals to invite their
comments. Several edits and contributions from the various secretaries
were incorporated in the final text.710
It is difficult to tease out personal and/or departmental interests from the finished
document. However, the drafting process is not designed to screen them out, although
of course it ensures that contributions do not overtly contradict each other or the overall
message of the president.
710

Zelikow.

PRINCE

276/315

However, the fact that individuals play such a central role in the formulation of strategy
documents would suggest that institutional adherence to the NSS "message" may be less
rigid than is supposed by readers of the finished product – especially when the broad
strategy is applied to particular circumstances. Further, the production of an NSS is a
good deal less directive than the title of the document – National Security Strategy –
signals to many, especially those outside of policy-making circles. As one experienced
respondent noted, he did not strive to become heavily involved in the drafting of NSS
2002 because he believed "… that documents like that [NSSs], at the end of the day, are
useful public projections, but that they don't drive policy".711

4) Alarm over the US declaration of a preemptive right needs to be tempered by a
recognition that the document itself evinces an awareness that the asserted right could
have unwelcome consequences if adopted, or adapted, by other states. In addition, NSS
2002 makes plain that preemption is not a substitute for established forms of gaining
and maintaining US security – and not only because the combination of terrorist groups
and WMD comprise only one kind of threat the US faces. So the preemptive element of
2002 does not lock the US into an irrevocable course of action, or force a preemptive
response to a perceived threat of a certain size or character.

After publication, the subsequent invasion of Iraq would first appear to validate the
most alarmed reactions to NSS 2002. Although the administration of George W. Bush
never explicitly invoked the preemption provisions NSS of 2002 to justify the 2003
invasion of Iraq, there is a prima facie case for linking the WMD-terrorist nexus in NSS
2002 with the strenuous efforts made by the administration to link Iraq with al Qaeda,
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and its accusations that Iraq was engaged in manufacturing weapons of mass
destruction.

Evidence supplied by interviewees, and more recent publications by former members of
the Bush administration and military historians, point to lines of thinking and strategic
planning concerning Iraq that existed separately from and predated the production of
NSS 2002. For example, in November 2001 – ten months before the publication of NSS
2002 – Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld directed US Central Command to review and
update the military contingency plan for a war with Iraq.712 Rumsfeld in turn was acting
at the behest of President Bush, who that same day had requested that war plans for Iraq
be reassessed and updated as quietly as possible. 713 This review was begun
immediately despite the stress it put on US Central Command, which was then
prosecuting the war in Afghanistan that President Bush had ordered the month
before.714 Even at this early date President Bush viewed war with Iraq as a distinct
possibility. Yet, while the updating of Iraq war plans appears to have begun just before
NSS 2002 was starting to be drafted in winter 2001-2002, the two processes were
completely separate; "Iraq issues played no part whatever" in the drafting of NSS
2002.715

In his memoir, former Director of Central Intelligence George Tenet writes that he is
unsure when war with Iraq became inevitable. However, members of the Bush
administration expressed particular interest in the possibility of military action against
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Iraq even before 11 September 2001.716 After 11 September, Deputy Secretary of
Defense Paul Wolfowitz and individuals in the Office of the Vice President were
extremely interested in any information that might be used to link the Iraqi government
with members of al Qaeda. In his opinion, Tenet believes the primary reason for the US
invasion of Iraq was to install a democratically elected Iraqi government that would act
as a catalyst for democratic change in the Middle East, rather than to preempt an Iraqi
WMD threat.717

The kind of strategic thinking that imbued the Bush White House informed both NSS
2002 (prefigured in the West Point speech) and the invasion of Iraq, as one might
expect. However, it does not follow that NSS 2002 has the authoritative standing to
have driven a strategic initiative of such moment. As interviewees made plain, NSSs are
not directive (notwithstanding their importance to strategic military planning purposes,
such as production of the National Military Strategy). They signal disposition rather
than determined courses of action. They signal long-term strategy rather than specific
direction for foreign policy actions. In other words, one must guard against "post hoc,
ergo propter hoc".

5) The consideration of the changed security environment in Chapter Seven – taken
together with the evaluation of international law in Chapter Eight – raises an important
point, at least indirectly. That is, that Article 2.4 and Article 51 are probably inadequate
in terms of the 21st century security environments. Some have argued that the Geneva
Convention safeguards must be updated and strengthened for increased effectiveness
716
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protections in the 21st century; the same is true of UN Charter law as concerns the use of
force.718

The difficulty is that neither Article 2.4 nor Article 51 exists to be facilitative. They are
prohibitive; they exist to maintain order in an anarchic state system. The essential
prohibition on wars of adventure is no less important today than it was in 1945. But, as
indicated in Chapter Seven, the confluence of WMD and terrorism presents states with a
unique security challenge that has come to the fore only relatively recently. The
willingness of non-state actors to inflict mass civilian casualties, and diminishing
impediments to the production of WMD – especially biological agents – makes the
possibility of such an attack at least as worrying as acts of aggression between states.

As suggested in Chapter Eight, when a state perceives its survival – or a core
component of its security – as threatened, it may well act proactively. Legal and
diplomatic consequences of action will be dealt with after the fact. When faced with
evidence that a terrorist attack utilizing WMD is being planned, putting at risk the lives
of a large number of citizens, it may be quite difficult for a state to adhere to a
prohibitive reading of self-defense under Article 51 of the UN Charter. While one can
not predict future developments, the increasing potential of groups to mount mass
casualty attacks argues against a decreasing likelihood of such attacks taking place.
This kind of threat appears, then, to remain present for some time – and to imperil other
states in addition to the US.

One of the problems involved when focusing so powerfully on US capability and
intentions is that it distracts attention from a developing security issue that besets more
718
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than the US, and for which a rational response to a real threat will almost certainly be
illegal. The prohibition of aggression in the UN Charter exists to protect individual
states as well as the stability of the system as a whole. A plausible case can now be
made that the potential for terrorist WMD attacks might well require preemptive selfdefense to be available as an option. As argued above, there is nothing in the UN
Charter that requires states to subject themselves to reckless self-endangerment. So
there is a conundrum: how do we maintain an international legal order that protects
sovereignty but does not prevent preemptive action against very considerable threats,
such as the use of WMD by terrorist groups?

Research Implications

In addition to these five principal findings, two salient research implications stand out:
the first lego-political in character, the second normative.

1) One of the most unfortunate aspects of the US invasion of Iraq is it diminishes
attention from the reality that the WMD-terrorist nexus is a very real possibility. The
weighty difficulties that were created by sending military forces into Iraq have
distracted from the problem posed by potential terrorist attacks utilizing WMD.
However, those difficulties have certainly not made this problem disappear. The WMDterrorist nexus will remain a compelling challenge, even if some strategic thinkers
remain focused on threats posed by states controlled by autocratic regimes, perhaps
even a slew of new "rogue" states.719
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As pointed out in Chapter Seven, a crucial point to remember is that frighteningly lethal
agents need not be weaponized to the degree that an industrialized nation might in a
military WMD production facility. This fact poses the risk or even likelihood that a
WMD attack will emanate from a sub-state group or individual rather than a state.
When one considers this together with dissemination of knowledge unprecedented in
human history, even a single field of knowledge such as synthetic biology provides the
practical basis for horrifying weapons. The relatively straightforward modification of
mousepox in order to infect humans with a virus whose lethality approaches 100%, as
described in Chapter Seven, is but one example.

One of the unfortunate and less noted negative outcomes of the invasion of Iraq, is that
it consolidates alarm about the declared policy of preemption in a way – and to a degree
– that masks the rationale that drove it in the first place. The fact that there was no Iraqal Qaeda connection, and the fact that there were no WMD in Iraq, conveys an
understanding that NSS 2002 drove a more generalized preemptive disposition on the
part of the US (the qualification in the document notwithstanding). The most vociferous
critics of NSS 2002 will be vindicated by the invasion of Iraq, not least because the al
Qaeda connection and WMD were not there. But the WMD-terrorist connection
remains just as plausible or even likely, and so the peril has not been dispelled.

The likelihood that this peril will remain a perennial problem results in significant legal
implications. These implications are distinct from but not unlike those identified in the
International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS) final report,

the dissolution of the Soviet Union, even Kagan does not see the recent US rhetoric and military policy
designed to further democratic expansion around the world as successful.
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The Responsibility to Protect (R2P).720 The ICISS effort represents the intellectual
community's attempt to engage with the serious conundrum posed by humanitarian
intervention. R2P identified "large-scale loss of life" and "ethnic cleansing, underway or
anticipated" as prime examples of the points at which sovereignty should yield to
international responsibility.

While sovereignty is viewed as crucial to protection of human rights (as the state is the
only institution who can sustain protection on an ongoing basis), it is also viewed as
bounded rather than absolute. Recognizing that the UN Charter's enshrinement of
sovereignty often came into conflict with other humanitarian concerns and legal
obligations, R2P advocated a consensual revision of the understanding of sovereignty.
That is, R2P proposed the basis upon which the international community should
conceptualize the next evolutionary step of international law toward a more limited
understanding of sovereignty.

NSS 2002 itself had an impact on this discussion about the use of force in the future,
leading some to believe re-strengthening of sovereignty to be more important than a
bolstering of a R2P right to intervene.721 Leaving aside this direct linkage between NSS
2002 and R2P, one can discern similarities in the issues they each engage with. Both
attempt to bridge the divide between prohibitive law (protection of sovereignty in the
case of R2P, prohibition on the use of force in NSS 2002) with other pressing moral and
legal obligations (the alleviation of mass human suffering in the case of R2P, the
prevention of mass human casualties in the case of NSS 2002). Therefore, the
underlying question implicit in NSS 2002 is, if not preemption then what? What

720
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response is most appropriate to a threat such as that posed by the WMD-terrorist nexus?
And if preemption threatens the legal order, then how should a responsible actor
behave?

Thus, there is serious legal research to be done on how the international legal limits to
self-defense can at the same time retain their coherence and yet accommodate responses
to threats that were not foreseen when they were drafted. As touched upon in Chapter
Eight, this should include how "imminence" is to be defined as it touches upon Article
2.4 and Article 51. This work, which should extend to international norms as well as
codified international law, might usefully be linked to the humanitarian intervention
debate and recent attempts to forward the matter through the R2P. The R2P model
should likely not be adapted directly to address WMD and terrorists, but may prove
useful as it also touches on the heart of international law, Article 2.4.

2) The policy of preemption featured in NSS 2002 can very easily generate a
"normative wave" that will be highly undesirable and difficult to control. Such a
development, in the absence of agreed legal understanding, would only reinforce the
need for additional lego-political research of the sort described above. Instances of
preemption both prior to, and subsequent to, the publication of NSS 2002 argue that the
document may have contributed to, consolidated and catalyzed such a normative
movement. This is indicated by large scale acts of preemption such as the 1981 Israeli
bombing of the Osirik nuclear facility, and the more recent Israeli bombing of an
alleged nuclear facility in Syria.722 Small scale acts of preemption, such as cross-border
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US incursions and use of armed predator drones into Yemen, Pakistan and Syria add to
the evidence.723

The expressed hope in NSS 2002, that US use of preemption will not be used as a
pretext for aggression, implicitly recognizes that other states might employ preemption
in extreme circumstances or employ it as a policy disposition. Whether an apparent
increase in cross-border preemption signals a more general adoption of preemption by
US security forces or the US government needs to be researched further, as does
whether such an increase is likely to remain confined to the US. In other words,
interesting questions exist regarding the extension of the preemption strategy laid out in
NSS 2002. There is interesting work to be done about the level at which such incursions
have been authorized. At what level has approval for cross border action been given? Is
it at the field commander level? Does such approval depend on circumstance? The
bounds appear to be extending.

Unilateral proclamations often have normative effects that are unforeseen and
unintended – and these can be very considerable:
Shortly after World War II, a unilateral move by the U.S. in the Truman
Proclamations of September 1945, declaring ownership of the continental
shelf seabed resources and announcing a policy for extended US jurisdiction
of coastal fisheries far out to sea beyond the then dominant three mile limit,
diplomatically backfired for the U.S. as the Proclamations resulted in a bevy
of national claims by other nations. These nations claimed jurisdiction or
even sovereignty over waters as much as 200 miles off their coasts – a
development fraught with negative consequences for U.S. naval operations,
shipping, and distant water fishery interests. The next three decades of U.S.
oceans diplomacy were dedicated to containing this explosion of offshore
claims.724
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It is difficult to determine if NSS 2002 has had a wider normative effect, and has begun
to facilitate a similar disposition in other states. One important and pressing line of
investigation is to examine the US – Israel – Iran nexus in which US and Israeli shared
concerns about Iranian development of WMD must be seen in the light of long-standing
Israeli determination to act preemptively against perceived nuclear threats.725 Current
developments, together with the professed US willingness to use preemption, is
particularly important in this case. Note for example, that
Iranian Defence Minister Ali Shamkhani has warned that Iran might launch
a pre-emptive strike to prevent an attack on its nuclear facilities. He said this
in an interview with Aljazeera TV. . . . 'We will not sit (with arms folded) to
wait for what others will do to us. Some military commanders in Iran are
convinced that preventive operations which the Americans talk about are
not their monopoly,' Shamkhani said when asked about the possibility of a
US or Israeli strike against Iran's nuclear facilities.726
Normatively, the US adoption of a policy of preemption will not cause Israel to feel
more constrained to preempt WMD threats. Further, shared US-Israeli concerns give
rise to additional questions: Is the US restraining Israel from taking preemptive action
against Iran? Will the US use Israel to take preemptive action against Iran? This attitude
is unlikely to be confined to Iran. Monitoring such developments is quite important.
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It may be that the NSS 2002 will appear most dated, soonest, with making the link
between terrorists and rogue states; the simple link between terrorists and WMD may
well be more lasting. Preemptive self defense is unlikely to carry the same type of
repercussions when directed against nonstate actors than against nation states.
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