American National Security Policy after September 11

The tragic events connected with the Septembattatk on the World Trade
Center transformed America’s approach to natioealisty policy. The impact was
immediate and sharply focused on three criticalisgcareas: objectives, bureaucracies,
and policies. First, objectives of security polexpanded to include the manifold
challenges that the al Qaeda terrorist networkgmtesl. Second, the traditional national
security bureaucracies moved again into the cerftigre stage under an even brighter
spotlight, while proposals for new bureaucratidsiemerged in short order. Third,
policy changes included both an international ¢fforcultivate new allies and a domestic
campaign to balance civil liberties with more coetplprotection of individual citizens.
In all three of these areas, new footprints wesélie on the first anniversary of the
September 11 events.

In fact, this transformation was the second uphlkiava period of time that
spanned barely more than a decade. The East Eurdpmvolutions of 1989 as well as
the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 changedgundly each of these three key
components of security policy. With the collap$¢he communist systems and the
emergence of the so-called Post-Cold War Periaietivas a corresponding need to
uncover a new set of objectives to replace thermgéoentainment approach of the Cold
War. At the same time, national security bureatiegathat had been riveted on
restriction of communist power acquired new funasionore appropriate to the
multiplicity of new threats. Further, new policgrerns connected with instability in
the post-communist systems replaced old worriesitaibe spread of communism, while
previously ignored regions and problems receiveditbsh attention of policy-makers.
This set of related changes in the 1990s had oértaot jelled into any sort of pattern at
the time when new threats and challenges emergge ifall of 2001.

In this essay each of the three components cdmatsecurity will receive
attention. In order to understand more clearlyitigact of September 11, it will be
important to view each of the three security atbasugh the lenses of Cold War, post-
Cold War, and post-September 11 dynamics. Thendhae of recent challenges to the
American security system will be more evident.alsense, those challenges are more
pervasive given that they really entail a doulkdesformation in such a short space of
time. It would be a mistake to conceptualize the fdecades of Cold War as a time of
total stability in the American national securityppess. However, the parameters of
objectives, bureaucracies, and policies were kabtivisible and constant. American
citizens could be clear on both the nature of thengy and the basic requisites for the
United States. Following the anti-communist reviolos of 1989-91 and the al Qaeda
attacks of 2001, that clarity gave way to a mixaoffusion and perpetual anxiety. For
political leaders the new challenge lay in themeaf radically changing the national
security system in ways that both dissipated tigeofoconfusion and allayed citizen
anxiety.



REDEFINING OBJECTIVES

During the Cold War defining objectives did notaha lengthy process. There
was an immediate necessity to come to terms witkvdy expansionist Soviet foreign
policy under Stalin. Specifically, President Trumailized the concept of containment,
a term suggested by George Kennan in a famous tal\ashington from Moscow in
1946, in order to justify assistance in 1947 to-nommunist forces battling in Greece
and Turkey. There was assumption that such assestaould halt Soviet-inspired
aggression and might even weaken the capabilititsedSoviet Union. The roll call of
places in which American leaders applied contairtrhas a familiar sound to careful
observers of the foreign policy process. Theyudelthe Marshall Plan for Europe in
1948, involvement in the Korean War in the earl$d9 imposition of a blockade around
Cuba after Soviet efforts to install nuclear weapmn1962, the major commitment to
anti-communist allies in Vietham/Cambodia in th&4.93 period, and lesser concerns
such as Guatemala in 1954, Hungary in 1956, theiBioan Republic in 1965, and
Czechoslovakia in 1968. The final years of thédGdar in the 1980s displayed a
serious, persistent American response to the Soraek-down on Poland in 1981 and
the variety of communist challenges in Central Aicgeduring the Reagan
Administration (1981-89). Central to all those coitments was the assumption that the
injection of American military and diplomatic powepould both contain and erode
Soviet influence.

With the collapse of communism and the end ofGbkl War, containment could
no longer provide a clear list of objectives. SaVgresidential administrations
attempted to come up with a replacement more daitalihe new kinds of challenges in
the post-Cold War world. At the time of the Pens@aulf War (1990-91), the Bush
Administration (1989-93) promoted the objectiveutfizing American power to bring
about a New World Order. Clearly, that conceptragisked a world in which the
American military was the strongest and most effean the international political
arena. With the decline of the Soviet military dhd break-up of the Soviet Union,
policing operations led by the American militarywa be needed. At the same time,
The Bush Administration assumed that other streadérs like Saddam Hussein might
endanger surrounding states. Perhaps a new missitdme American military might be
constructing coalitions to restrict such leaders @npush them back when they became
too aggressive. However, the concept of New WOrder never became an effective
substitute for containment, because after 199%tivere no obvious duplicates of the
Persian Gulf situation. Serbian aggression intwa@a and Bosnia bore a surface
similarity, but the ethnic complexity and lack af @conomic stake made a firm
American response unlikely.

The Clinton Administration (1993-2001) at timegizéd Engagement and
Enlargement as a unifying foreign policy concejait thras pointed in the direction of
objective setting. In the view of National Secyuddvisor Anthony Lake, the main
American foreign policy objective entailed engagatnweith nations that both nurtured
growth of a market economy and protected humarigigRurther, it was in America’s
interest to enlarge the universe of nations thatrdted themselves to that double
purpose. In general, this concept helps to ex@aiomber of steps taken by the United
States in the 1990s. The United States reachei @ubhumber of post-communist states
that were making an effort to set up capitalistays as well as to protect human rights.



Examples included the admission of Poland, Hungarg, the Czech Republic into
NATO in 1999. Those three former communist natibad made the most progress in
terms of the criteria of Engagement and Enlargem&nth achievements made their
potential contribution to NATO promising. Anothetaenple included the NATO
bombing mission in Kosovo in 1999. Protectionte human rights of the Muslims
against Serbian aggression was the rationale. yDelgranting Permanent Normal Trade
Relations (PNTR) as well as World Trade Organiza(MyTO) membership to China
was another set of decisions that fit the patt€antinued isolation of Cuba was part of
this overall approach as well. However, while Egggaent and Enlargement offers a
plausible explanation of application of Americarues to certain challenges of the
1990s, it never caught on in the public imaginatiothe way that containment had in
earlier decades.

In the mist of uncertainty that hung over the oiéfin of American national
security objectives, the attack on September 1dtdxdbforth like a bolt of lightening.
Certainly, the attack pulled the attention of pplilnakers away from the heavy focus of
the 1990s on the post-communist region, in pawictiie Balkans. Once again, the area
of the world in which Islam plays such a centrdéroecame the center of attention. The
ensuing deep military involvement of the Unitedt&saand its allies raised anew the
guestion of objectives.

In a sense, the redefined objectives of the podt-@/ar played a role in the new
mission to root out al Qaeda. Just as the corafdgew World Order placed heavy
reliance on the United States to take the criteadlership role in developing collective
security networks against aggression, so the atiacke Twin Towers placed the United
States into the critical leading role. Engagenaamt Enlargement involved in part the
attention of policy-makers to human rights violaspand the heavy loss of innocent life
during the morning of September 11 included violatf those values on a massive
scale. However, other components came to thecuea well. While anti-terrorism and
counter-terrorism had been key parts of Americeatesgy, the attacks elevated their
importance in a marked way. The main emphasispofse, was on the uprooting of
Taliban control over Afghanistan as well as ondhadication of al Qaeda networks
within that country. However, given the porousunatof the borders of Afghanistan, the
search for terrorism would inevitably involve off@ves in many surrounding countries.
Further, the concern with the prospect that nualessapons would fall into the hands of
terrorist groups created much more apprehensitie Bush reference to the Axis of Evil
in his State of the Union Address in January 20@2ted controversy. However, it also
elevated in importance that longstanding problertirtkng it to other major challenges.
In conclusion, a new mix of objectives that incldgecentral American role, human
rights, anti- and counter-terrorism, and containhoémuclear “rogue” states emerged.
The September 11 attack had the ultimate impalmkihg all four components together.
Integration of them into a cohesive, rational datlmectives remained a challenge for the
future. The challenge was even greater in lighAmerica’s traditional inability to
comprehend international actors whose motivatiowsagtions were basically irrational.



RESHAPING BUREAUCRACIES

National security bureaucratic organizations dytime Cold War were focused on
containing the communist threat. In the early desaafter the end of World War I, the
State Department emerged as both a key defindieahtreat and a key shaper of the
response. A number of Secretaries of State plaggdal roles in that process. For
example, George Marshall outlined a strategy fouilding Western Europe in order to
make it a bulwark of strength that could deter al as repel Soviet-led aggression
further west. In the early 1950s Dean AchesomaefiAmerican national interests in the
new arena of Asia and the Pacific. The concerntav@sevent a repetition in Asia of the
communist takeovers in Eastern Europe in the 18#®4. The bellicosity of the North
Korean regime combined with the fall of China tereounism to accentuate the danger.
In the 1950s John Foster Dulles utilized stridéetaric to under-gird his ideological
campaign against the evils of communism. Duriregéhdecades the State Department
itself was decentralized into units that corresmhtb sectors of the world in which the
key threats emerged. Foreign Service Officers ldgeel specialties that enabled them to
provide back-up for the strategies being develaidte top.

The new consolidated Department of Defense waspartant resource in the
key battles against the communist threat. Indi@icecretaries left a major imprint on
policy. Robert McNamara in the 1960s was a kekitect of the campaign in Southeast
Asia, but he also sought to transform the rolehefRPentagon in the policy process with
an eye on a more rational planning model. Thiggmm was entitled Planned Policy
Budgeting System (PPBS), an approach that reqthiegceach military service develop
only capabilities that served clearly defined objexs. In the early 1980s Casper
Weinberger authored a doctrine that constitutedfont to set guidelines in the post-
Vietnam era. His criteria included, among oth#res,requirement that public support
exist prior to the dispatch of troops to a foreagmflict and that policy-makers clearly
define objectives at the outset. In turn, the Depeant of Defense underwent numerous
changes. Inclusion of a separate Air Force inl@w/ reorganization plan became
critical at the end of the century with the emeggeaf conflicts in which air power
became the key ingredient to success. The Pentagbits four military services
became an important part of the political proceswell. The experience in Vietham and
the later involvement in 1983 in Grenada brougtitipal rivalries among the various
services to the surface. The various servicesddseloped significant links with
defense contractors and congressmen on the coramisponsible for oversight of the
defense process. Political leaders and criticsptaimed often about these “iron
triangles” of power but also stood in awe of thaaut.

Bureaucratic restructuring in the aftermath of War Il also included creation
of a Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and NatioSacurity Council (NSC). In the first
three decades of its existence the CIA was unaigeie by other bureaucratic players in
both defining the threat to the United States anilkcting information about it. The
influence of Director Allen Dulles in the 1950s asatly 1960s was such that his plan for
liberating Cuba from communist control in 1961 wenthallenged by others within the
Kennedy Administration. The organization itsel€dised heavily on clandestine
operations that resulted in acquisition of impatriaformation about threats in important
conflict areas of the world. Equally important whe analytical unit, based in
Washington, D.C., that bore the responsibilitygatting incoming information from the



field into a mosaic that was useful for the acpu@lcy-makers. Media exposure of the
role of the CIA in plans to overthrow leaders ireiam, Cuba, Chile, and elsewhere led
to public discontent with the organization in thel+f970s. More restrictive
congressional oversight and establishment of HangeSenate Intelligence Oversight
Committees were the inevitable consequences.

The National Security Council (NSC) and its Adviseere relatively quiet
bureaucratic players in the policy process in tmyeCold War. Their joint
responsibility was analysis of policy options oisi&g national security problems.
Supervision of policy implementation was a seconpdasignment. With the
appointment in 1969 of Henry Kissinger as NSC Adgishis apparatus moved to center
stage. In many regards, particularly the openinGhina as well as arms diplomacy with
the Soviet Union, the Advisor seemed to be a kdigypmaker as well as spokesperson.
This pattern continued on a less dramatic scale thi¢ appointment of Zbigniew
Brzezinski in 1979. Partly due to his personakigasund as a refugee from Poland, he
ended up having a major impact on policy towar@sabmmunist bloc. Interestingly, in
the mid-1980s the NSC process experienced pubticangressional challenges whose
intensity paralleled the criticism of the CIA a dde earlier. Involvement of NSC
official Oliver North in the Iran-Contra escapa@ésed the ire of a number of concerned
public and organizational players. As a result, N\ §C/Advisor made a hasty retreat to
its original mission of being primarily an ombudsm policy options for the President.

In sum, the Cold War was a time of the birth ob tmew organizations in the area
of national security policy, the CIA and NSC/Advis@Both experienced seasons of
major bureaucratic influence but also times of tjoagg and retrenchment. The two
traditional Departments, State and Defense, wansistently in the middle of the policy
process during the first four decades after theaéride Cold War. However, the
Secretaries who headed them varied considerablyibaheir individual prominence and
in their impact on the policy process.

Some bureaucratic adaptation took place in theddiate post-Cold War period
(1989-2001). All of the organizations de-emphasigkans and personnel whose major
focus was on the communist/post-communist geogcaggace. In turn, they shifted
gears and put the spotlight on regions that wetidelgeounds of the new conflicts.
Leaders of all the organizations made efforts &biga capabilities in support of future
missions that were tied to changing policy objezgiv

The three Secretaries of State in the period deone strikingly different
backgrounds. James Baker, Ill, had been a majdgicabadvisor and campaign
strategist for President Bush. He brought conatalerskills to the position and ended up
devoting enormous energy in particular to the Meddhast. The Persian Gulf War of
1990-91 had underlined the centrality of oil to shability of the American economy and
political system. In the first Clinton Term (1993) Warren Christopher applied his long
background in the State Department to the top ijpositWhile he had played an
important mediating role in the release of Ameribastages in Iran in 1981, he
maintained a very formal, low-key profile in the9D%. His successor, Madeleine
Albright, injected flair and personality into thely process during the second Clinton
Term. Her background somewhat paralleled thatre&Bnski, for her family had fled
Czechoslovakia after the 1948 communist coup. vi&®ebold enough to stand up to
Balkan leaders who were resistant to agreememi\dfO and the UN about the peace



process in the region. Recruitment to the StaggaDment centered on specialists in
areas such as economics, technology, and poldgwalditions in third world settings.

The Department of Defense experienced ups and sla&an organization during
the decade after the end of the Cold War. Immeljiafter the celebration of the fall of
communism, there was a need to mobilize militargéan the Persian Gulf region. The
organization performed differently in this conflitian in previous Cold War struggles
for a number of reasons. For example, air powes thva centerpiece of the wartime
strategy because of the number of new technologdmatlopments. Since the war
followed a decade of military build-up under PresilReagan during the late Cold War
period, capabilities were at a high water mark wtihenchallenge from Saddam Hussein
erupted in 1990 in the Gulf area. In addition,ga@® of the Goldwater-Nichols act in
1986 established new bureaucratic relationshipmguvartime operations. Specifically,
the Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) becaméndependent advisor to the
President as well as the individual responsiblgpfoducing compromises among the
Chiefs of each of the respective services themsel¥édso, the Act empowered regional
commanders to a greater extent than had earliertheecase. These organizational
changes accounted for the prominence during theodCS Chair Colin Powell and
Central Command (CENTCOM) Commander Norman Schkapfz The Central
Command is the Joint Military Command responsibleAfrica and the Middle East.
However, the period following the Gulf War victomas one of decline in resources
available to the military. With no major enemythe horizon, public and Congress were
unwilling to maintain the level of support that cheterized Cold War times. The U.S.
need to orchestrate a bombing campaign in 199%80i0 may have been a reminder
for the future of the costs of such inattention.

For the CIA and NSC the period of the 1990s wasinrwhich they also needed
to make adjustments to the new policy climatepadrticular, the CIA emphasized
somewhat newer transnational issues such as censmtentics, counter-intelligence,
technology transfers, and counter-proliferatiomo€lear material. A focus on economic
problems and terrorism moved up the ladder of conaile the battle against
communism for the most part ebbed. The NSC rerddimrethe most part in a post-Iran-
contra background. However, Anthony Lake in thstfClinton term played a major role
in the effort to develop Engagement and Enlargerasmat new strategy, while Sandy
Berger in the second term became a forceful defesmttt advocate of policy.

Following the September 11 attack, leaders infalhese organizations were
forced to rethink their role in the policy proceds$ew bureaucratic players also emerged
as a way of dealing with the grave new threat. [éhe traditional bureaucracies had
normally focused on threats to security abroadstiatering events of September pulled
the attention of a number of these organizationsedkto the threat within.

The military campaign against al Qaeda, like théf @/ar a decade earlier, threw
the Pentagon into the middle of the policy proceSgecial Forces in particular played a
critical role into the battle against the Talibaweell as in the cave-to-cave search for
terrorists. Again, as in the Gulf War, air poweasacritical in the initial effort to break
the back of the incumbent Taliban regime. Howether military was less prepared for
this battle than it might have been a decade eatlie to post-Cold War cutbacks. The
battle in Afghanistan and in other countries inéelcby al Qaeda also highlighted the
need to transform military capabilities so thatytheuld be more mobile and suited to



the continuing hunt for terrorists. In terms ofgmnality, Secretary Donald Rumsfeld
became a very strong policy advisor, leader ohtiigary services, and public
spokesperson for the Administration.

While the State Department as an organizatiomdtclay a central role in this
battle, its secretary Colin Powell was a promiraghtisor and public personality during
the intense period of the crisis. Like Rumsfeldraeeled frequently to the area and held
countless meetings with other individuals involwedhe war. In the same fashion NSC
Advisor Condoleezza Rice explained policy to thblguwhile at the same time being a
critical link in the advisory process. While sooteservers questioned CIA preparedness
for the attack, Director George Tenet had his hdnlisnobilizing the agency to be part
of the new campaigns. He also became a critieglgplin Israeli-Middle East
negotiations. Further, Vice President Cheney blgdayed a central leadership role that
paralleled those of the others. In fact, the hanynawithin the bureaucratic team no doubt
had something to do with the fact that Cheney, Ppared Rumsfeld had also been
major advisors during the Gulf War under the fi*s¢sident Bush.

In a number of respects, the portrait of orgaroza players underwent
transformation and expansion in the year followtimg attack. Almost immediately, Tom
Ridge moved from the Pennsylvania Governor's Mamsioa newly created position as
Director of the White House Office of Homeland S#gu Very quickly discussion
centered on replacing private airport security camgs hired by the airlines with federal
employees whose incentives for rigorous scrutingasfsengers might be greater. The
Airport Security Act eventually called for a tratish to control by federal bureaucracies,
after agreement by the Congress. Further, witienDiepartment of Transportation
policy planners created a new Transportation SgcAdministration to supervise both
the federalization of airport security and the riederal employees. Its missions were to
supervise airport screening, increase efforts éonlb detection, hire and train screeners,
place air marshals on more flights, strengthen pidv@oors, and fortify procedures for
passenger screening in order to spot potentiarists. For the most part, these
organizational innovations were directed at defersthe domestic front, and this
constituted something relatively new in the natl@®curity equation.

Controversy developed over a number of aspedtseafapidly emerging but
somewhat haphazard plan. Critics pointed outBlragctor Ridge suffered from a vague
job definition and lack of Cabinet rank. Othersetved that many existing agencies
contained pieces of the capabilities for protectmgerica from the new kind of threat,
but there was no coordination among either the @gsror the pieces. In 2002 the Bush
Administration proposed creation of a formal OffafeHomeland Security. The initial
proposal called for a staff of 169,000 personsabddget of $37.4 billion. If that plan
were to be realized, the new department would bedt third largest with the ninth
largest budget at the cabinet level. Tom Ridgei®successor would become a full
Cabinet Secretary with the need to be confirmedrylater accountable to the Senate.
Pulled into this new department would be the SeSegvice, the Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), the Customs Servibe,Coast Guard, the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service, the Federal PtioteService, the newly created
Transportation Security Administration, the Fedé&mlergency Management Agency,
the Domestic Emergency Support Team, the Natiooah€&stic Preparedness Office, the
Lawrence Livermore National Lab, the Civilian Biefdnse Research Program, the Plum



Island Animal Disease Center, the Critical Infrasture Assurance Office, the Federal
Computer Incident Response Center, the Nationalr@amications Systems, the
National Infrastructure Protection Center, andNlagional Infrastructure Simulation and
Analysis Center. The political ramifications ofgheorganization reverberated
throughout Washington and the nation. Many obgsenere concerned about the
distinctions that law enforcement officials wouleed to make between criminal and
terrorist activity. Debate and congressional rieastled to considerable modification of
the original proposal.

In conclusion, the key national security bureaciemexperienced considerable
change in the period between the early Cold Warth@dmmediate post-September 11
climate. A period that commenced in the mid-194M@k the spotlight on the traditional
Departments of State and Defense ended in late @@B2ctive participation by the CIA
and NSC. In addition, a welter of new organizagiand of changed organizational
linkages was hatched, and in the process natiecarity acquired a domestic
component nearly equal in importance to its forgaghcy one.

REDIRECTING POLICIES

The abiding focus of policy in the four decade€ofd War was adding teeth to
the overall objective of containment of the comnsuitiireat. In part, this meant
restoration of Western Europe to political and ecoit health. The foundation of this
policy was laid in the late 1940s. Acceptancearftainment as a guide to policy,
enunciation of the Truman Doctrine to preserve oommunist governments in Greece
and Turkey, and Marshall Plan assistance to Wesifeuconstituted the substance of
that foundation. Most of the ensuing Cold War giek were built on that foundation.

Protection of West Europe against communist nafiibn took a number of forms.
A strong western military presence in West Berkatdme a symbol of overall protection
of the region. Presidents Kennedy and Reagan madeorable statements in that city
with the Berlin Wall as a convenient backdrop aaslyetarget. American concerns about
communist influence centered in particular on Feaaied Italy. Both nations had strong
domestic communist parties that competed with ssumceess in national and local
elections. The high water mark of this concern m@sloubt the warnings made by
Henry Kissinger to the Italian electorate in th& @9 about the dangers of flirting too
intensely with the left. The umbrella of NATO ntalry protection in combination with
American leadership of the Alliance provided a \ar@ security.

If West Europe was the central theater of conddercommunist empire to the
east caught America’s eye as well. While the Uhf¢ates never made a substantial
move to dethrone communism in the Soviet UnionastEurope, its policies did include
countless messages and warnings. Prior to theeSovasion of Hungary in 1956,
Secretary Dulles made statements of support foHthregarian freedom fighters.
Following the surprise of a Warsaw Pact invasio@péchoslovakia in 1968, President
Johnson issued a denunciation of the Soviet méweerican policies might have been
more forceful had Eisenhower not been preoccupiédtive Middle East in 1956 and
Johnson with Vietnam in 1968. Later, during tmeetiof the Polish Solidarity challenge
in 1980-81 as well as of the Soviet invasion of dgistan, the Carter and Reagan
Administrations utilized sanctions in the form @beomic penalties and boycott of the
1980 Olympics. Further, during the 1970s U.S.qyoiincluded at least rhetorical support



for dissidents in the Soviet Union. Intelligenclgering through the CIA and National
Security Agency (NSA) supplemented these policies.

Of course, American policies focused on othersamddhe world as threats
developed. However, for the most part the defieeats in those other areas were
linked by policy-makers with the communist challeng Eurasia. At times, particularly
in the 1950s and 1980s, American policy-makersepeed third world threats as flowing
from the Soviet Union. Heavy preoccupation wittb&@and Castro is a useful example
of these types of concerns. Involvement in the iw&outheast Asia in the 1960s and
early 1970s was initially a parallel case. Aftevaral years, it had become apparent that
the threat was not Moscow but a combination of Maetese nationalism and an Asian
variant of communism. The Reagan Years involveglvaval of U.S. concern about third
world communism. The Reagan Doctrine called fpraactive stance in light of
perceived communist advances in a number of coofdle globe. Central America
was particular target of this policy spotlight.vé&sion of Grenada in 1983, efforts to roll
back the Sandinista Regime in Nicaragua, and stjpgothe government of El Salvador
in the face of the threat from marxist forces ag &xamples. Viewing all areas of the
world through the prism of anti-communism certaisilyiplified policy, but the cost was
myopia with regard to other powerful forces cirding beneath the grid of East versus
West. Such forces would burst forth with a furythe post-Cold War and post-
September 11 worlds.

The rapid collapse of the East European domino#sei fall of 1989 caught the
Bush policy team by surprise. Serious academiermviss of the process were caught off
guard as well. Suddenly, the target of containnhexitbeen tamed and transformed.
Policy-makers had difficulty defining a set of offjees to replace containment, and
similar difficulties occurred in the actual poliayea itself. If one looks back over the
1989-2001 period as a whole, one hypothesis woeallthéit preoccupation with the
dangers emanating from rogue states replaced tloé €eld War policies designed to
contain communism.

Certainly, Saddam Hussein’s Iraq fits neatly itite category of rogue states.
This leader had invaded Iran in the early 198Csemrch of more coastline and access to
the Gulf for shipping out Iraqgi oil. He had alsteaked minority groups within his own
country and probably worked on development of dearccapability. His August 2,
1990, invasion of Kuwait prompted an immediate Aicaar reaction. The Bush
Administration mobilized the military and relocataanassive amount of material and
personnel to Saudi Arabia under the slogan of “De3leield.” Following a series of
supportive resolutions by the United Nations ad a&the U.S. Congress, America and
its allies unleashed a “Desert Storm” that resultedctory with in a matter of weeks. In
the aftermath of the war, Irag was subjected taxaahrestrictions on its ability to sell
oil as well as to develop nuclear technology.

On the southwest corner of Europe, in the areavkres the Balkans, ruled
another rogue state dictator. In 1988, Sloboddonddvic had become head of the
Communist Party in the Republic of Serbia withia tid Yugoslavia. He was able to
eliminate the independent power of both Kosovothiedvoivodina. Those two
republics had enjoyed some degree of sovereigntesio74. After the 1989 East
European revolutions further north, Milosevic hurgto power in Serbia and later came
to be President of the new Yugoslavia. In turneimdarked upon successive wars in
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Slovenia and Croatia in 1991, in Bosnia in 19921 finally in his own republic of
Kosovo in 1999. Always his proclaimed goal waspghetection of minority Serbs in the
targeted country or region. U.S policy was vergumspect until 1995, as there was no
national interest involved that approximated in aripnce Persian Gulf oil. At the same
time, historically two world wars had originatedtire region. In the end, the escalating
number of innocent deaths in Bosnia prompted sanstrikes on Bosnian Serb
positions and finally the hosting of the Dayton &e&onference. Of course, the Kosovo
bloodletting came to an end with a U.S. led sesfdSATO air strikes on Serbian forces
and the restoration of an uneasy peace. Afterakyears of temporizing, the new
Kostunica government in Yugoslavia handed overdgee to The Hague for a war
crimes trial.

American security policy impacted a number of otlegions and nations in the
interval between Cold War and September 11, 2004ll of those enemies were not the
clear-cut rogue states that Iraq and Yugoslavialtesh, they were at least serious
contenders for that label. North Korea had beeoreern for half a century, but its
efforts to develop nuclear weapons in the 1990senitaah occasional preoccupation of
the United States. Further, the U.S./U.N. polisadter in Somalia in 1993 was related
to the perception that the war lord Aidid was aatiar who needed to be toppled before
any stability could be built in that country. Té#ort to oust him failed, and western
forces beat a hasty retreat. U.S. policy concertise 1990s about the Cedras
dictatorship in Haiti, the brutal Taliban regimeAfghanistan, and occasionally the
heavy-handed communist regime in China fit revealstmnilar concern with autocratic
leaders who played fast and loose with democratims.

While the containment policy during the Cold Wadtbeen set at the beginning
of the conflict and more or less served as a basddr policy, the preoccupation by
national security policy leaders with rogue statethe 1990s emerged through a series of
seemingly unrelated cases. The common thread etasally apparent until the events
of September 11 highlighted the stakes and consegaef leaving such regimes in
place in the name of national sovereignty.

In the immediate aftermath of September 11, anbitssm and counterterrorism
became nearly the sole policy concerns of the seBaish Administration. While these
policy concerns were projected mainly abroad im&@aa in which al Qaeda operated, a
new, equal policy concern was the home-front. fEsalt was a double-pronged policy
that aimed at establishing security on both fronts.

Policy efforts to counter and defeat the terranstvement that perpetrated the
attack on the twin towers centered at first on Afigistan. Bush convincingly made the
case that the Taliban had shielded and even ndrtheegrowth of al Qaeda under the
terrorist bin Laden. Defeat of the Taliban wasfilst policy requisite and was
accomplished with relative speed. The next paiywe was the search for the terrorists
themselves. Bush argued that the roots and brarafttbe network involved many other
nations. Thus, he cautioned the American publitttiebattle would be lengthy and
would require much patience. American militarycks pursued the terrorists into
neighboring Pakistan, the Pankisi Gorge in Russiaighbor Georgia, and the southern
islands of the Philippines. Countless other natiere deemed to be possible hideouts
of al Qaeda. After a certain quietness fell oveghanistan, policy focused on the setting
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up of a transitional government that would balavegous ethnic interests and produce
the basis for an eventual democratic transition.

It was also vital to cultivate new allies, andtteatailed policy initiatives by
nearly all the top level players in the Bush Adrmeiration. The “stans” figured
importantly in this calculation, for many of thoSentral Asian states shared borders with
the rogue states to the south. In fact, many@gthnic groups fighting in Afghanistan
were also active in countries like Tajikistan arzbekistan. All of these new allies
offered over-flight and landing rights, while twbtbhem, Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan,
provided actual air bases to which allied troopsewspatched. The Cold War had
come full circle. Former Central Asian Republicatthad been part of the enemy Soviet
Union were now American allies in the fight agaigktbal terrorism. Other sometime
allies took on a new importance, and Pakistan Wwasrost critical player of all. A
number of al Qaeda training camps and schools Bad located in Pakistan, and its
leader General Musharraf was very supportive ofAiimerican-led effort. However,
there was a strong indigenous Islamic fundamentalesement that pressured the
government to stand up to the West. American sdpydped this ally retain a modicum
of stability in the early period after September 11

For the first time, domestic or “homeland” sequpblicy became as important as
its foreign counterpart. During the early 1950s kficCarthy accusations had centered
on the “enemy within.” However, the September ttdck revealed the poison of a
profoundly different and more real “enemy withinWhile McCarthy had irrationally
targeted the threat of native-born Americans whaffexti top positions in the military and
State Department, the sober-minded domestic sgamitcerns in late 2001 emphasized
the threat of foreign-born citizens who came tollmited States, blended into American
culture, and manipulated their apparent assimiaticorder to both destroy American
lives and strike a blow against American cultufée policy response was many-sided.
First, the Bush Administration initially decidedatimilitary courts should be the setting
for trial of captured terrorists. However, rethimi of the matter led to several trials in
2002 in civilian courts. Second, both CongressRres$ident agreed that coordination
and information sharing among CIA, FBI, and NSA wwasurgent future necessity.
Third, there was a powerful policy impulse to pobtée security of airports and
airplanes. In this connection, the Administratitategated authority to shoot down
civilian aircraft to the Pentagon. Establishingis@y in the airspace over Salt Lake City
during the 2002 Winter Olympics was one exampleahety of proposals centered on
containing the spread of diseases such as anthsarallpox by terrorists seeking to
undermine the United States. At the same timeethvas strong pressure to ensure that
homeland security policy would also include pratatof civil liberties of citizens,
regardless of their place of origin. All of thgsaicy discussions came to the fore, in
particular, on major American holidays, and anyfatexplosion would become a test of
the new array of policies.

Evolution of policy over half a century moved frdhe preoccupation with
communism through a scattershot effort to deferadresg) “rogue states” to a focused
anti-terrorist effort. In part, the nearly exchusipreoccupation with containment of
communism in the Cold War clouded vision that migéwe seen the emergence of the
other two policy problems. In part, the end of @@d War transformed the global
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balance of power in such a way that both roguestand terrorists had more room to
maneuver.

CONCLUSION

Protection of American national security after 8eptember 11 attack mandated
attention to objectives, bureaucracies, and palicigll three areas of security
experienced major change in the early period @fiehorrific events. Such adjustments
were doubly difficult because the same three anadsexperienced major
transformations a little over a decade before withend of the Cold War. While
legislators and the public clamored for policy apas after the attacks on the Twin
Towers, over the long haul attention to broad, engying objectives and bureaucratic
behavior were equally necessary. In fact, newcpsiwere only possible with both the
development of new objectives and refinement ofilweaucracies to put them into
effect.



