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Beyond bin Laden | Stepher M. Walt
Reshaping U.S. Foreign Policy

| The terrorist attacks
that destroyed the World Trade Center and damaged the Pentagon triggered
the most rapid and dramatic change in the history of U.S. foreign policy.! On
September 10, 2001, there was not the slightest hint that the United States was
about to embark on an all-out campaign against “global terrorism.” Indeed,
apart from an explicit disdain for certain multilateral agreements and a fixation
on missile defense, the foreign policy priorities of George W. Bush and his ad-
ministration were not radically different from those of their predecessors. Bush
had already endorsed continued NATO expansion, reluctantly agreed to keep
U.S. troops in the Balkans, reaffirmed the existing policy of wary engagement
with Russia and China, and called for further efforts to liberalize global mar-
kets. The administration’s early attention focused primarily on domestic is-
sues, and new international initiatives were notably absent.

This business-as-usual approach to foreign policy vanished on September
11 Instead of education reform and tax cuts, the war on terrorism dominated
the administration’s agenda. The United States quickly traced the attacks to al-
Qaeda—the network of Islamic extremists led by Saudi exile Osama bin
Laden—whose leaders had been operating from Afghanistan since 1996. When
the Taliban government in Afghanistan rejected a U.S. ultimatum to turn over
bin Laden, the United States began military efforts to cradicate al-Qaeda and
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I. Germany’s decision to resume unrestricted submarine warfare in January 1917 brought the
United States into World War I, bul the United States had come close to war the previous year, and
the submarine campaign was merely the final straw. The Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in De-
cember 1941 was as shocking as were the events of September 11, but the United States and japan
were already on a collision course, and 1he attack merely facilitated President Franklin Roosevelt's
efforts to enter the war. The Soviet testing of an atomic bomb in 1949 and the North Korean inva-
sion of South Korea in 1950 combined to triggrer ULS. rearmament, bust Ihe basic architecture of con-
tainment was alrcady in place when the Korean War broke out, and the US. response did naot
involve a complete reversal of policy. The most comparable evenl is the U.S. response to the fall of
France in 1940, which reversed the tide of isolationism and began the movement toward entry into
World War 11
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averthrow the Taliban itseif.” The United States also began a sustained diplo-
matic campaign to enlist foreign help in rooling out any remaining terrorist or-
ganizations “with global reach.” U.S. officials emphasized that this campaign
would be prolonged and warned that military action against suspected terror-
ist networks might continue after the initial assault on al-Qaeda and its Taliban
hosts.’ i

This article analyzes how the campaign against global terrorism alters the
broad agenda of U.S. foreign policy. 1 focus primarily on the diplomatic aspects
of this campaign and do not address military strategy, homeland defense, or
the need for improved intelligence in much detail. These issues are obviously
important but lie outside the bounds this essay.

I proceed in three stages. The first section considers what the events of Sep-
tember 11 tell us about the U.S. position in the world and identifies four les-
sons that should inform U.S, policy in the future. The second section explores
how the campaign on terrorism should alter the foreign policy agenda in the
near-to-medium term: What new policies should the United States pursue, and
what prior goals should be downgraded or abandoned? The third scction ad-
dresses the long-term implications, focusing on whether the United States will
be willing to-accept the increased costs of its current policy of global engage-
ment. [ argue that this decision will depend in part on the success of the cur-
rent campaign, but also on whether the United States can make its dominant
global position more palatable to other countrics.

What Did We Learn on September 117

The attack on the United States did not alter every aspect of world puolitics, but
it did underscore several aspects of US. foreign policy that have received
insufficient attention in recent years. Understanding these lessons will be es-
sentjal both to the immediate campaign against al-Qaeda and to any subse-
quent effort to reduce the overall danger from global terrorism.

2. Inan apparent effort to split the Taliban and to accommo.dalv_: [’akislan’sﬂdesire Iha/t,.my posbwar
Afghani regime be friendly to Pakistan, U.S. officials have 1:1d}cated that mudumlf 131011\&-{5 Qf
the current regime might be incorporated mto a postwar coalition government. See “U.S. and Paki-
stan ‘Share Afghan Goal,”” BBC News Online/South Asio, October 16, 2001, ]1Flp://www.ncw»s.bln;;
co.uk/english/world /south_asia; and “Afghan King Said to Agree to Role in Kabul for Taliban,

Newr York Tines, October 19, 2001, p. B4

3. In a letter to the United Nations Security Council, US. Ambassador John Negroponte stated
that the U.S. inquiry into the September 17 attacks was “in the early stages” and nnch that “we
may find that our self-defense reguires further actions with respect to nther» nx'gnm?ahm\\s mld'
other states.” See Christopher 5. Wren, “U.S. Advises UN. Council More Strikes Could Come,”
New York Tines, Qctober 9, 2001, p. BS.
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LESSON #1: U.S. FOREIGN POLICY IS NOT COST-FREE

Since the early 1990s, U.S. leaders have acted as if the United States could pur-
sue ambitious foreign policy goals without having to make significant
sacrifices.’ The public at large seems to have shared this view, to judge by the
low importance it has attached to international issues since the 1980s.5 With an
economy that produces one-quarter of gross world product and defense
spending equal to the next seven countries combined, and protected by two

oceanic moats, it is not surprising that Americans thought they could act with
relative impunity.

This sense of hubris grew with the U.S, victory in the Cold War and was re-
inforced even more by the record of the past ten years. Although U S. military
forces have been remarkably busy, the human and economic costs of these ac-
tivities to the United States have been extraordinarily low. Casualties in the
1991 Persian Gulf War were far lower than expected, and the U.S. Air Force has
patrolled the no-fly zone in Iraq and conducted intermittent bombing raids
there for nearly a decade withoul losing a single plane. Subsequent U.S, inter-
ventions in Haiti, Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo led to fewer than fifty U.S.
deaths (the greatest number of them in the ill-fated attempt to capture Somali
warlord Mohammed Farah Aideed). This record is an admirable military
achievement, but it reinforced the belief that the United States could run the
world without risking much of its own blood or treasure. Anti-American ter-
rorists did stage several costly attacks on US. forces overseas (most recently
the bombing of the USS Cole in October 2000), but previeus attempts on U.S.

4. Among other things, the United States has taken the following actions: ¢1) expanded the core al-
liances created during the Cold War, (2) fought a brief but intense war to liberate Kuwait after the
Iraqi invasion of August 1990, (3) sought to compel lragi compliance with the UN weapons inspuc-
tion regime through a combination of economic sanctions and coercive bombings, (4) intervened in
civil conflicts in Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo, and Somalia, (5) attempted to broker a final peace agree-
ment between Israel and the Palestinians, and (6) sought to fosler a more liberal world economy
through the creation of the World Trade Organization and the negotiation of the North American
Free Trade Association.
3. According to a 1998 survey by the Chicago Council on Foretgn Relations, Americans did not
place any forcign policy issue among the top-seven “biggest problems facing the nation.” When
Americans were asked to identify “two or three biggest toreign policy problems facing the United
States loday,” the most common answer (at 21 percent) was “don’t know.” See John E. Rielly, ed.,
American Public Opiion aud U1.S, Foreigr Policy, 1999 (Chicago: Chicago Council on Foreign Rela-
tions, 1999), pp- 7-8: and James M., Lindsay, “The New Apathy,” Foreigir Aftairs, Vol. 79, No. 5 (Sep-
tember/ Oetober 2000, Pp- 2-8. Ole Holst recenlly analyzed a diverse array of survey results and
concltded that there is still broad public support for an active US, role in the waorld, but he also
found “compelling evidence that foreign and defense poliey have lost
for the general public.” See Holsti,
gle Riddes? Foreign Policy and Amy
Prentice-tHall, 2001), p. 41

a good deal of their salience
“Public Opinion and Fareign Policy,” in Robert J. Livber, ed ., fa-
rican Primacy in the Teventy-first Century (Upper Saddle River, N.j.:
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soil failed to do extensive damage and probably cont.ributed to thve s,ens\:/t(;f
complacency.” The 1990s was also a period of ‘susta.med fono-mtlcrfit)ionqi
which reinforced U.S. selfvconfidencel a7nd made it easter to bear interna g
ms without feeling a fiscal pinch.

bué)(i: l;be;ember 11, hiwever, al-Qaeda dcmonstrated that the ~T75Fl;)f0t]£:
global engagement was larger than Amerlcans' thought.l Dlespcl e t; s over
whelming military superiority and robust economic strength, t.ie ‘ n:h Stares
turned out to be vulnerable after all. And the price tag could rise ;n : ele ‘ Stmi
if al-Qaeda or other equally ruthless groups acquire even mc?r%’k etllat ut1 -
ments {such as a nuclear weapon) or if the series .of anthrax attacks t m bt‘:r ;‘;
in October 2001 are merely the beginning. Even if 5L1b5gquent teli‘r?n&-lt(i a:l s
are unsuccessful, the United States will have to pay adc-htmnal costs t(: dg;}t)at:t
danger at a tolerable level. The first lesson, thetjefore, is thatl'thle Uni eo e t(.)
can no longer assume that it can wield global influence at little or n E

itself.

—_—

LESSON #2: THE UNITED STATES IS LESS POPULAR THAN IT THINKS 1 o Prosi.
Americans are prone to see their country as a “shining city on a h} r fa: ' ;ire
dent Ronald Reagan liked to say) and often assume that other bocutncbs a ]1] e
the United States and appreciate its global role. Yet both the Septen"\ er L
tacks and the international response to them underscorff the degbreL tt(t)h\: L\JILS
many people outside the United States are alctually a.mbl_valem ah ()L‘l al_Qqe(.ja.
position in the world. At one extreme, terrorist organTzatlons suc Z&-.tw ,fobﬂ
are inspired by an intense antipathy toward the Ur‘flted Sta_ta?s anf t}x ) Ij,mtecd
dominance. Some of this antipathy arises from_ a particular vision o he e
States as a corrupt and godless society, bult it is also fuel'ed by Abmer;ci;cnid
relationship with Israel, its support for several c‘onservahve‘Ara d.reblulnt.iilij :
its seemingly endless conflict with Iraq. In the eyes of these radical 2 S

(” The February 1993 attempt to blow up the World Trade Center killeld Si’f pea;:le Surt\rhjf ]tl](]):-
Y. Ae 2 o 3« 3 ¥ ’ severt:
ildings. E ors e the rapid apprehension of !

i Idings. Elementary blunders led to ] s ¢
iy l??tv::ls t]\‘/511235: nllai)' have caused the United States to underestimate the ability of similar
perpetratars, LAV e e »

: 3 2 re sophisticated attacks. N N N
?ml;lpf' h-)os‘]:aii;eti:&tlzd sd?ulnrs of international politics succumbed m‘tlus Optll’n-l&;;l)( vm:g;;ljl.fli
.l bvtl::nl)ilnncc Thus Willians C. Wohlforth argued that U.S. d(lwxlumance was ( | a “:1 j e“‘ o
&fn al \_‘ ;w(‘f chc (2) unlikely to provoke significant oppusition, and _(3) re ai\l/\/L] y24.N); ‘
" E.l::‘?inpgie;w}ihll'm”th “The Stability of a Unipolar World,” Inturlmfu{lm! Su‘u;t"‘]/, Or i;np]i.cd
Smmer . Simi ; s emphasis on America’s “soft powe

g . 5-41. Similarly, Joscph S. Nyt’s emp ) ; : o implicd
(51111\11111:FU1‘:;99351|1311: to shape tlleywurld was even greater th'an its material pr[p()ljldlji.ril}tl; )s(;.g.';
“mtt dlL‘See. N(yL Bzmui to Lead: The Changing Nature of American PfUT(;t'{‘ (New York; é]l‘b:: 5:\) ks,
fooo T ! i 5. atlite i“ has led Nye to qualify his views somewhat; see es-

>cent growth of anti-U.S. atlitudes ha: y y his 1L sce e

:w?i?lil}-hNe;t-L%'hvﬁ}’m‘mfu.\' of American Potoer (New York: Oxford University Press, forthcoming)
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extremists, the United States is a global bully whose interference in the Islamic
world must be resisted by any means necessary.”

Although the vast majority of Arabs and Muslims reject al-Qaeda’s methods,
hostility toward the United States is widespread in the Arab and Islamic
world. This phenomenon explains why Arab support for the war on terrorism
has been relatively limited and why Afghanistan’s neighbors have been reluc-
tant to give the U.S. military forces unqualified access to their own territory.

Concerns about the U.S. role are not confined to the Arab or Islamic world,
however. Throughout the 1990, Russia, China, and India accused the United
States of ignoring their interests and trying to impose its own preferences on
the rest of the world.” Such worries led Russia and China to negotiate a friend-
ship treaty in July 2001, which one Russian commentator described as an “act
of friendship against America.”" Even traditional U.S. allics have been con-
cerned about the concentration of power in U.S. hands and Washington's pen-
chant for unilateralism, and they have searched for ways to constrain US.
freedom of action." Although many of these countries appreciate the stabiliz-
ing effects of the global presence of the United States, they resent Washington's

tendency to impose its will on others and worry that it will use its power
unwisely,!?

8. See Fareed Zakaria, “"Why Do They Hate Us?” Newsweek, October 15, 2001, pp. 22-40; Martin

Davis, “Bin Laden, the Believer,” National Journal, September 29, 2001, PP 2982-2983; Roula

Khalat, “Why They Hate,” Finnaicial Tintes, October 5, 2001, p. 20; and David Gardner, “An Eye for_
an Eye for .. " Financial Times, October 13, 2001, p. 1.

9. For example, the “National Security Blueprint” of the Russian Federalion, published in January

2000, warned of “atlempts to create an international relations structure based un domination by

dvvelopud Western countries in the international community, under U.S. leadership and designed

for unilateral solutions (ncluding the use of military force) to key issues in world politics.” See:

“Russia’s National Security Concept,” Az Courtrof Today, Vol 30, No. 1 HJanuary / February 2000),

p. 15; and Sergey M. Rogov, The New Rissiun National 51’¢'m'r'fy Coneept (Alexandria, Vi: Center for

Naval Analyses, 2000).
10. Sec Patrick E. Tyler, “Russia and China Sign ‘Friendship’ Pact,” New York Times, July 17, 2001,
p- Al. Foradditional background on Russian and Chinese perceplions of the United States prior to
September 11, see Celeste A Wallander, “Wary of the West: Russian Security Policy at the Millen-
nium,” Aruts Control Today, Vol 3, No. 2 (March 2000, pp. 7-12; and David Shambaugh, “China’s
Military Views the World: Ambivalent Sucurity,” Tuternational Sm‘nri.(y, Vol 24, No. 3 (Winler 1999/

2000%, pp. 52-79; and Lanxin Xiang, “Washington’s Misguided China Policy,” Survival, Vol, 43, No.

3 (Autumn 2001), pp. 7-23.

11. Thus, French Forcigu Minister Hubert Védrine famously described the United States as a
“hyperpower” and stated that the “entire foreign policy of Francé . . _ is ajmed at making the world
of tomotrow composed of several poles, not just one.” German Chancellor Gerhard Schrpder also
warned that the danger of “unilateralism” by the United States was “undeniable,” Quoted in Craig
R. Whitney, “NATO at Fifty: Is It a Misalliance?” Nege York Thuws, February 15, 1999, p- A7.Sce also
Suzanne Daley, “Burope’s Dim View of US, Js Evolving into Frank Hustility,” New York Times,
April 9, 2000, PP Al, A8

12, See Hubert Vidrine with Dominique Moisi, Frnice in an Aue of Glolwdization, trans, Philip H.
Gordon (Was.hingtun, D.C: Brookings, 2001); Martin Walker, “What Europeans Think of America,”
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These concerns did not vanish when the twin towers fell. Allthough the
United States has enjoyed considerable international sympathy in the aftg-
math of the September attacks, international support has not been U:lC,OIQJ g
tional, and key U.S. allies have made it cle§r that they wantedl tE t)d
response to be restrained. U.S. allies were especially concerned that t;e fmt Lt :
States would seize this opportunity to attack Iraq, and a group of heads of s abu
from the European Union emphasized that the UISI response wouhi lLan\]t:TS
“proportional.” Similarly, the NATO decisien to invoke ArucleﬁS of t lt]* Ao
treaty, thereby identifying the September A'Jl .events as an attm!( )o{nsa t o
members, was accoinpanied by Europea}l: insistence that the United States co
S ith its allies before taking action. .
5L1¥l1?;ltl];sle,‘t(:lﬂz:lsc) warns us nogt to exaggerate the depth of international sup-
port that the United States presently enjoys. Other states have backed t.he
United States because they agree that terrorism is a Fhreat and because Walslj-
ington has made it clear that neutrality is not an oph(m,' but also becaus[s t‘m.y
see this crisis as an opportunity to advance their own }ntCrests. Th.u‘s, Lia:s:a
has sought to strike a deal over missile defc.nse Ell‘ld gain us. val:lle.waeani (?
its own campaign against Islamic “terrorists” in ‘(,hechnya,v Pakllstainf mz
gained important economic concessions, anfi U-'/,.beklstan -has b;rgéme:t ‘c;ra :\
security guarantee. But support for U.S. policy in Afghanistan ’ oes ne .ll'i t,} i
that other states are comfortable with U.S. power or that they agree with e
United States on other issues.' If U.S. leaders assume that the current ?urgej in
international support will enable them to igm.)re thel interests of othv.er Ztaste.btnT
the future, they will squander the diplomatic capital thlat the FJn11tel ”l‘a :s
now enjoys and increase the risk of a backlash when the immediate challenge

recedes.

p y i 1 “ AP W i
World Policy, Vol. 17, No. 2 (Summer 2000}, pp. 26-38; Frangois HmsLqul,r%OUg;m_]r:x.:\7:;%\7‘(;:1;;113/\;.
l’vn‘uptiun& i 7Al?r“<’d-'_' Sl}ﬁjhl':if’rY:)'f;!lLLll’{'x’:n\va‘l?x.)ri ((‘xi:l‘]:;];imj D.C.:,I{Ji}xvﬂh Ce’nler, June
5{:‘;1)];'1n:x‘{LiDi:gt’(r":R\A?J;g:’xG111:11;,,“1}::guiuvz;in.lltir:‘ ":";w Challenges to American Predontinance (Washington,
_.: Ni Center, 2000). ) e
[l)?Lée!: gt?\‘w(t.\t]?rlliﬁéer, ")So Far, Europe Bl‘t’nihk‘b‘EdhiL‘r aver l'-rev_.- iland .(“f?ve:\ Hw,;{?;::i‘:g:;:{n
J\\'vlw York Tinws, September 29, 2001, pp. B1. Bo. Concern that allied pi\rm,iga |l|('“-1{ w}; constain
its freedom of action led the Bush administration to declare E]mt it WOI'LUHJL\L~ a :L-k‘,;iu}r}f,mdﬂ[ n
tended to conduct military operations enly in league with (.rm} Britain. ] s L’n‘ut :.('er v Qummpm
it, “The fewer people you have to rely on, the fewer permissions you 12\5. ‘Ul“'; oy Juoted in
Fi'\ine Scioline and Steven Lee Meyers, “Bush Says Time Eez Running, C yl ; TM‘;]; o A
N rely Alone,” New York Times, October 7, 2001, p. Al; and Rebecca }ulm_snn and Mica en !,
'l;;\rlll-.tlji‘%%:‘d ijp and No Place to Go: Why NATO Should Be at the Front Lines of the War agains!
" i " ! ; i 3 s
T:;”ff‘n;nn‘; . LT]L;\UEnTZ:x?:);:]lL Eh‘mn remaing unwilling to sign an agreenient _pmlubllulg,slfwllt‘)ipl‘r:
ul’vm:xil‘c k}mrts and missile-making technology, despite whal one US. U'lltlc_la_l Lgllntsb?r 2\[1)”{05;:'9
prc:ss:‘-prmr to the Asia-Pacific Economic Conferenee summit in Shanghai in .
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LESSON #3: FAILED STATES ARE A NATIONAL SECURITY PROBLEM

When governments collapse, the resulting anarchy often triggers large-scale
migration, economic chaos, and mass violence. Although these effects often
spread to neighboring countries, the challenge of “failed states” such as Soma-
lia, Sierra Leone, Liberia, Rwanda, and Afghanistan has usually been seen as a
humanitarian issue. As a result, international responses have generally been
half-hearted and only partly successful.!’

The attacks on September 11 demonstrate that failed states are more than a
humanitarian tragedy; they can also be a major national security problem.'®
The Taliban government and the al-Qaeda movement arose from the pro-
tracted civil conflict within Afghanistan, and bin Laden has used failed states
for refuge since the mid-1990s. Indeed, if Afghanistan had been governed by a
more capable and moderate regime over the past decade, bin Laden would not
have found sanctuary there, and the attacks on the United States might never
have occurred.

The danger that some failed states pose also reminds us that unresolved
contlicts are always a potential danger. Protracted conflicts generate hatred
and the desire for revenge, foster the emergence of groups whose main aim is
to wage war, and empower leaders who depend on a climate of fear to justify
their own rule. These conditions provide ideal breeding grounds for precisely
the sort of people who willingly engage in mass terror. The terrorist network
that the United States now seeks to eradicate is a product of the protracted
conflicts in Afghanistan and Kashmir, and on the West Bank and Gaza Strip.
The Septemmber 11 attacks on the United States might never have occurred had
these violent struggles been resolved. Thus, helping to settle protracted civil

conflicts is not merely good for the world in general; it can also make the
United States safer.!”

Craig S. Smith, “Frustrating U.S., China Balks at Pact to Stem Missile Sales,” New York Times, Octo-
ber 20, 2001, p. B4.

15. On the problems of failed states, see Robert [ Rotberg, ed., “Why States Fail (and How to Re-
suscitate Them),” 2001, unpublished ms.; and 1. William Zartman, Collapsed States: The
tion and Restoration of Legitinate Auihority (Boulder, Colo.: Lynne Rienner, 1995),

16. Recognizing this problem does not eliminate the need to make judgments about which failed
states are potential threats to U.S. interests and which are not. The United States cannot rebuild

every failed state, but the attacks on September 11 suggest that doing nothing will sometinmes be
costly.

Disintegra-

17. There are trade-offs here as well, however. Trying to settle bitter civil conflicts is never easy,
and getting involved can provoke intense and enduring resentments. A prudential rule would be
to remain disengagcd unless (1) vital U.S. interests are involved, and (2) U.S. leaders have a clear
blueprint for resolving the conflict and restoring a workable governnent.
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: THE UNITED STATES CANNOT “GO IT ALONE” '
;']5;’2101; ti;eTU.S. response to the terrorist attacks isj a forcgful.re?_untd;ro :tl;l;
even a superpower needs support from other cou'ntrles. D.ur‘mg 1tsf 1r§l monns
in office, the Bush administration often acted as if the op]mons of othe o
tries did not matter very much, an attitude revealed by its unc.omprc.m:lslnag_
pursuit of missile defenses and brusque rejection of seve'ral prommen‘tt'm_ fer "
tional conventions.'® Although these policies led to vrlu‘:lespr‘ead cr1~ lc,lfln}ik
home and abroad, there was no sign that thle1Bu5h administration was rethir
ing its basi roach prior to September 11. . _
m%ﬁz:):f\l: [ajljsted Stftcs was attacked, however, the -BLlSh.aSFM?Etm;iﬁi
suddenly discovered that international support was md{spensa de. em;eiSSi(m
tary effort against al-Qaeda requires access to foreign ternFory 3121- ‘}:nantle on
to use foreign airspace, and as discussed belon/ the campaign to 1; anile
flung terrorist networks cannot succeed V\:’lthout ‘extenswe ant i itf
support from many other countries. Broad mternahon‘al suppor ads Sgthe
mates the use of force against al-Qaeda and the TahF)an alnd reduce iy
tendency for others to see the United States as a trigger-happy imperis
po"li\{f; -irony’ is obvious: A president wl'.msel initial .approach t:) Eo;sinsgzbﬁ;)tl-
icy”\;vrés devg_i_ag_d__l_y‘unilater_alis_t is now being ]L_ldged in large part on e 2l T(y)
to muster an unprecedented degree of 1{1ternat10nal cooperation, o
its credit, the Bush team changed course rapidly and ‘has done ?nTT:(cte E ‘
job of rounding up support from a divers.e seF of forelg_n pov:iers. aq;dpiof
port is likely to wane, however, if the fighting in Afghamstan- rags l0:1 ‘n i
the United States cannot replace the Taliban \f\/lth 3 viable r.ulmg coa é mm N
deed, keeping the coalition against terrorism intact will be a daunting

challenge.

- . - bal

. In its first months in office, the Bush administration rejected the Kyoto Pdroflocnldot;‘_xg::t)her
lvérr;:il1g 111& the inspection protocol to the Biological We;;pgnlsthi;v‘en::;,lia:rmsorﬁ‘e the other

icipan 4 ent to limit the global trade in .

7 ats to water down a UN agreemen . in smalf 2 adminis
Fr:rltlifxl\paallso declared that it would not attempt to ranf'y the Cv.)n\prethSIy_L Te:.t S?en T;T;a 1yb;m he
tr(mry to create an international criminal court, and reiterated U.S. opposition to g
e i, ” ‘s caili ilateral anymore. That's kind

5 i body's calling us unilater, y ;
s Secretary of State Colin Powell put it, No s : ymo jats kind
111?-37?:5::\53 Ex):r the time being; we're so multilateral it lgeps n_wl_up ZKBl](f)u:talst);;I’\'tNﬂw%/Urk
i ’ i i “Russi 3 {imistic on Defense ,

ul " 5 Patrick E. Tyler, “Russia and U.5. Op N ne w Yo
every bgi)[gbgu{g'“gt;tlf; pp. Al Bti)t It remains to be seen whether this cunstlt\utﬁ_ ]:11 ‘mieT T\hlfél::}
Tr",fa;acl: or muru’ly a tactical adjustment; for a skeptical forecast, see StevenNE:. ]1(\5\;{“‘8' L20()1..
a?%nilakmlism" Or Unilateralism Redux?” Washington Quarterly, Vol. 25, No.

0 T} v i

2002).
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Waging the War on Terrorism: Implications for U.S. Foreign Policy

Although tragic in purely human terms, the losses that the United States has
suffered to date have not affected its material position or its core national inter-
ests. The United States is still the leading economic and military power in the
world, and the global consensus that terrorism is a serious problem may have
enhanced U.S. influence in the short term. Basic U.S. foreign policy goals are
also unaffected: The United States still wants to discourage security competi-
tion in Europe and Asia, prevent the emergence of hostile grear powers, pro-
maote a more open world economy, inhibit the spread of weapons of mass
destruction (WMD), and expand demucmcy and respect for human rights.z”
Even the new war on terrorism is not an entirely novel objective, insofar as the
United States and al-Qaeda had already attacked each other on several occa-
sions in the past.”!

What has changed, of course, is the priority attached to these different goals.
The campaign against global terrorism is now the central aim of U.S, foreign
and defense policy, and other international goals will be subordinated to this
broad objective.

In the short term, the campaign has two main objectives. The first goal is to
eradicate al-Qaeda, both by attacking it in Afghanistan and by eliminating its
cells in other countries. The second goal is to replace the Taliban government
in Afghanistan, both to deny al-Qaeda a safe haven and to demonstrate to
other governments what will happen to them if they permit attacks on the
United States to be organized from their territory.”

Over the longer term, the United States must also take steps to ensure that
new al-Qaedas do not emerge and make it more difficult for potential enemies
to acquire even more lethal means (such as nuclear weapons). To achieve these

20. These goals are enunciated in numerous efficial and unofficial statements, including William J.
Clinton, A National Secitrity Strmegy for a New Cunhu'y (Washington, D.C.: The White House, May
1997); America’s Natioal Biterests (Cambridge, Mass.: Commission on America’s National Enterests,
2000); and George W. Bush, “A Distinctly American Internationalism,” specch at the Ronald Rea-
§an Presidential Library, November 19, 1999, http:/ /www.georgewbush.com.

21. Al-Qaeda has been linked to the February 1993 bombing of the World Trade Center, the June
1996 bumbing of a US. barracks in Saudi Arabia, the August 1998 attacks on the U S, embuassies in
Kenya and Tanzania, and the October 2000 assault on USS Cule. The United States bombed al-
Qaeda bases in Afghanistan in August 1998 and has undertaken a host of other measures against
al-Qacda over the past five years. See Kenneth Katzman, Terrarisne: Near Fastern Groups ad State
Sponsors, 2001 (Washiugtm\, DC.: Congressional Research Service, 2001).

22. As of this writing, there is na convincing evidence linking any other governments to the Scp-
. tembur 11 attacks or the subsequent anthrax attacks in several US. cities, Obviuusly, if othuer states
i are found to have been involved in these operations, the focus of the U.S, ca mpaign would shift.
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ends, U.S. foreign policy must focus on (1) managing the antiterrorist u@lition,
(2) enhancing control over weapons of mass destruction, (3} reconstructing Af-
ghanistan, and (4) rebuilding relations with the Arab and Islamic world.

MANAGING THE COALITION ‘ e i the LS
As suggested above, the key to victory agam‘st global t_e.rrorlsm tes l..n 1; S
ability to create and sustain a broad international coathn. Internationa sulp;
port has been a prerequisite for military action against a']—Qaeda and the
Taliban, but cooperation from other states is even more crucial to the effort to
dismantle al-Qaeda’s far-flung network of terrorist ce!is. Other states must I;.ve
willing to share intelligence information wiFh the Unilted States; ‘co‘opjervate 1:
exposing the covert money flows that nourish terrorlstvnetwol."ks; and Il'IV.E‘b
the time, resources, and political capital to suppress anti-American extremists
ithin their own societies.
WthJhlilf‘o:ltljnately, keeping this coalition together will no't be easy. Some ll\rab
and Muslim states are already reluctant to cooperate with Washmg-ton, given
their fears of domestic instability and the popular belief that the ll_Jmted' States
is insensitive to Arab and Muslim concerns. There are also senlous rlfrs be-
tween some of the putative allies of the United States (most ob.vmusly in tl?e
simmering conflict between India and Pakistan), and these conflicts are gertalin
to regain their salience as time goes on. History Aalsu‘warns that sup‘p()l:t to;- tlw
campaign against terrorism is likely to fade with tun.c, once the shock of the
initial attacks wears off and as the costs of the campaign becom_e more appar-
ent. Even close US. allies may be tempted to pass the l?uck in the .n_wnllj}s
ahead, especially if full compliance with U.S. reques'ts requires real sacrifices.
Given the importance of maintaining broad mteArnatlonal support, the
United States is likely to subordinate other foreign pul}cy goals to the broader
task of keeping its coalition intact. In the short-to-medium term, therefore, the
following adjustments are in order. . )
First, the United States must continue its efforts to suppur}l Pervez
Musharraf and his regime in Pakistan. This policy is necessary to facilitate the

‘ot example, some states will be unable or unwitling to comply fully with Ub:‘req‘uesls ‘S]
3;&:11‘)\:ptll1e s}zcrut bank accounts and covert‘mune‘y IZ;)‘\\N:hlh3:frfl::;t;.:;cﬁl:)tlg:::r::‘l;f:]):sl;xgimzl;lsz
2speci if this i s significant economic costs. ¢ ) i J s
Zist};?xtly\/\lifeltl?ﬁ l;:ﬁ}l\lf)e:vsi:j’j éay Johnston, “Roadblocks Cited in Effort to l'ra”ce‘ B{n ,Ls}iie:;:
Money,” New York Times, September 20, 2001, pp. Al, B2; Robert M. Mnrgu‘nw;ll{’ uii—tll'i]lllbthrvelv
Funds for Terror,” New York Times, October 22, ZQUI, p. {\2]; Jimmy Bun??, M i t;ll;l; .!‘ | ’Fm:m(j{{l
Morris, and Richard Wolffe, “Huge Obstacles i“. Global t”‘L‘i\I’Ch for_Tern\vfl;fr aff\,r ! re;ij,‘ neint
Times, September 24, 2001, p. 6; and Hugh Williamson, "Global Financial Taskforce Need
haul to Fight Terrorism,” Fiumrcial Tinws, October 3, 2001, p. 4.
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military campaign in Afghanistan, prepare the way for a successor regime in
Kabul, and make sure that Islamic extremists do not overthrow Musharraf and
gain access to Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal. Lifting sanctions and pledging new
economic aid (including debt relief) was a good first step, but the United States
should also take immediate action to open the U.S. market to Pakistani ex-
ports** Pressing India to begin meaningful negotiations on Kashmir would
also give Musharraf an immediate political boost and reduce Pakistan's inter-
est in maintaining close ties with various Islamic extremists.’S

Second, because the United States needs help from a number of states and
gr‘oups with poor human rights records, including Uzbekistan and the Afghan
Northern Alliance, the war on terrorism will require it to downgrade its con-
cern for human rights temporarily. But Washington should make it clear to its
new partners that it does not condone their past behavior and encourage them
to improve these policies over time.

Third, this crisis also provides an ideal opportunity to improve relations
with Russia. The United States has behaved with scant regard for Russia‘s con-
‘cerns over the past decade, but it now needs Russian support on a variety of
fronts. To get it, the Bush administration should either abandon the process of
NATO _expansion or pursue it in a way that is acceptable to Russia, Russian
President Vladimir Putin has recently indicated that expansion might be ac-
ceptable under certain conditions, but it is still a red flag to many Russians and
does little to further the antiterrorist campaign. At the very least, expansion
should be conducted in a manner that takes due account of Russian sensitivi-
ties, possibly by opening the door to Russia’s entry into NATO sooner rather
than later. The United States should also follow a similar policy toward missile
defense and move ahead only in the context of a mutually acceptable revision
of the 1972 Antiballistic Missile Treaty. Improved relations with Moscow
would also be furthered by continued efforts to stabilize the Russian economy
and more generous support for cooperative denuclearization programs in Rus-
sia. The United States must also recognize that Russia is likely to regard a U.S.
military presence in Central Asia with some misgivings, and reassure Moscow
that it is not seeking a new sphere of influence in Russia’s backyard.

24. See Helene Cooper, “Pakistan’s Textile Bind I’
Street Jourinal, October 29, 2001, Pp. Al, A8

25. Pakistan has used Islamic guerrillas (including some Afghan mgakideen) to conduct an insur-
gency against Indian control of Kashmir. For background on this conflict, see Sumit Ganguly, “Ex-
plaining the Kashmir Insurgency: Political Mobilization and Institutional Decay,” Iuternational
Security, Vol. 21, No. 2 (Fall 1996), pp. 76-107; and Raju G.C. Thomas, ed., Perspectives on Kaslunir:
Roots of Conflict in South Asin (Boulder, Colo.: Westview, [992).

resents Bush Team with a Tough Chaice,” Wall
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Fourth, this crisis behooves the United States to keep r(lzlation_s‘ with otl;e;
major powers tranquil. China has tacitly supported tl.m ?ntlterrtorlsl,t C:(:S&acegs)
(in part because it faces the threat of Islamic u‘n.rest in its wes erz p ovinges
and has not tried to exploit the situation by r.alslng otl’-ter issues su; Lo Tar
wan). Here the proper U.S. course is quiet thlomacy in Benp:i\lg )af; t mv::la:
letting both parties know that any provocations would jeopardize future

ions wi nited States. .
tlol?i;:l’ll;]t;heel?nited States would be wise to rechrocate.the forelcgn supl)t};)‘c;rt
that it has recently sought by making some concessions of its own. Commi l1 §
itself to a serious effort to negotiate a replacement for the Kyoto Protct»co (zd
global warming would be an ideal first step 'and wlou.ld goa lo‘n%vx{::\yd osvtvaates
defusing lingering fears of U.S. unilateralism. Similarly, the dmle ke
could accelerate preparations for a new globall trade f‘ound and ‘ :}c aretl e
was especially interested in lowering its ban_‘leris against exports g)mh :Ste
veloping world, even if this hurt some special mteres'ts atbh()rrite‘t Buc reCigelp
may be difficult to take in the midst of a global recession, but that is precisely
when reducing obstacles to trade is most needed.

’ PONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
%ﬁ: ;1\{!2:1];;2(; ga;?ember 11 showed that inter.nationa!'terrorist‘s ar-%lll'ljl()re cap?(;
bic and ruthless than many experts had belleved.. .(nven _thelr wi mgnlessthe
sacrifice themselves and their indifference to the killing of mnocent.peop -e,d e
most omincus danger is the possibility that al—Qaeda or some l;kfl-rr}lfr;Cth{’
group might acquire a weapon of mass destruction a.nd useillt todu osud{ .
Who can sericusly doubt that bin l;a:er;‘v;;)#ld love to get his hands on

hat he would use it if he did?” '

Welgafc(l):lcllﬁ; tthis threat requires a new effort to bri.ng existing sg;)ckg)xles oi ?;:
clear, chemical, and biological weapons under reliable control.” The mos

26. By confirming that some groups are willing, and able to use bm]o-glca»l~nt%e>m:t:‘1€n:?;;?n;i?3f
th;'EIX e I woreorions Ciﬁ@; ﬂ':ﬂ Staftsd lel: %§23$::3 %01T32S§ slc;)':;b Tc"rtml:: Assessing the Ter-
15 Ner orm of terrorism. For background, see aths - Tu ; Huxic | §
trlt::'?s;1z‘l/:‘,f;frrtrflrmm'cm‘ and Biulugimf Weapons (Ca_mbndg&, Mase%.‘ I;Al'lN: re.ls?nSZ(l)g())t)to g o possess
a 1999 interview, bin Laden stated that “it ‘fvuv._\ld. be a sin for Mus 1 T lry to possess
217. In :\ lons ot would prevent infidels from inflicting harm on Mll.'lhlllﬂs'; HL:.s{l v Mz:h‘ rds
:rem:f:;pis a religious duty and we hope to be rewarded_for it by Go(f:l. Sefbil:ta;l::vassocmmﬁ
Laden,” Time Januaty 11, 1999. There is unconfirmed testimony from forme: e
oyt hi ; fforts to obtain nuclear materials. See Kimberly McCloud and Matthe ]
{egnrdmgﬁ v i gr: and WMD Terrorism,” CNS Reports (Monterey, Calif.: Center for Nun
p?oslii‘g:‘raaki&:\] Sl?;dties,‘ Monterey Institute for International Studies, 2001), http://ww.cns.miis.
t‘du/RUb/?‘PU:‘:)Sf/(zl:\t\rds:‘\l-‘l;lt?r» Gam Nunn, “our number one national secur ity priority is to kt [L\E
fe-n‘;\;fl(;r;;lr‘x%ass destruction out of the hands of terrorist groups.” Quoted in Albert R Hunt,
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mediate and obvious risk is in Russia, whose vast arsenal of WMD remaing
under unacceptably loose supervision. There are also potentially dangerous
stockpiles of nuclear, chemical, and biological materials in many other coun-
tries, and some of these supplies are poorly monitored or protected. Thus, the
effort to control Russia’s “loose nukes” must be accompanied by a global cam-

paign to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction from
any other source.

To accomplish this vital task, the Bush administration should move swiftly
to implement the recommendations of the january 2001 Baker-Cutler report on
nonprotiferation programs in Russia, and encourage Congress to fund the nec-
essary programs much more generously than it has in the past® Earlier efforts
to denuclearize several post-Soviet republics and to establish reliable control
over Russia’s loose nukes did make real progress, but the overall effort has
been hobbled by mismanagement, bureaucratic infighting, pork-barrel politics,
and presidential and congressional fecklessness. Given the potential danger
that these weapons would pose in the wrong hands, this half-hearted effort
constitutes a dramatic policy failure.*® Yot neither the Bush administration nor
the U.S. Congress has yet shown that it appreciates the seriousness of this
problem, despite the promises made during the 2000 presidential campaign
and the wake-up call the United States received on September 11."' The adinin-
istration should aiso help the Pakistanis secure their nuclear arsenal more reli-

Accelerated Agenda for the Terrorism Threal,” Walf Strect Joutriaf, Qctober 25, 2001, P AZ1L Sec
also Craham T. Allison, “Could Worse Be Yet to Come?” Econromist, November 1, 2001, pp. 19-21.
29. Among other things, the report recommends that the United States and Russia develop a stra-
tegic plan te “secure and/or neutralize in the next eight to ten years all nucluear weapons-usable
material located in Russia”; appoint a senior official to manage the various programs; and acceler-
ale joint efforts to manage, controd, and account for nuclear materials. See [loward Baker and
Lloyd Cutler, cochairs, A Report Card on the Departmeut of Energy’s Nowproliferation Programs with
Russir (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Energy, Secretary of Energy Advisory Board, Janu-
ary 14, 2001), hltp://www,hr.doc,gov/st\ab/rusrpf.pd . For additionaf recommendabions, see
Matthew Bunn, The Next Waoe: Urgently Needed New Steps to Control Warheads and Eissite Materinl
(Washington, D.C,, and Cambridge, Mass.: Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Man-
aging the Atom Project, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, John F. Kennedy School
of Government, Harvard University, 2000).

30. Assessments of the various coaperative threat reduction efforts within the former Soviet Union
include Matthew Bunn, Oleg Bukharin, and Kenneth Luongo, Renewiny Hie Partnership: Reconnmen-
dations for Accelerated Action to Secure Nuclear Material in tie Forprer Soviet Lhrion (Princeton, N.J.:
Russian-American Nuclear Security Advisory Council, 2000); “Special Report: Assessing U S.
Non-Proliferation Assistance to the NIS,” Neaproliferation Review, Vol 7, No. 1 (Spring 2000),
pp. 55-124; Jason D. Eliis, Deferse by Other Memrs: The Politics of U.S.-NIS Threat Reduction and Nu-
clear Secirity Cooperation {(Westport, Conn.: Praeger, 2001); and Sam Nunn, chairman, Managiny Hie
Global Nicclear Materials Thrcat: Policy Reconnnendutions (Washington, D.C.: Center for Strategic and
International Studies, 2000).

31. The Bush administration’s initial Yist of priorities for spending the $40 billion in emergency
funding authorized by Congress after the Sepientber 11 attacks did not include any money for ad-
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ably, possibly by providing them with permissive action links and other

32

i f to prevent unauthorized use.” o
tec:?;;i":;:;ls::;e‘i th(-_l'D United States should recommit itself tlo the dxfflcutlt but
essential business of multilateral arms control. Ot?ler.states will not f‘ccep :;evl\;
restrictions on their own conduct and new m(nTlt(?rmg procedur.ts oTvler B:lc;h
stockpiles if the United States refuses to con.stram its F)|W11 bchaxiu():r. n; s
administration should therefore reconsider its opposition t? thLv cl)n\j\ll:) e v
sive Test Ban Treaty and the inspections protoclol of the Blf)loglca eapme—
Coenvention, and immediately announce its desire to negotmte new arrang
ments to deny potential terrorists access tg WMD materlalvs. e

Needless to say, this approach will require the Bus.h admlme.trat;onl aban
don its aversion to arms control. But the administration has_ already skw U(S
admirable ability to change course in other_ areas, and a dlr?c‘t-atta‘; onne;t;
soil is the sort of event that inspires fresh thinking. Al'—Qaeda s attaL. su\%o o
that the threat of catastrophic terrorism is more serious than pr-evTOHb)yd’ -
lieved, which makes this an ideal time to launch a major effor‘t to l‘nnllt 1L1bgut
ger from weapons of mass destruction,. If the Umtc‘d Stat?fs is seri;n;s F bout
reducing the threat from global terrorism, a sustained effort to deny

C > its
groups access to truly fearsome weapons should be a key clement of

strategy.

FALLED STATE '
j\t:[: Saidlitl:t:'nfor president, George W. Bush rg-'pealcdl_y c‘riticized the fCllmto:
administration for its attempts at “nation buildlng.”'\f\{lthm. a mon‘th 0) t;e aw_
tacks on the United States, however, the Bush admu}lstratmn V\:]ﬂb! éptnt}i age
knowledging that its campaign to topple lthe Taliban would m:ftuantj be
accompanied by a serious effort to crcat.e ﬂ_vka]e Afgha? governr:lel Land v
build this war-torn country.* Nation building, it seems, is not suci a ba G
aﬂ/iiﬁi#ussed above, this shift in policy reflects both the lesson that)fmllfed
states such as Afghanistan have been breeding grounds a.nd safe ha.vcns Sr
anti-American extremists and the knowledge that the United States is partly

onal WM ] 5. 5 NG copriations: How Hie Money Is Allocated
iti 1 efforts overseas. See Supplomental Appropria i : .
;{\x’m‘ll\'l?lllzvt(rl\l/{DDU(;‘"”C(:):n;l far a Livable World, 2001), http:/ /www.clw.org/septil /suppanalysis.
ashington, D.C.:
o i ; Nuclear,” New York Tinies, October 22, 2001, p. A21,
S ce C. Blair, “The Ultimate Fatred 1s Nudtd{, ia s, Octol : - AL
‘353 gt': k:;:rlk::rt Cottrell, Stephen Fidler, Richard Mc(,{ugu]r{ nzl{\;(i”//\ndlm:v»1 i’(gr:»:d I}JSHE:J:LC;
Long- T i hanis Fi cial Timws, October 17, ,p L and D DT .,
Long-Term Role in Afghanistan, }mmrm_z
NUul\\E: l_?ncqsy Burden,” New York Tinwes, October 12, 2001, pp. Al, B2.
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respo_nsible for Afghanistan’s current condition, The
ghanistan after the 1989 Soviet withdr,
ti s0Ci i

St(:ti of Afghan Zocnety and the ultimate triumph of the Taliban.™ [f the United

€5 repeats this error once the Talib -
‘ an are defeated, new hin Ladens

mo-re llkel.y to emerge. To reduce the long-term thre bt
nation building in Afghanistan is an un

U.S. failure to rebuild Af-
awal led to the progressive radicaliza-

at from terrorism, in short,
avoidable responsibility.

2EBEILDING RELATIONS WITH THE ARAB AND ISLAMIC WORLI
ra N . . -
rcspoj:d]l:?l?}l?ml reaclhon to al-Qaeda’s attack and to the initial U.S. military
€ highlights the degree to which i} i e ‘
, e United States has become es-
tra.nied from these societies. Although many Arab and Istamic fe e
uic > j
Eoly V::rc;r;d;mn;h&at;ack and to reject bin Laden’s call for a new jihad, or
ar, Arab an uslim opinion remains sharply criti icy
(e Midee po o M ‘ arply critical of U.S. policy in
st. se attitudes make it more diffi
b icult for moderate Arab
governments to support the war on t i i bt t
_ errorism and make it more likely th
;M ! PP ‘ at the
U? cam}f»d{gn against al-Qaeda will create new sympathizers ’ ’
: gai Zers.
o ]rll:; ::Oxtl lesl,btnsky for Arab and Islamic governments to back the U.S, of.
G isolate anti-American extremists withj i | the
A a < thin the Isl:
United States will hav ild i o ocintics, O e
€ to rebuild its relations with t} ieti
long. termn. o p é s with these societies. Over the
, ed States cannot relv s i
’ & y solely on the friendship of
o . 45 not p of Arab gov-
T?:eents, '1t IIIL;St also improve its Image with the broader population ’

" w \ b .
w“d‘is\;;m:sk irst btep—wh‘lch the Bush administration has been inching to-
the Palesﬁniaz;se ; }l]essU t)l?é—;lded approach to the conflict between Isracl and

- the United States is not as reflexi ‘
il o he ted 5 E exively pro-Israel as man
rea}ﬁ:n!:ghu_/e, but its policies in the past have not been evenhande:i Whili
pea ”:f 1tsfunshakab]e commitment to Israel’s security within its pre-1967
IS, therefore, the United States sh i .
. , e should make it clear that it i
aoniperer there  Un ar that it is dead-set
gainst Israel’s expansionist settlements policy and does not think that this

aders were

3. As Ahme shi | 7 - ’
ahomistan o Ltlr[]i;:l;u;it Xl;?tfhv:fdl before thelSepmmbcr 11 attacks: “By walking away from Af
sies, bombs in New‘York ; o ; LsA faC-Cd within a few years dead diplomats, dl"‘-m: yei Lmb ;.
fight to the Jast Afghan’ tgnY c[: 1‘uz|p he.rnm on ‘:ts streels. . In the 1980s the US:/\ vx;as 'yre‘nernh 1:
was not prepared to l‘\cl b}?E ’Wen‘w"h the Soviet Union, but when the Soviets left }\)/\J’Tg](]il:‘-'t N
Oil, and Fundamentation, 1‘5[ C:""?’:’PJ‘-’/:LL or feed a hungry people.” Sce Rashid, Tiban- Mili;/rlpf ’5,”211
chap. 13, ' i Asin (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 20009, = 209 am,{

35. Meeting in Qs g
CLmdanEd},t]1e(§::‘::]<;:r§())crt()b;r 10, 2001, t_hc Organization of the Islamic Conference
the victims.” But it alsy d 3 al:j L’X;:l/’gsscd its condolences to the J.S, people and the families
ity e includ; t.h Ic ET are that “international initiative toward achieving securit y n1“-th 'Uf
Clmmumiout of 16 r\Jti;::Cl:IE:f:?n:'Of soc\sjrify and justice for the Palestinian i)cuplexg‘:r;; ht[a::l
\r extraordinary Session of the islami { N arci i
ters,” Doha, Qatar, October 10, 2001, hrtg://www.nic—():'i 5;1;"1!( Conference and Fon'lgn Minis-

“strongly

e e
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policy is in the long-term interests of the United States or Israel.*® The United
States should also clarify its position on the requirements for a Palestinian state
and emphasize that a viable state will require Israel to offer more generous
terms than it proposed at Camp David in July 2000. Specifically, Israel should
offer to withdraw from virtually all territories it occupied in June 1967 in ex-
change for full peace.”’ The aborted Israeli-Palestinian negotiations at Taba in
January 2001 showed that there was still some chance for a final deal, but the
progress achieved there proved te be tragically late.

Adjusting the U.S. position will require careful and deft diplomacy, so that
Washington does not appear to be backing down to terrorist pressure and does
not sacrifice important national values. Among other things, the United States
should point out that U.S. leaders supported the creation of a Palestinian state

36. lsrael is tar more secure now than it was when it occupiced the West Bank and Gaza Strip in
June 1967, and its continued occupation of these territorics is the primary source of the lingering
dangers that it faces. In 1967 Israel’s defense spending was less than half the combined defense ex-
penditures of Egypt, Iraq, Jordan, and Syria; today Isracl’s defense expenditures are 30 percent
larger than the combined defense spending of these four Arab states. Several of Israel’s adversaries
had strong support from the Soviet Union in 1967, but the Soviet Union no longer exists, and Is-
racl’s ties to the United States are far more extensive today. Israet had no nuclear weapons in 1967
but has a substantial (albeit undeclared) nuclear arsenal today. Within its pre-1967 borders, in
short, Israel is more secure than it has ever been. By continuing to occupy the West Bank, Caza
Strip, and the Islamic holy sites in Jerusalem, however, lsrael further inflames Arab opinion and
forces Israelis and Palestinjans to live together, thereby facilitating the tow-level violence that has
been occurring since the collapse of the Osio peace process. Tn short, [stacl's presence outside the
Green Line now reducus its security, and the costs of denying the Palestinians a viable state of their
own have never been greater. The above figures on defense spending are drawn from World Midi
tary Expenditures and Armts Transfers, 1966-1975 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency, 1976 and The Military Balance, 2000-2001 (London: International Institute for
Strategic Studies, 2001). Sce also Shai Feldman, "Middle East Strategic Assessment,” in Feldman
and Yiftah Shapir, ods., The Middie East Military Balanee, 20000 2007 (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press,
2001), pp. 15-79, especially pp. 63 71,
37. Israel did make important concessions at Camp David, but their actual significance depends
on the baseline from which they are compared. Israel’s final offer would have entailed the annex-
ation of 8-9 pereent of the occupied terzitories (mostly to accommodate its illegal settlements), and
the Palestinians would have ended up with only some 22 percent of the territory of pre-1947 Pales-
tine-~hardly a generous outcome. Furthermore, the Israeli proposals would have created a Pales-
tinian state lhat was bisected by several [sraeli-controlled corridors. These arrangements would
have lett the new state in a condition of permanent vulnerability and forced Palestinians to endure
the humiliation of passing through ksraeli checkpoints in order to travel within their own country.
The failure of the post-Oslo peace process is not due solely to Israeli intransigence, however; for an
evenhanded analysis by an Israeli participant, see Ron Pundak, “From Oslo to Taba: What Went
Wrong?” Snrvival, Vol. 43, No. 3 (Autumn 2001), pp- 31-45.
38. For a summary of these negotiations, see “Deconstructing the Taba Talks,” Report vit Isracli Sei-
Hewrert in the OQvenpied Territorics, Vol. 11, No. 2 (March/ April 2001), pp. 4, 7, published by the
Foundation fur Middle East Peace, Washington, D.C. As Pundak, “From Osio to Taba,” pp. 44-45,
abserves, “The Taba negotiations . .. proved that a Permanent Status Agreement between Israel and
the Palestinians was within reach. The distance between the two sides narrowed during the last
week at Taba, and the climate of the discussions was reminiscent of the approach adopted during
the Oslo talks. This led to dramatic progress on almost all the most important issucs.”
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well before the September 11 attacks and emphasize that the Clinton adminis-
tration went to considerable effort to bring such a state into existence. To re-
start the peace process itself, the United States should press Israel to accept the
recommendations of the Mitchell Commission (including a complete halt to
additional Israeli settlements), and encourage both sides to resume talks at the
point where they were broken off in January 2001.%

Given the recent violence and especially the reciprocal assassinations of Is-
raeli and Palestinian leaders in the fall of 2001, these measures are unlikely to
yield an immediate agreement by themselves. But they would remove a major
irritant between the United States and the Arab world and dilute one of the ex-
tremists’ main charges against the United States. And because it will take
time to erase the Negative image that is now deeply etched in the minds of
Arabs and Muslims, the United States cannot simply issue a few presidential
statements and then revert to its previous policies. Rather, it will have to take a
principled position and stick with it through what is likely to be a long and
contentious process,

Adjusting the U.S. stance in the Midd le East should also include a reassess-
ment of U.S. relations with certain Araly governments. To preserve access to oil
at affordable prices, the United States has long supported traditional monar-
chies such as Saudi Arabia despite their financial support to Islamic radicals,
their domestic fragility, and their reluctance to support U.S, diplomatic efforts
openly. Concern for oil supplies has also made the United States reluctant to
encourage greater pluralism within these societies, thereby increasing the dan-
ger that these socicties will turn against the United States should the existing
order collapse. Over time, the United States should strive to reduce it military
presence in the Persian Gulf and encourage these regimes to open the doors to
greater political participation. The United States should also stop regarding the
Islamic world as a “democracy-free zone” where Islamist movenients are con-
sistently barred from meaningful political participation, If Islamist groups can-

39, Isracl and the Palestinians will also have to reach an agreement on the vight of displaced Pales-
tinians to return to their homes. Allowing this right to be exercised in its entirety would threaten
Israel’s viability and is ubvinus[y mteasible, but the Palestinians have made it clear that the basic
principle is an essential issuc of fustice. A possible solution would be for the two sides to acknow]-
cdge the “right” of return, while the Palestinians agree to torgo exercising that right in exchange
for compensation. The United Sta tes could then organize and help finance a generons program of
reconstruction assistance, which would be understood to end all subsequent claims for the physi-
<al return of Palestinians to what 15 now Israel territory.

4. Such a shift wili undoubtedly make U.S, stpporters of Israel uneasy, But the time has come to
recognize that it is in neither [srael’s nor Americn’s intercst for the United States lo be estranged
from the Arab and Islamic worlds, Americans and Isracks should also recognize that denying the
Palestinians their legitimate rights has not made Israel sajer.
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not participate openly in politics, they will be drive_’n to adop‘t x_rululm:)jn:i
radical methods. If allowed to participate along 'w1th ()ther. T(?C1al g)sti.ii
however, they are more likely to become a constructive fnrce.‘wntlun t:]c;,;d o
eties. ™ Such a policy has risks, of cou;s-zfut stzo dotes U.S. single-mi
ndence on a set of fragile and unreliable autocrats. . . .
PL;:fl:TIL; ihe United Stagtes needs to en_hance its ability to clzm::uil;lc:intz L::
rectly with Arab and Muslim communities ar()Ll}ld the \«for .l‘ rf( ‘l;d . ».1
lamic hatred is partly a reaction to specific U.S. actions, l?ut it is also fue ) 1{];1
combination of myths and accusations promote:d by antl-Amevrlca-n. groﬂupﬂ;ngt
governments.” For example, many Arabs believe that .UAS. sa1ut1;ut1l>ec:1§7gcm..l—
Iraq are responsible for the deaths of thousands of Iraqis (madniy o lji m ik
dren), unaware that these deaths are actually due to. Sadc éngéL e
ruthless refusal to use the UN oil-for-food 'program from_ 199I5t’0 e T:l “m;e
s-ubsequent abuses of that program. Similarly, t.he U'mted .tate; Eewo b
credil for its efforts to help the Muslim pop.ulanons in Bosnia, 05;9 )W,v o
malia, and northern Irag, or for its stewardshlp‘ of the' peace p;olcebz ' ULSt G .
Tsrael, Egypt, Jordan, and the Palestinl'fms. It will dQ lltt}]el g(t)o ; E atl:e hear.t;
}:;olici‘es in this region if these shifts are ignored or misunderstood by $
and minds that the United States is trying to reach. b Broadbased
To evercome this problem, the United States must launch a i;’o‘m‘t E ,ﬁ&
public information campaign, using every instrument and channel at its ;h
posal. ¥ [t must train a cadre of diplomats and spokespgople who ca? .speatletcs
these societies effectively, and make them readily available t(j n)m;;l mf‘“- -
such as al-Jazeera (the Qatari-based news network that reaches H{ ltm )1\:]1
viewers in the Arab world).™ The United Stateﬁ should also effanc 11:-.1 l(i(mg
Arabic-language broadcast activities in this region, so that local popule E

1. Onthis i L 3 ists Be Democrats? The Case of Jordan,” Mud-
is poi see Glenn E. Robinson, “Can Islamists Be Demuocrats? The 0 w,”
;“: On (hls.pﬁlll\zjl;](_g::?‘} (511:1111\er 1997), pp. 373-387; and Yaroslav Trofimoy, Bnl]g;ln;ﬁc{lti
tlj{heri;}ft{:I;:;llls’}l1lz1ilc Rebels: Demucracy and Rights,” Wall Street Jonrnal, October 25, 2001, pp. A1,
cDu & o y

"o e (Yt s 14, 2001,
i\vmé; Roula Khalaf and Gerard Baker, “A Different Script,” Finnicia! Tanes, Qctober 13214, 2001
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are not as dependent on official sources,
siles to reach the growing internet-savvy
does not mean simply purve
be discounted); it

and develop Arabic-language” web
populations in these countries. This
ying pro-U.S. propaganda (which would probably
means monitoring what foreign populations are being told

and providing them with the information they need to form accurate

judg-
ments for themse]ves.

A FINAL RISK

The agenda outlined above is obviously ambitious. To support its military op-
erations in Afghanistan (and possibly elsewhere), the United States has taken
on new security obligations in Pakistan and Uzbekistan, To keep the coalition
together and rebuild relations with the Arab world, the United States will have
to convince both Israel and the Palestinians to make additional concessions af-
ter a year of bloody violence. To stabilize the Musharraf government and en-
courage it to sever its ties to Islamic extremists, Washington will have to
provide it with econemic aid and press for genuine negotiations on Kashmir, a
dispute that has defied resolution for more than half a century. Once its efforts
to topple the Taliban succeed, the United States must then take on the chal-
lenge of nation building in an impoverished region where it has little back-
ground or prior experience. Efforts to cut off the financial flows that sustain
terrorism will require continued pressure on other governments and overseas
financial institutions. Keeping weapons of mass destruction out of terrorist
hands will take a protracted diplomatic campaign and many difficult compro-
mises. Accomplishing any one of these

goals would be difficult, and to advo-
cate the entire agenda may seem wildly utopian. Yet these measures are all

consistent with the stated aim of reducing the danger from global terrorism,
and they provide a set of benchmarks by which to judge the U S, performance
in the future.

There is a final danger, however. By requiring the United States to become

even more forcefully engaged around the world, and especially in the Middle
East and Central Asia, the effort to combat global te
force the fears and resentment that gave rise to al-Qa
longer this effort takes, and the more it requires the United States to interfere in

other countries’ business, the greater the chance of a hostile backlash later on.%*
This risk raises the final issue: Can these policies be
term?

rrorism is likely to rein-
eda in the first place. The

sustained over the longer

45. For an insightful

and provocative analysis of this phenomenon, see Chalmers A, Johnson,
Blowback: The Costs an,

d Cu:rquwm‘us of Amwricm Empire (New York: Metropolitan, 2000),
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The Next Debate: Engagement or Retrenchment?

Public debate on the central principles of U.S. foreign poh}qi l;astbif:\ H:;lt:ji
i September 11. Disagreements have emgged over the \ s ir\ .
et he immediate threat, but few Americans have questioned the nee
?Pondvitooioi:?esponse or called for a more far-reaching reassessmentfof ‘tjl';e
S;ér()lg in the world. As the campaign proceeds, vhowevTr, th_ifj:;z;i duerl\) -
mental issues are likely to resurface and could rekindle a long
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i ‘T‘he Cent era of global military commitments—and es.pfeaally its 1"arge or
" “‘”e_“. o 2 zjnce or move back to its earlier position as an offsho‘re
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si A?f'al;et?dy rs;iz: S:(fst; than Americans have thought. In addition t; ;hei
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1{;‘;‘1’1 at:\i in)t/ernational campaign against glf)bal terrorisrrlljls ;orcmitshteh[j:;t;_
States’, to shoulder a breathtaking array 0f;g:zrlli\z;(;r\tzlaqllirwillst.her e cam
i i can ¢
Faitg'n fflllnsxz::ﬁ?sﬁrg fl‘f‘lji f}‘\rrzf\l:from global terrorism is at least }Xrtly la
r:;csoncto{he looming global presence of the United Statgs,'then son:)(: asn‘xfei;_
s are likely to ask if the danger might also be reduced if it were. n tas visk
Glms ar(; lf|cti\)f(f.fly engaged in trying to run the world. These voices wi t
lsnitsg if ‘the current campaign continues o go well, and if the short-term costs

iti : Hective Engagenient:
e sitions, see Robert J. Art, Selective gement:
. tative statements of these two posi s sev K ) A R
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are not too great. If it goes poorly, however, and if groups such as al-Qacda
prove to be more resilient and effective than expected, pressure to retrench is
likely to increase.

What does this mean for US, foreign policy? It means that the ability of the
United States to remain aclively engaged at an acceptable cost will depend in
large part on whether it can reduce these costs by making its dominant posi-
tion more acceptable to the rest of the world.

in policy and attitude docs this imply?
' First, the United States should rely more heavily on multilateral Institutions,
even if this policy reduces its freedom of action in the short term. Institutions
are useful not because they are powerful restraints on state behavior (they are
not}, but because they diffuse responsibility for international intervention and
thus reduce the risk of an anti-American backlash. U.S. critics of the UN and
other multilateral institutions have mistakenly focused on the restrictions that

these institutions might impose, and they have ignored how these institutions
make it easier for the United St

necessary foreign resentment.

Over the long term, what changes

ates to achieve its goals without provoking un-

Second, the United States must act with greater forbearance and generosity
in its dealings with other states. The United States enjoys enormous wealth
and power and a favorable geopolitical position. It is only natural that other
states resent its good fortune, and especially when it appears overweening,
sell-congratulatory, or selfish, When President Bush explains his rejection of
the Kyoto Protacol by saying he was not oing to do anything that might hurt
American workers, or when the United States rejects useful arms control trea-
ties to appease special interests at home, the United States appears both selfish
and short-sighted. When Washington caves in to domestic lobbies and reneges
on its earlier pledges to phase cut restrictions on textile imports {which make it
more difficult for poor countries to develop), it is being both fickle and ir-
responsible. If the United States wants to make its position of primacy more
palatable to others, in short, it will have to use its wealth and power in ways
that serve the interests of others as well as its own."

Finally, the United States should begin to devolve responsibility for regionai
$eCUFity onto other countries or regional associations and graduaily reduce its

47. The obvious precedent is U.S. behavior after World War [, when the United States helped re-
build Europe and Asia Gncluding its former enemics) and worked to create a number of enduring
international institutions, These steps were clearly in the U.S. national mterest, but they were also
farsighted and generous acts. On the historical precedent, see John Gerard Ruggie, Winning tie

Peace: Americe and Wordd Order in the New Erg (New York: Columbia Univorsnty Press, 199¢), espe-
cially chap. 2,
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The United States | Sumina Ahmed
and Terrorism in
Southwest Asia

September 11 and Beyond

The September 11 ter-
rorist attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon transformed U.S.
policy in Southwest Asia. As the United States embarked on a long-term, com-
prehensive campaign to counter global terrorism, Pakistan once again as-
sumed the position of a frontline state, just as neighboring Afghanistan became
the target of a new U.S. hot war in Asia. U.S. indifference to the turmoil within
Afghanistan evolved into a policy of active intervention, and past differences
with Pakistan were overfooked in the effort to develop a military partnership
in the war on terrorism. These changes in U.S. policy in Southwest Asia could
bear long-term implications for American security.

In formulating U.S. policy toward terrorism in Southwest Asia, George W.
Bush and his administration should analyze the challenges they confront from
a historical perspective. In doing so, the United States may be able to avoid
past mistakes and identify the most effective ways of combating terrorist
threats from the region and beyond. With global terrorism becoming the focal
point of U.S. policy, the United States must also assess the long-term implica-
tions of this policy for Pakistan and Afghanistan in particular and for a com-
plex and conflict-prone neighborhood more generally. Recognizing that
terrorists and terrorist networks have a global presence, the Bush administra-
tion emphasizes that the war against terrorism will not end with the elimina-
tion of Osama bin Laden and his al-Qaeda associates in Afghanistan. The
policies that the Bush administration pursues will, however, determine its ef-
fectiveness in eliminating terrorist threats to U.S. security from Southwest Asia.

Flawed U.S. Policies and Terrorism in Southwest Asia

Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld has emphasized that the US. war
against terrorism in Southwest Asia will be fought largely through unconven-
tional means.' In the 1980s the United States fought another war in this region

Samina Alusied is Senior Aunlyst in the Pokistan]Afghanistan Project at e huternational Crisis Group. She
wrote this article while a fellow af the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs af the john F. Kent-
nedy School of Govermnent at Harvard University.

1. Gee Donald H. Rumsfeld, ”A New Kind of War,” New York Tines, September 27, 2001, http://
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