(1.5L/1.5S)
Instructional Period 6004

Title: The Use of Force and the National Security Strategy

Introduction: The previous lesson looked at policy decisions from an internal perspective related to organizational processes and bureaucratic politics. However, nation-states are members of an international system, so external considerations are also important. Because nations’ neighboring states differ, bilateral policy changes do not affect each country in the same manner, making it necessary for states to counterbalance their national interests and take into account the impact of their policies on third parties. For instance, once the US played the “China card” in 1972, it made Russia more accommodating, as indicated by the successful SALT I agreement. Once a policy is formulated, it must be carried out. Policymakers must identify the actors involved, determine their objectives, assess their capabilities, decide upon the nature and level of involvement, and commit to a policy option that emphasizes the diplomatic, economic, and/or military instruments of power to varying degrees. In international politics military power acts as an enforcement mechanism that undergirds the diplomatic and economic instruments of statecraft. Robert Art’s first reading explains how military power is useful for a broad range of purposes and discusses how its effects impact the economic and diplomatic policy realms. His second selection examines four ways—compellence, defense, deterrence, and swaggering—that states employ force to attain their goals.

No lesson on this topic would be complete without considering the Bush Doctrine’s strategy of preemption which, as Blinken observes, seems to be “asking Americans … to accept a new conception of themselves.” Traditionally, Americans have wielded force first only as a last resort. As a result of the 1837 Caroline incident, in which British troops attacked a US ship moored on the US side of the Niagara River, Daniel Webster set necessity and proportionality as the standards for permissible preemptive action. For preemption to be considered legal, he deemed that a state was required to respond to a threat proportionally and to demonstrate that it was in danger of an imminent attack that could only be forestalled by forcible action. Ilan Berman’s article discusses the implications of the national security strategy (NSS) for the cases of North Korea and Iran and the obstacles to its long-term success. Finally, Kosterlitz highlights the key players involved in developing the 2002 NSS and illuminates the political context in which it was formulated. The lecture for this IP addresses the pros and cons of the current NSS.

Lesson Objective: Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of the current NSS. PJELA: 1a, 1b, 1c, 2b, 3a.

Desired Learning Outcomes:

1. Assess Art’s four broad strategies for employing military force.

2. Explain how military power achieves it fungibility.

3. Distinguish compellence from deterrence and prevention from preemption.
Questions for Study and Discussion:

1. Do you agree or disagree with Art’s statement that military power alone cannot achieve many things. Why? If this statement is correct, then how does military power achieve fungibility?

2. What is the difference between compellence and deterrence? Why is compellence harder to achieve than deterrence? How does a strategist or policymaker determine which one to apply in various situations?

3. What is the difference between prevention and preemption? Is preemption a more appropriate strategy than deterrence for dealing with 21st century threats? Should a strategy of preemption replace a strategy of engagement? Why or why not?

4. Berman asserts that the NSS is revolutionary with respect to its approach to proliferation and use of force and its definition of defense. Do you agree or disagree? To what extent does the NSS reflect the liberal and realist approaches to statecraft?

5. To what degree does the NSS reflect the neoconservative viewpoint and vision? How much influence did neoconservatives have in the development of the current NSS?

Assigned Readings:

1. Art, Robert J., “The Fungibility of Force,” The Use of Force: Military Power and International Politics, 6th ed., 2004, pp. 3–22.

2. Art, Robert J., “The Four Functions of Force,” International Politics: Enduring Concepts and Contemporary Issues, 2003, pp. 153–160 and 164–165.

3. Berman, Ilan, “The Bush Strategy at War,” National Interest, No. 74, Winter 2003/2004, pp. 51–57.

4. Kosterlitz, Julie, “The Neoconservative Moment,” National Journal, Vol. 35, No. 20, 17 May 2003, pp. 1540–1546.

5. The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, 2002. (Separate Issue)

Suggested Readings:

Baylis, John, James Wirtz, Eliot Cohen, and Colin S. Gray, eds., Strategy in the Contemporary World: An Introduction to Strategic Studies, 2002.

Blinken, Antony J., “From Preemption to Engagement,” Survival, Vol. 45, No. 4, Winter 2003/04, pp. 33–60.

Jervis, Robert, “Offense, Defense, and the Security Dilemma,” International Politics: Enduring Concepts and Contemporary Issues, 2003, Robert J. Art and Robert Jervis, eds., pp. 180–199.

Krauthammer, Charles, “An American Foreign Policy for a Unipolar World,” 2004 Irving Kristol Lecture at the AEI Annual Dinner, 10 Feb 2004, posted at http://www.aei.org/news/filter.all/news_listing.asp.

Mann, James, Rise of the Vulcans: The History of Bush’s War Cabinet, 2004.

Woodward, Bob, Plan of Attack, 2004.
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