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ABSTRACT

This dissertation asks, given the apparent disconnect between externally defined (or
objective) threats and those internally (or subjectively) prioritized by the American
government, under what conditions does the U.S. prioritize specific types of threats to its
national security? In the case of this research, I seek to understand what are the primary
determinates of prioritization in regards to the threat posed to the United States by
terrorism, narco-trafficking, climate change and the emerging geopolitics of the Arctic
region? At its very essence, this dissertation seeks to explain what Ronnie Lipschultz
questioned: “how do ideas [sic] about security develop, enter the realm of public policy debate
and discourse and, eventually becomes institutionalized in hardware, organizations, roles,
and practices?” In this dissertation, I examine two primary explanations and the hypotheses
they generate to explain how the U.S. government prioritizes threats to its national security.
The first is the role of the international system and the second is the role of political culture.
A Realist bias towards the effects of the international system, posits that factors external to
the U.S. government’s choosing - primarily the changing nature of the international system,
evolving power dynamics, and the impact on the character of the threats emerging from it -
is the best explanatory variable for threat prioritization. The alternative, a Constructivist-
Institutional (i.e. bureaucratic) argument, posits that a bias towards U.S. political culture and
its effects on the decision-making processes of national security institutions (factors internal
to the character of the U.S. political and institutional perspective) is the primary determinate
in threat prioritization. Ultimately, I argue that the latter explanation is better substantiated. I
illustrate this through a series of case studies, each which explores a threat representing a
different level of prioritization in the schemata of U.S. national security policy. And I present
an examination of acquired qualitative and quantitative data, indicating the dominance of

subjective factors versus objective measures in ranking threats.
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PREFACE
I have never seen anyone die for the ontological argument. — Albert Camus

The defining characteristic of the Jewish people, beyond their revolutionary belief in a single
deity, is their endless capacity, indulgent proclivity and sincere desire to deliberate and
debate. I have always considered the interminable discussion of dogmatic minutiae over a
5,000-year tradition, as argued by the most learned scholars ever produced, the most
endearing, fascinating and inspiring aspects of sharing this set of beliefs with a mere 14
million other individuals, at the time of this writing.

This is because the Jewish faith, like its people — and all people — exist in a world
replete with the contradictions, conflicts and inconsistencies that define human existence.
Noah, the only man worthy of restoring humanity from wickedness, survives a catastrophic
flood to become a drunkard, lost in his family’s newly planted vineyard. Miriam sacrifices her
entire life to serve as a slave for her brother Moshe so he may free the Jewish people from a
400-year bondage, only to frivolously gossip about his wife once relieved of her Egyptian
oppressors. And perhaps, most obviously, when granted eternal bliss in a bountiful garden,
Eve defies her Creator at the behest of a serpent (and Adam at the behest of Eve) for a
single bite of an apple plucked from the only tree (of an endless choice of trees) she was
plainly instructed not to indulge.

These foundational and inherent human incongruities are also expressed by
Judaism’s most fundamentally existential and pertinent contradiction — whether life is better
spent in understanding or in practicing. The Ta/mud teaches us that study of Torah (the old
testament) is more important than all commandments combined. But the Pirke:s Avot (the
Ethics of the Father) tells us, “it is not the study that is essential, but rather the action.” And
so, a conundrum is presented: is it our knowledge, or is it our deeds, which define who we
are, what we do and the difference we choose to make when given the opportunity?

Confronted with this question, I found myself conflicted between a personal
commitment to words — as measured by my academic pursuits — and deeds — as measured by
my responsibility to Tzedakah and chesed — the pursuit of charity and kindness. Unexpectedly,
this struggle was most prominent in the Rutgers University classroom where I proudly
taught undergraduate Political Science. My approach to inspiring my students demanded I

ask them, upon every lesson learned, how this knowledge not only brought them closer to
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graduation — but how it provided them with the necessary proficiencies and perspectives to
solve the problems we labored over in the classroom (hypothetically and theoretically) once
they entered the ‘real world.” And in asking this question of them, I was faced with the same
critical choice — to continue to speak a7 my students, or to act for them, and live by the
example I expected them to set. I chose the latter.

This decision had an enormous impact on the research herein. Although I had
learned to think critically, I later learned how critical (and restrictive) one’s thinking can be.
Wherein I had learned the way in which pure analytical practice purports to distill truth, I
later learned that analytical eclecticism is far most attuned to truth’s practice. And in an
attempt to solve the many exigent problems we are now confronting, I found the solutions
were extant in listening and empowering the vulnerable, rather than allowing the fear of
vulnerability to dictate restraint. Innovation is best served through facilitating the future,
rather than forcing its direction. These major themes appear as critical components in this
research. Indeed, at the crux of the broader theoretical questions posed herein, are ones
which, at some point (and in some form), are asked by all people: how can one live so that
values are aligned with actions? Is such a life even feasible — for the individual, the
community, a nation, or a community of nations?

In his reflections on the paradoxical experience of our own absurdity — mankind’s
foolish belief that human reason possesses the capacity to distill the complex ambiguities
that define existence — Albert Camus wrote, “but what is happiness except the simple
harmony between a man and the life he leads?” Perhaps, therefore, it is more pertinent to
ask what results from the incongruous life, lived in the chasm between resolve and reality?
Or in the case of the United States, as presented in this research, what is the fate of a
revolutionary nation — who lays claim to a unique moral authority through its commitment
to a belief that all men they are born free, but which consistently fails to facilitate freedom
for all? Perhaps this is why Camus also cautions that, “by definition, a government has no
conscience. Sometimes it has a policy, but nothing more” and why he reminds us, “every
revolutionary ends up either by becoming an oppressor or a heretic.” So, in forging ahead —
as an individual or as a nation — we are only left to determine if we are bound by our paths
or if we lay siege to its determinism. For as the mindful French-Algerian philosopher once

commented, “I should like to be able to love my country and still love justice.”
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

We must plot our defense not against a single powerful threat, as during
the Cold War, but against a viper’s nest of petils. - Madeline K. Albright'

AN OBSERVATION

An estimated 350 private American civilians have been killed in terrorist’s attacks around the
world since 9/11.° Although terrorist incidents are on the rise globally, they are also
increasingly concentrated, with the majority occurring (by 2017) in Syria Iraq, Afghanistan,
Pakistan, Libya, and Yemen, all nations where the United States has some form of ongoing
military operation.3 Domestic terrorism tells a similar story.4 Since 9/11 there have been an
estimated 100 (publicly known) Islamist-inspired terrorism attacks launched against the U.S.
homeland.” Of these 100 attacks, the perpetrators of successful ones were U.S. citizens or
American born.” And just under 400 people have been charged by the government with the
ctime of terrorism or terrorism-related activities by the end of 2017.” Yet, the Congressional
Research Service estimates that in the first decade of the War on Terrorism, over $1 trillion
dollars was spent on the War on Terrorism.” An in-depth study by Brown University placed

this number closer to $3 trillion through fiscal year 2013.” The Federation of American

I Madeline K. Albright Address to the Milwankee Business Community. Milwaukee, October 2, 1998).

2 Numbers compiled from the State Department’s Patterns of Global Terrorism reports (2000-2003); Country Reports
on Terrorism (2004-2016) and the Federal Bureau of Investigations’ annual Terrorism report. For a complete listing
of  reports, visit  http://www.state.gov/j/ct/tls/ctt/index.htm and http:/ /www.fbi.gov/stats-
setvices/publications. Also see, Despite fewer attacks in Western world, global terrorism increasing. (College Park: National
Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses to Terrorism, 2013). Accessed December 20, 2013
http:/ /www.start.umd.edu/start/announcements/announcement.asp?id=633.

3 See Supra Note 2.

4 For a complete overview of domestic terrorism in the United States see, “Terrorist Attacks in the U.S. Between
1970 and 2012: Data from the Global Terrorism Database.” (College Park: National Consortium for the Study
of  Terrorism  and  Response to  Terrorism,  2013).  Accessed  January 29, 2014
http://www.start.umd.edu/pubs/START_IUSSD_GTDTetrotistAttacksinUS_ResearchHighlight Jan2014.pd
f.

5 Steven Bucci, Jay Carafano, and Jessica Zuckerman. 60 Terrorism Plots Since 9/ 11: Continued Lessons in Domestic
Counterterrorism. (Washington, D.C.: The Heritage Foundation, 2013) and John Muellet. Terrorism Since 9/11 (The
CATO Institute: Washington, D.C., 2017).

6 Kurtis Lee. “Islamist terrorist have struck the U.S. 10 times since 9/11. This is where they were born.” The
Washington Post (February 7, 2017).

7 Terrorism in American After 9/ 11 (Washington, D.C.: New America Foundation, 2017). Accessed September 31,
2017 https:/ /www.newamerica.org/in-depth/tetrorism-in-america.

8 Amy Belasco. The Cost of Irag, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11. (Washington,
D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2011).

O Costs of War: Economic Costs. (Providence: Brown University, 2011). Accessed January 22, 2014.
http://costsofwar.otrg/article/economic-cost-summaty. For more information visit http://costsofwat.org.



scientist estimated the number to be $1.5 trillion, or $3.6 billion a month through June 30,
2017." At the same time, domestic agencies — such as the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) as well as state and local police - have spent an
a incalculable amount of federal and state funds preventing an attack on the homeland." In
1997, for example, counterterrorism expenditures across the government totaled $6.7 billion,
increasing to approximately $10 billion in 2000.” The Department of Justice (DOJ), for
example, received just under $1 billion of these funds."” In 2013 President Barack H. Obama
requested $68.9 billion in homeland defense spending, primarily for anti-terrorism efforts."*
Obama called for $4 billion to be allocated to the DOYJ for anti-terrorism activities and another
$35 billion to the DHS, established only in 2002." Similar trends are seen locally. In the first
decade of the War on Terrorism, homeland security spending in New York rose from $930
million to over $35 billion; New Jersey from approximately $379 million to almost $5 billion;
and California from approximately $2.7 billion to over $45 billion."” Even those states less
likely to confront terrorism (according to statistical data) saw significant spending increases.'’
For example, Hawaii increased from approximately $178 million to almost $500 million, and
Florida increased from approximately $862 million to over $2.1 billion during the same time
period."®

Terrorism certainty presents some degree of threat to U.S. security. But objectively, in
the realist (i.e. material or rationalist sense), terrorism represents a marginal danger in
comparison to, for example, the spread of Communism during the Cold War. The centrality

of ideological control under the Soviet Union; its possession of nuclear weapons; trained

10" Cost of War Through June 30, 2017. (Washington, D.C.: Federation of American Scientists, 2017). Accessed
November 1, 2017 https://fas.org/man/eptint/cow/201706.pdf.

11 'The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) states that since 9/11, “the federal government has spent mote than
half a trillion dollars on homeland security,” in order to “detect, deter, protect and respond to terrorists’ acts
occurring within the United States and its territories.” See, The Proposed Homeland Security Budget for 2013.
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Budget Office, 2012), p. iii.

12 Henry L. Hinton, Jr. “Observations on Federal Spending to Combat Terrorism.” (Washington, D.C.:
Subcommittee on National Security, Veterans Affairs and International Relations, March 11, 1999). Accessed
February 11, 2014 http://www.gao.gov/assets/110/107800.pdf, pp. 1-2.

13 Hinton, Jr., op. cit., p. 5.

14 Matt A. Mayer. An Analysis of Federal, State and 1.ocal Homeland Security Budgets. (Washington, D.C.: The Heritage
Foundation, 2010), p. iii.

15 Mayer, op. cit., p. iii.

16 Mayer, op. cit., pp. 8, 25-26.

17 Terrorist Attacks in New York City. (College Park: National Consortium for the Study of Terrorism and Responses
to Terrorism, 2013). Accessed February 11, 2014,
http:/ /www.start.umd.edu/sites/default/files/files/announcements/2010May01_NYC_Terrorism%20v2.pdf.
18 Mayer, op. cit., pp. 11 and 13.



military forces; vast natural resources; and control over governments and territory around the
world, made the USSR a formidable threat. Furthermore, Islamist terrorism one of many
forms of terrorist ideology the U.S. confronts. Although the total number of active terrorists
or terrorist cells is difficult to calculate, the Department of State (DOS) has designated 61
different groups as Foreign Terrorist Organization (FTO) and four states as sponsors of
terrorism.”” Including state sponsors of terrorism, terrorist organizations originate from a total
of 35 different countries across the world, though they have no single, stable state under its
control, have no publicly known access to Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), nor do they
possess well trained, armed, and deployable forces in the traditional sense of the state
monopoly on the use of force.”’ In general, the average terrorist organization presents a
differentlevel of threat to U.S. national security than do states. And although they can be lethal
— as evidenced by the 3,000 people killed in the attacks of 9/11, and the many more killed
around the world in conflicts everyday — terrorists primarily remain limited in capacity and
scope. Terrorism is, despite this, the number two threat to U.S. national security, ranking just
below WMDs and just above interstate warfare, as an analysis of threat assessment over the
last decade, conducted for the purposes of this research, reveals.”’ As Obama stated in his
2014 national security speech at West Point, “for the foreseeable future, the most direct threat

. . . 22
to Americans at home and abroad remains terrorism.”

A CONUNDRUM

Despite the more limited nature of the terrorism threat and its similarity to that of child
soldiers (both characterized as non-state actors operating as armed sub-state groups), the
recruitment and operationalization of children in conflict is largely ignored by the U.S. There
is no specific defense-related directive or policy on the matter (beyond its criminalization and

general restrictions on aid disbursements to nations employing child soldiers), nor is it

19 The four official state sponsors of terrorism include North Korea, Iran, Sudan and Syria. For a complete list
of FTOs visit “Foreign Terrorist Organizations” (Washington, D.C.: State Department, 2012). Accessed
December 11, 2017, http:/ /www.state.gov/j/ct/tls/other/des/123085.htm.

20 Official designated FTOs originate from, or are headquartered in, the following states: Afghanistan, Algeria,
Bangladesh, Columbia, Egypt, Greece, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Ireland, Japan, Lebanon, Libya,
Malaysia, Mali, Nigeria, Pakistan, the Palestinian Territories, Peru, the Philippines, Saudi Arabia, Singapore,
Somalia, Spain, Sri Lanka, Syria, Thailand, Tunisia, Turkey, Uzbekistan, Yemen.

21 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.

22 Barack Obama. Remarks by the President at the United States Military Commencement Ceremony. (New York: West
Point, May 28, 2014).



addressed in official threat assessments from the last decade.”” Vera Achvarina and Simon
Reich write, “child soldering does not assume centrality on the West’s security agenda whose
top priorities are terrorism, nuclear proliferation and weapons of mass destruction... [however]
child soldering has become intertwined with terrorism, suggesting that the increasing use of
child soldiers poses a long-term threat to the health and security of societies.”” Numerous
examples from the War on Terrorism elucidate the similar danger posed by terrorism and by
child soldiers to U.S. forces.” For example, the first U.S. serviceman killed in the Afghan
invasion was shot by a 14-year-old boy.”* In 2002, U.S. forces atrested three teenagers, aged
13 to 15, on suspicion of aiding and abetting the Taliban, holding them in the Guantanamo
Bay prison facility for over a year before being released.”” Omar Kadr, a 15-year-old Canadian
captured that same year, was charged with aiding and abetting the Taliban, and held alongside

them.” In 2013, an Afghan teenage boy, approximately 16 years old, fatally stabbed an Army

23 In 2008, President George W. Bush signed into law The Child Soldier Accountability Act and The Child Soldiers
Prevention Act, which criminalizes militaries which recruit or use children in conflict. This federal legislation was
an act of the Department of State and not the Department of Defense. See, The Child Soldier Accountability Act.
(Washington, D.C.: State Department, 2008) http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/135981.pdf and
The  Child  Soldiers  Prevention ~ Act  of 2008. (Washington, D.C.: State Department, 2008)
http:/ /www.state.gov/documents/organization/135981.pdf. The threat assessments used for the purposes of
this study include the Quadrennial Defense Review (2001, 2006, 2010, 2014); Quadrennial Homeland Security Review
(2010, 2014); the National Defense Strategy (2005, 2008, 2012); the National Security Strategy (2002, 2006, 2010); the
Central Intelligence Agency Annual Threat Assessment statement (2000-2014); and the Defense Intelligence
Agency’s Threat Assessments (2007, 2011, 2012, 2013). See Appendix Two.

2 Vera Achvarina and Simon Reich. “No Place to Hide: Refugees, Displaced Persons, and the Recruitment of
Child Soldiers. International Security (2006), p. 130.

25 The United Nations” Convention on the Rights of the Child defines a child soldier as an individual under the age of
15 who is directly engaged in hostilities. See Article 38 of the Convention of the Rights of the Child. New York: United
Nations, 1989). The 2002 Optional Protoco! raised the age to 18 years old. See the Optional Protocol to the Convention
on the Rights of the Child on the involvement of children in armed conflict. New York: United Nations, 2002). This definition
is consistent with the African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child (Article 2) and the International
Labor Organization. See Child Soldiers: Global Report 2008. (London: Coalition to Stop the Use of Child Soldiers,
2008), p. 411. The Coalition to Stop the Use of Child Soldiers defines a child soldier more broadly as, “any person
below the age of 18 who is a member of or attached to government armed forces or any other regular or irregular
armed force or armed political group, whether or not an armed conflict exists. Child soldiers perform a range of
tasks including: participation in combat, laying mines and explosives; scouting, spying, acting as decoys, couriers
or guards; training, drill or other preparations; logistics and support functions, portering, cooking and domestic
labour [si]. Child soldiers may also be subjected to sexual slavery or other forms of sexual abuse.” See, Child
Soldiers: Global Report 2008, op. cit., p. 411. The U.S. has not signed nor ratified either the U. N. Convention or the
Optional Protocol but, in 2002, the U.S. military hosted a conference on the implications of child soldiers at the
Marine Corp Warfighting Laboratory. The author is not aware of any policy action that resulted from the
conference or the publication of the conference’s report. See Charles Borchini, Stephanie Lanz and Erin
O’Connell. Child Soldiers: Implications for U.S. Forces. (Quantico: Marine Corps Warfighting Laboratory, 2002).

26 Borchini, Lanz and O’Connell, op. cit., p. 7.

27 James Astill. “Cuba? It was great say boys freed from US prison camp.” The Guardian (March 5, 2004) and
“Three teens freed from Guantanamo; Boys said to have backed Taliban.” The Washington Times (January 30,
2004).

28 Child Soldiers: Global Report 2008, op. cit., p. 19.



Sergeant on security detail near the border with Pakistan.”” A Taliban spokesman announced
the boy acted independently but had since joined the group.” In January 2014, a nine-year-old
girl (the sister of a Taliban commander) was prevented from detonating a suicide vest in
Afghanistan.”’ This growing trend of child suicide attackers is seen in Islamist fronts around
the world.” In Iraq, the UN reports al Qaeda operates a group known as the ‘Birds of Paradise’
utilizing children under 14 for suicide attacks.” Since 2007, al-Shabaab successfully recruited
over two-dozen Somali-American teenagers to leave the U.S. and fight in its African
insurgency.” In Yemen children are frequently abducted for use by terrorists.”> And by 2017,
Boko Haram had forced 115 children to act as suicide bombers.™

As Child Soldiers International notes, despite a decrease in child recruitment by
national armed forces, the recruitment of children by armed gangs and sub-state groups is
rising.”” Perhaps the most startling development is the growing number of children from the
Middle East, Africa and the Caucuses recruited, trained and martyred by the Islamic State

(ISIS).” The Syrian-Iraqi based, al Qaeda-affiliated terrorist organization celebrates its child

2 “Afghan Teenager Kills American Soldier.” The Associated Press (April 1, 2013).

30 “Afghan Teenager Kills American Soldier,” op. cit.

31 “Suicide vest nine-year-old tells her story. BBC News (January 13, 2014).
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soldiers, referred to as the ‘Caliphate Cubs’, ‘Generation Caliphate’ or “Ashbal’ (Arabic for ‘lion
cubs’).” An estimated 1,100 children under 16 years old have been recruited into its ranks.*’
Equally problematic is the growing number of individuals (many teenagers) being recruited
and radicalized through social media platforms, leaving their homes in the U.S. and EU to join
the jihadist front overseas." The International Centre for the Study of Radicalization and
Political Violence estimates more than 20,000 foreign fighters have joined Islamist terrorist
groups, with as many as one-fifth hailing from Western Europe.*” This makes the war against
ISIS the largest mobilization of foreign fighters in a Muslim majority state since 1945,
surpassing the 1980s Afghan front.”” These American and European teenagers are highly
dangerous to homeland security due to their ability to travel to and from the West without
drawing attention given their native legal status.”* And although often overlooked as merely
brides for Jihadi fighters, the role of Western women traveling to the front lines is
problematic.” The Telegraph reports, these women, “are not just playing the roles of dutiful

wives and mothers... While women are prevented from fighting by Sharia law, which Isil [sz]
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and Dag Stammes. “Hussein (14) fra Sagene i Oslo kjemper mot IS i Irak.” T12 (February 1, 2014); “Hashtag
Terror: How ISIS Manipulates Social Media.” (New York: The Anti-Defamation League, 2014); Trevor Hughes.
“Teenage jihad suspect sentenced to four years.” USA Today (January 23, 2015); Ben Kamisar. “Minnesota man
charged with trying to join ISIS.” The Hi/l (February 19, 2015); Chris Perez. “Gun-wielding teen girls from Europe
join ISIS,” The New York Post (September 10, 2014); Marc Santora and Nate Schweber. “In Brooklyn, Eager to
Joins ISIS, if Only His Mother Would Return his Passport.” The New York Times (February 26, 2015); Kevin
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adheres to, the female jihadi [sz] is now chief recruiter, groomer and propagandist for this
murderous cult.”* One in seven British nationals who left for Syria to join ISIS are female and
as many as 600 Western women have joined the organization since its founding."’

Speaking to their increasing lethality, ISIS child soldiers have been publicized serving
as executioners, positioning and firing missiles into Iraq, and being sacrificed in battle.*® As
one journalist reported, “militants are said to value the so-called martyrdom of children above
that of adults.”* Writing in Foreign Policy, Kate Brannen commented, “the Islamic State has put
in place a far-reaching and well-organized system for recruiting children, indoctrinating them
with the group’s extremist beliefs, and then teaching them rudimentary fighting skills. The
militants are preparing for a long war against the West, and hope the young warriors being
trained today will still be fighting years from now.” She adds, “the young fighters of the
Islamic State could pose a particularly dangerous long-term threat because they’re being kept
away from their normal schools and instead inculcated with a steady diet of Islamist
propaganda designed to dehumanize others and persuade them of the nobility of fighting and
dying for their faith.”' This “brainwashing,” according to Army Lieutenant General H.R.
McMaster, makes the current wave of terrorism, “a multigenerational problem.””

To ensure the perpetuity of their ranks, organizations like ISIS have created vast
networks of training camps for minors, some kidnapped and others enrolled by their families.”
As the Daily Mail reports, “in much the same way as the Nazi Germany preyed on its
impressionable young citizens with the creation of the Hitler Youth, ISIS has long groomed

children to take part in jihad.” Children have become a critical, if not fundamental

46 Javaria Akbar. “British Muslim woman: why can’t I make any white friends?” The Telegraph (November 14,
2014) and Jayne Huckerby. “When Women Become Terrorists.” The New York Times (January 21, 2015).

47 Akbar, op. cit. and Simon Cottee. “The Lost Pilgrims of the Islamic State.” The Atlantic (July 26, 2015).
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component of the Islamist strategy.” The Syrian Human Rights Committee (SHRC) estimates
as many as 800 children under 18 years old are members of the organization, many of whom
are trained in over a dozen camps exclusively for children and teenagers stretching across the

self-proclaimed Islamic State in Syria and Iraq.”

Reports from children who have escaped
highlight their critical role as porters, guards, patrolmen, sex slaves, as well as frontline fighters
and suicide bombers.” ISIS has even used mentally challenged children to detonate suicide
bombs, a strategy even the most organized and lethal terrorist organizations typically avoid.”
As the UN reports, “ISIS prioritizes children as a vehicle for ensuring long-term loyalty,
adherence to their ideology and a cadre of devoted fighters that will see violence as a way of
life.”” Leila Zerrougui, the UN secretary-general special representative for children and armed
conflict adds, “this is not a marginal phenomenon. This is something that is being observed
and seems to be part of the strategy of the group.”™”

The indoctrination of the children, the advent of youth training camps, and the use of
minors as a tactic of asymmetric war is also a policy of Palestinian terrorist organizations.” An

estimated 100,000 children have attended Hamas and Islamic Jihad military training camps.*

And in 2015 Hamas launched the “Vanguards of Liberation” campaign to recruit teenage boys,
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ISIS against. (Edgware: The Syrian Human Rights Committee, August 16, 2014). Accessed January 5, 2014
http:/ /www.shrc.org/en/?p=23838 and Bill Roggio and Caleb Weiss. “Jihadists tout training camps for children
in Iraq and Syria.” Long War Journal November 7, 2014).
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ISTS in Syria. New York, the United Nations, 2014), pp. 10-11.
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as young as 15, from Gaza to form the core of its new “Liberation Army.”” With swelling
populations in the Middle East and Africa, as one military official interviewed for the purpose
of this research noted, the predominance of young Muslims as a factor of global demographics
cannot be ignored. Speaking of the radical and violent Islamist subset among this religious
group, the subject emphasized the “math problem” the U.S. will confront in the next two
decades, adding even if these Islamists represent, “only one tenth or one percent of the 1.5
billion [Muslims], that’s still that’s 150,000 right there alone. So, if you have 150,000 violent
dedicated zealots that believe in this, sprinkled across the world [in] certain places, that’s very,
very dangerous to our country.”*

These handful of examples only represents a small subset of the broader issue of child
soldiering. The Coalition to Stop to the Use of Child Soldiers notes, “when armed conflict
breaks out, reignites, or intensifies, children will almost inevitably become involved as

950

soldiers.”” By 2004, it was estimated that children were involved in almost every major
ongoing conflict, fighting on behalf of the state, sub state groups, or both. As a result, they
play an important role in perpetuating state failure and regional instability which affects the
security of the U.S. and the international system, which America underwrites.” By 2008, best

estimates placed child soldiers in 86 different state or territories.®’

Over the past fifty years,
Simon Reich estimates that children have made up anything between zero percent and 53
percent of combatants in African conflicts, with worldwide estimates ranging from 200,000 to
300,000.” As the UN reported in 2017, with 243 million children currently living in war zones,

the potential for recruitment is enormous.” And evidence suggests that the “new wars” of the

post-Cold War era, use child soldiers to the “extreme.”” Julie McBride writes, “regardless of

63 Khaled Abu Toameh. “Hamas Forms ‘Liberation Army’ in Gaza, Thanks to EU Support.” (Hudson: Gatestone
Institute, 2015). Accessed January 21, 2015 http://www.gatestoneinstitute.org/5124/hamas-liberation-army.

4 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.

5 Child Soldiers: Global Report 2008, op. cit., p. 15.
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the disparity in statistics, it is clear that the issue of child recruitment currently shows little sign
of abating.”" This is despite the proliferation of human rights instruments throughout the last
twenty years condemning the practice.””?

Child soldiers have been seen in state and sub state conflicts as diverse as the Maoist
opposition movements in Thailand; revolutionary movements in South Sudan, Columbia and
Kashmir; extremist Christian and anti-government sub-state groups in Uganda; by Christian
and Muslim groups in the Central African Republic (where more than 10,000 children have
been recruited from a population of 4.5 million); by transnational criminal organizations in
Mexico and Argentina; by pirates in Africa and Asia; and despite their best efforts during
demobilization, the practice remains widespread in Myanmar.” Child soldiers are made more
dangerous and prolific given the advent of light and easily operated weaponry, which do not

require the technical skills necessary for explosives, the terrorist’s standard weapon of choice.”

This trend has been widespread in the Iraqi insurgency and on all sides of the sectarian conflict

" For example, the UN documented as many as 4,000 cases in 2013 alone. See, Edith M. Lederer. “UN: Over
4,000 Child Soldiers in Armed Conlflicts.” Associated Press (July 1, 2014) and Children and Armed Conflict: Report of
the Secretary General. New York: United Nations, 2014).

72 McBride, op. cit., p. 4.
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Reports (December 17, 2014); Abhishek Bhalla. “Exclusive: Security forces launch rescue mission to save child
soldiers swept up in Maoist ‘recruitment drive.”” Daily Mail (August 2, 2014); Robert Beckhusen. “How Mexico’s
Drug Cartels Recruit Child Soldiers as Young as 11.” Wired (March 28, 2013). Accessed January 20, 2014,
http:/ /www.wited.com/dangetroom /2013 /03 /mexico-child-soldiers; Child Soldiers: Global Report 2008, op. cit.,
pp. 23-24; Children in Maritime Piracy: Our Work in 2073. (London: Child Soldiers International, 2013). Accessed
February 23, 2013, http:/ /www.childsoldiers.otg/ pitacy-report; “Colombia: Child soldiers the new generation of
cartel muscle.” Russia Today (February 19, 2014); Lizzie Dearden. “Hundreds of boys ‘kidnapped and forced into
becoming child soldiers’ in South Sudan. The Independent (March 1, 2015); Jo Griffin. “Guns, drugs and banditos:
inside the favela too violent for Rio’s armed police.” The Guardian (January 3, 2015); Alexandra Jolly. “Columbia
guerilla groups recruited 1400 child soldiers since 2011: Report.” Columbia Reports (March 13 2014); Hannah
McNeish. “South Sudan’s next generation in a hurry to fight.” The Guardian (November 12, 2014); Michelle
Nichols. “Central African Republic children forced to commit atrocities: UN.” Rexuters (January 22, 2014); “UN
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South Sudan child soldiers.” Rexters (January 27, 2015) and Coen Van Wyk. “The continuing dilemma of child
soldiers: Central Africa in focus.” Africa Conflict Monthly Monitor (2014), pp. 48-51. Other examples include, Isma’il
Kushkush. “In South Sudan, a Ghost of Wars Past: Child Soldiers.” The New York Times (June 7, 2014); Judith
Victoria Mwandumba. “Children on the Battlefield: A Look Into The Use of Child Soldiers in the DRC Conflict.”
Southern African Peace and Security Studies (2015), pp. 59-71; Arijit Sen. “There Are at Least 500 Child Soldiers
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in Syria.” The UN reports both Syrian President Bashar al-Assad and rebel forces using

children in combat.”

Further reports claim state like Russia, recruit children as young as five
for military training.”” This claim that has also been lobbied against Ukraine in its conflict with
Russia over Crimea.”® Child soldiers are even drawn into conflicts from outside direct war
zones. Refugee and Internally Displace Persons (IDP) camps provide an endless pool of
potential recruits, with children under 18 representing as many as 44 percent of the 50 million
refugees and IDPs around the world, who face few options for survival outside of joining
armed groups.”

Yet, as U.S. Air Force Lieutenant Colonel Judith A. Hughes writes, “there is a dearth
of published literature on the military’s response to the threat of child soldiers, including a lack
of literature on troops’ pre-deployment training needs and psychological response to
encountering and killing children in combat. Despite the awareness of this emerging problem,
the majority of the US military has not adopted any official policies or prepared doctrine
specific to this issue.”® She identifies, “the lack of specificity about encountering or killing
child soldiers may be a flaw in the medical community’s threat-surveillance assessment,” and,
“being unprepared to encounter child soldiers risks decreasing the effectiveness of U.S.

combat forces.”® Hughes concludes, the U.S. military is, “not been properly prepared to face

7> Alster, op. cit.; Sophie Cousins. “Kurdish child soldiers battle ISIL in Syria.” .4/ Jageera (December 13, 2014);
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2014); Jonathan Krohn. “Yazidi girls train to take on ISIL from Sinjar.” The National (December 1, 2014); Rashid
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16, 2014). Also see Raja Abdulrahim. “In Syria, war is woven into childhood.” Los Angeles Times (April 24, 2014).
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of the Special Representative of the Secretary-General for Children and Armed Conflict. “Fact Sheet:
Recruitment and Use of Children.” (New York: United Nations, February 11, 2014); David Rhode. “Analysis: Is
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“Taliban  Child  Soldiers.”  Channe/ 4  (July 22, 2013). Accessed February 6, 2014,
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78 Vitaly Shevchenko. “Ukraine conflict: Child soldiers join the fight.” BBC News (November 5, 2104).
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the unique threat of child soldiers.”® Although child soldiers do not present the same threat
to the homeland as terrorism, it poses a threat to U.S. forces and civilians in war zones or
unstable regions around the world. This is just one example of the way in which the U.S.

exhibits a distinct, and at times paradoxical prioritization of threats to its national security.

RESEARCH QUESTION

This generates an important question: given the apparent disconnect between externally
defined (or objective) threats and those internally (or subjectively) prioritized by the American
government, under what conditions does the U.S. prioritize specific types of threats to its
national security?® In the case of this research, I seek to understand what are the primary
determinates of prioritization in regards to the threat posed to the U.S. by terrorism, narco-
trafficking, climate change and the emerging geopolitics of the Arctic region? At its very
essence, this dissertation seeks to explain what Ronnie Lipschultz questioned: “how do ideas
[s7c] about security develop, enter the realm of public policy debate and discourse and,
eventually becomes institutionalized in hardware, organizations, roles, and practices?”**

For the purpose of this research I define threats as an increased level of (probabilistic)
hazard, that directly or indirectly inflicts (or is perceived as inflicting) severe injury, or having
the potential to significantly degrade or fundamentally disrupt, over a given period of time, the
security of a state, individual, or community of individuals. Threats can be divided between
external and internal and threats. By external (i.e. independent or objective) threats, I mean
threats that are perceived as such from the perspective of independent (and credible) analysis.
I define external threats as being imminent or existential in nature, posing a clear and present
danger to security. These include direct economic or military threats to the U.S. citizenry or
sovereignty at home or overseas.” External threats can be measured by such characteristics as

historical precedent; high probability of occurrence; high causality rates; and cost of response

82 Hughes, op. cit.

83 For the purposes of this research, threat prioritization is defined by the discursive emphasis given to a specific
threat across official U.S. government threat assessment reports. On the threat assessments used in this study see
Appendix Two: Government Documents. On the methodology used to assign a weighted score to the discursive
emphasis given to a specific threat, see Chapter Three: Data & Analysis.

84 Ronnie D. Lipschutz. “On Security” in (ed.) Ronnie D. Lipschutz, On Security. (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1995), pp. 1-2.
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to the occurrence of the threat. Hans Gunter Brauch writes, “these threats require us to
understand the state’s vulnerabilities.”®

By internal (i.e. governmental or subjective), I mean threats that are perceived as such
from the perspective of the government responsible for prioritizing them; in the case of this
research, the U.S. Internal threats are less tangible, evoking emotional rather than strictly
material-based responses. These include threats to the values that define American social,
ecological or cultural existence, reflecting the changing notions of security that have emerged
in the post-Cold War era.”” Drawing from the sociological literature on symbolic threat
perspective, I posit these types of threats - determined by official threat assessment documents
- are conceptualized by their authors (i.e. the government) in the context of intangible
American “values” (broadly defined). ® These threats are perceived as infringing upon U.S.
values are therefore more threatening. According to conflict theory, from which symbolic
threat perspective derives, those in positions of authority (in the case of this research,
government officials), utilize mechanisms of social power (for the purposes of this research
discourse and culture) to take actions protecting their status and dominance by identifying
threats as threatening in order to exert control over perceptions and, as a result, policy.” The
context (or discourse) and environment (or culture) therefore become the most important
factors in determining internal threats from external one.” Internal threats, in essence, are
threats to identities or worldviews, while objective threats are ‘realistic’ threats to the welfare
of that which is being threatened.” Linda Troop and Ludwin Molina write, “whereas realistic
[i.e. external] threats concentrate on conflicts over resources, symbolic [i.e. internal] threats are

typically conceptualized in terms of (perceived or actual) differences in values and belief

86 Brauch, op. cit., p. 62.
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8 Lewis Coser defined conflict as, “a struggle over values and claims to scarce status, power, and resources in
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% Moak, Thomas and Walker, op. cit.

91 Richard Crisp. The Psychology of Social and Cultural Diversity.” New York: Wiley-Blackwell, 2012), p. 200.
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systems.”” External and internal threats are furthermore distinguished by the former being
an “involuntary risk (in a hazard prone environment),” while the latter is “a voluntary risk

% Stated differently, Arnold Wolfers writes, “security, in an

(more subjective to control).
objective [i.e. external] sense, measures the absence of threats to acquired values, in a subjective
[i.e. internal] sense, the absence of fear that such values will be attacked.”

I furthermore define security as the means by which one achieves a significantly
lessened degree of threat. Security is multi-dimensional, and is best understood through a four-
fold typology of human, public, national and global security. For the purpose of this research
I will focus on national security, which is defined as a category and discourse of security that
takes as given the state (or nation) as its central unit of analysis. National security is defined as
the goal of, and means by which, a state preserves its territorial integrity (i.e. sovereignty), as
well the political, economic, cultural, social, or environmental freedom of its national
institutions, both tangible and intangible.

It is the primary function of U.S. foreign policy to prioritize certain threats in order to
create a policy response to them. For the purposes of this research, I define policy as the
“legitimate or sanctioned” outcome of the bureaucratic process (i.e. the passing of a law of
“some other form of authoritative pronouncement”).”* Employing Harold Laswell and
Charles Jones’ formulation, this process is characterized by: 1) problem identification (i.e.
intelligence, information, recommendation); 2) program development (i.e. prescription and
invocation); 3) program implementation; 4) program evaluation and; 5) program termination.
95

In this dissertation, I will examine two primary explanations and the hypotheses they
generate to explain how the U.S. government prioritizes threats to its national security. The

first is the role of the international system and the second is the role of political culture. A

92 Linda Tropp and Ludwin Molina. “Intergroup Processes: From Prejudice to Positive Relations Between
Groups” in (eds.) Kay Deaux and Mark Snyder, The Oxford Handbook of Personality and Social Psychology. (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2012), p. 551.

93 Brauch, op. cit., p. 90.

% Robert T. Nakamua. “The Textbook Public Policy Process.” Policy Studies Review (1987), p. 145

% Harold Laswell’s formulation is seven-fold and includes intelligence, recommendation, prescription,
invocation, application, appraisal and termination. Charles Jones’ take on Laswell’s formula is consolidated and
includes identification, development, implementation, evaluating and termination. See, Charles O. Jones. Az
Introduction to the Study of Public Policy. (Belmont: Wadsworth, 1977); Harold Laswell. The Decision Process. (College
Park: University of Maryland, 1956) and Harold Laswell. ““The decision process: Seven categories of analysis” in
(eds.) Nelson Polsby, Robert A. Dentler and Paul A. Smith, Po/itics and Social Life: An introduction to political bebavior.
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1963).



15

Realist bias towards the effects of the international system, posits that factors external to the
U.S. government’s choosing - primarily the changing nature of the international system,
evolving power dynamics, and the impact on the character of the threats emerging from it - is
the best explanatory variable for threat prioritization. The alternative, a Constructivist-
Institutional (i.e. bureaucratic) argument, posits that a bias towards U.S. political culture and
its effects on the decision-making processes of national security institutions (factors internal
to the character of the U.S. political and institutional perspective) is the primary determinate
in threat prioritization. Ultimately, I will argue that the latter explanation is better
substantiated. I will illustrate this through a series of case studies, each which will explore a
threat representing a different level of prioritization in the schemata of U.S. national security
policy. And I will present an examination of acquired qualitative and quantitative data,

indicating the dominance of subjective factors versus objective measures in ranking threats.

CONTRIBUTION TO SCHOLARSHIP

This research is interesting and important for both theoretical and policymaking reasons.” As
Jack Holland writes, whereas a “plethora of work that has attempted to understand the framing
of foreign policy, the role played by acquiescence in enabling foreign policy remains under-
theorized and underexplored.””” He adds, “asking ‘how’ seeks to understand the ways in which
a particular decision, policy or action was enabled.”” This research is therefore potentially
interesting because it seeks to address what securitization or framing fails to comprehend,
mainly the links between threat construction and policy outcomes. Wherein the threat
construction or securitization literature examines the moment at which something becomes a
threat, it says little about how or why certain threats are prioritized, nor how it leads to
government policy. Lipschutz notes that, “this process is the least understood of all.””” There
is much to be learned about the gap between the selection and construction of a threat and

the resulting policy to deal with it.

% Chaim Kaufman makes a similar point in his discussion of threat inflation. See Chaim Kaufmann. “Threat
inflation and the failure of the marketplace of ideas: The selling of the Iraq War” in (eds.) Jane Cramer and A.
Trevor Thrall, American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear: Threat Inflation Since 9/11. New York: Routledge, 2009),
pp. 97-116.

97 Holland, op. cit., p. 38.

% Holland, op. cit., p. 30.

9 Lipschutz, op. cit., p. 2.
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This research begins to address a current void in the literature between threat
construction and policy outcomes, between words (i.e. discourse) and actions (i.e. behavior).
By employing a bifurcated analytic framework discussed in the following chapter, synthesizing
Constructivist and Institutional theories of International Relations, this proposed study will,
as Peter Katzenstein and Rudra Sil write, “be able to contend with the complexity of social
phenomena that bear on the practical dilemmas and constraints faced by decision makers and
other actors in the ‘real’ world.” ' This research also has potential practical applications.
Katzenstein and Sil note, social science research is often more focused on theory than policy,
creating a ‘chasm’ between the ‘suppliers’ of research and the desires of its ‘users.”’” The
literature on the construction of threats is broad and diverse in the European context, but less
so in the American one. Research into the construction or ‘securitization’ of threats suggests
that international relations is a historical and social construct and not the consequence of great
power politics, as Realists would posit. And threats specifically, are a discursive construction
articulated by government officials and sustained, in part, by the co-optation and support of a
given audience (as Constructivists would posit)."”

The securitization literature took on a more prominent role in the post-9/11 era,
particularly in regards to constructing the threat of immigration, asylum seekers, and terrorism
to Burope in the Twenty-First Century. There exist a few examples of the securitization
literature, narrowly defined, or threat construction literature, broadly, being applied in the

context the U.S.'" As is the case with most research traditions, the criticisms of securitization

100 Katzenstein and Sil, op. cit., p. 9.

101 Peter Katzenstein and Rudra Sil. Beyond Paradigms: Analytic Eclecticism in the Study of World Politics. New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), p. 1.

102 For example, see Thierry Balzacq. “A Theory of Securitization” in (ed.) Thierry Balzacq’s Securitization Theory:
How Security Problems Emerge and Dissolve. (London: Routledge, 2011), pp. 1-30; Barry Buzan. Pegple, States and Fear:
The National Security Problem in International Relations. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1983); Barry Buzan.
People, States and Fear: An Agenda for International Security Studies in the Post-Cold War Era. (Boulder: Lynne Reinner
Publishers, 1991); Barry Buzan and Lene Hansen. The Ewvolution of International Security Studies. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009); Barry Buzan; Ole Waever; and Jaap de Wilde. Security: A New Framework for
Apnalysis. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 1998) and Ole Waever. “Securitization and Descuritization” in
Lipscultz, op. cit., pp. 46-86. Also see Peter Katzenstein. The Culture of National Security: Norms and Identity in World
Politics. (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); Alexander Wendt. “Anarchy is What States Make of it:
The Social Construction of Power Politics.” International Organization (1992), pp. 391-425; and Alexander Wendt.
Social Theory of International Politics. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

103 In the European context see, for example, Ariane Chebel d’Appollonia and Simon Reich. Immigration,
Integration, and Security: America and Eunrope in Perspective. (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press,
2008); Alessandra Buonfino. “Between Unity and Plurality: The Politicization and Securitization of the Discourse
of Immigration in Europe.” New Political Science (2004), pp. 23-49; Aurelie Campana. “Beyond norms: the
incomplete de-securitisation of the Russian counterterrorism frame.” Critical Studies on Terrorism (2013), pp. 1-16;
Michael Collyer. “Migrants, Migration and the Security Paradigm: Constraints and Opportunities.” Mediterranean
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studies illustrates the limited nature of its explanatory power in regards to policy outcomes (a
central question of this research design), as its focus resides exclusively in the realm of threat
construction. Monica Gariup writes, “the mere enunciation of a problem as a security threat
is however not sufficient for a successful securitization or the establishment of a dominant
security discourse.”'” Matt McDonald concurs, noting that “a broader approach to the
construction of security [would] also entail... how particular articulations of security |[i.e. threat
construction] come to capture the way that community deals with those issues [i.e. policy
outcomes).”"”” He adds, “the focus on the designation of threat alone therefore tells a partial
story of how security is given meaning, marginalizing inclusive and non-statist definition of

‘our values’ that tell us how security is understood in particular context.”'" This research,

DPolities (2006), pp. 255-270; Monica Den Boet. 9/11 and the Europeanization of Anti-Terrorism Policy: A Critical
Assessment. (Paris: Notre Europe, 2003), pp. 1-25; Thomas Faist. “Extension du Domaine de la Lutte:
International Migration and Security Before and After September 11% 2001." International Migration Review (2002),
pp. 7-14; Jef Huysmans. “The European Union and the Securitization of Migration.” Journal of Common Market
Studies (2000), pp. 751-777; Jef Huysmans. The Politics of Insecurity: Fear, Migration and Asylum in the EU. (London,
Routledge, 2006); Matti Jutila. “Desecuritizing Minority Rights: Against Determinism.” Security Dialogne (20006),
pp. 167-185; Anthony M. Messina. West European Immigration and Immigrant Policy in the New Century (London,
Praeger, 2002); Paul Roe. “Securitization and Minority Rights: Conditions of Desecuritization.” Security Dialogue
(2004), pp. 279-294; Ole Waever; Barry Buzan; Morten Kelstrup; Pierre Lemaitre. Identity, Migration and the New
Security Agenda (New York, St Martin’s, 1993); Judith Ann Warner. “The Social Construction of the Criminal
Alien in Immigration Law, Enforcement Practice and Statistical Enumeration: Consequences for Immigrant
Stereotyping.” Journal of Social and Ecological Boundaries (2005-20006), pp. 56-80. In the American context see, for
example, For example, see Peter Andreas and Thomas Bierstekler. The Rebordering of North American: Integration and
Exclusion in a New Security Context, Routledge, 2003; Jane Cramer and A. Trevor Thrall (eds.) American Foreign Policy
and the Politics of Fear: Threat Inflation Since 9/ 11. (New Yotk: Routledge, 2009); Patricia L. Dunmire. ““9/11 changed
everything’: an intertextual analysis of the Bush Doctrine.” Society and Disconrse (2009); Adam Hodges. Discourse of
War and Peace. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013); Bryn Hughes. “Securitizing Iraq: The Bush
Administration’s Social Construction of Security.” Global Change, Peace & Security (2007), pp. 83-102; Jack Holland.
Selling the War on Terror: Foreign policy disconrses after 9/11. (London: Routledge, 2013); Richatd Jackson. Writing the
war on terrorism: Language, politics and counter-terrorism. (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2005); Will
Jackson. “Securitisation as Depoliticisation: Depolitcisation as Pacification.” Socialist Studies (2013), pp. 146-1606;
Ronald Krebs and Jennifer Lobasz. “Fixing the Meaning of 9/11: Hegemony, Coetcion and the Road to War in
Iraq.” Security Studies (2007), pp. 409-451; Jennifer Mustapha. “Threat Construction in the Bush Administration’s
post 9//11 Foteign Policy.” The Pacific Review (2011), pp. 487-504 and Chengxin Pan. “The ‘China Threat’ in
American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of other as Power Politics.” Alternatives: Global, 1.ocal,
Political (2004), pp. 305-331.

104 Gariup, op. cit., pp. 66-67.

105 Matt McDonald. “Securitization and the Construction of Security.
(2008), p. 565.

106 McDonald, op. cit., p. 579. Although securitization studies have not taken root in the U.S., a field of research
of a near identical nature has — framing. We can therefore critique the utility of securitization studies in the U.S.
if the more established framing literature proves equally useful for understanding threat construction. Thought
like securitization, framing tells us little about policy outcomes, which serves as the point of this research design.
Scott D. Watson. ““Framing’ the Copenhagen School: Integrating the Literature on Threat Construction.”
Millenninm: Journal of International Studies (2012), p. 281. For examples of this literature also see, Michael Barnett
and Martha Finnemore. “The Politics, Power and Pathologies of International Organizations.” International
Organization (1999), pp. 699-732; Robert D. Benford and David A. Snow. “Framing processes and social
movements: An overview and assessment.” Annual Review of Sociology (2000), pp. 611-639; Robert D. Benford and
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which seeks to explain the outcomes of threat prioritization as policy, must therefore take a
step beyond the securitization research agenda. Finally, it is important to note that much of
the research into threat prioritization is either theory driven or policy driven. This research
attempts to link these two realms, by providing a framework of possible explanation for threat
prioritization, while simultaneously attempting to explore the impact this process of
prioritization has on policy.

Lastly, it interesting and important for its practical application to American foreign
policy and it speaks tangentially to the greater debate over the future of U.S. power and U.S.
decline.'"” Research in the realm of threats (both the prioritization of and policy responses for)
is more important now than ever. The U.S strategic community, Christopher Fettweis writes,
continues to struggle 25 years after the collapse of the USSR, “to understand this new period,
much less chart a logical course forward... [and] as a result, the country has ambled along,

rudderless, committing blunders large and small along the way.”'"

RESEARCH DESIGN

In the following chapter, I will outline four potential arguments and their relevant hypotheses,
which might explain the primary question posed by this dissertation: being, given the apparent
disconnect between externally defined threats and those prioritized by the government, under
what conditions does the U.S. prioritize threats to its national security? To answer this
question, I will first test for a bias of systemic shifts in the character of threats. I will than
contrast this with the alternative explanation, a Cultural-Institutional bias, to discover which
is the best explanatory variable for threat prioritization and policy in U.S national security. An
extensive literature review for each argument will examine the previously conducted research

in respective fields, as well as the merits and drawbacks of each argument. I will than explore

David A. Snow. “Ideology, frame resonance, and participant mobilization.” International Social Movement Research
(1988), pp. 197-217; Robert D. Benford; David A. Snow; E Burke Rochford Jr. and Steven K. Worden. “Frame
Alignment processes, micromobilization, and movement participation.” American Sociological Review (1986), pp.
464-481; Martha Finnemore and Kathryn Sikkink. “International Norms Dynamics and Political Change.”
International Organization (1998) pp. 887-917; Rodger A. Payne. “Persuasion, Frames and Norm Construction.”
European Journal of International Relations (2007), pp. 37-61 and Sydney Tarrow. The New Transnational Activism. New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

107 On this debate, see, for example, Stephen G. Brooks, G. John Ikenberry, and William C. Wohlforth. “Don't
Come Home, America: The Case against Retrenchment.” International Security (2012), pp. 7-51 and Barry Posen.
Restraint: A New Foundation for U.S. Grand Strategy. (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2014).

108 Christopher J. Fettweis. “Threatlessness and US Grand Strategy.” Survival (2014), pp. 43-44.
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how these potential arguments might be tested in to discover their contribution to fostering
explanation.

Chapter Three outlines the relevant methodology applied to this research. This
includes first, a Content and Discourse Analysis (CDA); second, a survey administered to
elected officials, military personnel, bureaucrats, members of the media, civil society, academia
and think tanks (to explore the merit of this dissertation’s primary hypothesis); and third,
qualitative interviews with elected officials, military personnel, and bureaucrats (for the same
purpose). Chapter Three presents the collected data and its implications for the research. Each
methodology was selected to serve a distinct role in the research design. The CDA provided a
basis upon which to rank threats from most-to-least important as a result of the government’s
official national security discourse. The survey provides a perspective on the internal (i.e.
subjective) opinions of those within the state (including elected officials, bureaucrats and
military personnel) regarding the threats identified by the CDA. And it further compares these
opinions to the external (i.e. objective) opinions of those outside the state (including the media,
civil society and members of academia and think tanks) for comparative analysis. In so doing,
the survey expands on the perception of threats by a wider array of actors. Lastly, the
interviews provide a greater depth of perspective on the research presented in the case studies.
It also further probes the subjective opinions of these actors on the potential explanatory
variables (i.e. presidential leadership, economic interests, the international system, political
culture and bureaucratic bias) in a manner inaccessible in survey form.

Chapter Four, Five, Six and Seven will present a series of case studies testing the
explanations in the context of specific threats while applying the CDA, qualitative interview,
survey data, and case-specific literature to better understand how the preferred explanation is
superior to the alternative.

Chapter Four, the first case study, will examine the prioritization of terrorism as a
major threat to U.S. national security. As an example of what this research defines as a policy
of subjugation, or the use of overwhelming force, terrorism presents a compelling example. I
will explore how a dominate discourse fosters a singular narrative that tends to dissuade
debate, resulting in the narrowing of policy options and the allocation of a disproportionate
share of the annual defense and homeland security budgets. I will also explore how this type
of narrative emboldens certain agencies to rise in prominence when executing policy and

commanding these vast resources. I conclude that a direct correlation exists between this
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dominate discourse, the emergence of extreme policy measures, and the allocation of excessive
resources to address the threat. I will also illustrate how comparable states facing a comparable
threat from terrorism respond more strongly to material factors, and not subjectively defined
ones, resulting in counterterrorism policies and budgets more subdued than in the U.S.

Chapter Five will explore the prioritization of narco-trafficking as a secondary, but still
critical, threat to U.S. national security. As an example of a policy of mitigation, or the limited
use of force, I will explore how dual discourses foster complimentary but competing strategies
to address the threat of drug trafficking. I will explore how a dual narrative makes it more
difficult for a single agency to rise in prominence to advance or execute a single policy, as is
the case with terrorism. Inflated budgets are therefore split between funding supply and
demand-centric strategies (albeit the supply side disproportionally so). I conclude that a similar
correlation exists between a dual discourse, dual policies, and the resulting budgetary
allocations. I will also illustrate how comparable states facing a comparable threat from climate
change respond to material factors, resulting in less elevated threat narratives, policies and
budgets for narco-trafficking than in the U.S.

Chapter Six, the third case study, will explore the lack of prioritization for climate
change as a threat to U.S. national security. As an example of a policy of arbitration, I will
explore why, despite objective evidence to the contrary, the U.S. under-prioritizes the threat
when compared to its European peers. In this chapter, I illustrate how a low-level priority like
climate change results in divisive discourse which can prevent or reverse prioritization. The
contradictory narratives prevalent in a low priority threat like climate change leads to policies
which waiver between the competing aims of the opposing narratives. I find again that a similar
correlation exists, but with different results, due to the lack of discursive cohesion. And I will
also illustrate how comparable states facing a comparable threat from climate change respond
more strongly to material factors, resulting in threat narratives, policies and budgets for climate
change that are far higher than in the U.S.

Chapter Seven will present the fourth and final case study, exploring the lack of
prioritization for the emerging geopolitics in the Arctic as a threat to U.S. national security. As
an example of a policy of evasion, I will explore the reason why, despite objective evidence to
the contrary, the U.S. generally evades prioritizing Arctic geopolitics. In this chapter I illustrate
how a minimal-level priority threat like the geopolitics of the Arctic generates little to no

discourse. As a result, few national security policy options emerge and there is no urgency to
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allocate necessary resources to address them. In turn, the emergence of alternative narratives
shapes the narrative around prioritization and policy outside the context of national security.
I will illustrate again that comparable states facing a comparable threat from the geopolitics of
the Arctic respond more aggressively to material factors, and threat narratives, policies and
budgets are higher than in the U.S.

In Chapter Eight I will briefly review the four case studies in the context of the Trump
administration in order to further illustrate the applicability of my framework. I will explore
how the Cultural-Institutional hypothesis explains the effect of Trump’s unique discourse and
exaggerated narratives on the prioritization of threats to U.S. national security. I will examine
where his administration has, in its first nine months, been consistent with the polices of his
predecessors, where they have not, and the reasons which explain why these shifts in policy
have occurred.

Chapter Nine will conclude the dissertation and provide a broad overview of the
results. I will revisit the evidence presented in the case studies to emphasize how each
contributes to validating the expectations generated by this framework. I will explore the
lessons learned during the course of this research and how they have incrementally contributed
to the research programs outlined in in this chapter (and the next). The final chapter will also
present auxiliary questions for investigation as a result of what has, and what remains to be

learned from these conclusions.
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CHAPTER TWO
ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

Our greatest threat might be our fear of threats. - Christopher Premble”

INTRODUCTION

The following chapter will explore a series of potential explanations that attempt to answer
the question, under what conditions does the U.S. prioritize specific threats to it national
security? I will explore a series of hypotheses that posit the character of the international
system, the nature of executive leadership, the role of special interests and the interaction of
elite political culture with U.S. government institutions are (or are not) potential explanatory

variables.

SYSTEMIC SHIFTS IN THE CHARACTER OF THREATS

Realist scholars would suggest the simplest explanation for the prioritization of threats is the
changing nature of the international system and its impact on the changing character of the
threats emerging from it. The revolutionary nature of the current international system -
characterized by the end the of bi-polat/superpower era; a trising number of state and non-
state actors; and the dissemination of advanced technical capabilities has fostered a profound
contemporary unrest, what Ann Swidler calls an, ‘unsettled period.”" In a post-Cold War,
globalized world so-called ‘new’ threats (including non-state actors and cyberspace, the
proliferation of new technologies and WMDs, as well as environmental and sustainable

development concerns) appear more dangerous and seem to operate outside the confines of

109 Christopher Premble. Dangerons World? Threat Perception and U.S. National Security. (Washington, D.C.: The
CATO Institute, October 25, 2013).

110 Hans Gunter Brauch. “Concepts of Security Threats, Challenges, Vulnerabilities and Risk” in (eds.) Hans
Gunter Brauch et. al., Coping with Environmental Change, Disasters and Security Berlin: Springer, 2011), p. 82; Gary
Hart. The Fourth Power: A Grand Strategy for the United States in the Twenty-First Century. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2004); Henry Kissinger. “System Structure and American Foreign Policy” in (eds.) Charles W. Kegley, Jr.
and Eugene R. Wittkopf. Perspectives on American Foreign Policy: Selected Readings. (New York: St. Martin’s Press,
1983), pp. 103-104 and Ann Swidler. “Culture in Action: Symbols and Strategies.” Awmerican Sociological Review
(1986), pp. 273-286. Also see Jack A. Jarmon. The New Era in U.S. National Security: An Introduction to Emerging
Threats and Challenges. (Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 2014); James Kitfield. “The Obama Doctrine: When Does
Caution Become Retreat” Breaking Defense (March 26, 2014). Accessed March 26, 2014,
http:/ /breakingdefense.com/2014/03/the-obama-docttine-when-does-caution-become-retreat; Adam Quinn.
“US decline and systemic constraint,” in Michelle Bentley and Jack Holland. Obawma’s Foreign Policy: Ending the War
on Terror. (London: Routledge, 2014), pp. 45-60; Sabine Slechow. “An interplay of traditions: The ‘return of
uncertainty’ and its taming in post-9/11 US secutity thinking” in (eds.) Mark Bevir, Oliver Daddow and Ian Hull
Interpreting Global Security. (London: Routledge, 2014), pp. 46-47 and Jim Talent and Pete Hegseth. “America’s
Strategic Drift.” National Review (October 6, 2014).
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the traditional security paradigm. As Christopher Fettweis writes, “since those minor threats
were more numerous than the singular Soviet Union, the world seemed to have become a
more dangerous place.”""!

Realists would anticipate the prioritization of threats occurs because material factors,
defining the balance of power, altered America’s level of insecurity. This implies that causal
powers of structure explain state behavior and variance in prioritizing threats.'” In adjusting
to the evolving international system and defending against ‘new’ threats, the U.S. must reassess
threat prioritization, based on the different material factors present in the Twenty-First

113

Century. ~ But, as Barry Posen writes, since the 1990s, “instead of relying on [its] inherent
advantages for its security, the United States has acted with a profound sense of insecurity,
adopting an unnecessarily militarized and forward-leaning foreign policy.”""* Given the sudden
end of the Cold War, and the typically slow evolution of a nation’s paradigmatic worldview,
the U.S. confronts Twenty-First Century threats as it has since 1945, by (re)constructing
traditional threats as ‘new’ threats. This was also true after 9/11 when, Monica Gariup writes,
“even in the case of an abrupt revolutionary change in external conditions... at the beginning
the old dominant discourse generally goes to supplement and not completely substitute the
new emerging one: the old discourse is modified in order to integrate the new one.”"" She
adds this signifies the existence of a “thick culture,” implying there is a strong degree of

116

resistance to change in U.S. political culture. ® Gariup writes, “as a consequence, national

security policies adapt only slowly not only to change in reality per se... but also to new
discursive statements that pretend to represent and interpret material changes.”""’
The realist paradigm of international relations has many branches, broadly defined as

human nature realism, state-centric realism and system-centric realism. And it includes classical

realism; rationalism; security materialism; structural/neo-realism; neoclassical realism;

11 Christopher J. Fettweis “Threatlessness and US Grand Strategy.” Swurvival (2014), p. 45. Also see, James
Sperling. “United States.” in (eds.) James Spetling and Emil J. Kirchner National Security Cultures: Patterns of global
governance. (London: Routledge, 2010), p. 200.

112 Kenneth Waltz. Theories of International Politics. (Boston: Addison-Wesley, 1979), pp. 121-122.

113 Also see Jane K. Cramer and A. Trevor Thrall, “Introduction: Understanding threat inflation” in (eds.) Jane
Cramer and A. Trevor Thrall, American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear: Threat Inflation Since 9/11. New York:
Routledge, 2009), pp. 3-4.

114 Barry R. Posen. “Pull Back: The Case for a Less Activist Foreign Policy.” Foreign Affairs (2012).

115 Monica Gariup. Eurgpean Security Culture: Language, Theory, Policy. (Butlington: Ashgate, 2009), p. 62.

116 Gariup, op. cit., p. 62. Also see Clifford Geertz. The Interpretation of Cultures. New York: Basic Books, 1973).
17 Gariup, op. cit., p. 62.
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offensive realism; and Innepolitik/defensive realism.'"® Michael Doyle characterizes Realism as
stemming from Machiavellian fundamentalism, Hobbesian structuralism and Rousseau’s
constitutionalism.""” But all forms of Realism, Doyle writes, stem from Thucydides complex

realism.'

Of these branches, I posit neoclassical realism is the most compelling means to
answer the research question because it speaks to the politics of threat assessment, including

how states make them and who the relevant actors in the process are.””! As Kenneth Waltz

118 At its most basic level, as Kay writes, Realism is, “a set of assumptions about how and why states behave like
they do.” See Kay, op. cit., 10. On the typologies of realism, see Stephen Brooks. “Dueling Realism.” International
Organization (1997), pp. 445=77; Liu Feng and Zhang Ruizhuang. “The Typologies of Realism.” Chinese Journal of
International Politics (2006), pp. 109-134 and Gideon Rose. “Review: Neoclassical Realism and Theories of Foreign
Policy.” World Politics (1998), pp. 144-172.

119 Michael W. Doyle. Ways of War and Peace: Realism, Liberalism, and Socialism. New York: W.W. Norton and
Company, 1997), pp. 41-48. On realism also see Michael Brecher and Frank P. Harvey (eds.). Realism and
Institutionalism in International Relations. (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Press, 2002); Jack Donnelly.

Realism and International Relations. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006); Michael Joseph Smith. Realist
Thonght from Weber to Kissinger. (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University, 1986); Jennifer Sterling-Folker. Making
Sense of International Relations Theory. (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 20006), pp. 15-16 and Michael C. Williams.

The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).

120 Doyle, op. cit.
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Constructivism: Rethinking International Relations Theory. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010); Brooks, op.

cit. (1997); Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth “Power, Globalization, and the End of the Cold War:

Re-Evaluating a Landmark Case for Ideas.” International Security (2000/1), pp. 5-53; Michael E. Brown, Seth M.

Lynn-Jones and Steven E. Miller. The Perils of Anarchy: Contemporary Realism and International Security. (Cambridge:

The MIT Press, 1995), Daniel L. Byman and Kenneth M. Pollack. “Let Us Now Praise Great Men: Bringing the

Statesmen Back In.” International Security (2001), pp. 107-146; Victor D. Cha, “Abandonment, Entrapment, and

Neoclassical Realism in Asia: The United States, Japan, and Korea.” International Studies Quarterly (2000), pp. 261—
291; Victor D. Cha. “Hawk Engagement and Preventative Defense on the Korean Peninsula.” Infernational Security
(2002), pp. 40-78; Thomas J. Christensen. Usefu! Adversaries: Grand Strategy, Domestic Mobilization, and Sino-American
Conflict, 1947-58. (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1996); Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder.

“Chain Gangs and Passed Bucks: Predicting Alliance Patterns in Multipolarity.” Infernational Organization (1990),

pp. 137-166; Thomas J. Christensen and Jack Snyder. “Progressive Research on Degenerate Alliances.” American

Political Science Review (1997), pp. 919-922; Jason W. Davidson. The Origins of Revisionist and Status Qno States. New

York: Palgrave Macmillan, 20006); Jason W. Davidson, ““The Roots of Revisionism: Fascist Italy, 1922—39.” Security

Studies (2002), pp. 125-159; Michael W. Doyle. “Politics and Grand Strategy,” in Richard Rosencrance and Arthur

Stein. The Domestic Bases of Grand Strategy. (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1993), pp. 22-34; David M. Edelstein.

“Managing Uncertainty: Beliefs about Intentions and the Rise of Great Powers.” Security Studies. (2002), pp. 1-4;

Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman. “Lakatos and Neorealism: A Reply to Vasquez.” Awmerican Political Science
Review (1997), pp. 923-926; Colin Elman and Miriam Fendius Elman. “Correspondence: History vs. Neorealism:

A Second Look.” International Security (1995), pp. 182-193; Peter D. Feaver, et al. “Brother Can You Spare a

Paradigm? (Or Was Anybody Ever a Realist?).” International Security (2000), pp. 165-193; Feng and Ruizhuang, op.

cit.; Aaron L. Friedberg. The Weary Titan: Britain and the Experience of Relative Decline, 1895—1905. (Princeton, NJ:

Princeton University Press, 1988); Annette Freyberg-Inan; Ewan Harrison; Patrick James (eds.). Re#hinking Realism
in International Relations: Between Tradition and Innovation. (Baltimore: John Hopkins University Press, 2009); F.

Gregory Gause. “Balancing What? Threat Perception and Alliance Choice in the Gulf. Security Studies (2003), pp.

273-305; Jim George. Discourses of Global Politics: A Critical (Re)Introduction to International Relations. (Boulder: Lynne

Reinner Publishers, 1994), p. 111-138; John Glenn. “Realism versus Strategic Culture: Competition and

Collaboration.” International Studies Review (2009), pp. 523-551; Robert Jervis. “Realism, Neorealism and

Cooperation: Understanding the Debate.” International Security (1999), pp. 42-63; Robert O. Keohane. Neorealism

and its Critics. New York: Columbia University Press, 1986); Steven E. Lobell. The Challenge of Hegemony: Grand
Strategy, Trade, and Domestic Politics. (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2003); Steven Lobell, Norrin



25

and Robert Gilpin note, neoclassical realists posit that internal domestic and external
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Steven Lobell, Norrin Ripsman and Jeffrey Taliaferro write, neoclassical realism
identifies “elite calculations and perceptions of relative power and domestic constraints as
intervening variables between international pressures and states’ foreign policies. Relative
power sets parameters for how states (or rather, those who act on their behalf) define their
interests and pursue particular ends.”'” Liu Feng and Zhang Ruizhuang add, “the fundamental
tenets of neo-classical realism are that foreign policy is an outcome of international structure,
domestic factors and of a complex interaction between the two” making military ore
international economic policy, the evolution of alliances, crisis management and grand
strategy, among other factors of primary concern.'” Jennifer Sterling-Folker writes that
neoclassical realists focus on relative power distribution in the international system, shaping
foreign policy through elite, “perceptions and calculations of [said] relative power.”'* She
notes that neoclassical realism, “explains why different states, or even the same at different
times, pursue particular strategies in the international arena.”'** She attributes this to “flesh-
and-blood officials” who “misperceived the actual distribution of power or make erroneous
estimates about power trends.”'”” Gideon Rose writes, this focus on “relative material power
establishes the basic parameters of a country’s foreign policy,” but emphasizes the lack of a
“perfect transmission belt linking material capabilities to foreign policy behavior.”'* This is
because, “systemic pressures and incentives may shape the broad contours and general
direction of foreign policy without being strong or precise enough to determine the specific
details of state behavior.”'”

Neoclassical realism is distinct from traditional or structural realism in its inclusion of
domestic, not exclusively systemic factors; what Brian Rathburn describes as integrating
“domestic politics and ideational influences.”" Lobell, Ripsman and Taliaferro add, although
leaders, “define ‘national interest and conduct foreign policy based upon their assessment of

relative power and other states intentions,” they are, “always subject to domestic
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constraints.”"' These factors include, John Glenn writes, “the efficiency/inefficiency of the
state’s bureaucratic apparatus, the perception and misperception of policymakers, interest
groups and elite consensus in order to explain the foreign policies of states.””> He adds
neoclassical realism is most relevant when, “threats are clear and policy responses are self-
evident” and when “the international environmental provides little in the way of information
on the most appropriate response,” making domestic factors critical.” But when states,
Rathburn notes, do not adapt to systemic constraints ‘serious consequences’ result: “systemic
factors push towards particular outcomes, but other factors intrude... domestic politics and
ideas are generally to blame when the system’s imperatives are not met.”"**

This speaks to another theme of neoclassical realism specifically and realism broadly:

strategic studies or theories of grand strategy.'” The U.S. Army War College Institute of
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Strategic Studies defines this research paradigm by its focus on the role of geostrategic national
security.™® Strategic studies addresses conflict and peace to better understand the role of
intelligence, diplomacy, economics and military power. Strategy is defined as a plan of action
or method for achieving a particular goal over a long period of time. John Kohout, et. al. writes
that strategy, “directs and coordinates means to attain ends.”"”” In the context of this research,
strategy refers to the science and art of employing the political, economic, psychological, and
military forces of a nation or group of nations to afford the maximum support to adopted
policies in peace or war.

Robert Art notes an abundance of definitions for grand strategy, ranging from the
expansive to the restrictive."”® Peter Feaver defines grand strategy as, “the art of reconciling
ends and means.”"” Barry Posen notes it is, “a nation-state’s theory about how to produce
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beliefs, or ideas that govern the divisions and actions of a nation’s policymakers with public
support on foreign policy.”*' Characterized by the interests it seeks to protect and the
resources allocated to do so, Christopher Layne writes grand strategy is, “the process by which
a state matches ends and means in the pursuit of security.”'** Daniel Drezner adds, “the clear
articulations of national interests married to a set of operational plans for advancing them.”'*
And Ikenberry writes, grand strategies are, “bundles of security, economic and political
strategies based on assumptions about how to best advance national security and build
international order.”'* For the purposes of this research, I define grand strategy as the use of
national instruments of power to achieve political goals through security policy, including
internal and external objectives in war and peacetime.

Although grand strategy and foreign policy overlap, the former concerns itself with the
military implications of long-term objectives. Posen notes, “grand strategy focuses on military
threats, because these are the most dangerous, and military remedies because these are the
costliest. Security has traditionally encompassed the preservation of sovereignty, safety,
territorial integrity, and power position — the last being the necessary means to the first
three.”'™ Grand strategy is therefore an essential component of threat prioritization. A failure
to define one, Martel writes, is dangerous: “unless the U.S. and its adversaries understand what
the nation seeks to achieve, the boundaries to permissible challenges, and the limits to its
forbearance — we are asking for a crisis... and America itself may be confused as to what it
really values until it struggles during a moment of crisis.”*** When a state does not define what
is critical to preserve (in terms of its physical security as well as national, political and socio-
cultural identity), threat prioritization is infeasible at best and distorted at worst.'*” Martel
writes that without a grand strategy, a state cannot, “understand what threats are inevitable,

which ones really matter, and how to deal with them,” adding “when specific decisions and
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policies are unguided by bedrock principles of grand strategy, U.S. policies will feel haphazard
or random, which is a recipe for ineffective and at times, self-defeating policies.”'**

Grand strategy is about power and power perception, which affects the way in which
threats are prioritized.'”” Dueck notes that variations in grand strategy are defined as, among
other factors, significant changes in the form and level of threat perception.'” U.S. post-Cold
War grand strategy, prioritizing a preponderance of power and maintaining a broad
unilateralist reach, created a belief that it is necessary for the U.S. to police the world and
secure the global order."™ As a result, U.S. values or its core national interests are overly broad,
including threats not existential to it security. Drezner attributes this disconnect as a mismatch
between the complexity of the global system and the simplicity of American foreign policy
thetoric.'”

If the changing nature of the international system, and the character of the threats it
produces best explains the gap between threat construction (i.e. prioritization) and policy, we
would expect, at a minimum, all externally or independently identified threats result in a
prioritization and a militarized policy response. But this does not occur. The changing nature
of the system does not explain the variance between certain types of internally perceived and
externally adjudged threats. This is because material factors (despite some changes) remain
heavily static, and continue to favor the U.S. He writes, the tyranny of the status quo prevents
radical change not precipitated by catastrophe, noting that grand strategy is a, “constant rather
than a variable... even radically imperfect strategies have not fundamentally affected [the U.S.’|
tise and fall.”"> Threats are, therefore, not objectively construed based on realist theories of
material factors and balance-of-power politics, but subjectively constructed based on inherent
cultural and bureaucratic factors. Assuming a constructivist approach, as defined by Alexander
Wendt, we see that, “the structures of human association are determined primarily by shared

ideas rather than material forces, and... the identities and interests of purposive actors are

constructed by these shared ideas rather than given by nature.”’” Threats are not just about

148 Martel, “America’s Dangerous Draft,” op. cit.
149 See Walt (1989), op. cit.

150 Dueck (2004), op. cit., p. 512.

151 On this, see Schwarz and Layne, op. cit.

152 Drezner, op. cit.

153 Drezner, op. cit.

154 Wendt (1999), op. cit., p. 1.
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material factors, but also ideational ones.'” If this is true, we would expect variance across
threat assessments, even when material factors remain the same.'*

Wendt writes, “the challenge of ‘systemic’ theory is not to show that ‘structure’ has
more explanatory power than ‘agents’, but to show how agents are differently structured by
the system to produce different effects.””” The implication of rejecting this hypothesis is not
that the world is more or less dangerous, but that the changing nature of the system and the
character of the threats emerging from it are necessary but not sufficient factors in explaining
threat prioritization. Zenko and Cohen point out that, “the world that the United States
inhabits today is a remarkably safe and secure place. It is a world with fewer violent conflicts
and greater political freedom than at virtually any other point in human history... The United
States faces no plausible existential threats, no great-power rival, and no near-term competition
for the role of global hegemon.”"™® The authors attribute the intensification of threats to fear-
mongering and electoral politics, the political-media-societal feedback loop, and bureaucratic
interest, all internal or subjective measures of threat prioritization."’

For a systemic hypothesis to be true, we would anticipate a convergence between
internal (i.e. governmental) and external (i.e. independent) threat assessments in the context
of U.S. national security. Following a strict rationalist or realist perspective, I posit only those
threats which pose a tangible and measurable hazard to U.S. security would be prioritized
because threats are objectively measured by material factors that determine the balance of
power. This hypothesis is only substantiated if external or independently ranked threats with
the highest scores are prioritized, and that they match the way in which the government
internally ranks or prioritizes the threats it perceives as most important.'”’ But this is not the

case. As Morton Halperin and Arnold Kanter write, “‘change in the international environment

is only one of several stimuli to which participants in the foreign policy process are responding

155 David L. Rousseau and Rocio Garcia-Retamero. “Estimating Threats: The Impact and Interaction of Identity
and Power” in (eds.) Jane Cramer and A. Trevor Thrall, American Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear: Threat Inflation
Since 9/11. New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 76.

156 Rousseau and Garcia-Retamero, op. cit., p. 76.

157 Wendt (1999), op. cit., p. 12.

158 According the 2104 Global Peace Index, ““we are living in the most peaceful time in human history.” See the
Global Peace Index 2014: Measuring Peace and Accessing Conntry Risk. (Sydney: Institute for Economics & Peace, 2104).
Also see Ali Wyne. “The World is Much Safer Then 20th-century Historian Would Have You Believe.” The New
Republic (April 1,2014) and Micah Zenko and Michael A. Cohen. “Clear and Present Safety.” Foreign Affairs (2012).
159 Zenko and Cohen, op. cit.

160 Using an external measure of threats through a weighted scoring system (as outlined in Appendix Three:
External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure), I am able to compare against an internal weighted scoring system
(as laid out in preceding chapter on methodology) utilized for the purposes of this research.
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»180 T conclude that the changing

[though] possibly among the weakest and least important.
nature of the international system and the character of threats emerging from it, does not

satisfactorily explain the prioritization of threats.

LEADERSHIP

A second explanation for why some threats are prioritized while others are not is a micro level
explanation, which suggests that individuals, specifically the chief executive, is most
responsible for threat prioritization.'” By examining the philosophy, ideology and beliefs of
presidents, these unitary actors become the “decisive element” in national security.'” John
Stoessinger writes, power is an objective fact, but how leaders use power creates subjective (or

164

prejudiced) facts. ™ Unique personality traits can be definitive, he concludes, and who is in

power matters.'®

If this approach best explains the prioritization of threats, we would anticipate
significant changes in prioritization and policy across administrations. But this is not the case.
Threat perception remains remarkably stable over time. This is due, in part, to the Executive
branch being more than just the President, but rather a coalition of many individuals,
sometimes with divergent goals.'* Elected officials formulate policy. But it is misleading and

1167

overly parsimonious to ascribe so much power to the individual.®" An individual level-analysis

appears insufficient to explain variance in threat prioritization. I therefore reject this

161 Morton H. Halperin and Arnold Kanter. Readings in American Foreign Policy: A Bureancratic Perspective. (Boston:
Little, Brown and Company, 1973), p. 3. The argument could be made that the nature of the international system
has not fundamentally changed since the Peace of Westphalia because it remains characterized by external
anarchy (regardless of shifts in the balance of power) and internal hierarchy (leaving states as mostly sovereign
entities in the larger anarchic international system). On this see Waltz (1979), op. cit. Also see Henry Kissinger.
“Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy.” Daedalus (1966), p. 505

162 The literature on this topic is prolific. For a complete overview see Appendix Four: Chapter Two Literature
Review.

163 John Stoessinger. “Crusaders and Pragmatists: two Types of Foreign Policy Makers” in (eds.) Charles W.
Kegley, Jr. and Eugene R. Wittkopf. Perspectives on American Foreign Policy: Selected Readings. New York: St. Martin’s
Press, 1983), p. 448 and Daniel Zoughbie. “Interpreting George W. Bush’s foreign policy” in (eds.) Mark Bevir,
Oliver Daddow and Ian Hull. Interpreting Global Security. (London: Routledge, 2014), pp. 53-72.

164 Stoessinger (1983), p. 448.

165 Stoessinger (1983), p. 448.

166 Jerel Rosati. “Explaining SALT from a Bureaucratic Politics Perspective” in (eds.) Charles W. Kegley, Jr. and
Eugene R. Wittkopf. Perspectives on American Foreign Policy: Selected Readings. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983),
pp. 365-366. Also see Doughtry, op. cit., pp. 81-96.

167 Charles W. Kegley, Jr. and Eugene R. Wittkopf. Perspectives on American Foreign Policy: Selected Readings. (New
York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983), p. 425.



34

explanation in light of persuasive and compelling data to the contrary and will not be testing

this hypothesis in the case studies.'”

ORGANIZED INTEREST GROUPS

A third explanation posits that the size, strength and relationships of certain special economic
interests, relative to others, determine the prioritization of threats. For the purposes of this
research, organized interest groups are defined as non-state actors, functioning in society but
outside the formal levers of government.'” They include large lobbyist firms, political party
machines, the media, advocacy networks, non-governmental organizations and individual
activists.””” Organized interest groups exert influence through a complex array of power
relationships, message transmission and feedback loops that include the mass media, political
parties, foreign governments, foreign and domestic interest groups, opinion leaders, elected
and appointed officials.'”"

If the interests of an economic elite best explain threat prioritization, we would expect
important corporations and powerful individuals to have a measurably large degree of
influence on national security, threat prioritization and policy outcomes.'” And we would
expect to find a corporate interest bias in regards to threat prioritization, because particular
economic interests benefit from particular forms of policy. Therefore, corporations would use
financial power to affect political decisions.'” Finally, we would expect to find companies use
their influence to encourage certain types of policies against certain types of threats which
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benefit their ability to increase profits. © We would anticipate a correlation between, for

168 The complete literature view for the leadership hypothesis appears in Appendix 4.1: Leadership Hypothesis.

169 McCormick. “Introduction: The Domestic Sources of American Foreign Policy”, op. cit., pp. 13, 16, and 19.
170 McCormick. “Introduction: The Domestic Sources of American Foreign Policy”, op. cit., pp. 13, 16, and 19.
171 See chart in Lester Milbrath. “Interests Groups and Foreign Policy” in (ed.) James N. Rosenau, Domestic Sources
in Foreign Policy. New York: The Free Press, 1967), p. 234 and in Matthew A. Baum and Philip B.K. Potter. “The
Relationship Between Mass Media, Public Opinion, and Foreign Policy: Towards a Theoretical Synthesis.”
Annnal Review of Political Science (2008), p. 41. Also see Kay, op. cit., pp. 223-236 and Michael Mastanduno. “The
United States Political System and International Leadership: A ‘Decidedly Inferior’ Form of Government?” in
(ed.) G. John Ikenberry, American Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essays. New York: Pearson Education, Inc., 2005), p.
256.

172 Richard Seymour writes, “in a very general sense, militarization could be seen as an integral part of capitalism.”
Richard Seymour. “Global military spending an integral part of capitalism.” The Nation (March 9, 2014).

173 Halliburton is often cited as an example of the role of special interest in determining threat prioritization,
given that Vice President Dick Cheney served as the company’s CEO and Halliburton obtained numerous
defense contracts while he was serving in office. But there is no evidence that Halliburton as a corporate entity
was able to directly influence America’s decision to go to war, despite benefiting from the conflict. See Jane
Mayer. “Contract Sport: What did the Vice-President do for Halliburton?” The New Yorker (February 16, 2004).

174 Patrick Radden Keefe. “Can Network Theory Thwart Terrorists?” New York Times March 12, 2000).
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example, special interest lobbying efforts on behalf of a specific policy and a consistent bias
in government for choosing a specific policy.

Although there are examples of organized interest groups affecting foreign policy,
there is insufficient evidence that their impact is able to effect policy to the degree of
prioritizing certain threats over others.'” It is not feasible to establish substantial causality as
it is difficult to control for the diversity of factors involved. Without a direct revelation by
government officials, confessing that they are swayed by economic special interests, it is
impossible to prove this is as valid. I therefore reject this explanation due to persuasive and
compelling data to the contrary. As a result, I will not be testing this hypothesis in the case

. 176
studies. "’

LINKING INSTITUTIONS TO CULTURE
Having reviewed the literature, and finding it insufficient in explanatory power, I therefore
posit that the interaction between elite American political culture and institutional structure
best explains the prioritization of threats to U.S. national security '’ Balzacq notes, threats are
not constructed simply through language, rather they require formal and moral support: “while
moral support is generally necessary, alone, it is not enough. Often it is the formal decision by
an institution that mandates the government to adopt a specific policy. This support is
generally necessary and sufficient.”'’® In a series of high profile public threat assessments
issued by the government over the last decade, U.S. institutions have clearly specified threats
regarded as pivotal to national security.'” As a result, certain internally ranked threats are
prioritized, while other externally ranked threats are not.

I posit that the interaction between America’s elite political culture and its national
security institutions best explains this variance in prioritization. Political culture sets the tone
and delineates a series of subjectively defined (versus objectively defined) values that are

prioritized by administrations. This creates a specific elite discourse that lends legitimacy to

175 Cohen, op. cit., pp. 223-224 and 237-239.

176 The complete literature view for the organized interest group hypothesis appears in Appendix 4.2: Organized
Interest Groups Hypothesis.

177 Samuel P. Huntington “American Ideals Versus American Institutions.” Political Science Quarterly (1982).

178 Balzacq, “A theory of securitization”, op. cit., p. 8.

179 These documents include Quadrennial Defense Review (2001, 2006, 2010, 2014); Quadrennial Homeland Security
Review (2010, 2014); the National Defense Strategy (2005, 2008, 2012); the National Security Strategy (2002, 2006, 2010);
the Central Intelligence Agency Annual Threat Assessment statement (2000-2014); and the Defense Intelligence
Agency’s Threat Assessments (2007, 2011, 2012, 2013).
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certain values and negates others. It bestows power (broadly defined) to those policy options
that fit within the established discursive structure. Institutions are required to work within the
confines of these internally delineated options, and the ultimate selection of policies is made
available by adhering to the normative values attached to national security by way of elite
political discourse. The resulting prioritization of policy, therefore, occurs at the intersection
of culture as discourse, and decision-making as institutional (i.e. bureaucratic) procedures. In
the following sub-section I shall describe the relationship between them and the forms of

policy which result.

THE ROLE OF (ELITE POLITICAL) CULTURE
Anthony Oliver-Smith writes, “vulnerability is a political ecological concept... located at the
intersection of nature and culture.” ™ And vulnerability, which is “always socially
constructed,” determines the nature of the threat at the point of divergence between
capabilities (to defend against a threat) and intent (the ability of a threat to inflict harm)." The
resulting (in)security determines the level of crisis, which in turn determines a “crisis
discourse,” utilized as a means to prioritize threats and frame the parameters for its solution.'™
U.S. political culture creates distinct discursive practices that tend to favor crisis discourse over
more practical means of threat construction.™ One example, is the increasingly frequent
declarations by Presidents of “states of emergencies,” totaling 52 since the National
Emergencies Act was passed into law in 1976, 30 which remain in effect as of 2018."** Sperling
writes, “Americans require a palpable existential threat to conduct a purposeful security policy;
there appear to be no permanent interests independent of the threat posed by a malevolent
‘other.”'®

A crisis is defined as an unstable or crucial time period, or state of affairs, in which a

decisive change is impending, or a time when a difficult or important decision must be made."*

180 Anthony Oliver-Smith. “Theorizing Vulnerability in a Globalized World: A Political Ecological Perspective”
in (eds.) Greg Bankoff, Georg Frerks and Dorothea Hilhorst Mapping V ulnerability: Disasters, Development and People
(London: Earthscan, 2003), pp. 10-11.

181 Sanger, op. cit., p. 94.

182 Brauch, op. cit., p. 78.

183 Anna Podvornaia. “The Discursive Battlefield of the “War on Terror’: Enabling strategies for garnering public
support in the rhetoric of George W. Bush and Osama bin Laden” in (ed.) Adam Hodges, Discourse of War and
Peace. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), p. 88.

184 Gregory Korte. “America’s perpetual state of emergency.” USA Today (October 23, 2014).
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186 Merriam-Webster Unabridged Dictionary (2013) and the Oxford Dictionaries (2013).
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Discourse is defined, in its most basic form, as a written or spoken form of communication.'”’
In the context of culture, discourse is defined as a mode of organizing knowledge, ideas, or
experience that is rooted in language and its concrete contexts.'® Balzacq notes that using
discourse, or discursive action is, “compelling power to cause a receiver or the audience to
perform a deed.”™ He adds, “through mutual knowledge, discourse shapes social relations
and builds their form and content... [and] on the causative sides, as vehicle of ideas, discourse
targets and creates the instantiation of a particular communicative action.”"”” For the purposes
of this research, crisis discourse is defined by the rhetorical practices employed in order to
construct threats as clear and present, and requiring immediate action or resolution. In the
tradition of frame analysis, advanced by David Snow and Robert Benford, or in the tradition
of William Sewell’s “schemas” and Swidler’s “tool kit”, crisis discourse provides the behavioral
rules and linguistic structure, as well as the repertoire of social and political practices that
enables an agent or actor to act upon structures to manifest transformation."”' Borrowing from
Snow et al. and Goffman, I define a frame as a, “‘schemata of interpretation’ that enable
individuals to ‘locate, perceive, identify, and label’ occurrences within their life space and the
world at large. By rending events or occurrences meaningful, frames function to organize
experience and guide action.” "> Robert Entman adds that framing denotes the selection or
emphasis on, “some facets of events or issues and making connections among them so as to
promote a particular interpretation, evaluation and/or solution.”'” It is therefore necessary
for prioritization.

I define crisis discourse as characterized by 1) the identification of a threat as a hazard
to the current state of affairs, or existence of a group of individuals (i.e. community, state, or
way of life); 2) constructing a threat as the cause, or existing as a critical part, of a given

situation in which change is impending and will significantly impact the future course of
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188 Merriam-Webster Unabridged Dictionary (2013) and the Oxford Dictionaries (2013).

189 Balzacq, “A theory of securitization,” op. cit., p. 23.

190 Balzacq, “A theory of securitization,” op. cit., p. 23.

191 Robert D. Benford and David A. Snow. “Framing Processes and Social Movements: An Overview and
Assessment.” Annual Review of Sociology (2000), pp. 611-639; Berezin, op. cit.; David Snow et. al. “Frame Alignment
Processes, Micromobilization and Movement Participation.” Awmerican Sociological Review (1986), p. 464-481;
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events; and 3) the framing of a solution(s) in response to the threat, as a byproduct of the
identification and construction of the threat."”* This is particularly important when threats are
clear or present because, Daniel Kahneman and Jonathan Renshon note, hawkish biases are

1()5 .« . . .
Crisis discourse is

more persuasive where conflict is, or perceived as being, more likely.
critical because political culture, and its effects on institutional decision making, are best
exemplified by the discourse used to frame a threat. As Deva Woodly notes, “communication
matters, because changing public discourse, changes power relations, and altered power
relations change politics — the principles and policy that are at stake in the struggle over who
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shall govern and how.”"”® She add the “critical battleground” for change is political discourse,
where “political issues take on popular meaning and affect the common-sense
understanding.”"”” Discourse can, “advance particular interests [and] to actually change politics
itself, rewriting the common understandings present in the discursive field upon which
political possibilities are considered and wherein binding decision are made.”"”® As Holland
notes, “9/11 generated a discursive void as the events could not be subsumed into existing
foreign policy discourse. However, 9/11, in and of itself, was not a crisis. Initially unregulated
but discourse, the ‘events’ did not mean anything for certain. Instead 9/11 became a crisis
through a process of discursive construction, which reinstated ‘politics’ over ‘the political.’
Crises... are constructed.”"”

I propose this happens in the following way. The level of discourse surrounding a
threat occurs on a spectrum ranging from ‘crisis’ (the highest level), to ‘problem’, then ‘issue’,
and on the lowest end of the spectrum, ‘non-issue.” The higher along the spectrum of discourse

a threat is raised, the less policy options are made available to address it. This is because the

heightened level of discourse demands both an immediate and exacting response. As a result

194 Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep write, “language formulates the questions and frames the response... language
entwined with power, frames and positions the response.” See, Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep. “Introduction”
in (eds.) Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep, Discourse, War and Terrorism. (Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing
Company, 2007), p. 3. Kaufmann notes that a “crisis atmosphere” tends to elevate fear and reduce skepticism,
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op. cit., pp. 99 and 111. Also see Robert Jervis. “The Confrontation between Iraq and the U.S.: Implications for
the Theory and Practice of Deterrence.” European Journal of International Relations (2003), pp. 215-227.
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of the heightened discourse available options are limited because extreme and immediate
measures become necessary. This results in fewer agencies capable of executing the demanded
policy, thereby commanding more influence. With less policy options, and fewer agencies
commanding more influence over these options, the agency/agencies ate able to marshal
greater resources in executing the policy. As Holland adds, a crisis “is a moment and process
of transformation” which was “politically enabling in that it helped render policy conceivable
that would previously have been perceived as unthinkable, off-limits or too extreme... this
adaptation involved the adoption of exceptional, wartime policies.””"

An inevitable feedback loop exists wherein perceived institutional vulnerabilities
determine threats to the security of the nation, breeding insecurity and crisis, which contributes

to the construction of the vulnerability as a threat.”"'

Vulnerability is, therefore, largely created
by the social order in which it exists. Sabine Slechow writes that the “way a society perceives
and deals with uncertainty and the unknown are crucial components in socio-political life...
more broadly, how that society understands and deals with the future determines its (political)
action in the present.”*”” She adds that all approaches to uncertainty are, “culturally specific.”*”
This implies that in the context of another country’s political culture, a creation of its own
unique national environment, vulnerabilities might not be similarly construed. This leads to
variance in policy outcomes and indicates the critical role of culture in constructing
vulnerability as threat.””

Political culture creates a unique framework for threats to be identified and
constructed. I define political culture as the values, beliefs and norms about how politics
should operate, based on the specific U.S. historical experience and its preferences for
liberalism and democracy, equality and self-determination, as well as capitalism and law.””

Sydney Verba notes, political culture is the embedding of political systems in sets of meanings

and purposes, specifically symbols, mythologies, beliefs and values.” Lucian Pye adds it is the

200 Holland (2013), op. cit., pp. 89 and 104.

201 Pietro Pirani argues that elite framing need not be a conscious act. This is important as it emphasizes the
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product of collective history of the political systems and the members that comprise it.””” And
America’s elite political culture is characterized by the mythos of exceptionalism, messianic
purpose, and indispensability, compounded by its decades long post-Cold War unipolar status.
This plays a critical role in determining which threats are prioritized (i.e. constructed) and
which ones are not.”” Elite political culture creates an elite national security culture, defined
by America’s worldview, national identity, instrumental preferences, and interaction
preferences.209 As a result, Mabel Berezin writes, “culture functions as an exogenous variable
in institutional and state-oriented studies whose principles purpose is to explain some
organization or policy outcome... institutionalism tell[s] plausible stories about how culture
constrains and enhances the actions of political actors and orgamizations.”210 And in the U.S,,
an elite political culture of national security, specifically, prizes ‘total’ security above all else.
By total security, I mean a situation in which the U.S. achieves (or perceives it has achieved) a
stable security environment, culturally defined (in the context of U.S. political values and ‘way
of life’). This implies that the U.S. faces no direct threat(s) to its national security, or those
threat(s) which exist, do not affect the ability of the U.S. to control the domestic and/or
international environment in any significant or fundamental way. As David Omand notes
security is, “a collective psychological state as well as an objective reality.”*" Total security, as
a cultural notion, is therefore achieved through the control over threats or threatening
situations through the employment of U.S. military resources to achieve the standards set by

elite political culture.”"
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C. Vann Woodward writes that U.S. security has not only been, “remarkably effective,
but [also] relatively free.””” As such, America’s elite political culture sets a high standard for
security — demanding total security, particularly in the homeland.”* This is a result of
geography, as the U.S. is physically separate from most of the rest of world, including enemies,
aggressors and great power rivals. The high standard for security is also a product of history,
as the U.S. homeland has remained relatively stable, particularly in comparison to Europe or
Asia, over the course of its existence.”” Holland argues that U.S. political culture, “has long
been characterized by illusions of Homeland impenetrability (sheltered by two vast oceans), a
zero-death military culture and a hypervaluisation [si¢] of American life. U.S. foreign policy
traditions often share these values and assumptions.””'® Compounded by its hegemonic status
over the last century, the concept of security (defined by the near absence, or significantly
lessened degree, of threat) in U.S. political culture creates a context in which vulnerability is
over-emphasized. This despite the objective strength and stability of the U.S.*"

The combination of elite political culture and the use of crisis discourse, Podvornaia
writes, “exploits the psychological vulnerabilities exhibited by human beings in crisis situations
that necessitate immediate action... and involves public acceptance of conflict.””'® Meaning,
when threats rise to the level of a crisis (which they frequently do in the U.S.) certain
expectations are manifest and certain policy responses are delineated. This is because, Gariup
writes, “culture intervenes in the form of a lens that translates and organizes the information
received [and] these beliefs influence then the choice of a determinate discursive action or
grand strategy by limiting or enlarging the preferences and options available.”*"” Our interests
and ideals, therefore, are an integral if not the most critical, “part of the cultural assumptions
that steer the attitudes towards policy.”*

American political culture fosters an (informal) sense of empire which has permeated
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215 Holland, op. cit., pp. 22-23.

216 Holland, op. cit., p. 23.

217 Christopher J. Fettweis. The Pathologies of Power: Fear, Honor, Glory and Hubris in U.S. Foreign Policy. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2013), pp. 80-81.

218 Podvornaia, op. cit., pp. 70-71.

219 Gariup, op. cit., p. 63.

220 Gariup, op. cit., p. 64.
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: 221
government and society.

Hart writes this “new imperialism” manifests itself as the
nationalism of U.S. identity.”” Like empires before it, the U.S. believes its existence is
fundamental to the stability of the international system. This sentiment was echoed by a retired
bureaucrat interviewed for the purposes of this research, who stated, “we are the most
powerful nation in the world, and where we like it or not we have to be the policeman of the
world. Who else can do it? It has to be somebody — we are the most powerful and the most
patient that I know of... we are a blessing to the world. We have an obligation also to maintain
the order in the world.””” But this has led to a situation whereby the U.S. is overcommitted
through innumerous international obligations, leaving the U.S. more likely to see vulnerability,
causing the prioritization of objective and non-objective threats to flourish.”**

This sentiment is due in part, as Sperling notes, to America’s historical tendency to
conflate its interest with those of the rest of the world and the “embedded assumption that
military instruments are the most efficacious and appropriate.”” Fettweis attributes this to a
‘general rule’ of unipolar power: “the greater its power, the harder it is for a state to disconnect
vital interests from peripheral. As expansion occurs, new dangers are perceived that seem to
require action, leading to further expansion and subsequent identification of new threats.” **
The U.S. is less able to sustain its national security goals except through force, and this
contributes to determining which threats are prioritized. But, as Robert Gilpin notes, the cost

for a hegemon to further change or expand the system over time increases, and the cost of

maintaining the status quo exceeds its capacity to support its defense capabilities.””” Uneven

221 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri write, “the concept of Empire is presented as a global concert under the
direction of a single conductor, a unitary power that maintains the social peace and produces its ethical rules.
And in order to achieve these ends, the single power is given the necessary force to conduct, when necessary,
Gust wars’ at the borders against the barbarians and internally against the rebellious... Empire presents its order
as permanent, eternal, and necessary.” See, Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri. Empire. (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2000), pp. 10-11.

222 Hart, op. cit., p. 289.

223 Interview with Subject 5, op. cit. See Appendix Five: Interview Subject Identification

224 Niall Ferguson writes, America is “just another empire, rather than (as many Americans still like to regard it)
as something quite unique,” although he does not discount the distinct, “peculiarities of American imperialism.”
See Ferguson (2004), p. 2. Also see, for example, Michael Gerson. “Syria, the United States is learning the lessons
of inaction.” Washington Post (March 24, 2014) and Robert Kaplan. “In Defense of Empire.” The Atlantic (March
19, 2014).

225 Sperling, “United States,” op. cit., pp. 174-175.

226 Fettweis (2013), op. cit., p. 89.

227 Robert Gilpin. War and Change in World Politics. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1981), pp. 10-11.
Ferguson notes that hegemony is a simply a “euphemism for empire.” See, Ferguson, op. cit., p. 8. Also see Paul
Kennedy. The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers: Economic Change and Military Conflict from 1500-2000. (New York:
Random House, 1989)
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growth and expansion across the system (especially in regards to advancements in
transportation, communication, technology and changing economic factors) shifts the
international balance of power, creating new equilibria. This results in war, which leads to the
creation of new power structures.”” Paul Kennedy adds that as great powers rise, priorities
shift from economic expansion to the maintenance of overseas obligations and hegemonic
status, but in a more competitive and less secure environment, relative to the uneven rates of
growth taking place in other nations over time.””’

The unique nature of America’s elite political culture of national security is one in
which, “the argument is frequently made that American ‘leadership’ is needed to deal with the
world problems.”*” American altruism creates an integral part of the “national mythology”
whereby global power is an unanticipated accident of history.”” The U.S. begrudgingly accepts
this role fulfill its mission to spread the values, principles and institutions of democracy for
the betterment of society.”” Patrice Dunmire notes that, “in the history of empire and
imperialism, then, the United States has represented a new breed of world power. Rather than
seeking territory, wealth, and dominance, it has rightly pursued, according to policymakers and

politicians, self-interest that are at one with freedom, peace, and security.”*” This creates a

228 Gilpin, op. cit., pp. 50-105 and 156-230.

229 Whether or not all empires adopt militaristic policies out of hegemonic necessity, remains open to debate. See
Kennedy, op. cit., p. xxiii.

230 For example, see Andrew Bacevich. “Regional Policies in the post-9/11 Wotld” in (ed.) James Hentz, The
Obligation of Empire: United States’ Grand Strategy for a New Century. (Lexington: University of Kentucky Press, 2004),
pp. 197-207. Huntington defines national interest as, “a public good of concern to all or most Americans”
wherein a “vital national interest” is one in which a nation is “willing to expend blood and treasure to defend.”
See Samuel P. Huntington. “The Erosion of American National Interests.” Foreign Affairs (1997). Colucci expands
on this, defining a vital interest as an, “existential interest whose failure to protect could bring about the extinction
of that civilization...they tend to be stark, raw and basic... [and] demand the highest priority.” On the other
hand, Colucci writes that national interests, “cause more debate; there is less consensus because the stakes are
lower, albeit incredibly important.” They are, “those that a nation defines to achieve national objectives.” See
Colucci (Volume 1), op. cit., pp. 5-6. Bruce Jentleson’s typology of national interest — including power, peace,
prosperity and principles — provides one example of how nations might define their national interest versus their
vital interests. See Bruce Jentleson. American Foreign Policy (Fourth Edition). (W.W. Norton & Co., 2010), pp. 9-
17.

231 Patricia Dunmire. “Discourses of War and Peace” Narratives of the Future in U.S. Post-Cold War National
Security Discourse” in (ed.) Adam Hodges, Discourse of War and Peace. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013),
p. 37.

232 Dunmire, op. cit., p. 37. Also see Robert Kagan. “Superpowers Don’t Get to Retire: What Our Tired Country
Still Owes the World.” (Washington, D.C: Brookings Institution, 2015) and Kay, op. cit., pp. 5-6.

233 Micah Zenko disagrees with this premise: “like many foreign policy concepts overwhelmingly endorsed by
officials and policymakers, this one has little basis in reality. If you consider everything encompassing global
affairs - from state- to-state diplomatic relations, to growing cross-border flows of goods, money, people, and
data - there are actually very few activities where America’s role is truly indispensable, defined by Webster’s as
‘absolutely necessary.” Nevertheless, the notion clearly has political salience, and has even become something of
a mandatory mantra for current and prospective commanders-in-chief. The problem with allowing this



44

situation in which the U.S. is unwilling to sacrifice its hegemonic status, despite its apparent
detrimental effects.

If political culture explains the prioritization of threats, we would expect to find
different results when compared similar countries facing a comparable threat. Alastair Tan
Johnson notes, “elites socialized in different strategic cultures will make different choices when
placed in similar situations... similar strategic realities will be interpreted differently.””* A
comparative analysis of the U.S. and its Western democratic, capitalist counterpart, the
European Union, illustrates this point. Hampton’s writes, “for most Americans, existential
threats exist because evil continues to lurk in the world. The EU security model that evolved
over the last three decades largely ceased to address existential threats because the old belief
in fundamental evil no longer obtained.”*” He adds, “for America, going to war for the just
cause of combating evil remains an ever-present option. For Europeans in the EU, just war
has been increasingly defined in much more restrictive contexts.””* Hampton concludes that
this results from an American belief, “that their nation has played, and continues to play, a
special historic and providential role in bringing to light a world darkened by evil-doers,” while
Europeans believe, “if they have a special role to play in the world, it is through the spread of
cosmopolitanism.”” Hampton cites “Providence” and it connection to “national mission” as

the key to diverging threat prioritization.”

classification of America's global role to persist is that it is so patently false, and thus an illogical basis upon which
to base and prescribe U.S. grand strategy.” See Micah Zenko. “The Myth of the Indispensable Nation.” Forejgn
Policy November 6, 2014). Robert Borosage goes as far as to say the unrelenting pursuit of monsters is killing
democracy and the American Constitution. See Robert Borosage. “Being the ‘indispensable nation’ is killing
American democracy. Reuters (October 20, 2014). Also see Dunmire. p. 37.

234 Johnson defines strategic culture as “an integrated, ‘system of symbols (e.g., argumentation structures,
languages, analogies, metaphors) which acts to establish pervasive and long- lasting strategic preferences by
formulating concepts of the role and efficacy of military force in interstate political affairs, and by clothing these
conceptions with such an aura of factuality that the strategic preferences seem uniquely realistic and efficacious.”
Johnson credits Jack Snyder as coining the term in a 1977 RAND Corporation report on the Soviet Union and
nuclear weapons. Snyder defined the term as the, “sum total of ideals, conditional emotional responses, and
patterns of habitual behavior that members of the national strategic community have acquired through
instruction or imitation and share with each other with regard to nuclear strategy.” See Johnson (1995), op. cit.,
p. 36 and Jack L. Snyder. The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Nuclear Options. (Santa Monica: RAND
Corporation, 1977), p. 9.

235 Hampton, op. cit., p. 1.

236 Hampton, op. cit., p. 1.

237 Hampton, op. cit., p. 1.

238 Ernest Tuveson makes a similar argument in his book almost fifty years prior to the publication of Hampton’s
volume. See Hampton, op. cit., pp. 2-5 and Ernest Lee Tuveson. Redeemer Nation: The Idea of America’s Millennial
Role. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968). Robert Kagan and Ian Manners agree with Hampton, but
provide different justification for diverging foreign policy conduct. Kagan attributes the differences to
fundamental beliefs regarding traditional forms of power, positing that Europe is turning away from power and
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Given, as Simon Reich and Richard Ned Lebow note, that America’s elite political
culture of national security is imbued with exceptionalism, messianic purpose, and a sense of
indispensability, these factors begin to explain, in part, how threats are perceived.m The EU,
conversely, Bruce Williams writes, “with access to almost all levers of power, from its birth,
has been predominately concerned with the norms of human existence and nation building,
rather than crises requiring military response” and this in turn, “has had the effect of
promoting a more impartial EU military persona in the settlement of international disputes.”**’
This is due to a “diversity of stakeholders” and the, “convoluted environment in which the
EU military exists” wherein, “greater levels of compromise, collaboration and critically, levels
of ambiguity” avoid “military absolutism” prevalent in the U.S.**' Rather, “the EU’s
uniqueness lies in that it does not presume a starting point where any one level of power is
dominant... it now assumes modern crises require all instruments of power be woven together
from the outset to address them.”**

For example, Omand notes how the U.S. processed the threat of terrorism has
significant impact on its policy: “Bush’s national security strategy subsequently stated, America
is at war, thus reflecting al Qaeda’s own characterization of the external aggression against the
U.S. as war. This metaphor has legitimized abnormal ‘wartime’ measures, first embodied in
the Bush “War on Terror’ aimed at identifying and destroying the enemy, al Qaeda.” ** But,
Hampton points out, by 2001 EU, “security culture had already come to reject the concept of

threat defined in terms of evil and evildoers.”*** She adds, “the antimilitaristic, cosmopolitan
) p) p )

secularist beliefs underpinning emerging European security culture precluded ‘othering’

towards a “post-historical age” governed by, “laws and rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation.” The
U.S. “remains mired in history, exercising power in the anarchic Hobbesian world where international laws and
rules are unreliable and where true security and the defense and promotion of a liberal order still depends on the
possession and use of military might.” Manners concurs that the EU increasingly derives its “normative power”
from the rule-based system it helped to establish. He writes that European, “historical context, hybrid polity and
legal constitution has, in the post-cold war period, accelerated a commitment to placing universal norms and
principles at the centre [sic] of its relations with Member states and the world.” This normative commitment alters
the types of threats the EU prioritizes, Manners argues, not Kagan’s power or Hamptons’ providence. See, Robert
Kagan. “Power and Weakness.” Policy Review (2002) and lan Manners. “Normative Power Europe: A
Contradiction in Terms?” Journal of Common Market Studies (2002), p. 241.

239 Reich and Lebow, op. cit.

240 Bruce Williams. “The Military in a Wicked World: A European Union Military Point of View.” PRISM (2013),
pp. 48-49.

241 Williams, op. cit., pp. 50-51.

242 Williams, op. cit., p. 47.

243 Omand, op. cit., p. 18.

24 Hampton, op. cit., p. 147.
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terrorists as evil.””* Instead, “terrorism was perceived as a problem in the realm of societal
security, where working to relieve the underlying conditions that produced terrorism was also
part of the solution.”*** With trade, aid and development as the foundation for conducting its
“external” policy, prioritizing terrorism to fight a war overseas was less relevant to EU strategic
thinking.”"” Omand writes, “these strategic differences across the Atlantic may seem abstract,
but they have practical consequences... the strategic narrative government chooses to tell
about what is going on in the world should be based not just on the assessment of the threat,
but also the likely effects of the response, direct and indirect.”***

Critically, how a threat is constructed (i.e. threat discourse) and prioritized sets the
parameters for the response (i.e. form and substance of policy) by subjectively defining the
level of vulnerability (i.e. the risk or hazard).”” But some threats cannot be defeated, only
diminished, which introduce a dysfunctional gap. This is problematic because, Mikkel Vedby
Rasmussen writes, “today’s considerations of safety are increasingly about managing risk rather
the achieving perfect security.”” Detached from these evolving notions of security (like those
endorsed by the EU) — due to the inflexibility of political culture and the traditionally stagnant
nature of bureaucracies — the U.S. tends to under or over-prioritize threats considered more

251

or less important, respectively, by comparable states facing a similar threat.” This implies that

by utilizing crisis discourse to prioritize threats, certain policy responses become acceptable

245 Hampton, op. cit., p. 147.

246 Hampton, op. cit., p. 147.

247 This does not discount the role of the individual European states who joined coalition forces in Iraq and
Afghanistan. Nor does it discount the role of French and British forces in the Libyan and Malian conflicts,
respectively. As individuals states they are still responsible for conducting a certain degree of foreign policy,
within the realm of their national interest, but outside the wider European community, as a supranational entity.
This example simply illustrates the diminished role of “war” against terrorism (broadly defined) as a general policy
option employed by the EU. See Derek E. Mix. The European Union: Foreign and Security Policy. (Washington, D.C.:
Congtressional Research Service, 2013), pp. 17 and 20.

248 Omand, op. cit., pp. 19 and 26.

249 On political responsibility and threat constructions, see Gariup, op. cit., p. 69-93.

250 Mikkel Vedby Rasmussen. ““It Sounds Like a Riddle’: Security Studies, the War on Terror and Risk.” Millenninm
Journal of International Studies (2004), p. 388.

251 In his extensive literature review on security threats, challenges, vulnerabilities and risks, Brauch sees this
evolution as being three fold: “The pre-modern world where state sovereignty and the ability to rule the whole state
territory has ceased to exist in so-called ‘failing’, or ‘failed states’, many of them having fallen victim to internal
conflicts or civil wars where warlords control part of the country and major resources; the wodern world where
the defence [sic] of the Westphalian state and of its population and territory against undue outside intervention
and intrusion is a major goal of ‘national security’ policies; [and] the postmodern world where a progressive internal
de-borderization (e.g. within the EU) combined with a tightening of external borders has occurred and both
integration and globalization processes have reduced the classical domaine réservé of the nation state.” See Brauch,
op. cit., p. 105. ‘Over-securitizing’ implies employing security measures to a degree that does not, by any objective
measure, equate to the level of threat against which these measures are directed.
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and others are not. Discourse will affect behavioral outcomes by delimiting options available

to institutions.””

Johnson notes this is the result of the early, formative experiences of the
state, influenced by the characteristics of elites creating it, resulting in variance across strategic
preferences between states.”” And Paul Chilton and Christina Schaffner add that, “language
is closely bound up in practice with culture, and that culture in turn closely bound up with

»»* For example, Holland notes, “constructing 9/11 as a moment of

practice of politics.
temporal rupture was politically enabling in that it helped to render policy conceivable that
would previously have been perceived as unthinkable, off-limits or too extreme. By framing
9/11 as the dawn of a new era, coalition foreign policy discourse ensutred that the perceived
rules of the games were fundamentally and irrevocably altered.””” Political culture, thereby,
“influences the range between the permissible and the impermissible.”*”

Political culture (a constructivist explanation) and institutions (a bureaucratic-
institutional explanation), despite differences, are not mutually exclusive. Katzenstein and
Stephen Nelson write, “the rationalist and sociological optics,” have more explanatory power
together than when studied separately: “it seems unnecessary, even harmful to stipulate that
one or the other can be right.”*” Barnett and Finnemore concur.”” In the tradition of “analytic
eclecticism” (defined by Katzenstein and Rudra Sil), integrating a constructivist and
institutionalist explanation, “demonstrates the practical relevance of, and substantive

connections among, theories and narratives constructed within seemingly discrete and

. . 259 . . .
irreconcilable approaches.”™ As a byproduct of its environment, bureaucracies are not

252 H. L. Mencken writes, “the whole aim of practical politics... [is] to keep the populace alarmed (and hence
clamorous to be led to safety) by menacing it with an endless series of hobgoblins, all of them imaginary.” See
Hodges, op. cit., p. 50; Holland, op. cit., p. 25 and H.L. Mencken. A Mencken Chrestomathy. New York: Knopf,
1949), p. 29.

253 Johnson (1995), op. cit., p. 33. Also see A. Trevor Thrall. “Framing Iraq: Threat Inflation in the Marketplace
of Values” in (eds.) Jane Cramer and A. Trevor Thrall, Awmerican Foreign Policy and the Politics of Fear: Threat Inflation
Since 9/11. New York: Routledge, 2009), p. 179.

254 Paul A. Chilton and Christina Schaffner. “Theme and principles” in (eds.) Paul A. Chilton and Christina
Schaftner, Politics as Text and Talk: Analytic Approaches to Political Disconrse. (Amsterdam: John Benjamins Publishing
Company, 2002), p. 8.

255 Holland, op. cit., p. 4.

256 Adrian R. Lewis. The American Culture of War: The History of U.S. Military Force from World War 11 to Operation Iraqi
Freedom. New York: Routledge, 2007), p. 11.

257 Stephen C. Nelson and Peter J. Katzenstein. “Uncertainty, Risk and the Financial Crisis of 2008.” International
Organization (forthcoming), p. 14.

258 Barnett and Finnemore, op. cit.

259 The authors define eclectic as, “any approach that seeks to extricate, translate, and selectively integrate analytic
elements — concepts, logics, mechanisms, and interpretations — of theories or narratives that have been developed
within spate paradigms but that address related aspects of substantive problems that have both scholarly and
practical significance.” See Katzenstein and Sil, op. cit., pp. 3 and 10.
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capable of functioning, or remaining distinct from, the effects of national political culture.
Colin S. Gray writes, “no one and no institution can operate ‘beyond culture.”**’ This occurs
on both a micro-level (i.e. within the institution) and a macro-level (i.e. within the broader
national security structure). As Kissinger notes, “the definition of what constitutes a problem
and what criteria are relevant in ‘solving’ it reflects to a considerable extent the domestic
notions of what is just, the pressures produced by the decision-making process, and the
experience which forms the leaders in their rise to eminence.” "'

Embedded notions of how the world should be effects our interpretation of the way
it is, and as a result, the responses employed to address threats.”” Gariup writes that language
is similar to, “a transmission belt that channels meaning from the realm of ideas to the world

79263 Meaning that rhetoric plays an important role in organizing how we think and

of ‘things.
how we behave. And crisis discourse structures opportunities for agenda setting while
enabling, shaping and constraining responses.”* Holland notes, “linking foreign policy
explicitly to the national identity is a prevalent and powerful political manoeuvre.””” In
prioritizing certain threats, and elevating them to a crisis or high priority status, an immediate
and all-encompassing response is expected. And as Hampton’s points out, “when threatened,
the United States often responds with mighty force” (wherein the EU acts in a “more guarded
manner”).”*® This leads to, Brooks, Ikenberry and Wohlforth write, a situation wherein
“military superiority causes [the U.S.] to seek total solutions to security problems... creat|ing]
a sense of obligation to do something with it even when no U.S. interests are at stake.””"
David Campbell concurs: “justification is embodied in a dramatic narrative from which, in
turn, an argument is extracted. That argument claims that a threat imperils the nation, and
indeed civilization itself; that the threat emanates from the acts of an identifiable enemy; and
that despite a patient search for alternatives, the threat necessitates a forcefully immediate

268
response.””

260 Colin S. Gray. Modern Strategy. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 129.

261 Kissinger (1960), op. cit., p. 503.
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264 On discursive practices see Gariup, op. cit., p. 48 and on crisis discourse see Holland, op. cit., pp. 4 and 87-
88.
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268 David Campbell. Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity. (Minneapolis: University of
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The prioritization of clear and present threats, as Table 2.1 illustrates, is evidenced by a
three-fold measure. This includes the ‘weight’ given to the threat by official government
documents; the allocation of expenditures as a reflection of the annual national budget; and
the type of strategy used to achieve the policy outcome (defined by subjugation, mitigation,

: . : 269
arbitration or evasion).”

Table 2.1: Forms of Policy & Discourse

: LEVEL OF THREAT & POLICY

g % Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
T = Official

= : Government 4.00-3.00 2.99-2.00 1.99-1.00 > 1.00
- Documents

o

m B | Expenditures High Medium Low Minimal
O

V4 g Overwhelming Limited use of Use of diplomacy,

[aa] E Strategy use of force force (i.e. targeted sanctions, or None
e I (i.c. invasion/war) strikes; military aid) economic aid

E Discourse Crisis Problem Issue Non-Issue

A policy of subjugation is defined as the outcome of a process by which the U.S. seeks to fully
dominate, annihilate, repress, or defeat a threat. It results from an estimated threat weight
ranging from medium to high (from 4.00 to 3.00 on a four-point scale); a high level budgetary
commitment (implying the allocation of annual expenditures of 50 percent or more by the
specified agency enacting the policy); and a strategy of overwhelming force (implying military
actions such as invasion or war). A policy of mitigation is defined as the outcome of a process
by which the U.S. seeks to make less severe, by mollifying or tempering a threat, so as to
decrease its level of danger, without fully vanquishing it. It results from an estimated threat
weight ranging from medium to low (from 2.99 to 2.00 on a four-point scale); a medium level
budgetary commitment (implying the allocation of annual expenditures of 25 percent to less
than 50 percent by the specified agency enacting the policy); and a strategy of limited force
(implying military actions such as targeted strikes or military aid). A policy of arbitration is
defined as the outcome of a process by which the U.S. seeks to achieve a mediated settlement
regarding a threat, without resorting to the use of force (be it overwhelming or limited). It

results from an estimated a low estimated threat weight (from 1.99 to 1.00 on a four-point

269 On the weighted scoring process see Appendix One: Threat Weights, as well as the Chapter Three:
Methodology.
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scale); a low level budgetary commitment (implying the allocation of annual expenditures of
less than 25 percent by the specified agency enacting the policy); and a strategy of diplomacy
in the form of sanctions (i.e. diplomacy as punishment) or economic aid (i.e. diplomacy as
encouragement). Finally, a policy of evasion is defined as the outcome of a process by which
the U.S. seeks to avoid confronting a threat, by eschewing responsibility (for any number of
contextual reasons). It results from when a threat is identified as such, but not addressed by
the official documents (implying it is referenced just a few times and has a score of less than
1.00); there is small budgetary commitment; and therefore, a less significant strategy is
employed.””

The use of fear, Ludlow writes, prevents questioning decisions, “being made for our
safety.””’! Because organizations, as Barnett and Finnemore note, cannot be separated from
the political culture in which it is embedded, they often, “mirror and reproduce those [cultural]
contradictions, which in turn, can lead to contradictory and ultimately dysfunctional
behavior.”?”* It therefore plays a pivotal role in threat construction and providing the necessary
framework for policy formulation. But it is only a necessary, not a sufficient explanatory factor
to answer the research question. As Balzacq writes, “language does not construct reality; at
best, it shapes our perception of it.””” This requires interaction with a second explanatory

factor: institutions.

LINKING INSTITUTIONS TO CULTURE

Anthony DiBella writes, “the conduct of national security is more about organization science;
it is through the institutions of national security that strategies are ultimately implemented and
either succeed or fail.””?’* For the purposes of this research, I define institutions in the context

of the bureaucratic elements of the state — including its branches of government, array of

270 A strategy of evasion does not imply a complete dismissiveness of policy, but rather a severely limited or
restricted one relative to the other policy categorizations. In these case studies, I find the emergence of an
alternative narrative which does not conform to the expectations of traditional national security discourse. Rather
other forms of security discourse, like human or environmental, which do not situate the nation as the central
actor being threatened, result. This will be further explored in Chapters Seven, Eight and Nine.

271 Peter Ludlow. “Fifty States of Featr.” New York Times (January 19, 2014).

272 Barnett and Finnemore, op. cit., p. 718.

273 Balzacq, “A theory of securitization,” op. cit., p. 12.

274 Anthony DiBella. “Organization Theories: Perspectives on Changing National Security Institutions.” Joint
Force Quarterly (2013), p. 14.
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departments, agencies and political appointees.””” Bureaucratic models of politics generally
posit that institutions, and the processes that occur within them, determine policy and play a
critical role in defining which threats the U.S. prioritizes. Through the U.S. legal system of
checks and balances, and the fragmentation of power, the diffusion of control as bottom up
rather than top down leads to policy as an outcome of bureaucratic wrangling across the
government.”’” Combined with elite political culture, Jack Holland and Michelle Bentley write,
institutionalism and dominate discourses are among the factors that best characterize the
context of U.S. foreign policy.””” They write, “this context not only constrains and limits the
options and choices of agents, it also enables and shapes those choices. Structure works
through and to make possible strategic action as well as to encourage particular choices that
might not be pursued in an alternative set of circumstances.”"

Institutions have two components, and policy is the outcome of these distinct but
interrelated processes.”” One is organizational, implying that the constraints of institutional
procedure play a critical role in decision-making. The second is governmental, implying that
bureaucratic wrangling within and between agencies plays an equally important role. As Roger
Hilsman notes, organizational decisions are rarely decisive or final, the process always less

direct and orderly than expected.””

This leads to an uneasy compromise among a multiplicity
of actors and their divergent policy prescriptions and competing goals, specializations,

. . . . 281 . .
hierarchies, and viewpoints.” Bureaucracy is a mutually acceptable course of action and does
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231-265.

277 Michelle Bentley and Jack Holland (eds.). “Conceptualising change and continuity in US foreign policy” in
Obama’s Foreign Policy: Ending the War on Terror. (London: Routledge, 2014), pp. 197.

278 Bentley and Holland, op. cit.

279 Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow. Essence of Decision: Excplaining the Cuban Missile Crisis. New York: Longman,
1999). Also see Graham Allison. “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis.” The American Political Science
Review (1969), pp. 689-718.
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not necessarily result in optimal policy.” Government actions are political and not the result
of a cost-benefit analysis.” Institutions, like political culture, are resistant to swift or
widespread change, and any given course of action typically results from slightly modifying
existing policy.”™ Kissinger notes this results in, “decisions taken with enormous doubt and
perhaps close division becom[ing] practically sacrosanct once adopted.”™ The concept of
‘bureaucratic momentum,’ furthermore implies that once an issue is ‘securitized,” this
. o . . . .

securitization’” generally expands in order for the national security bureaucracy to continue

. . . . .. 286
maintaining its control over the now ‘securitized’ problem.™

This is compounded by a
national security bureaucracy which consistently favors, Barnett writes, “instruments of
violence” to solve what its frames as a (culturally defined) total security problem, but which
might be better suited by, for example, a diplomatic solution.” To challenge this assumption,
a bureaucracy would undermine its own power and status.”® As J. David Sanger suggests “the
formulation and articulation of an ideological position have their very real applications and, as
such, may condition or modify but will not determine... foreign policy; national security is the
categorical imperative.””*’

Because of the distinct nature of specific institutions, we would expect to see different
types of institutions pursuing different forms of policy, which correspondingly and best allow
each to achieve the security goals set out by the discourse established (see Table 2.2).
Unsurprisingly we find that defense-related institutions, like the National Intelligence Council,
the Central Intelligence Agency and DOD tends towards a policy of subjugation, regardless
of the level of threat. This policy best satisfies their institutional mandate. And permits them

to attempt to achieve a culturally defined goal of total security against clear and present threats

(subjectively defined), as established by the elite discourse.

St. Martin’s Press, 1983), p. 355-356; Hilsman, op. cit., pp. 251-257; Ole Holsti (1989), “Models of International
Relations and Foreign Policy,” in (ed.) G. John lkenberry’s Awmerican Foreign Policy: Essays (Fifth Edition). (New
York: Pearson, 2005), p. 25 and Cass R. Sustein and Reid Hastie. “Garbage in, garbage out? Some micro sources
of macro errors.” Journal of Institutional Economics (2014), pp. 1-23.

282 Cohen (1983), op. cit., pp. 356-357.

283 Marsh, op. cit., p. 3.

284 Hilsman, op. cit., p. 252.

285 Kissinger (1960), op. cit., p. 509.

286 On this see John Campbell. “Is American Policy towards Sub-Saharan Africa Increasingly Militarized?”
American Foreign Policy Interests: The Journal of the National Committee on American Foreign Policy (2013).

287 Barnett as cited in Wohlsetter (1968), op. cit.

288 Barnett as cited in Wohlsetter (1968), op. cit.

289 Sanger, op. cit.
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Table 2.2: Forms of Policy & Institutional Preferences

Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
National Department of
Clear & Intelligence Council Homeland Security Department
Present D of Energy N/A
Threat epartment Federal Bureau of 3
of Defense Investigation
Department
Long Central Department of Health of State
;}f:é;lt Intelligence Agency and Human Setvices Department of N/A
the Treasury

Domestic agencies focused on internal security (across the spectrum of threats) — like the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Department of Homeland Security and the Department
of Health and Human Services — tend to focus on policies of mitigation. In theory, all
institutions would prefer a situation in which total security prevails. But given the latter’s
institutional status, environmental focus (i.e. operating in a domestic capacity under Federal
regulations) and access to resources (less than those afforded to, for example, the CIA or
DOD), these agencies can only achieve their goals (established by the parameters of elite
political culture) through mitigating, rather than subjugating, threats. Finally, those
organizations with a distinct focus on the politics of security, like the State Department,
Department of the Treasury, and the Department of Energy, tend towards a policy of
arbitration. This permits them to achieve their goals through political means (i.e. diplomacy,
sanctions or aid) since they lack the resources of those institutions preferring a policy of
subjugation or mitigation. Finally, it is important to note that no institution tends towards a
policy of evasion, though it does occur.

When U.S. institutions attempt to achieve security, one of four policy outcomes result
as a response to prioritizing a given threat. Institutions attempt to subjugate, mitigate, arbitrate,
or evade the danger they are confronting. This is a result, as Table 2.1 illustrates, of the
prioritization of a threat as discourse (defined in terms of official government documents),
resources (budgetary allocations), and the dominant security institutions addressing said threat
(as outlined by Table 2.2). But, when comparing internally to externally prioritized threats,
discrepancies are apparent. Utilizing the threat weights, segmented by the policy options
outlined in Table 2.1, a series of interesting dichotomies take shape. Specifically, threats the
government selects - defined by the three-fold evidentiary measure of official documents,
strategy and budget - differ from those of by an independent and authoritative (external)

analysis - defined by a rationalist measure, removing elements of political culture and
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. . . . . 290
bureaucratic institutionalism.

These clear and present threats presented appear to the
government as if they cannot go ignored even when some are in terms of policy. And they are
further characterized as being consistent and palpable threats to U.S. security. On the other
hand, long term threats reside at the lower end of the estimated weight spectrum. And
although consistent and palpable, or hazardous and tangible, they are more opened-ended,
rather than immediate, in their perceived level of danger. As Table 2.3 illustrates, the U.S
subjectively (as measured of estimated weight scores, level of expenditures, and strategy

employed), prioritizes the threat of terrorism (with an estimated threat score of 3.88; high

budgetary commitment; and a policy of subjugation).

Table 2.3: Universe of Cases (Internally Defined)

Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
Clear &
Present Terrorism Narco-trafficking Energy Security Small Arms
Threat
Long
Term Attack on the Humanitarian Climate Change | The Geopolitics
Threat Homeland Disasters of the Arctic

It also prioritizes, but to a lesser degree, the threat of narco-trafficking (with an estimated
threat score of 2.07; medium budgetary commitment; and a policy of mitigation). It prioritizes
to a lesser degree the threat of energy security (with an estimated threat score of 1.59; low
budgetary commitment; and a policy of arbitration). Each of these threats, categorized by their
respective policy outcomes, are deemed more important than the general threat posed by, for
example, an attack on the homeland (with a 3.11 estimated threat score; high budgetary
commitment; and a policy of subjugation), humanitarian disasters (with a 2.01 estimated threat
score, medium budgetary commitment; and a policy of mitigation), and climate change (with
a 1.21 estimated threat score; low budgetary commitment; and a policy of arbitration).

As for examples of a policy of evasion, both small arms trafficking (in the international,
not domestic context) and the geopolitics of the Arctic are identified as minimal level threats.
(defined as a less then 1.000 estimated threat weight with no significant budgetary commitment
nor strategy). And the does U.S. effectively ignore both in the context of its national security

policy. Otherwise, to resolve the danger, U.S. strategy would require a fundamental

290 For example, see Appendix Three: External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure.
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reorganization of its bureaucratic mandate and resource allocation, changes institutions are (as

illustrated above) and resistant and slow to do.*”

For example, the U.S. prizes small arms as
an essential aspect of its national identity., The U.S. is also a leading manufacturer of small
arms. To address the issue as a threat to U.S. national security, therefore, would have long-
term and costly political consequences.”” Although the State Department does participate in
multilateral efforts to disrupt small arms trafficking abroad, the strategy is undermined by
America’s continued contribution to the problem, as one of the largest manufacturers and
exporter of small arms in the world.”” And in the Arctic, despite the growing militarization
and the lack of U.S. regional hegemony, compounded by a failed strategy to secure the region’s
vast resources, U.S. Arctic policy is almost entirely lacking. Rather than focusing on the
aforementioned emerging threats, the U.S. evades traditional national security discourse in
favor an alternative discourse that emphasizes energy and environmental factors in the context
of economic and human security, not traditional national security.

When examined independently, drawing on impartial and credible resources not
directly related to or stemming from the U.S. government, and employing a diversity of
independent measures (including but not limited to those outlined in Appendix Three:
External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure), we find that the level of threat tends to differ
from official estimates.””* Most of the threats that the U.S. government internally defines as a
clear and present threats become, by all independent or external measures, a long-term (i.e.
less pressing) threat (see Table 2.4). This is true even when the same measures (i.e. “clear and
present” versus “long term”) are utilized. But clear and present, as well as long term, threats

take on slightly different characteristics through an external lens.

291 As with many threats, no universal definition of small arms exists, but the Small Arms Survey defines them as
revolvers and self-loading pistols, rifles and carbines, assault rifles, sub-machine guns and light machine guns.
See “Small Arms and Light Weapons.” (Geneva: Small Arms Survey, 2014). Accessed March 10, 2014
http:/ /www.smallarmssutvey.org/weapons-and-markets/definitions.html.

292 Jurgen Brauer. The US Firearms Industry: Production and Supply. (Geneva: Small Arms Survey, 2013).

293 On the U.S. strategy for small arms trafficking see, “Actions by the United States to Stem the Illicit Trade in
Small Arms and Light Weapons.” (Washington, D.C: Department of State, 2006). Accessed March 9, 2014
http://2001-2009.state.gov/t/pm/tls/fs/67700.htm and “Conventional Weapons Destruction (including
MANPADS & Small Arms/Light Weapons” (Washington, D.C.: Department of State, 2014). Accessed March
9, 2014 http:/ /www.state.gov/t/pm/wra/c3670.htm. On U.S. small arms production see, Same Petlo-Freeman
and Pieter D. Wezeman. The SIPRI Top 100 Arms-Producing and Military Services Companies, 2012. (Solna: Stockholm
International Peace Research Institute, 2014).

2% For the complete explanation of the External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure, see Appendix Three:
External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure.
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Table 2.4: Universe of Cases (Externally Defined)

Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
Clear &
Present | A\ttack on the Humanitarian Climate Change The Geopolitics
Threat Homeland Disasters of the Arctic
Long
Term Terrorism Narco-trafficking Energy Security Small Arms
Threat

Maintaining the same segmentation in regards to estimated threat weights as a measure of
policy forms and employing materials outside official government threat assessments (i.e.
independent data compiled from a diversity of alternative authoritative sources), we find that
different threats fit in the clear and present category, while many of those threats defined as
clear and present by the government, become long term, or less pressing, threats.

Policymakers, for example, continue to view and attack on the Homeland through the
prism of Islamist terrorism, despite the fact that the only a handful of private American citizens
have died in terrorist attacks and very few have occurred in the homeland since 9/11. This,
while domestic groups (including American separatists, violent eco-activists and lone, non-
ideological gunmen); immediate cross-border threats from transnational criminal
organizations and Latin American drug cartels; and a wide range of external threats from state
and non-state actors such as, for example, anti-American governments; rogue
counterintelligence operatives; and cyber-hackers continue to plague U.S. security. On the
other end of the threat spectrum, for example, the categorization of climate change (with a
threat weight of 1.21; a low budgetary commitment, and a policy of arbitration) as clear and
present threat to national security is standard among most world governments. Yet it does not
receive same level of prioritization or resources that, for example, energy security does. An
extensive review of the literature on climate change (featured in Chapter Six) illustrates the
widely accepted objective nature of the threat.

Table 2.3 and Table 2.4 allow for the selection of a series of interesting case studies to

analyze (see Table 2.5).

Table 2.5: Case Studies

Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade

Forms of . ) ) The Geopolitics
Threat Terrorism Narco-trafficking Climate Change of the Arctic
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These represents a cross-section of clear and present threats, divided by their internal (i.e.
subjective) versus external (i.e. objective) categorization in U.S. national security and elite
political culture. The case studies that will focus on the threat of terrorism and narco-
trafficking, are both internally defined by the political culture, and by the institutions that
create the resulting policy, as clear and present threats, though the cursory overview of external
data illustrates otherwise. The third and fourth case studies, that of climate change and the
geopolitics of the Arctic, represent more significantly or increasingly pressing threats to U.S.
security, according to alternative, credible, and independent analysis. Yet these receive far less
attention from the U.S.

I have chosen to analyze the case studies listed in Table 2.5 for four reasons. First,
they represent a cross-section of prioritization, as specified in the threat assessment documents
(terrorism is a high-level threat, narco-trafficking is a medium-level, threat, climate is a low-
level threat, and the geopolitics of the Arctic is 2 minimal-level threat).””” Second, the selected
cases represent a cross-section of non-traditional threats and are therefore drawn from a
similar policy area. By non-traditional threats I mean threats to state security, which defy
conventional conceptions and national security strategies. They are, in this regard, comparable
topics for study. Third, these threats reflect differing policy responses, defined by the four
policy categories (i.e. subjugate, mitigate, arbitrate, evade). Finally, each case study represents
a legitimate, ongoing and identifiable threat to the U.S. and its national security, regardless of

its level of prioritization or imminence.

CONCLUSION

For a cultural-institutional hypothesis to be true, we would expect to see an institutional bias
in regards to threat prioritization. Crisis discourse, created by the elite political culture of
national security, forces a total security paradigm on institutions. As a result, it limits options,
skews prioritization and forces over-securitized or objectively unnecessary policies on
institutions. These limitations occur for one of two reasons. First, because, government
officials employ a crisis discourse to address the immediate nature threats, restricting the policy
response so as to require total security. Or second, threat prioritization occurs when U.S.

officials use political culture to employ crisis discourse in order to achieve the goal of total

295 For a review of threats and their weighted scores across the selected assessment documents see Appendix
One: Threat Weights and Appendix Two: Government Documents.
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*'The reason

security, even when it is not necessary nor suitable for the threat being addressed.
for employing crisis discourse in a non-crisis situation varies, but generally occurs for
organizational reasons, including, for example, control over the resources allocated to combat
the threat.

I tested this hypothesis by examining the structure of elite political culture around
individual threat case studies and first assessed whether or not a crisis discourse was being
employed. The use of a crisis discourse was established by comprehensively illustrating its
employment across a range of actors. Second, I examined the range of possible policy
outcomes (i.e. subjugation, mitigation, arbitration, evasion) made available by this gradation of
crisis discourse (resulting in problem, issue or non-issue discourse) as a measure of official
statements, strategy documents or teports issues by government officials and/or
bureaucracies. Then I examined the relevant decision making process, defined as how
discourse is interpreted and how bureaucracies, as a result, shape policy. In the next chapter,
I will review the fieldwork conducted for the purpose of this research. I will examine and
analyze the collected data in the context of the two primary hypotheses. An overview of the
methodologies, including the CDA (featuring 30 government documents) as well as the survey
and interviews (completed by 130 subjects) will be provided, and its relevancy to the research

discussed.

2% Friedman, op. cit., p 214. Also see Theodore Lowi. The End of Liberalism: The Second Republic of the United States.
(New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 1979) and Warner Roller Schilling. Szrategy, Politics, and Defense Budgets.
(New York: Columbia, 1962).



59

CHAPTER THREE
DATA & ANALYSIS

Nothing is intrinsically more dangerous than anything else,
except when interpreted as such. - David CampbelF”

INTRODUCTION
Chapter Three will provide a broad review of the data collected during the course of this
research study. This data will be examined on its merit and in the context of the hypothesis to
determine its application and relevancy in confirming or rejecting systemic shifts or political
culture as the most plausible explanatory variable in U.S. national security threat prioritization.
To accomplish this, first I will provide a broad overview of the methodological tools used for
data collection and the terminology employed to describe it. Second, I will provide a broad
overview of the responses from interview and survey subjects. I will focus specifically on how
respondents defined threats; how they defined threats in the context of U.S. foreign policy;
how they prioritized threats; and finally, their perceptions of prioritization in the context of
the explanatory variables. The chapter will conclude with a summary of the respondents’
general view of the threats presented in the case studies (with more specific analysis to be
featured in the case studies themselves) as well as a review of the data in its entirety.

Three primary methodologies were employed for the purposes of this research. First,
a Content and Discourse Analysis (CDA) was conducted featuring 30 official government
threat assessment documents spanning 14 years and a range of national security related
agencies. Second, a series of personal interviews were conducted with 29 politicians,
bureaucrats and military officials. And third, an online survey of 101 politicians, bureaucrats
and military officials, as well as members of the media, think tanks, academia and civil
society.”” FEach methodology has a specific purpose and illuminates a specific aspect of this
research as administered.

The CDA illustrates the government’s prioritization of threats by way of its official
national security discourse, which allows us to rank order from most-to-least important the
vast array of threats the government does (and does not) identify as a concern to the safety of

the U.S., its allies and interests.

27 Campbell, David. Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity. (Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press: 1998), p. 183.

2%8 For a complete list of interview subjects and interview questions see Appendix Six: Interview Subject
Identification and Appendix Seven: Interview Questions.
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The survey provides a perspective of the internal (i.e. subjective) opinions of those
operating within the structure of the state (including elected officials, bureaucrats and military
personnel) regarding the threats identified by the CDA. And it compares these opinions to the
external (i.e. objective) opinions of those operating outside the state (including the media, civil
society and members of academia and think tanks) for comparative analysis. In so doing, the
survey further expands on the perception of threats by a wider array of actors who may or
may not have a direct bearing on the creation of the official documentation from which the
CDA was drawn.

Finally, the interviews provide an in-depth perspective on the research presented in
the case studies. It does so by providing a qualitative form of perception analysis from those
who have or had direct bearing on the creation of the official documentation used for the
CDA. It further probes the subjective opinions of these actors regarding the potential
explanatory variables (i.e. presidential leadership, economic interests, systemic shifts in the
character of threats, political culture and bureaucratic bias) in a manner inaccessible in survey
form. Because this study employed a purposive and non-probability sample of experts, the
analyses that follows focuses on descriptive statistics and does not include formal tests of
statistical significance. These research tools were employed in order to further answer the
research question: given the apparent disconnect between externally defined (or objective)
threats and those internally (or subjectively) prioritized by the American government, under

what conditions does the U.S. prioritize specific types of threats to its national security?

DEFINING THE TERMINOLOGY

It is important to note that the sample population was not chosen at random, but rather each
subject was a purposeful selection. Survey and interview subjects were specifically selected to
represent the viewpoints of politicians, bureaucrats, the military, the media, civil society, think
tanks and academics. For the purposes of this research I define a ‘politician’ as an elected
official, active or retired, who is or has served as a member of the Congress or the Senate in
one of the fifty states (representatives from U.S. territories were excluded). I define a
‘bureaucrat’ as a non-elected official, currently working as or retired from a position as an
employee of the state or as a political appointee in any official government agency or
bureaucracy. I define a ‘military’ official as any member of the armed forces, who is currently

or has served as, an officer in any of the four branches. I define a member of the ‘media’ as
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an individual who is or had been employed by a major media outlet — including television,
print and online news organizations. I define a ‘civil society’ member as a current or former
representative of a non-profit or non-governmental organization that focuses on an issue or
problem of international concern, or a member of an inter-governmental organization
(specifically for the purposes of this research, the United Nations) in a staff role which does
not directly support or effect the interests of a member state or the state from which they
derive nationality. Finally, I define an ‘expert’ as a former or current member of the academic
community (employed by an American college or university), a think tank, or a research

institute focused on issues of national and/or foreign policy.

CONTENT AND DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

In order to determine how the government prioritizes threats, 30 official threat assessments
published between 2000 to 2014 were used to compile data on the range of issues the U.S.
identifies (or does not identify) as being threatening to its security.””
include the Quadrennial Defense Review (2001, 2006, 2010, 2014); the Quadrennial Homeland Security
Review (2010, 2014); the National Defense Strategy (2005, 2008, 2012); the National Security Strategy
(2002, 2006, 2010); the Central Intelligence Agency Annual Threat Assessment statement (2000-

2014) and the Defense Intelligence Agency’s Threat Assessments (2007, 2011, 2012, 2013). The

The reports analyzed

documents were chosen based on the following criteria: their relevance as a national security
threat assessment (i.e. whether the report focuses primarily on current threats confronting the
U.S. at the time of publication); the source, in the context of relevancy to threat prioritization
(i.e. was the report published by a government agency that has a mandate to focus on foreign
policy); classification (i.e. unclassified versus classified material); and consistency of
publication over the respective time frame for which this research design was conducted (i.e.
are two of more reports available, having been published at consistent or near consistent
intervals, from 2001 to 2014). Reports not included in this list (and based on the
aforementioned criteria) include the National Military Strategy for which two assessments were
published, but not at a consistent intervals (although three supplemental reports were
published on specific issues, rather than broad or more general threat assessments);

Presidential Executive Orders (because not all Executive Orders are declassified at the time of

299 On threat assessment documents and their critical role in producing strategy, see Carol Atkinson. “US strategic
preferences in the early twenty-first century.” Defense & Security Analysis (2015), pp. 35-43.
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their issuance); and special strategy documents (like the cyber security or counter terrorism
strategy documents of which one of each has been issued by the Executive Office). As a matter
of circumstance, the reports utilized for the purposes of this research were selected, in part,
due to their availability at the time the CDA was conducted. For this reason, those reports
published in 2015 and 2016 (including the National Security Strategy, the Central Intelligence
Agency’s Annual Threat Assessment statements and the Defense Intelligence Agency’s Threat
Assessment statements), were excluded because they were only made publically available
following the conclusion of data collection for this research. Despite not being featured in the
quantitative analysis, these reports were incorporated in the qualitative analysis of the case
studies presented in Chapters Four through Eight.

The NVivo software program was utilized in order to conduct a CDA of the threat
assessment documents selected for this research design in order to discern a weighted score
for each individual threat. Threats have been separated into four categories
(High/Medium/Low/Minimal) based on frequency of occurrence. High scores denote a
frequency of eight or more references in the threat assessments. Medium scores denote a
frequency of five to seven. Low scores denote a frequency of two to four. And a Minimal
score, denoting a single reference.”” Each of these categories was assigned a weight (from one
to four), allowing the threats to be scored per report, and as an average across the multiple
reports. This resulting average score determined the discursive prioritization level

(High/Medium/Low/Minimal) of each threat.

INTERVIEWS AND SURVEY

In addition to the CDA, 29 interviews were conducted with current and former bureaucrats,
soldiers, and politicians. An online survey was administered to 101 others, but which also
included current and former experts, civil society representatives and members of the media.
In tandem, they added another dimension of understanding threat prioritization and policy
outcomes. The duration of each interview was between 20 and 60 minutes. All were conducted

over the phone. They featured 10 military officials, 10 bureaucrats and nine politicians (of

300 This methodology is informally employed by the news media when determining priorities while reporting on
a Presidential speech or a government agency report to determine which issues are considered most important
to the individual or organization. For example, see Domenico Montanaro. “By the numbers: Comparing Obama’s
State of the Union Priorities to those of Bush, Clinton.” PBS (January 20, 2015). For the complete listing of
threats, see Appendix One: Threat Weights.



63

which five were Democrats, four were Republicans and one was an Independent), comprising
of 26 men and three women.”" Interview subjects were asked a seties of 14 questions which
gauged their perspective on the following issues: the definition of threats; the threat
prioritization process; the actors and factors involved in the process; the nature of threats; and
the ability of the U.S. to address threats presented by the four case studies (i.e. terrorism,

narco-trafficking, climate change, and the geopolitics of the Arctic).”””

The following figures
provide a basic overview of the population characteristics of those individuals who

participated in the online survey (see Figures 3.1-3.3).

Figure 3.1: Survey Respondents by Gender
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Figure 3.2: Survey Respondents by Age
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Figure 3.3: Survey Respondents by Profession
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301 Interviewees were not required to provide their age in order to protect their anonymity.
302 For a complete list of questions, see Appendix Six: Interview Questions.
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DEFINING THREATS
When asked to define a threat in the context of U.S. national security, interview subjects
provided a range of answers. But the primary response focused on a traditional notion of the
definition. An attack on, or the defense of, the homeland was considered the most important
defining feature. An important secondary role was afforded to any generalized danger to
American citizens at home and overseas (broadly defined); U.S. economic supremacy; and the
American ‘way of life’ (including its ‘enduring institutions’, the protection of the Constitution
and the fundamental freedoms it provides). Subjects characterized threats using many of the
same indictors that the definition of this research emphasizes. I define security as an increased
level of (probabilistic) hazard which directly or indirectly inflicts (or is perceived as directly or
indirectly inflicting) severe injury, or having the potential to significantly degrade or
fundamentally disrupt, over a given period of time, the security of a state, individual, or
community of individuals. As one interviewee noted of threats, “definitionally [sz] it is broad,
and I think that is by necessity.”*”

Respondents also placed an emphasis on the situational nature of the threat,
highlighting its dependence on those in power. One respondent called threat definitions an,
“ad hoc, subjective evaluation.”* Another interviewee noted that this “cognitive view” of

35 A retired

threats is derived from the ideological underpinnings held by those defining it.
bureaucrat commented, “facts have no meaning, your interpretation of a threat is what gives
it meaning. It’s all about your social identity.””" Speaking to the central thesis of this research,
the respondent added, “to have meaning you must interpret [threats]. And this is a very active
interpretation by the interpreter. [Threats| are amplified or minimized or ignored according to
one’s perspective.”””” As another subject noted the 2001 attacks had a critical impact on threat
definitions: “I think that changed the whole outlook for the government after 9/11, everything
was considered a threat - minor or not.””” When interviewees were later asked about whether

or not terrorism was a priority for the government and why, the primary reason given was the

national ‘trauma’ caused by 9/11. They further defined this trauma as being caused by the

303 Interview with Sub
304 Interview with Sub
305 Interview with Sub
306 Interview with Sub
307 Interview with Sub
308 Interview with Sub

ect 6, op. cit.
ect 25, op. cit.
ect 9, op. cit.
ect 9, op. cit.
ect 9, op. cit.
ect 4, op. cit.
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number of casualties and the unique state of vulnerability to the homeland that the attack
created. As one bureaucrat commented, “terrorist attacks have a tendency to traumatize the
country. They also have an inordinate amount of media attention because their shock value.
So, terrorism is a high priority for the federal government, the threats might be a little higher

than it should be because of its traumatic perception of terrorism.”””

THREATS IN THE CONTEXT OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY
Interview subjects were also asked if U.S. policy does or does not reflect objective threats to
national security in the post-Cold War era. This question was posed because if threats
perceived as being hazardous by the U.S. do not reflect the objective threat environment, we
can posit that threats are therefore subjectively arrived at through other means.

In general, interview responses were evenly divided between respondents who believed
policy does reflect the current threat environment and those who did not. This division was
further reflected within the different categories of respondents, with no group expressing a
majority opinion one way or the other. Of those interviewed who believed that U.S. policy
does reflect the current threat environment, a handful conditionally qualified their statements.
Although they agreed that U.S. policy is accurately reflective, they also questioned its
effectiveness.”” And they believed that the U.S. must place a greater emphasis on the long-
term threats including, for example, Russia and China as well as corruption and its effects on
the rule of law in developing countries."'

Of those interviewed who believed that U.S. policy is not reflective of the current threat
environment, a variety of reasons were provided. The conflict between Israel and Hamas; an
over-emphasis on China; the effects of massive energy consumption (which one politician
called, “a significant driver of foreign policy”); and a failing American economic system were
among the key issues cited.’'” But the majority focused on domestic political factors including
the political landscape; an over-emphasis on the use of military power; the effects of
maintaining large defense budgets; a failure of leadership to recognize threats and the failure

of bureaucratic institutions to act on them.””” One retired military official noted that the U.S.

309 Interview with Subject 10, op. cit.

310 Interviews with Subject 3 and 17, op. cit.

311 Interviews with Subject 3 and 17, op. cit.

312 Interviews with Subject 2 and 23 op. cit.

313 Interviews with Subjects 2, 21, 11, 25, and 27, op. cit.
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is no longer equipped to manage threats because, “the preponderance of our nation capability
has been military power. I’m not sure that our single focus on military capability is going to be
as effective as influence, and we have to adapt and mature our information, cultural, trade,
business instruments of power or we are not going to be successful.””"* Another added that
U.S. policy suffers from being mostly ad-hoc and reactionary, lacking long-term perspective
and adequate debate, due in large measure to the dangerous divisiveness that exists in the
current political leadership.””® And a third military official added the U.S. ignores certain threats
that it cannot or does not want to address: “to focus on them, that could be more threatening”
because then the U.S. would be forced to act.’*’

When asked to consider those threats to national security that the U.S. should be
confronting but is not, the most consistent response was terrorism. One bureaucrat attributed
this to the politically theocratic nature of the threat, questioning, “how do you fight an
ideology? The way you fight an ideology is to come up with a better idea. You cannot burn
books, you cannot bomb buildings, you cannot kill all the people; you have to come up with
a better idea. So, one of the reasons the United States has not addressed the ideological threat
is because it does not know how to.””'” A retired military official concurred, noting “you can’t
defeat extremism on the battlefield. You beat extremism by winning the war of ideas. You
can’t beat an idea with a gun. You have to beat an idea with an idea. And that is where we are
woefully short in our tools of statecraft and diplomacy.””"* Emphasizing these sentiments,
another military official commented that counterterrorism could be executed by the U.S.,
“with one hand tied behind our back.””" This implies, as a third military official pointed out,
that terrorism policy is failing because the government is too focused on defense: “everything’s
about the military, the military, the military, and that’s all bullshit... It’s the least of the
capabilities of national power we should be applying, when we should be applying many other
aspect of our national power. But yet we’re not.””*" A final military official plainly stated that

the real problem is, “we are trying to address everything and we are doing so badly.”**'

314 Interview with Subject 11, op. cit.
315 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.
316 Interview with Subject 20, op. cit.
317 Interview with Subject 7, op. cit.

318 Interview with Subject 11, op. cit.
319 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.
320 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.
%21 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.
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In conclusion, the interview subjects presented an interesting perspective on what a
threat is, the current threat environment, and the adequacy of the U.S. response to it. Those
interviewed were strongly in favor of a definition of threats as situational in nature, implying
that what is and is not threatening is shaped by the context from which it emerges. Threats
were further characterized as having elements which are both tangible (in the context of the
homeland and/or the citizenry) and intangible (in the context of American values and/or
political ideology). In terms of the threat environment, subjects were divided on whether or
not prioritization was based on objective or subjective measures, and they provided a diverse
array of reasons for believing in one or the other. There was a general agreement that threats
could be better prioritized by the government — however the subject defined ‘better’ in the
context of U.S. national security priorities (as they existed at the time this data was collected).”
And there was a general agreement that resulting strategy could be more coherent — implying
the U.S. could be more deliberate and less reactionary. These critical revelations are the

foundation upon which subjects based their assessment of the four specific threats examined

in this research.

UNDERSTANDING THE CONTENT & DISCOURSE ANALYSIS
The CDA revealed interesting insights into the perception and prioritization of threats to U.S.

national security (see Table 3.1).**

WMDs were the only threat which received a weighted high
score of 4.0 (the highest possible score) implying that across the range of threats - regardless
of agency, institutional bias or the dictates of political culture - WMDs are perceived by the
U.S. as being the most dangerous issue in the post-Cold War era. The only other threats that
ranked in the high category were Terrorism (with a score of 3.88 out of 4.0) and an Attack on
the Homeland (scoring a 3.11 on the same scale).

In the medium category, more traditional threats (including state and non-state actors)
dominated the group. Among the threats in this category included Interstate Warfare (2.94);
Cyber Warfare (2.59); Security Allies (2.51); Missiles (2.46); Intra-state Warfare (2.44);
Pandemics (2.15); Global Financial Crisis and Economic Destabilization (2.08); Disruption of

Space Dominance (2.07); Narco-Trafficking (2.07) and Humanitarian Disasters (2.01). State

322 See Appendix One: Threat Weights.
323 For the complete listing of threats and scores, see Appendix One: Threat Weights.
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actors included China (2.69); Afghanistan (2.63); Russia (2.59); Iraq (2.59); Iran (2.13) and
Pakistan (2.12).

Table 3.1: Threats Ranked by Mean Scores (Survey Respondents)

And Weight Scores (Content & Discourse Analysis)

Threat Threat Ranked by Threats Ranked by Mean
Weight Content and Discourse Analysis Survey Respondents Score
4.00 Weapons of Mass Destruction Cyber Warfare 7.33
3.88 Terrorism Terrorism 6.36
3.11 Attack on the Homeland Weapons of Mass Destruction 6.56
2.94 Intra-state war Global Financial Crisis & 5.95

(irregular/insurgent/civil conflict) Economic Destabilization
2.59 Cyber Warfare Climate Change 5.94
2.51 Security of Allies Attack on the Homeland 5.91
2.46 Missiles National Debt 5.84
2.44 Intra-state Warfare Security of Allies 5.75
2.15 Pandemics Energy Security 5.73
2.08 Global Financial Crisis & Economic Pandemics 5.38
Destabilization
2.07 Disruption of Space Dominance Failed States 5.28
2.07 Narco-Trafficking Disruptive Technologies 5.16
2.01 Humanitarian Disasters Poverty & Unemployment 5.06
1.59 Energy Security Attacks of Critical Bases of Operation 5.03
Overseas
1.32 Failed States Intra-state war 5.02
(itregular/insurgent/civil conflict)
1.30 Poverty & Unemployment Water Security 4.89
1.22 Border Control Humanitarian Disasters 4.81
1.21 Climate Change Border Control 4.63
1.16 Attacks of Critical Bases of Operation Espionage 4.61
Overseas
1.07 Food Security Food Security 4.44
0.94 Human Rights Crimes Disruption of Space Dominance 4.40
0.91 Water Security Transnational Criminal Organizations 4.35
0.90 Disruptive Technologies Interstate Warfare 4.20
0.84 Espionage Freedom of the Global Commons 4.13
0.73 Freedom of the Global Commons Missiles 4.00
0.61 Illegal Migration Narco-Trafficking 3.86
0.59 Refugees Human Trafficking 3.48
0.55 Human Trafficking Human Rights Crimes 3.32
0.54 The Emerging Geopolitical Illegal Migration 3.04
Situation in the Arctic
0.50 Piracy The Emerging Geopolitical 3.03
(on the seas) Situation in the Arctic
0.48 Small Arms (use and trafficking) Refugees 2.91
0.27 Transnational Criminal Organizations Small Arms (use and trafficking) 2.67
0.19 National Debt Piracy (on the seas) 2.40
0.00 Child Soldiers Child Soldiers 1.74

Traditional threats also dominated the low category. Most of these threats which might

be characterized as multilateral in nature or international in scope, implying they are threats



69

which require collaboration among the many actors in the international system and necessitate
policies and means beyond the traditional use of force. These non-state actor threats include
Energy Security (1.59); Failed States (1.32); Poverty and Unemployment (1.30); Border Control
(1.22); Climate Change (1.21); Attacks on Critical Bases of Operation Overseas (1.16) and
Food Security (1.07). Interestingly North Korea (1.89); Israel, in the context of war with Arab
nations, (1.51) and Syria (1.35) ranked as low actor threats. Although each represents a distinct
threat, each is also an entrenched conflict to which the U.S. in engaged, but which diplomatic
rather than direct military operations are the primary focus (at the time the data was collected
in 2014). This is not surprising, recalling the expectations presented in Chapter Two that low
level priority threats tend towards a policy of diplomacy, sanctions and economic incentives,
not the use of force, as is the case with threat prioritized as high or medium level threats (see
Table 2.1).

A diverse range of threats made the minimal threat category, which represented the
largest grouping of threats. It included Human Rights Crimes (0.94); Water Security (0.91);
Disruptive Technologies (0.90); Espionage (0.84); Freedom of the Global Commons (0.73);
Illegal Migration (0.61); Refugees (0.59); Human Trafficking (0.55); the Emerging Geopolitical
Situation in the Arctic (0.54); Piracy (0.50); Small Arms (0.48); Transnational Criminal
Organizations (0.27); National Debt (0.19) and Child Soldiers (0.00). The state actors included
Somalia (0.85); Colombia (0.75); Mexico (0.73); Yemen (0.72); Saudi Arabia (0.64); Libya
(0.63); Venezuela (0.61); Sudan/South Sudan (0.59) and Nigeria (0.48). These ‘wicked
problems’ - as labeled by a retired military official — represent ongoing problems, requiring the
contributions of many actors, a diverse range of tactics, and do not have a single or simple
solution. It is for these reasons, I posit, that these threats are grouped together.”

Meanwhile, the threat posed by different regions from across the world only ranked
in the Medium or Low category. The greatest threat was posed by Africa (2.44) followed
closely behind by Central & Southeast Asia (2.40) East Asia (2.30); The Middle East (2.16);
Eastern Europe (1.75); Western Europe (1.75) and Latin America (1.20).

When juxtaposed against threats ranked by the survey respondents, a slightly different

hierarchy of threats emerged.” Survey respondents were in agreement with six of the top 10

324 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.

325 For a complete listing of survey and CDA scores displayed side by side from highest to lowest for comparative
analysis see, Appendix Seven: All Threats Ranked by Mean Scores (Survey Respondents) and Weight Scores
(Content & Discourse Analysis).
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threats listed by the CDA (see Table 3.1). But survey respondents selected Cyber Warfare
(ranked fifth in the CDA) as the most important threat by a wide margin. They ranked WMDs,
the most important threat in the CDA, lower at third place. The two threat hierarchies also
shared seven of the least important threats, with both lists ranking child soldiers as the least
important threat to U.S. national security. The state actor threats ranked by the CDA and

survey respondents were more similar (see Table 3.2).

Table 3.2: State Actor Threats Ranked by Mean Scores (Survey Respondents)
and Weight Scores (Content & Discourse Analysis)

Threat Threat Ranked by Threats Ranked by Mean
Weight Content and Discourse Analysis Survey Respondents Score
2.69 China China 6.63
2.63 Afghanistan Iran 6.36
2.59 Russia Russia 6.20
2.59 Iraq Pakistan 5.89
2.13 Iran Iraq 5.34
2.12 Pakistan Syria 5.24
1.89 North Korea North Korea 5.07

Israel Israel
1.51 (in the context of war with Arab nations) | (in the context of war with Arab nations) 5.05
1.35 Syria Afghanistan 4.95
0.85 Somalia Yemen 4.29
0.75 Colombia Saudi Arabia 4.27
0.73 Mexico Mexico 3.63
0.72 Yemen Libya 3.14
0.64 Saudi Arabia Somalia 2.76
0.63 Libya Nigeria 2.52
0.61 Venezuela Sudan/South Sudan 2.46
0.59 Sudan/South Sudan Venezuela 2.43
0.48 Nigeria Colombia 2.12

China topped both lists as the most important state actor threat, while Iran, Russia and
Pakistan, North Korea and Israel (in the context of regional dynamics and war with
surrounding Arab nations) appeared in the top 10 of both lists. The largest discrepancy was
Afghanistan, ranked as the second most important state actor threat in the CDA but ninth by
survey respondents. The second largest discrepancy was Colombia, ranked the least important
state actor threat by the survey respondents, but ranked 11 of 18 state actor threats by the
CDA.

Similarities were also seen in the ranking of regional threats by survey respondents and
the CDA with one large difference. Wherein the CDA ranked Africa as the most threatening

region, survey respondents ranked the Middle East as the most threatening (see Table 3.3).
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Table 3.3: Regional Threats Ranked by Mean Scores (Survey Respondents)
and Weight Scores (Content & Discourse Analysis)

Threat Threat Ranked by Threats Ranked by Mean

Weight Content and Discourse Analysis Survey Respondents Score
2.44 Africa The Middle East 6.68
2.40 Central & South East Asia East Asia 5.17
2.30 East Asia Central & South East Asia 3.96
2.16 The Middle East Eastern Europe 3.84
1.75 Eastern Europe Africa 3.70
1.75 Western Europe Latin America 329
1.26 Latin America Western Europe 2.22

UNDERSTANDING EXPLANATORY VARIABLES THROUGH THE SURVEY
Interview and survey questions fell into one of two categories. The first are those questions
which focused on the potential and hypothesized explanatory variables considered
instrumental to the prioritization of threats to U.S. national security. These include, the
systemic shifts in the character of threats, political leadership, economic interests and political
culture in conjunction with bureaucratic or institutional bias. The second were those questions
which focused on the four case studies (terrorism, narco-trafficking, climate change and the
geopolitics Arctic). I will now address the interview and survey results in regards to the
explanatory variables. And I will further address the interview and survey results concerning
the specific case studies in the ensuing chapters.

Survey respondents were asked to rank the four hypotheses presented in Chapter Two
on a scale from one to four (with one being most important and four being the least
important), in the context of their impact on threat prioritization. Based on the overall mean
scores of the six groups surveyed, respondents ranked presidential leadership as the most

important variable, followed by political culture (see Table 3.4).

Table 3.4: Impact on Prioritization of Threats
to National Security (Overall Mean Scores of Factors)

Factors Mean Scores
Presidential Leadership 1.96
Political Culture 2.43
Economic (i.e. corporate) Interests 2.73
Systemic Shifts in the Character of Threats 2.88

Survey respondents gave the same general across-group rankings when also asked about their

impact on the creation (rather than the prioritization) of national security policy. Respondents
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attributed the greatest impact to presidential leadership, followed again by political culture (see
Table 3.5).

Table 3.5: Impact on Creation of National
Security Policy (Overall Mean Scores of Factors)

Factors Mean Scores
Presidential Leadership 1.79
Political Culture 2.22
Economic (i.e. corporate) Interests 2.81
Systemic Shifts in the Character of Threats 3.18

Survey respondents consistently believed that the least important factor was the systemic shifts
in the character of threats on both the prioritization of threats and the creation of national
security policy.

When further broken down by professional category, those outside of government
(broadly defined as members of the media, civil society and think tanks/academia) were most
likely to rank economic interests as most important, followed by presidential leadership and
then political culture (see Table 3.6). Those inside the government also ranked economic
interests first, but considered political culture of secondary importance, followed by
presidential leadership. Both groups believed that the nature of the systemic shifts in the

character of threats was least important.

Table 3.6: Impact on Prioritization of Threat to National Security
Defined by Professional Category (Overall Mean Scores of Factors)

Presidential Systemic Shifts in ' Economic Political
. the Character (i.e. corporate)
Leadership Culture
of Threats Interests
Politician 1.25 2.88 2.63 3.25
Bureaucrat 1.78 3.06 2.61 2.56
Military 2.05 3.10 2.75 2.10
Media 2.00 3.33 2.60 2.07
Civil Society 2.78 2.56 2.22 2.44
Academia/Think Tank 2.00 2.38 1.04 2.52

Politicians most preferred presidential leadership, while members of civil society ranked it least
important. Members of think tanks and academia tended to prefer the systemic shifts in the
character of threats. This might be attributed to the fact that of all the groups surveyed, these

individuals are most focused on national security issues, and frequently sought after for their
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advice and council, from both a theoretical and practical standpoint.32(’ While the
academic/think tank community was also most likely to see economic and corporate interests
as being more important than the other professional categories, it was military officials who
were least likely to believe economic interests play a primary role. The media, on the other
hand, was most likely to choose political culture as the primary factor behind threat
prioritization, wherein politicians and bureaucrats were the least likely to consider this so. This
might be attributed to the fact that the media is responsible, when reporting on issues of
national security, for having an acute understanding of political and cultural trends affecting
decision-making. Wherein politicians and bureaucrats — because they are engaged in creating
and are forced to react to political and cultural trends — attribute less importance to political
culture. Or they may actively choose to disregard its influence in order to avoid admitting any
effectual nature on their decision-making processes.

When asked about the impact of these same factors on national security policy, the
media was most likely to believe presidential leadership plays a primary role, followed by

bureaucrats than politicians, who had nearly identical mean scores (see Table 3.7).

Table 3.7: Impact on Creation of National Security Policy Defined by
Professional Category (Overall Mean Scores of Factors)

. . Systemic Shifts in Economic ..

Presidential . Political

. the Character of (i.e. corporate)
Leadership Culture
Threats Interests

Politician 1.57 2.86 2.86 2.71
Bureaucrat 1.56 3.50 2.56 2.38
Military 1.90 3.10 2.90 2.10
Media 1.07 3.13 2.73 2.13
Civil Society 2.10 3.00 2.50 2.40
Academia/Think Tank 1.65 3.20 3.15 2.00

Interestingly, the mean scores across respondents for political culture has the shortest range,
with the lowest score being 2.00 and the highest being 2.71. This implies that all the
respondents had a generally similar belief that political culture is significant in providing
context for but not determinative in the creation of national security policy.””” Members of the
academia and think tanks, followed closely by the military were the most likely to consider

political culture as being the most important while politicians considered it the least important.

326 The potential for bias within the group can also not be ignored, implying that the those surveyed might tend
to favor a Realist, over a Liberal or Constructivist perspective of national security.

327 Note that the lower the mean score, the higher priority survey respondents ranked the variable in terms of its
impact on threat prioritization.
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UNDERSTANDING EXPLANATORY VARIABLES THROUGH INTERVIEWS

In the following section I will examine the four explanatory variables, including presidential
leadership, organized economic interests, political culture, and systemic shifts, in the context
of the interview responses. This section represents solely the view of those within the structure

of the state, including politicians, bureaucrats and military personnel.

Presidential 1 eadership & Politics
Although the survey revealed the general importance of the four explanatory variables, the
interviews provided a more in-depth understanding of the reasons why some are considered
more important than others. Across the three interviewed groups there was an obvious bias
for the President, the array of existing bureaucratic agencies, and the interaction that occurs
between them as being the most important factors in regards to threat prioritization. As one
bureaucrat commented, “fundamentally, it really depends who is on the top” or as a retired
politician noted, it is “who is making the most noise.””* When interviewees were prompted
to discuss the specific impact elected officials generally, and the President specifically, the
overwhelming response was uncritically in favor of their dominate influence on the threat
prioritization process. As one retired military official commented, “it’s not just influence, it’s
their responsibility.”*” Another added, “dealing with the cacophony of all this is one of the
things leaders get paid to do.”’ When discussing why and how political leadership is best able
to exert its influence over the process, respondents cited control over the budget. They also
cited the capacity of political leadership to increase awareness for issues by creating “both logic
and pressure for them.””' Leaders matter, as one retired military official pointed out, using as
an example President George W. Bush’s identification of AIDS as a threat to the world, which
allowed him to establish his “imprint” as an “active participant” on the national security
process.””

But despite selecting presidential leadership as being an important factor, the majority
of those interviewed stressed that there are so many actors involved in ‘the presidency’

(broadly defined), that no single leader can ultimately determine the outcome of the threat

328 Interview with Subjects 3 and 12, op. cit.
329 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.
330 Interview with Subject 6, op. cit.
31 Interview with Subjects 6 and 12, op. cit.
332 Interview with Subject 6, op. cit.
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prioritization process. This is due in part to the highly sensitive nature of the decisions being

made (as the literature review illustrated).”

As one former military official noted, “everybody
brings their own personality and experience to the table. So, they deal with problems slightly
differently. But their interests are all the same and you certainly see there is a significant
difference between what is said on the campaign trail and what is actually done once they are
getting the morning intelligence updates. And there are lots of different ways to skin the cat,
but when you’re reading the intelligence, you know, people generally come to similar
assessments of what we should do.”””**

At the same time, a retired bureaucrat noted, despite the government’s best efforts to
be, “careful not to take into account domestic political considerations... when you get to the
level of the situation room, and even at even at the higher levels of the NSC, you have to take
into account what political actors think in the United States.””® A military official illuminated
this line of reasoning when, discussing his time working in the Bush and Obama
administrations, he questioned if, “national security is driving their thinking or was politics
driving their thinking?* The subject added that, “there were probably glimpses of national
security driving their thinking, but I think that most of the time it was politics dividing their,
or shaping their thinking about national security.””” In a similar fashion, as one retired military
commented, “each bureaucracy has a tendency to identify a threat that they can each respond
to... it’s unusual for someone to identify a threat outside of their lane.””” An retired politician
emphasized this sentiment when noting, “politics doesn’t operate in a vacuum, so every

interest group, organization... play their role in shaping policy.”33 ?

Political Culture & Disconrse

Because politics does not operate in a vacuum, it is relevant and interesting that survey
respondents placed political culture as the second most important factor. Political culture
provides the context in which the President and all the aforementioned actors function. When

asked if political culture plays a role in the prioritization of threats, the overwhelming response

333 On this, see the overview in Chapter Two and the full review in Appendix Four: Chapter Two Literature
Review.

334 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.

335 Interview with Subject 10, op. cit.

336 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.

37 Interview with Subject 27, op. cit.

338 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.

339 Interview with Subject 28, op. cit.
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from interviewees across all respondent categories was that it does. Subjects defined the
political culture in different ways, but the most common definitions included political culture
as a form of discourse and political culture as a form of politics. The majority of respondents
believed that the effects of political culture on national security threats could best be
understood through the expression of ‘partisanship’ and the ‘exaggeration’ or ‘minimization’
of crisis. As one retired bureaucrat noted, “inside the beltway... real threats are ignored and
fake ones are magnified. Threats are seen through partisan lenses. If a party is in power, they
will latch on to something that is important. And you see this in the flip-flopping all the
time.””* The subject added that this was conditioned by political culture, which can be best
understood as perspective: “to have meaning you must interpret [threats]. And this is a very
active interpretation by the interpreter. [Threats| are amplified or minimized or ignored
according to one’s perspective.””*" The subject went on to note that, “culture is created by
discussion between people and being a member of community, generates a discourse. It
doesn’t exist outside these discursive communities. You’re not dealing with intellectuals and
self-aware thinkers.”** The interviewee added that, “in general, social identity, discursive
communities, this is how we interpret events and realities which itself has no meaning.”**
Many respondents noted that political culture fosters divisiveness and this polarization drives
the definition and description of threats, which can often be used in inappropriate ways.’**
This inappropriateness manifests itself through the discursive techniques of “over
exaggeration” (i.e. the use of crisis discourse) or minimization of threats.”” As one retired
politician noted, “sometimes you may want to over-describe [si¢], sometimes you may want to
under-describe [si] it, depending on politics.”*** As an example, the respondent pointed to the
terrorist threat stemming from ISIS: “the President, for policy reasons, decided maybe [ISIS]
wasn’t quite the threat it grew to be. And because it fit in to the political narrative of, that
we’re out of Iraq, we’re going to allow the Iraqgis to take this, this is their kind of problem. But

I think again with this rebounding the way it has, we’re going to air more in the side of over

340 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

341 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

342 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

343 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

344 Interview with Subjects 1, 2, 5, 11, 18, 22, 27, and 28, op. cit.

345 Interview with Subjects 12 and 22, op. cit. Also see Interview with Subject 12, op. cit.
346 Interview with Subject 28, op. cit.
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exaggerating than under exaggerating [si], problems.”*” Another elected official noted,
“sometimes politicians can exaggerate or over state threats and thereby appeal to the sense of
fear and frustration and anger that our constituents might be feeling and you’ve got as a
unifying point that enables us to get re-elected. So, in other words, playing into the fears of
the lowest instinct of the people.”**

Respondents pointed to 9/11 as an example of this. One retired military official noted
that the U.S. has a tendency to, “build ourselves into a frenzy over these things. We talk about
threats as well but sometimes it’s just perceived threats... So, I think in some cases our culture
since 9/11 hasn’t been very pensive.”* This “frenzy” (which might be likened to this
research’s definition of ‘crisis discourse’), leads to a situation in which, “all of the sudden the
people get revved up about the issues and they’ll provide support to the policy makers who
want to then develop the appropriate policies to respond. But it’s ordinarily a response to a
threat, to a crisis, or an event rather than thinking about it in advance.”” This, as one retired
military official noted, “can be a catalyst. They can create an impetus for action, they can raise
visibility very significantly, they can pressure, they can galvanize, and again just have a catalytic
effect. And you know, you have to be very careful about that because you don’t want to get
into [a] reactive phase.””'

A retired politician noted that there are situations in which, “a threat may be prescribed
to getlegislation to order national security. You can stretch it or in some cases delay, depending
on a legislatively where you want to go.” ** A bureaucrat affirmed this perspective, stating that
political leaders, “often try to define what the situation is whenever they want to exaggerate or
minimize a threat. If they want to mobilize a nation, or the various agencies behind them, they
do so on the basis of politics, how will it play in next election.””” In this way, we can see how
state actors are able to employ a crisis discourse around a threat in order to achieve certain

policy goals, rather than allow the threat to be entirely defined by external factors. These

opinions might lend credence to the political culture hypothesis, primarily that threat

347 Interview with Subject 28, op. cit.
348 Interview with Subject 29, op. cit.
349 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.
350 Interview with Subject 21, op. cit.
31 Interview with Subject 6, op. cit.

352 Interview with Subject 29, op. cit.
353 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
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prioritization is more about subjectivity, or internal perspectives, then objectivity or external
perspectives, when considering a threat to national security.

The political culture hypothesis would best explain why these domestic factors play
such a critical role in the prioritization process. If the discourse around a threat, conditioned
by political culture, affected institutional capacity to execute - let alone choose - policy, we
might expect to see a of mismatch between external (i.e. objective) and internal (i.e. subjective)
threat prioritization. A retired military official noted with, “the institutional inertia of these
modern industrial bureaucracies... What happens is when you start wanting to translate your
defenses against those threats into action, you bump up against deep bureaucratic cultures.
And these institutional cultures are very resistant to change.””* The subject continued to note
that, “the [defense] organizations are designed to fight a war we are not very likely to fight [i.e.
a major ground war with associated air-sea battle components on two fronts, similar to World
War II]. So the assessment of threats is very focused and clear, how that is translated into
action among all the different departments and these 200-year-old bureaucracies is a significant
challenge.” The subject added, “I spent the first 30 years of my career learning to fight a war
I never fought, and the last 30 years training to fight a different kind of war while I was fighting
it If, in fact, the systemic shift in the character of threats were the explanatory variable, we
might expect to see the contrary; that the U.S. would be fighting the types of wars in must,
and only when it has to. But this is not the case, lending credence to the political cultural
hypothesis.

Of those who denied any role for political culture in the prioritization of threats, only
one (a retired bureaucrat) adamantly rejected this idea, stating that it is the President (which
survey respondents ranked as most important) who bears primary responsibility: “it is very
unusual that political discourse leads towards action.”” A retired politician added political
culture does not affect threat prioritization at the highest level of the national security debate.’
A military official concurred, noting that political culture was more influential at the

Congressional rather than the Executive level.”” Using Presidents Clinton, Bush and Obama

354 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.
355 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.
356 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.
37 Interview with Subject 16, op. cit.
358 Interview with Subject 24, op. cit.
359 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.
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as an example, the subject noted that in having worked for all three administrations, “every

single one of them took their security responsibilities extremely careful.”*’

Onganized Economic Interests & Systemic Shifts

Interviewees also addressed the role of economic (i.e. corporate) interests. The existence of
the oft-cited, “military-industrial complex” was not denied by any subject. But when it came
to issues of great national concern, the ability of economic interests to sway military officials
was mentioned far less than their potential to influence politicians. Indeed, the overall
sentiment was that national security always supersedes economic interests at the highest levels
of decision-making, although it may be a more important factor at the lower levels of
government.””' As one former bureaucrat commented, “the one thing that Congress still needs
to bring home is jobs. So, if they get a defense industry in your district — they are going to fight
you. So that also has a potential impact on national security strategy issues.””*” Despite this,
bureaucrats and politicians interviewed were more willing than military personnel to concede
that organized economic interests play a role in prioritization. As one retired bureaucrat noted,
“I don’t want to insult the true believers who do this for a living. I look at the budget as a
cynical operation. Companies try to sell [politicians] on their own belief. And I know the
government really believes that this is the right way, regardless of whether they know
contractors are trying to make money.”” He added that, “contractors have publicity
campaigns to not only influence the executive and legislative branches, but jobs in a
Congressman’s community are essential to national security because that voting congressman
wants them in his district.”***

And when prompted to discuss the specific role of systemic shifts in the character of
threats influencing threat prioritization, the response from interviewees was mixed and
diffused. But in general, they believed that the nature of the threats emerging as a result of
systemic shifts does not play as important a role as other potential causal factors, such as

political culture. The diverse array of responses, and potential affecting actors, was so diffuse

as to render the general response of an insufficient explanatory power. Of all the groups

360 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.

361 Interview with Subjects 14, 15, 20, and 24 op. cit.
362 Interview with Subject 11, op. cit.

363 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

364 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
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interviewed, the military were among the strongest believers that that systemic shifts play a
critical role while bureaucrats and politicians were more divided on its impact. As one former
politician noted these systemic shifts only play a role when the President and elected officials
believe it is important enough to require the passage of legislation on the matter.”*> A handful
of subjects interviewed noted that its influence is entirely dependent on how it is defined, who
is defining it, what actors are included in the relevant definition, and what interests are subject
to inclusion in this analysis.’*® Among those that argued systemic shifts in the character of
threats has little or no influence at all, a diversity of reasons were provided. But most focused
on domestic issues like partisanship, bureaucratic mandates and the interpretation of

intelligence.

Alternative Factors Affecting Prioritization

When unprompted in the interview process, respondents also spoke of the importance of
other factors influencing the threat prioritization process. Institutionally, the National Security
Council, the Armed Services, the Intelligence Community, and the White House (broadly
defined) were the most cited bureaucracies. This was followed closely by the State
Department, the Department of Homeland Security, the Department of the Treasury, and
Presidential Commissions. Interviewees also found the role of official government documents
- including classified and unclassified intelligence reports, national security and risk
assessments, and specifically, the National Security Strategy INSS) and Quadrennial Defense Review
(QDR) — as being equally important in the threat prioritization process. This adds a degree of
legitimacy to the use of such documents by this research, as well as emphasizing the
importance of official discourse, in revealing internal (i.e. subjective) ranking of threats, as
presented in the CDA. But, as one former bureaucrat noted, this does not mean these
documents actually reflect the real threats to U.S. security, commenting that, “whatever is
written on paper is subject to judgment.”””” A second bureaucrat noted that prioritization is
not executed according to “pre-established concepts of prejudice” with which reality is

analyzed.’” The subject continued to point out that priorities are made depending on the

365 Interview with Subject 24, op. cit.

366 Interview with Subjects 7, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 29, op. cit.

367 Interview with Subject 16, op. cit. For example, see Robert David Steele. “The National Military Strategy:
Dishonest Platitudes.” Counter Punch (July 6, 2015).

368 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
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situation in Washington, the context in which the threat emerges from and is responded to, as
well as how certain individuals can either exaggerate or minimize it.”” The bureaucrat added
that, “can you prioritize based on the worst possible scenario? Yes. But is that a real threat?”"
There was also a heavy emphasis on the nature of the threat itself, specifically the level of
capability and urgency posed by any given threat. Bureaucrats, politicians and military
personnel were in agreement that threats are more often than not prioritized by what is least
likely. This is because what is least likely is also most likely to cause the greatest and most
harmful impact if it occurred. For example, this could include major interstate warfare between
great powers; the use of WMDs in the homeland; or a multi-pronged missile attack on major
U.S. cities.”

Political leadership, particularly those elected to the Congress and the Senate, as well
as budgets, were also stressed. But both received less focus than U.S. national security agencies
(broadly defined) and the documents produced by them. As one former military official
commented the budgetary process does not prove that priotitization is a result of budgets.””
Rather, it can and does skew the level of threat prioritization when elected officials or any
bureaucratic agency has a political reason to pass budgetary measures supporting policies that
address the preferred threat.’”” One former politician noted that threats are defined
(particularly by Congressmen and Senators) based, on, “the electoral map... the first thing that
occurs to a member of Congress is not to sit down in isolation and try to determine what the
threats to lives of American or the property of Americans. The first instinct is to think, what
will this do to me in the election? What is the best way to arrive at a definition of threat that
is consistent with my political best interest?””””* One former military official agreed, stating that
“pre-9/11 we had decided al Qaeda was not a threat as we have a limited number of resources
we can allocate to them.”” The subject added, “you’ve got competing constituencies trying

to pursue those resources. And so, for instance, there was no counter-terrorism constituency

369 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

370 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

371 For example, see Interviews with Subjects 12, 14, 15, 17, 20, 21 and 20, op. cit.

372 On the role of politics and the budgetary process, see Aaron Widavsky. Politics of the Budgetary Process New
York: Scott Foresman & Co., 1984) and Aaron Widavsky and Naomi Caiden. The New Politics of the Budgetary Process
(New York: Pearson, 2003).

373 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.

374 Interview with Subject 18, op. cit. Later in the interview, when discussing the threat posed by the emerging
geopolitics of the Arctic, the subject reiterated this point, noting threats are important when the public perceives
them as such, forcing elected officials to respond to the demands of their constituencies.

375 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.
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because the threat also has to have constituencies in the United States that identifies it as a
threat and pushes to deal with it. That’s the nature of a compromise political system.””” In
this way, security is frequently sacrificed for politics.””” So-called “world events” and the
context in which threats evolve — evidence in support of the systemic shift in the character of
threat hypothesis — was mentioned just twice by those interviewed; both subjects were military

. . . 378
officials, one active and one retired.

Institutional Bias & Bureancracies

When asked about the role of institutional bias in the perception and prioritization of national
security threats, respondents were in agreement with the vast academic literature on the
subject. This implies the general existence of an institutional bias within bureaucracies and
government agencies affecting perception and prioritization. This bias, as detailed at length in
Chapter Two, is a deeply entrenched organizational culture that make bureaucracy’s decision-
making processes more predictable and prevents policy instability. But it also thwarts policy
innovation as a result. Most subjects agree that bias is directly related to the nature and mission
of the institution itself. As one former military official stated, “bureaucracies are created to
deal with the threat. Bureaucracies are designed to do one thing and when it doesn’t work they

379 :
7?7 One active bureaucrat added

do more of it. And that’s just the rule of all bureaucracies.
that, “institutions do reflect certain biases... they see things through the lens of threat they
have been trained to see things through. And that’s what you want to have.”™ A retired
military official echoed this sentiment: “every organization, whether it’s an intelligence
organization or business has their own organizational culture... So, are there biases in different
institutions? Sure, there are.” But the respondent added that one’s view of a threat is shaped
by responsibilities, concluding that, “where you stand is where you sit.”*"

Many subjects cited the military as an example of prevalent and obvious institutional

bias and organizational culture.”” As one former bureaucrat noted, “it’s natural that’s what

they do. So, things that look like a military threat to the Defense Department are more likely

376 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.

377 Interview with Subject 2, op. cit.

378 Interview with Subjects 20 and 27, op. cit.

379 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.

380 Interview with Subject 3, op. cit.

381 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.

382 Interview with Subjects 13, 14, 16, 20, and 26, op. cit.
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to look like a diplomatic challenge to the State Department. And I wouldn’t say that this is an
America phenomenon — it’s just life””® In focusing on the military, many respondents
expressed concern over America’s reliance on hard power solutions to the detriment of other
means (such as economic or diplomatic solutions), labeling the Defense Department the
“hammer of choice” for U.S. foreign policy.” This is because, as one retired military official
stated, “if I drop a bomb you can see what happens right away. Write a policy, it might take
years to implement that policy, it might take years to see any result come from that policy. So,
people like to call on the fire department or call on the police squad, send some ordinates over
there.”*
Some of the reasons provided for how bias influences the perception and prioritization
of threats is simply because it increases funding and thereby benefits the agency.”™ For
example, one former military officer noted that within the DOD, the Air Force and the Navy
focus on the threat of China and the AirSea Battle concept for war because it serves their
interest (particularly in terms of influence and budgets) to do so.” Other reasons mentioned
include the conservative nature of government institutions, which exhibit a bias towards
protecting what they have.”® Also cited was the bias created by ‘CNN effect,” which forces the
government to respond to crisis immediately, rather than thoroughly understand an issue
before fashioning a policy response.” Bias works as an opposing force as well, preventing the
prioritization of threats. One active military official cited border control as an example. The
subject commented that the U.S. government often does not want to deal with border security
because of the range of controversial issues associated with it (including immigration, narco-
trafficking and U.S. relations with Mexico and Latin America).”

In conclusion, a broad overview of interview subject’s perspective on the explanatory
variables generates significant insights. Most importantly, subjects placed a stronger emphasis

on domestic and political factors over systemic and economic factors when discussing how

383 Interview with Subject 16, op. cit.

384 Interview with Subjects 14, 20, and 26, op. cit.

385 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.

386 Interview with Subject 1, op. cit.

387 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit. The AirSea Battle concept is a war doctrine that integrates joint movements
by the U.S. Navy and U.S. Air Force. Formalized in 2010, the doctrine is a critical component of modern U.S.
military strategy.
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84

threats are prioritized. In general subjects rejected economic interests and systemic shifts in
favor of presidential leadership (as a factor of politics) and political culture (as a factor of
discourse). Subjects did stress the role of institutions, organizational bias and culture, political
leadership (at the legislative level) and threat assessments in the broader domestic landscape.
And they were generally supportive of prioritization as a result of internal or domestic factors

that create stronger subjective (versus objective) measures.

THE CASE STUDIES: A GENERAL OVERVIEW

In the following four chapters, I will examine the two primary hypotheses — systemic shifts in
the character of threats and the interplay of political culture and institutions — in the context
of four threats to U.S. national security. The case studies will examine the threat posed by
terrorism, narco-trafficking, climate change and the geopolitics of the Arctic, in order to
answer the question posed by this research. In the following section, I will provide a brief
review of the survey and interview data regarding these threats, before examining them
individually in the case studies.

In general, interview and survey respondents ranked the threat of terrorism as the most
important (i.e. high priority) and the geopolitics of the Arctic as the least important (i.e.
minimal priority) of the four threats. Interview respondents were more likely to agree with the
results of the CDA, which ranked narco-trafficking as a more important (i.e. medium priority)
threat then climate change (i.e. low priority). And wherein survey respondents ranked climate
change as slightly more important than narco-trafficking, the scores separating the two threats

was minimal (see Table 3.8).

Table 3.8: Overall Mean Scores of Threats to
American National Security (Rated on a Scale of 1 to 4)

Factors Mean Scores
Terrorism 1.59
Climate Change 2.16
Narco-trafficking 2.84
The Geopolitics of the Arctic 3.41

Even when asked to adjudge the level of threat posed by each case study on a scale from
zero to 10, in a context isolated from the other threats, the order of the scoring was the same

(see Table 3.9).
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Table 3.9: Overall Mean Scores of Threats to
American National Security (From Questions 5, 8, 11 & 14)

Threats Mean Scores
Terrorism 5.78
Climate Change 5.65
Narco-trafficking 4.02
The Geopolitics of the Arctic 3.49

When correlating the case studies across the survey data in regards to the level of threat that
respondents perceive each case study poses, it was discovered, in general, those who ranked

terrorism as a high-level threat were least likely to believe that climate change was also a threat

(see Table 3.10).

Table 3.10: Level of Threat Posed by Case Studies
(Correlated with Questions 5, 8, 11 & 14)

Terrorism Narco-Trafficking Climate Change The Arctic
Terrorism 1.0000
Narco-Trafficking 0.2880 1.0000
Climate Change 0.0497 0.2534 1.0000
The Arctic 0.2514 0.5599 0.5220 1.0000

The strongest correlation was between survey respondents who believed both narco-
trafficking and the geopolitics of the Arctic were a high priority. This was followed by those
who ranked climate change and the geopolitics of the Arctic has a high priority threat.

When further broken down by professional category, politicians and members of civil
society were most likely to rank terrorism as the most important threat. Conversely, the

military was least likely to rank it first (see Table 3.11).

Table 3.11: Question Four Mean Scores of Survey Respondents

Terrorism | Narco-trafficking | Climate Change | The Arctic
Politician 1.13 2.75 2.75 3.38
Bureaucrat 1.56 3.13 1.88 3.44
Military 1.88 2.53 2.29 3.29
Media 1.67 2.92 2.08 3.33
Civil Society 1.13 3.00 2.00 3.88
Academia/Think Tank 1.71 2.76 2.24 3.29

Politicians and members of civil society were most likely to rank climate change as a higher
priority than other professional categories. Although according to the correlated data, in
general, those willing to rank terrorism as a high priority threat were unwilling to also rank
climate change as a high priority threat. Military officials, although expressing a belief that

terrorism is the highest priority of the four presented threats, was more likely to rank narco-
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trafficking as the most important threat among the professional categories. Bureaucrats were

least likely to rank narco-trafficking a priority.

CONCLUSION

This broad overview of the data leads to some interesting conclusions. It appears to indicate
that respondents generally favor political culture over systemic shifts in the character of threats
as the preferred hypothesis for the prioritization of threats. Respondents also perceived and
identified institutional biases as playing an important role. Survey respondents specifically
identified policy biases preferred by different institutions when confronting threats. And
interview subjects discussed how this institutional bias exerts influence on the prioritization
process as a result of the political culture that exists within these agencies, and the broader
political culture which exists around them. As one retired military official noted, “every
administration comes with certain biases, with certain components, certain advocates in their
party that, or certain cultural pieces.””1 This is because, as another bureaucrat added, “to the
victor goes the spoils, so whoever wins the election gets to make the appointments.” On the
other hand, institutional bias, as identified by a retired bureaucrat, can also be manifested in
the form of the government choosing to, “simply not think about certain things until they
present themselves,” citing the attacks of 2001 as an example.””

But when defining threats, interviewees were more divided between a traditional state-
centric definition and an alternative definition featuring a more expansive conception of
“security.” This alternative definition included such factors as the “American way of life” or
its “enduring institutions.” Military officials generally favored a definition of threat that was
more tangible — focusing on issues which directly endanger the U.S. homeland, citizens,
interest, and overseas defenses, emphasizing the threat’s intentions, capability, capacity and
consequences. Meanwhile elected officials and bureaucrats tended to prefer a broader
definition — which emphasized politics, personalities, institutional biases, and domestic factors,
including, for example, elections, the media, and public sentiment. But both definitions were,
as one former bureaucrat noted, “very political.” This is because, as a retired military official

added, “everyone defines [threats] differently based on their politics.”*”*

91 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.

392 Interview with Subject 7, op. cit.

33 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.

394 Interview with Subjects 18 and 29, op. cit.
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The mismatch between the actual threat environment and the national security
priorities of the U.S. were attributed, in part, to the complex mechanisms of government, the
polarization of politics, and a “failure of leadership.” All of which were concerns cited as
frequently as terrorism in the context of threats the U.S. should be, but is not adequately,
confronting. One retired politician plainly stated there is simply too much bureaucracy, while
a military official pointed to doublespeak, wherein the U.S. is “saying one thing and doling]
another.”””” Other respondents looked to the agencies in charge, identifying poor diplomacy,

3% An elected official

a lack of effective ambassadors and an underfunded State Department.
concurred, but framed the issue as a dependency on “formalities” and an overreliance on “hard
power.” *” Domestic governmental factors were also attributed importance including the
polarization of Congtess, a lack of political capital to act and an imbalance of the ends, ways
and means equation in policymaking,’

The collected data furthermore illustrated a difference in threat perception between
those inside and outside the state. This was exhibited most clearly in the ranking of threats
from most-to-least important. When the order of threat rankings from the CDA (representing
the state) was compared to the survey (representing actors both inside and outside the state),
the majority of threats appeared to be generally similar. But there were some clear distinctions.
Threats that received a greater emphasis in the combined surveyed group included, for
example, Cyber Warfare; the Global Financial Crisis; the National Debt; Energy Security;
Transnational Criminal Organizations; Climate Change and the Middle East. A lesser emphasis
was places on threats deemed of great importance to the state, including Afghanistan; Missiles;
the Security of Allies; as well as Intra- and Interstate Warfare.

Official state documents tend to favor threats that are less likely but which, if occurred,
would have the most devastating impact. In contrast survey respondents generally tended to
place a greater emphasis on those threats that appear more pressing and immediate. This was
expressed many times throughout the interview process, wherein respondents noted that, for
example, WMDs are clearly the most destructive threat to the U.S. and its allies, but also the
most difficult to execute by the enemy. As one military official noted, “threats are prioritized

by what can render the greatest damage, and certainty they are prioritized by those things that

35 Interview with Subjects 17 and 25, op. cit.
36 Interview with Subject 13, op. cit.

7 Interview with Subject 29, op. cit.

398 Interview with Subjects 1 and 9, op. cit.
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can have the biggest impact and pose the greatest danger. But when dealing with national
security matters, the threats that constitute the biggest danger are usually the most unlikely. I
think everybody would agree that nuclear exchange today is very, very unlikely. Yet, it would
have such a catastrophic impact you’re morally required to plan against that.”*” Echoing this
statement, a retired bureaucrat noted that the government does not tend to, look at reality,’
rather, “they look at the worst possible scenario. So, every scenario on WMD is always argued
from the worst possible scenario, regardless that the probability is zero.”*" The subject added
that it is primarily a bureaucratic problem, pointing out that the enormous amount of
intelligence streaming into the national security structure leads agencies to investigate
“nonsense” rather than real threats.”" They further noted, “you begin to feel the world is very
threatening and so you have a skewed view of the world and you think anything is possible.”*”
This would appear to lend credence to the hypothesis that political culture — its use or misuse
as well as its broader effects on bureaucracies writ large — are the critical factors in threat
prioritization.

If systemic shifts in the character of threats were the explanatory variable, we would
expect to see more similar alighments in threat prioritization when comparing the perspectives
of those functioning inside and outside the structure of the state. This would further suggest
that threats are prioritized based on objective measures resulting from the ever-changing
international system, and not subjective measure pertaining to political culture or institutions.
We would also expect to see those issues that have an immediate and existential nature rise to
the top of the national security priorities list and those of a less immediate and chronic nature
would be on the lower end. But by all objective measures, and as illustrated in the
aforementioned example on WMDs, this is not the case. In fact, the opposite appears to be
true. As discussed at the beginning of this chapter, there appears to be important differences
between the CDA and the survey threat rankings, implying that when external, and arguably
objective measures are compared to the exclusive perspective of those representing the state,
some critical threats for the U.S. Government are considered objectively less important, while
others rise in importance. This will be further explored in each case study with the introduction

of the External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure. The Measure was created for the

39 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.
400 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
401 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
402 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
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purposes of this research to provide a (relatively) independent measure of threat level which
could be used as a comparable factor against the CDA scores, as well as the survey data. Using
a binary scoring methodology and analyzing a range of broad factors, the measure aims to
remove (some degree of) subjectivity through quantifying a set of materials factors that are
generally taken into account when assessing threats.*”

Finally, in regards to the case studies, respondents generally agreed with the way in
which the threats were prioritized as a separate grouping of case studies, distinct from the
larger threat list. There was a strong inclination to agree that terrorism was a major threat
requiring a great deal of attention and the use of force to defeat it. And there was also a
determined belief that the geopolitics of the Arctic posed a significantly lesser threat with
respondents offering vague and non-committal policy options to deal with the growing
complexity of the region. This is in line with the premise of the political culture hypothesis in
which high level threats (such as terrorism) overwhelmingly demand a singular option
(typically the use of force) while low level threats (such as the Arctic) receive less attention
regarding potential nation security-related policy solutions. Even more telling was the
divisiveness in opinion and wide ranging diversity of policies proffered by interview
respondents in regards to narco-trafficking (a medium level threat) and climate change a (low
level threat). Particularly, the fact that survey respondents reversed their order of priority,
placing a greater emphasis on climate change then narco-trafficking). This is because, as
discussed in Chapter Two, medium and low-level threats are characterized by increased level
of discourse presenting a wider variety of perspectives and therefore agencies and policies
options to solve them. Medium and low level threats are not like high level threats (i.e.
constrained by crisis discourse), nor are they like minimal level threats (i.e. lacking a national
security-related discourse almost entirely). Meanwhile, narco-trafficking and climate change
proved to be far more contentious, with respondents exhibiting a wider diversity of views in
regards to the level of threat and the potential policy options available. This is also in line with
the premise of the political culture hypothesis, which posits that a wider discourse surrounding
threats leads to the potential for a wider array of policy options to be implemented, permitting

more institutions to attempt to take on responsibility for executing them.

403 See Appendix Three: External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure.



90

In the following chapter, I will present the first of four case studies, featuring the threat
posed by terrorism. First, I will define the threat in the context of the framework presented
by this research and review the expectations generated by it. Second, I will examine terrorism
in the context of the modern threat environment, as it pertains to U.S. national security. Third,
I will review the qualitative (i.e. interview) and quantitative (i.e. survey) data which specially
addresses the threat of terrorism and explore how it pertains to the expectations. Fourth, I will
explore the threat in the context of the two hypotheses, employing a s series of four examples
which compare American threat prioritization to that of its Western European allies. Finally,
I will conclude with an overview the case study, data, and presented evidence to further assess
the validity of the alternative hypothesis in explaining the reason why terrorism is highly

prioritized in U.S. national security.
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CHAPTER FOUR
TERRORISM

In so far as we feel ourselves in any heightened trouble at the
present moment, that feeling is latgely of our own making. - George Kennan*”

INTRODUCTION

In this first case study, I will examine the research question in the context of the threat posed
by terrorism under the Bush and Obama administrations. As a measure of subjective threat
analysis, according to the Content and Discourse Analysis (as outlined in Chapter Three),
terrorism ranks as the second most important threat to the U.S. of 59 potential threats.*” It
has an average weighted score of 3.88 on the CDA’s four-point scale, ranking it as a high-level

406

priority (see Table 4.1).

Table 4.1: Forms of Policy & Discourse

: LEVEL OF THREAT & POLICY

g % Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
T = Official

= : Government 4.00-3.00 2.99-2.00 1.99-1.00 > 1.00
e Documents

o N

m B | Expenditures High Medium Low Minimal
O

V4 no: Overwhelming Limited use of Use of diplomacy,

[aa) E Strategy use of force force (i.e. targeted sanctions, or None
e e (i.c. invasion/war) strikes; military aid) economic aid

E Discourse Crisis Problem Issue Non-Issue

As such, terrorism is characterized by a series of specific features including: a high-level
budgetary commitment; a preference for a policy of subjugation (i.e. a strategy of
overwhelming force) to address the threat; and the prevalence of ‘crisis discourse’ as the
defining feature of the threat narrative (all which will be further explored in the sections
below). Why terrorism is ranked as a high-level priority, and the reasons for the existence of
these defining characteristics, will be the focus of this chapter.

I will attempt to discover under what conditions, given the apparent disconnect

between externally defined or objective threats and those internally or subjectively defined by

404 George Kennan. The Cloud of Danger Current Realities in American Foreign Policy. (Boston: Little Brown and
Company, 1977).

405 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.

406 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.
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the government, does the U.S. prioritize terrorism in the context of its national security. I will
first provide an overview of the threat posed by terrorism. Second, I will examine the
expectations generated by the framework. Third, I will review the collected data, both
quantitative (i.e. survey) and qualitative (i.e. interview), to describe how those inside and
outside the state perceive and advocate confronting terrorism. Having reviewed the data, I will
examine terrorism in the context of the two hypotheses to determine whether the research
question is best explained by systemic shifts in the character of threats or the combined effects
of culture and institutions as they pertain to the U.S. I will conclude with an overview of the
findings and explore if they conform to the expectations generated by this research’s

framework

THE UNITED STATES & THE THREAT OF TERRORISM

A review of the literature on terrorism highlights an ongoing and persistent problem in the
field of research. Specifically, the excess of definitions, which by some counts totals over a
hundred across the political, bureaucratic, academic, and alternative stakeholder spaces.407 But
for the purposes of this research, I adopt the U.S. Department of Defense definition of, “the
unlawful use of violence or threat of violence, often motivated by religious, political, or other
ideological beliefs, to instill fear and coerce governments or societies in pursuit of goals that
are usually political.”*” Given the specific time frame selected for the purposes of this
research, the threat of terrorism will be examined in the context of radical Islamism.*” This
threat is two-fold, with critical domestic and international national security effects and

implications. It is also unique in that generally, Islamist inspired terrorism is directed towards

407 On the many definitions of terrorism, see Alex Schmidt and Albert Jongman. Political Terrorism: A New Guide
to Actors, Authors, Concepts, Data Bases. (Piscataway: Transaction Publishers, 2005). On the difficulties encountered
defining terrorism see, Leonard Weinberg; Ami Pedahzur and Sivan Hirsch-Hoefler. “The Challenges of
Conceptualizing Terrorism.” Terrorism and Political Violence (2004), pp. 777-794. On why terrorism does not need
a singular definition, see Gilbert Ramsay. “Why terrorism can, but should not be defined.” Critical Studies on
Terrorism (2015), pp. 211-228.

408 The lack of definitional consensus on terrorism by the UN highlights the complex politics involved. Although
no single definition has been adopted by the international community, I have chosen this definition exclusively
for the purposes of this research. See Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms. (Washington, D.C.: Department
of Defense, 2014), p. 257 and Appendix 1.5: Definitions of Threats.

409 This is not meant to discount others forms of domestic terrorism in the U.S. including far right, far left and
environmental extremists who launch successful small-scale attacks across the nation that do result in fatalities.
In fact, before the 2016 Orlando terrorist attacks, white supremacists had killed two more Americans in the
homeland then had Islamist terrorists since 9/11. See, Deadly Attacks Since 9/11. (Washington, D.C.: The New
America Foundation, 2016). Accessed June 17, 2016 http://secutitydata.newamerica.net/extremists/deadly-
attacks.html.
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a broad enemy labeled ‘the West’, but the U.S. (referred to as the ‘Great Satan’) is frequently

identified as their specific primary target.""

This is compounded by America’s special
relationship with Israel (the flittle Satan’), whom Islamists frequently identify as their secondary
target."!

But terrorism poses a much broader threat to U.S. foreign policy because it remains a
chronic problem in developing nations where rule of law is weak and authoritarianism
commonplace.*'? Fragile, failing and failed states are bastions of terrorist activity and exist in

413

every region of the world.”” This is compounded by increasing cooperation between terrorist

organizations and transnational criminal organizations, and specifically narco-cartels across the
Latin American continent (which will be further explored in the following chapter).**
Terrorism emerging from theses ungoverned territories presents a dual problem for the U.S.
It is first a matter of dealing with a threat in the most inaccessible or most inhospitable regions
of the world. But it is also a matter of dealing with those governments that govern (or fail to
govern) these areas. This is compounded by the fact most of these governments frequently
prove to be anti-American, state-sponsors of terrorism, duplicitous and corrupt actors or
employ practices antithetical to democratic values. The complexity of sovereign inter-state
relations is therefore exponentially more complicated when dealing with terrorism in
developing nations. The threat of terrorism is further amplified in those rogue nations that
provide refuge or safe harbor to terrorist groups, as was the case with al Qaeda under the
Taliban in Afghanistan, or Hamas in the Palestinian Territories.

As an ideological phenomenon, radical Islamism poses a distinct threat: it recognizes

no borders, nationality, race or gender. And it is compounded by groups (particularly al Qaeda

410 For example, see Interview with Subject 3 op. cit.

411 For example, see Interview with Subject 14 op. cit.

#12 Micah Zenko. “Terrorism is Booming Almost Everywhere but in The United States.” Foreign Policy (June 19,
2015).

43 For example, see Eldad Beck. “Hezbollah’s Cocaine Jihad.” Ywer (December 29, 2012); John Cisar.
“Narcoterrorism: How Drug Trafficking and Terrorism Intersect.” Journal of Homeland and National Security
Perspectives (2014); Joel Hernandez. “Terrorism, Drug Trafficking and the Globalization of Supply.” Perspectives on
Terrorism (2013); Russell D. Howard and Colleen Traughber. The Nexus of Exctremism and Trafficking: Sconrge of the
World or So Much Hype. (Tampa: Joint Special Operations University, 2013) and Gus Martin. “Terrorism and
Transnational Organized Crime” in Jay Albanese and Philip Reichel (eds.) Transnational Organized Crime: An
Overview from Six Continents (Los Angeles: Sage, 2014), pp. 163- 192.

414 Tt is important to note that narcotics are not the only product Islamists are purchasing from transnational
criminal organizations. Allegations of weapons smuggling are also prevalent. For example, the firearms used
during the attack by ISIS operatives on the Charlie Hebdo offices in Paris are believed to have originated from the
Southern Italian Mafia. See Mark Townsend. “Is the Mafia selling assault weapons to Islamists.” The Guardian
(July 23, 2016).
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and ISIS) who have launched English-language recruitment strategies through online
magazines, social media platforms, chat rooms, messaging services, and video games to access,
recruit and radicalize audiences farther removed from traditional Muslim and Arabic speaking
communities.*"” These strategies have proven successful, in part, due to the America’s tradition
of open borders, its commitment to freedom of movement, religion and expression, as well as
its legacy of immigrant resettlement. These factors can make tracking, arresting or deterring
citizens and non-citizens difficult for authorities, more so than in nations where civil liberties
are restricted. This is apparent in the case of terrorists who successfully executed an attack in
the U.S. and who were previously on a watch list or had been interviewed by authorities on
suspicion of supporting terrorism.*

As a domestic issue, terrorism presents a unique set of problems for U.S. national
security. Between 2001 and 2017 there have been almost 100 cases of Islamist inspired
terrorism in the U.S. (not including U.S. citizens who traveled overseas to commit acts of
terrorism, cases of terrorism financing by U.S. citizens, or U.S.-based organizations or
entities)."” Although the vast majority have been unsuccessful, plots continue to be uncovered
and a growing number of citizens continue to be inspired to commit these acts, indicating the
larger threat confronting the U.S. Indeed, the second deadliest Islamist terrorist attack in the
U.S. soil took place 15 years after 9/11, killing 49 people."'® IN this same time frame, just
under 100 Americans have died from acts of terrorism in the homeland — while just
approximately 350 have been killed in attacks worldwide (not including servicemen or women
deployed in the war on terrorism).""” The domestic threat is mostly a result of the new terrorist
activity in reaction to increased security measures following 9/11. Homegrown radicalization,

. . . 420 .
or the ‘lone wolf’ phenomenon, is therefore an increasingly frequent occurrence.” This

415 For examples of English language Islamists recruitment literature see Jibadi Recollections, Inspire, or Dabig. Also
see Ahmed Al-Rawi. “Video games, terrorism, and ISIS’s Jihad 3.0.” Terrorism & Political 1Violence (2016) and Julian
Droogan. “Reading jihad: Mapping the shifting themes of Inspire magazine.” Terrorism & Political Violence (2016).
416 'This was the case with the 9/11 hijackers, the Fort Hood and Otlando shootets as well as the Boston Bombers.
417 For a full review of the post-9/11 Islamist inspired terrotism cases see John Muellet. Terrorism Since 9/ 11 (The
CATO Institute: Washington, D.C., 2016) and Terror Plots in the United States Since 9/ 11 (Washington, D.C.: The
Heritage Foundation, 2016). Also see Case by Case: ISIS Prosecutions in the United States March 1, 2014-June 30, 2016
(New York: Center for National Security, 2016) and Pervaiz Shallwani, Damian Paletta and Devlin Barrett.
“Bombs in New York and New Jersey, Stabbing Attacks in Minnesota Stoke Unease.” Wall Street Journal
(September 19, 2016).

418 Ralph Ellis, et. al. “Orlando shooting” 49 killed, shooter pledged ISIS allegiance.” CNN (June 13, 2016).

419 “Deadly Attacks Since 9/11,” op. cit. and David Rothkopf. “Scared Stupid.” Foreign Policy (July 4, 2016).

420 For example, see Barak Mendelsohn. “ISIS’ Lone-Wolf Strategy.” Foreign Affairs (2016); Peter R. Neumann.
Radicalized: New [ihadists and the Threat to the West. (London: L.B. Tauris & Co. Ltd., 2016) and Scott Shane, Richard
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specific threat is compounded by accessibility to modern technologies as well as the use of
traditional weapons (like explosive devices or firearms), non-traditional weapons (like large
vehicles) or ordinary ones (like hatchets or knives). It is further compounded by a growing
trend towards prison radicalization in the U.S. where skilled criminals convert to Islam while
incarcerated and later shroud their resentment and crimes under the guise of their assumed
religion.”!

Although the threat might seem minimal when defined by the number of those
radicalized, number of attacks executed (or thwarted), or number of dead and injured when
compared to other threats facing the U.S., the cost of fighting terrorism must be also
considered. This includes both the tangible and psychological affects terrorism has had on the
nation and its standing in the world. Some of these tangible effects, which will be further
considered below, include the institutionalization of the war on terrorism as the cornetrstone
of U.S. foreign policy and the widespread reorganization of the government (resulting in the
creation of the Department of Homeland Security and a Director of National Intelligence).
The U.S. has also suffered in stature, with its hegemony challenged by a non-state actor.
Indeed, the attacks of 9/11, as is the case with terrorism broadly, ate not only defined in the
context of an objective reality (i.e. an act of extreme violence resulting in a significant fatalities)
but also by such open-ended factors like, “way of life”, “freedom”, and “opportunity.” By
threatening America’s tangible resources (i.e. citizens, economy and infrastructure), and its
most cherished values (i.e. “way of life”) — factors that define and construct the core U.S.
identity — the threat of terrorism became exceptional, even existential.

Still, after confronting the most powerful, well-funded, and technologically advanced
military force in human history, Islamist terrorism persists. This does not deny gains made by
the U.S. — including killing senior terrorist leadership, toppling pro-terrorist regimes and an
enhanced focus on (as well as more robust response to) terrorist financing. But they are
negated by alternative gains made by terrorist groups.”” A decline of al Qaeda ‘central’ has,

for example, has not meant defeat for the broader movement, illustrated by the rise of the

Perez-Pena and Aurelien Breeden. “In-Betweeners” Are Part of a Rich Recruiting Pool for Jihadists.” New York
Times (September 22, 2016).

#1 For example, see Melissa Jane Kronfeld. Killing Them With Kindness: A Softer Approach to Preventing Violent
Extremism and Countering Radicalization in the War on Terrorism (Long beach, First Amendment Studies Institute,
2012).

422 Audrey Kurth Cronin. “The Evolution of Counterterrorism: Will Tactics Trump Strategy?” International Affairs
(2010), pp. 846-851.
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affiliates overseas which have grown particularly strong in Africa and Yemen. It is also
illustrated by the rapid formation and rise of the ISIS, whose territorial gains, adaptive
messaging tactics, capacity to recruit Western citizens, and commitment to extremism and
violence at a level unparalleled by their peers, cannot be ignored. As Clint Watts writes, “with
an unprecedented number of foreign fighters available to terrorist affiliates, al-Qa’ida [sz] and
the Islamic State seem poised to outpace each other via violence on several continents.”**
Indeed, it is estimated that as many 150 Americans and as 4,000 to 5,000 European nationals
have travelled overseas to fight on behalf of jihadists forces. ** According to the UN Security
Council, as many as 30 percent of those who have fought or received training from ISIS
returned to their country of origin, exponentially raising the potential for blowback.*”
Furthermore, State Department reports that ISIS, which was operational in seven states when
the U.S. began strikes against it in 2014, was operational in 18 states by 2016, with an additional
six “aspiring branches” emerging.**’

When depicting the threat posed by terrorism, a multi-faceted but unified narrative
emerges, and a singular logic prevails: terrorism is among the most serious and significant

issues confronting the U.S. Jihadist terrorism is an ever-present concern, requiring constant

vigilance, as well as offensive and defensive tactics. This creates fertile ground for a state of

425 Clint Watts. “Deciphering Competition Between al-Qa’ida and the Islamic State.” CTC Sentine/ (2016), p. 4.
424 Tt estimated over 100 foreign nationals are represented in the ranks of al Qaeda ISIS. See Edith M. Lederer.
“UN: More than 25,000 recruits join jihadi groups in 2014.” Haaretz (April 2, 2015). On European and American
fighters, see Kristin Archick, et. al. European Fighters in Syria and Iraq: Assessments, Responses. And Issues for the United
States. (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2015); Edwin Bakker & Roel de Bont. “Belgian and
Dutch Jihadist Foreign Fighters (2012-2015): Characteristics, Motivations, and Roles in the War in Syria and Iraq.
Small Wars & Insurgencies (2016), pp. 837-857; Rukmini Callimachi. “How a Secretive Branch of ISIS Built a
Network of Killers.” New York Times (August 3, 2016); Cottee, op. cit.; “Jihadi Trails: Circuitous Routes
Foreigners Take to Syria and Iraq.” Wall Street Journal (August 2015); George Joffe. “Global Jihad and Foreign
Fighters.” Small Wars & Insurgencies (2016); Lasse Lindekilde, Preben Bertelsen and Michael Stohl. “Who Goes,
Why, and With What Effects: The Problem of Foreign Fighters from Europe.” Small Wars & Insurgencies (2016),
pp. 858-877; Murphy, op. cit.; Arno Tausch. “Estimates on the Global Threat of Islamic State Terrorism in the
Face of the 2015 Paris and Copenhagen Attacks.” Middle East Review of International Affairs (2015) and The Other
Foreign Fighters: An Open-Source Investigation into American Volunteers Fighting the Islamic State in Syria and Iraq.
(Leicester: belllngcat, 2015).

425 William M. Arkin and Robert Windrem. “ISIS Numbers Drop, But Fighters Now Attacking Around the
World.” NBC News (July 13, 2016); Eliot Friedland. Special Report: The Islamic State. (Washington, D.C.: The Clarion
Project, 2015); Joffe (2016), op. cit,; Jack Moore. “Iraq, Syria has 30,000 extremists ready to return home.”
Newsweek (July 15, 2016) and Report of the Secretary-General on the threat posed by ISIL. (Da’esh) to international peace and
security and the range of United Nations efforts in support of Member States in conntering the threat New York: The United
Nations, January 29, 2016).

426 William Arkin, Robert Windrem and Cynthia McFadden. “New Counterterrorism ‘Heat Map” Shows ISIS
Branches Spreading Worldwide.” NBC News (August 3, 2016).
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constant war, in terms of policy and psychology, justified by terrorism’s imminent and

widespread nature.

TERRORISM IN THE CONTEXT OF THE DATA

Having examined the threat of terrorism in the context of U.S. national security, I now turn
to the data. In this section I will examine subjective and objective perceptions of the terrorism
threat as expressed by survey and interview respondents. Subjects represent views internal to
(i.e. politicians, bureaucrats and military officials) and external from (i.e. members of the
media, civil society, academics and think tanks) the state. As such, the data presents an
overview of how subjective and objective stakeholders perceive the threat of terrorism and

the reasons why they hold these views.

A Quantitative Analysis of Terrorism
The CDA provided an average weighted score of 3.88 (on a four-point scale) ranking it a high-

level priority.*’

But survey respondents, representing subjective and objective perspectives,
ranked terrorism lower. Based on the mean scores of all threats in the survey, terrorism ranked
as the fifth of 59 threats, with a mean score of 6.36 out of 10.**® When asked to rank the level
of threat posed by terrorism, the majority of survey respondents placed the threat level at 7.00

(on a scale from zero to 10), although the average score was only 5.78 (see Figure 4.1).

Figure 4.1: Level of Threat Posed by Terrorism (As a Percentage of Response)
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427 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats
428 See Appendix Seven: All Threats Ranked By Mean Scores (Survey Respondents) And Weight Scores (Content
& Discourse Analysis).
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When broken down by professional category, those within the state generally ranked
the threat level higher than those external to it. Politicians and bureaucrats ranked terrorism

significantly higher than their peers at 7.89 and 6.47, respectively (see Table 4.2).

Table 4.2: Mean Scores of the Level of
Threat Regarding the Threat of Terrorism

Professional Category | Mean Score
Politician 7.89
Bureaucrat 6.47
Media 5.80
Civil Society 5.78
Academia/Think Tank 5.14
Military 4.86

When asked to choose which one strategy is best suited to confront terrorism, survey
respondents overwhelmingly selected limited force (see Figure 4.2). A near equal number

selected overwhelming force or diplomatic engagement as the secondary choice.

Figure 4.2: Best Strategy to Confront Terrorism
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When further broken down by professional category we find all respondents preferred

the use of limited force to confront terrorism (see Table 4.3).

Table 4.3: Best Strategy to Confront Terrorism Defined
by Professional Category (as a Percentage of Responses)

Over- Limited . . . None
. Economic Diplomatic .

whelming Use of Incentives | Engagement Sanctions | of the

Use of Force Force Above
Politician 22.22 55.56 0.00 22.22 0.00 0.00
Bureaucrat 15.79 52.63 5.26 26.32 0.00 0.00
Military 19.05 71.43 0.00 9.52 0.00 0.00
Media 20.00 66.67 6.67 6.67 0.00 0.00
Civil Society 10.00 30.00 30.00 30.00 0.00 0.00

Academia

/Think Tank 9.09 72.27 0.00 0.00 4.55 9.09
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Those representing the state preferred diplomatic engagement as a secondary option overall,
but also expressed support for the use of overwhelming force. Interestingly, the opposite was
true in regards to those outside the state whose secondary preference was generally the use of
overwhelming force before diplomatic engagement.

When asked which agency was best equipped to handle the threat of terrorism, survey
respondents overwhelmingly preferred the Central Intelligence Agency, not the Department
of Defense, which ranked alongside the FBI a secondary and tertiary choice, respectively (see

Figure 4.3).

Figure 4.3: Government Institutions Best Equipped to Handle Terrorism

CIA 41%
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When further broken down by professional category some interesting divisions
between groups emerged. Although the CIA was the preferred agency overall, those external
to the state expressed a slightly stronger preference for the CIA then those internal to it (see
Table 4.4). The opposite is true for the DOD and the FBI (the overall second and third choice,
respectively), wherein those representing the state expressed a stronger preference for both
agencies.

Table 4.4: Government Institutions Best Equipped to Handle
Terrorism Defined by Professional Category (as a Percentage of Responses)

DOD | DOS | NIC | DHS | DOT | CIA | FBI | DOE | DHHS | None | Total
Politician | 1111 | 1111 | 0.00 | 2222 | 0.00 | 5556 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.0 0.00 | 100
Bureaucrat | 3158 | 526 | 526 | 526 | 0.00 | 21.05 | 2632 | 000 | 0.00 526 | 100
Military 2381 | 000 | 0.00 | 1429 | 0.00 | 38.10 | 23.81 | 0.00 | 0.0 0.00 | 100
Media 1313 | 000 | 667 | 667 | 667 | 4667 | 667 | 000 | 000 | 1333 | 100
Civil Society | 0.00 | 2222 | 1111 | 1111 | 0.00 | 5556 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.0 0.00 | 100
?ﬁf:lf’;;{{ 13.64 | 000 | 455 | 909 | 455 | 4091 | 2273 | 0.00 | 0.0 455 | 100
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A QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF TERRORISM
The interviews conducted for the purposes of this research provide a more nuanced view,
from the perspective of the state, of how terrorism is characterized, as well as why it is highly

prioritized.

A General Perspective on the Threat of Terrorism

When asked if terrorism is a national security priority for the U.S., the general
assessment of interviewees was in the affirmative. They categorized terrorism as a high-level
priority of a pressing and critical nature. As was anticipated, a singular narrative emerged,
depicting terrorism as a central preoccupation for the U.S. and its allies, in the homeland and
overseas. I will now briefly explore the perspectives of each group as it pertains to the threat

posed by terrorism.

The Politicians’ Perspective on the Threat of Terrorism

Politicians were united in their perspective that the threat posed by terrorism is a top
priority. But distinctions emerged between the four Democrats and five Republicans regarding
why it is a threat and what should be done about it. Democrats were more cautious depicting
terrorism. Although they agreed ISIS poses a serious threat to the geopolitics of the Middle
East, they believed it is less of a threat to the U.S. homeland. Democrats blamed the war in
Iraq as the primary cause behind the rise of ISIS but agreed the organization must be
eliminated because of the threat is poses to civilization. One Democrat commented that
dialogue with the organization should be pursued, adding that ‘hard power’ prevails because
it remains America’s preferred strategy of last resort.””” The subject attributed this dependence
on hard power to America’s fear, stupidity and ignorance of threats.”’ Democrats were also
in agreement that terrorism is a ‘popular’ national security issue which is used to galvanize
support from the public for the government to act with military force.

Republicans also perceived the threat of terrorism as a high priority. But unlike
Democrats, their rhetoric was more focused on a necessary role for the military as central to
any counterterrorist strategy, specifically, and as a means to strengthen U.S. national defense

broadly. This is necessary, Republicans generally believed, in order to sustain the war on

429 Interview with Subject 29, op. cit.
430 Interview with Subject 29, op. cit.
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terrorism over the long term. Republicans cited ISIS as posing a unique threat to Middle
Eastern geopolitics, but were also critical of Obama’s policies. Republicans expressed a belief
that the threat of terrorism had not been adequately identified, that not enough was being
done to address it, and that a continued failure of intelligence and statecraft (compounded by
a significant degree of poor budgetary decisions) has made terrorism difficult to defeat.
Republicans also pointed to the role of discourse in threat assessments. As one politician
commented, by avoiding the word ‘Islamist,” Obama makes it difficult to discuss the role of
ideology and religion in the context of the current threat posed by terrorism.”! Another noted
after 9/11 the threat had been over-exaggerated, but now was being under-exaggerated.”” The
subject attributed the failure to address ISIS to the fact that it did not fit into the narrative of

ending the war Iraq under the Obama administration.*’

They added the consequences of
American discourse is illustrated by ISIS filling the void of power and leadership left by the
U.S. in Iraq.**

The interviews generally reflected the sentiments of surveyed politicians. Politicians
surveyed had the highest mean score for the threat (see Table 4.2). Concerns about the use of
force and a desire for diplomatic engagement emerging in the interviews, were reflected in the
survey data. Interestingly, politicians surveyed were less likely to prefer the DOD to handle
terrorism then did bureaucrats and military officials, registering an equal preference for

diplomatic engagement and overwhelming force, despite selecting limited force as their

preferred option (see Table 4.3 and Table 4.4).

A Bureancrat’s Perspective on the Threat of Terrorism

Bureaucrats generally believed terrorism is, and will remain, a top priority. When
depicting terrorism, they noted despite diminishing the threat from al Qaeda, ISIS remains a
serious issue which was not being adequately addressed. As one bureaucrat remarked, “the
policy is not equal to the threat.”* The subject added that by not prioritizing the threat, the
response by the U.S. was ‘weak.” Bureaucrats pointed to the underlying social issues across the

Middle East and the role of religious extremism in the context of political ideology as being

.
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432 Interview with Subject 28, op. ¢
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the primary factors sustaining terrorism. They further believe these factors are mostly
unaddressed by U.S. policy.**

Among the groups interviewed, bureaucrats were most likely to discuss the failure of
America to win the ideological battle against the terrorists, noting the war on terrorism
succeeds when fought in conjunction with a war of ideas. Citing the need for a “competitive
ideology,” one bureaucrat noted, “the way you fight an ideology is to come up with a better
idea. You cannot burn books, you cannot bomb buildings, you cannot kill all the people.”*”
Another concurred: “you can’t defeat extremism on the battlefield. You beat extremism by
winning the war of ideas. You can’t beat an idea with a gun. You have to beat an idea with an
idea.”*® The respondent added that the U.S. is ‘woefully short’ in its tools of stagecraft and
diplomacy.*”

It is therefore not surprising that these sentiments were also reflected in the survey
data. Bureaucrats surveyed selected more agencies then any professional category when asked
which one is best able to handle the threat (see Table 4.4). Although the majority (just one
third) preferred the DOD, bureaucrats surveyed also expressed a preference for the inclusion
of the FBI, CIA, DOS, NIC, and DHS respectively, reflecting their belief in the need for an
interagency response. And although bureaucrats surveyed ranked terrorism higher than the

general average for the threat, they also expressed a preference for the use of limited to

overwhelming force, illustrating sustained reservations about subjugation as the best strategy

(see Table 4.2 and Table 4.3).

The Military Perspective on the Threat of Terrorism

Military officials generally believed terrorism is a top priority which requires a long-
term commitment of military resources. This might explain why military officials surveyed
expressed a preference for the use of limited instead of overwhelming force to confront
terrorism, as expected threat duration must be matched by a sustainable strategy. When
depicting the terrorist threat, military officials frequently pointed out that although non-state
actors impact the system, they are only relevant in the context of ungoverned territories where

they find sanctuary; the unstable governments that finance them; or (the most cited reason)

436 Interview with Subjects 3, 7, 10, 11, 13 and 15, op. cit.
47 Interview with Subject 7, op. cit.

438 Interview with Subject 11, op. cit.

439 Interview with Subject 11, op. cit.
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the WMDs they might potentially require.*’ The implications of framing the threat this way is
particularly interesting. In essence, military officials are framing terrorism in the context of
what they are trained to defend against: failing states, unlawful regimes, and CBRN materials.
But they are not contextualizing non-state actors as a threat themselves. This might explain
why, as one military official expressed, the armed forces have been slow to adapt to the war
on terror. The subject noted that, “people are so used to having states being the most
significant security threat to the country. And all our systems and things, missions, are designed
to support conflict between states. And now, from my perspective, that is not the most
significant threat we have. Our problem is now state actors, with access to the means of
catastrophic destruction that can affect this country.”*"!

Terrorism remains a priority for a number of reasons cited by military officials. This
include the “trauma” produced by the events of 9/11; continued land conquests by terrorist
organizations across the unstable Middle East and Africa; and the recruitment by terrorist
organizations of Western operatives from around the U.S. and Europe.**” They also cited the
rise of ISIS; a sustained focus on the U.S. (and Israel) as a primary target and a constant need
for defense against potential acts of terrorism as reasons why the threat has remained high for
almost two decades. At the same time, military officials were cautious not to exaggerate the
threat. This is also in line with the survey results, wherein military officials ranked the threat
of terrorism significantly lower than elected officials and bureaucrats (see Table 4.2). As one
military official noted, terrorism is only a problem when something goes wrong.*’ Another
commented terrorism is contextual, point out the threat is greater to New York then, for
example, it is to Iowa.*"* He further commented that terrorism is nothing new, citing World
War I as having ignited following a successful terrorist attack.” Others acknowledged the
threat, but focused on its status today, versus in the days after 9/11. One pointed to the
diminished nature of threat given U.S. operations against al Qaeda.*** And another noted the
government had adequately recognized the threat, dedicated resources to combat it, and

created a bureaucracy to monitor and execute strategy, calling terrorism, ‘a dull roar’ and at

440 For example, see Interview with Subject 20, op. cit.

41 Interview with Subject 8, op. cit.

42 On national “trauma,” see Interview with Subject 1, op. cit.
43 Interview with Subject 2, op. cit.

44 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.

45 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.

46 Interview with Subject 6, op. cit.
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the ‘mowing the grass stage.”’ But despite these views, none conceded terrorism was anything
less a critical threat. And despite believing terrorism is more limited in scope then perceived,
or that it faces diminished prominence in the threat hierarchy, when asked if it is a top priority

for U.S. national security, all military officials agreed that it unequivocally was.

TERRORISM IN THE CONTEXT OF THE HYPOTHESES

Having examined the threat of terrorism as it pertains to the U.S., recognizing the expectations
generated, and reviewing the objective and subjective perception of the threat as a measure of
the acquired data, I now turn to testing the hypotheses. If systemic shifts in the character of
threats best explains threat prioritization, we would expect that countries respond to specific
material factors when confronting a threat. In the case of terrorism, these material factors
might include (but are not limited to): unrest within a sizeable Muslim native and/or immigrant
population; general civil unrest; state instability, fragility or failure; large ungoverned areas
within an state’s sovereign territory; the existence of established terrorist organizations
conducting operations; a high number of attacks or fatalities due to terror operations;
government corruption; porous borders; or untrained or undertrained security forces. We
would expect to find where these factors threaten the U.S. to a higher degree, there would be
a difference in prioritization compared to similar nations. And if systematic shifts were the
most critical factor, U.S. prioritization and policy would be generally similar to comparable
states facing a comparable threat.

Alternatively, if the Cultural-Institutional hypothesis best explains the level of
prioritization, we would anticipate subjective measures of threats to be based not on material
factors, but America’s distinct political culture. We would expect to find policies do not reflect
material factors, but an interpretation of threat, expressed rhetorically, and emerging as a
product of bureaucratic bias. This would be illustrated by an American threat discourse
diverging in significant ways from an objective narrative. And a preference for policy that also
diverges in significant ways from comparable states facing similar threats. Finally, based on
the nature of the preferred strategy, we might also expect specific bureaucracies to rise in
prominence over others within the government in regards to the execution of policy,

regardless of their applicability or capacity to succeed.

#7 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.
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TERRORISM IN THE CONTEXT OF SYSTEMIC SHIFTS

If systemic shift in the character of threats were a validated, as noted above, we would expect
threat assessments to be based on material factors and U.S. policies to address terrorism to
converge with comparable states. But according to the survey data reviewed above, there exists
significant degrees of variation between the subjective and objective perspective. Convergence
between these perspectives is therefore not established. This is also evidenced by the External
Systemic Threat Assessment Measure (as outlined in Chapter Two)."*® The Measure for
terrorism presented in Appendix Eight, scores the threat as a “low to moderate/moderate
threat” (with a ranking of 4.5 out of 10).**” As a result of, I propose that material factors are
again, indeterminate. To determine what factors are, I will review U.S. counterterrorism policy

and draw comparisons with other nations to emphasize the divergence of influencing factors

Comparing the European Union and United States

When examining the anti-terrorism policies of the EU, despite similar means, systems
of governance, and perspectives on threats to global security, the prioritization of terrorism
varies from significantly from the U.S.” This remains true despite the EU confronting a
greater threat from terrorism. The magnitude of the threat confronting Europe is the result of
a series of unique factors including proximity to regions where terrorism is endemic (like
Africa, the Middle East and Southeast Asia) and the high volume movement of both people

and goods between and within the Union’s Schengen Area.”

Given Europe’s colonial legacy,
the EU also has a larger Muslim population and the majority of member states have a larger
domestic Muslim population (made up predominately of young people) as a percentage of the

population size.*” Over 44 million Muslims (six percent of the global population) live in

448 The External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure was created for the purpose of these research to provide
a (relatively) independent measure of threat level which could be used as a comparable factor against the Content
and Discourse Analysis scores and survey data. Using a binary scoring methodology and analyzing a range of
broad factors, the measure aims to remove (some degree of) subjectivity through quantifying a set of materials
factors that are generally taken into account when assessing threats. See Appendix Three: External Systemic
Threat Assessment Measure and Appendix Eight: Terrorism in the Context of the External Systemic Threat
Assessment Measure.

449 See Appendix Eight: Terrorism in the Context of the External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure.

40 For a review this topic, see Michael Jacobson. The West at War: U.S. and Eunropean Counterterrorism Efforts Post-
September 11. (Washington, D.C.: The Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 2000).

#1 Kristin Archick and Paul Belkin. Ewuropean Security and Islamist Terrorism (Washington, D.C.: Congressional
Research Service, 2016).

452 The Future of the Global Muslim Population: Projections for 2010-2030 (Washington, D.C.: The Pew Research Center,
2011). Also see Jamie Tarabay. “To Defeat Future Terrorist, Europe Must Look to the Past.” The Atlantic
(August14, 2016).
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Europe, and estimated 19 million (3.8 percent of the global population) live in the EU, with
the largest absolute numbers in Germany, France and the UK respectively.”” The Muslim
population is expected to rise to as much as eight percent of the total European population
by 2030.%* The scope of this community and their lack of integration into society has caused
acute problems in terms of radicalization. The U.S. Muslim population, by comparison, is just
3.3 million or one percent of the total population and the majority are native born.”” The
community is expected to grow to two percent of the U.S. population (or 8.8 million) by
2050.%°

Regardless of these specific contributing factors, and despite a growing, restless, and
increasingly foreign-born Muslim population, the EU approaches terrorism differently. Gauri
Khandekar writes, “from the EU’s perspective, terrorism is best treated as an organised [si]
crime and counter-terrorism in the EU is structured accordingly. Supremacy is accorded to
the rule of law, political, and financial means. For the EU terrorism is primarily a call for global
action but not global war.”*” This is true despite a rising fatalities due to attacks since 2013

(see Table 4.5 and Table 4.0).

Table 4.5: Number of Attacks & Fatalities in the European Union (2013-2016)"*

2013 2014 2015 2016
Attacks 2 2 17 13
Fatalities 1 4 150 135

Table 4.6: Number of Attacks & Fatalities in the United States (2013-2016)"”

2013 2014 2015 2016
Attacks 15 16 6 6
Fatalities 7 16 82 49

453 Conrad Hackett. “5 facts about the Muslim population in Europe.” (Washington, D.C.: Pew Research Center,
July 19, 2016) and The Future of the Global Muslim Population: Projections for 2010-2030, op. cit., p. 121.

454 The Future of the Global Muslim Population: Projections for 2010-2030, op. cit., p. 121.

455 Besheer Mohamed. “A new estimate of the U.S. Muslim population.” (Washington, D.C.: The Pew Research
Center, January 6, 2016).

456 Mohamed, op. cit.

47 Gauri Khandekar. The EU as a Global Actor in Counter Terrorism (Madrid: FRIDE, 2011), p. 5.

458 TE-SAT 2013: European Union Terrorism Sitnation and Trend Report (The Hague: Europol, 2013); TE-SAT 2074
European Union Terrorism Situation and Trend Report (The Hague: Europol, 2014); TE-SAT 2015: European Union
Terrorism Situation and Trend Report (The Hague: Europol, 2015); TE-SAT 2016: European Union Terrorism Situation
and Trend Report (The Hague: Europol, 2016) and TE-SAT 2017: Eurgpean Union Terrorism Situation and Trend Report
(The Hague: Europol, 2017).

4592015 Sees Dramatic Spike in Islamic Extremism Arrests. New York: Anti-Defamation League, April 27, 2015);
Max Blau, Emanuella Grinberg and Shimon Prokupecz. “Investigators believe Ohio State Attacker was inspired
by ISIS.” CNN (November 29, 2016); Scott Calvert. “Philadelphia shooting suspects pledges allegiance to ISIS.”
Wall Street Journal (January 8, 2016); Global Terrorism Database. (College Park: National Consortium for the Study
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Yet, the general European approach to policing and domestic intelligence remains less
stringent and invasive then the U.S., particularly when considering the 2001 USA PATRIOT
Act and its associated counterterrorism and security law (which will be further explored
below).*"

This is not to discount British and French domestic security legislation passed in 2005
and 2015, respectively. But generally, in the context of broader European historical political
and religious violence, Islamist inspired violence is mostly considered, “a marginal

%! And despite many European countries participating in the war on terrorism,

phenomenon.
it is not traditionally the policy of EU governments to launch large scale military operations
or employ overwhelming force. This also does not discount instances where governments
have launched limited (i.e. targeted) strikes (like France in Syria against ISIS after the 2015 and
2016 Paris attacks) rather than overwhelming strikes (as occurred with the U.S. after 2001).
But even as terrorist organizations increase strikes within Europe and continue to threaten
European interests abroad, these governments generally do not launch major ground offenses
nor tend mobilize the full power of their military forces in those countries where terrorist

. . . 462
originate or are trained.”

This is contrast to the U.S., which prefers the use of overwhelming
force as illustrated by the Iraq and Afghan wars, the creation AFRICOM, or the ongoing

military-intelligence counterterrorist operations occurring around the world.

of Terrorism and Response to Tetrotism). Accessed July 31, 2013, http://www.start.umd.edu/gtd; Nick
Corasaniti, Richard Perez-Pena and Lizette Alvarez. “Church Massacre Suspect Held as Charleston Grieves.”
New York Times (June 18, 2015); Richard Fausset, Richard Perez-Pena and Matt Apuzzo. “Slain Troops in
Chattanooga Saved Lives Before Giving Their Own.” New York Times (July 22, 2015); Nicole Hensley and Reuven
Blau. “T'wo gunmen shot dead by cops after opening fire outside controversial 'Prophet Muhammad' art exhibit
in Texas.” New York Daily News (May 4, 2015); “Man who struck Ohio diners with machete was from Guinea,
FBI says.” Associated Press (February 15, 2016); “San Bernardino shooting victims: why they were.” Los Angeles
Times (December 17, 2015); Marc Santora, William K. Rashbaum, Al Baker and Adam Goldman. “Ahmad Khan
Rahami is Arrested in Manhattan and New Jersey Bombings.” New York Times (September 19, 2016); Catherine
E. Shoichet, AnneClaire Stapleton and Greg Botelho. “Colorado Planned Parenthood shooting: 3 dead, suspect
captured.” CNN (November 27, 2015); Brandon Stahl, Beatrice Dupuy and Paul Walsh. “Family ID’s attacker
behind ‘potential act of terrorism’ in St. Cloud.” Star Tribune (September 19, 2016); Letitia Stein and Jarrett
Renshaw. “Orlando killer expressed support for multiple Islamist groups.” Reuters (June 12, 2016) and Terror in
Orlando: The Victims. CNN (2016).

460 On this see Kiristin Archick, et. al. European Approaches to Homeland Security and Counterterrorism. (Washington,
D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2000).

461 Terrorism Risk in the Post-9/ 11 Era: A 10-Year Retrospective. Newark: RMS, 2012), p. 5.

42 Two exceptions that stand out include the role of Britain in the international mission against the Libyan
government and the role of France in operations against terrorists in Mali. On the European rejection of a war-
based response in favor of a law enforcement approach, see Richard Jackson. “An Analysis of EU
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Having briefly outlined the EU’s general perspective on the threat posed by terrorism,
I will now provide four specific examples that illustrate America’s distinct prioritization and
policy approach to the threat, from a foreign and domestic security perspective. In the context
of foreign policy, I will examine direct military operations against terrorist organizations, and
the use of (traditionally) extrajudicial actions (including targeted assassinations and
extraordinary rendition). In the context of domestic policy, I will examine the militarization
and expansion of law enforcement, and the judicial practices undertaken to prevent and/or

combat terrorism.

Terrorism & the Use of the Military

As noted, the EU generally does not engage in the widespread use of overwhelming
force against terrorism. This does not discount the active role played by Europeans in the fight
against terrorism, as evidenced by the many EU countries which joined the U.S.-led coalition
in Afghanistan. But the most glaring difference is attacks in Spain, France, Germany, the UK
or even Belgium did not result in any of these countries implementing a policy of subjugation
(i.e. the use of overwhelming defined by full-scale invasion and war). Even where a clear
correlation was drawn between an attack and a military operation, the European standard is
to employ a policy of mitigation (i.e. the use of limited force). This is reflected in their 2005
action plan to combat terrorism. The program defined the EU’s role as strengthening national
and collective capacity; facilitating cooperation and promoting international partnership
through high-level political dialogue; bi- or multilateral agreements; and capacity building
assistance — not the use of force.'”

Yet, there is little doubt that terrorism represents a national security threat which does
demand, in certain cases and contexts, a military response. A country repeatedly attacked
which did not respond with some degree of military force against the aggressors (at home or
overseas) would be considered negligent if not culpable in endangering its citizenry. In the
specific case of terrorism, it is expected that force might be employed. But the scope of
operations, and their proportionality to the level of threat posed, is what separates the U.S.
from the EU. Looking to the example of France (the member state with the highest level of

domestic terrorism since 9/11 defined by number of attacks and fatalities in the homeland)

463 BEU Fight Against Terrorism (Brussels: European Council, 2016). Accessed July 28, 2016 and The European Union
Counter-Terrorism Strategy. (Brussels: Council of the European Union, 2005).
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these differences become apparent. Between 2012 and 2016, a series of violent attacks in the
France killed 245 people and injured another 726. Although this is far less than the 3,000 who
have died in the U.S. from tetrorism since 2001 (99 percent which occurred on 9/11), itis a
significant number when considering the French population (66 million) is only 20 percent of
the U.S. population (318 million). Yet when examining the use of the military by the French
as a policy to combat terrorism, the application of a subjugation (i.e. the use overwhelming
force) does not rise to the level employed by the U.S. This is true irrespective of terrorist
attacks rising in France during the latter half of the Obama administration. Instead, the French
government employed a gradual application of limited force, against specific targets tangibly
related to domestic security. For example, following an attack by ISIS, the French military
launched air strikes against the organization in Iraq and Syria.*** They did not deploy ground

5 This is in stark

forces, opting only for the use of its Air Force as a primary offensive means.
contrast to America’s full-scale invasion of Afghanistan or Iraq following the attacks of 2001.

Since 2014, when French military forces were deployed, for example, they have
preferred narrower missions with high-tech expeditionary forces flexible enough to evolve in
rapidly changing situations in countries which directly correlated to the threat at home.*”* With
France, this pertains mostly to a limited geographic area comprising of its former colonial
holdings across Africa and the Middle East (including Libya, , the Central African Republic,

Syria and the countries of the Sahel region).*”

Another feature of the “French way of war” is
scale, notes the RAND Corporation’s Michael Shurkin.**® He writes, “whereas the U.S. military
tends toward a ‘go big or go home’ approach to war... the French military embraces ‘going’
small. They strive for sufficiency and hope to achieve limited goals through the application of
the smallest possible measure of force, what they refer to as “juste mésure,” i.e., just enough to

3546

get the job done, and no more.”*” For the French, Shurkin writes, the key is, “substituting

quality for quantity, and fighting smart, of making the most of the tools at hand.”*”" This is

464 David A. Graham. “What Is France Doing in Syria?” The Atlantic November 15, 2015) and Jean Gene Vilmer
and Olivier Schmitt. “Frogs of War: Explaining the New French Military Interventionism.” War On The Rocks
(October 14, 2015).

465 Alessandra Masi. “France and Britain’s Coordinated Counterterrorism Strategy Against ISIS in Iraq and Syria
Leaves Unanswered Questions.” International Business Times November 23, 2015).

466 Michael Shurkin. France’s War in Mali: Lessons for an Expeditionary Army. (Washington, D.C.: RAND
Corporation, 2014).

467 Shurkin (2014), op. cit.

468 Michael Shurkin. “The French Way of War” Po/itico November 17, 2015).

469 Shurkin (2015), op. cit.

470 Shurkin (2015), op. cit.



110

illustrated, in part, by the French not deploying their military against Islamist terrorist
organizations until two years following their first domestic terrorist attack and not joining the
U.S.-led coalition against Iraq."”"

France’s ‘major military operations’ in the context of the war on terrorism are also
much smaller than by the U.S. This is attributable to the unique French historical experience
with colonialism, specifically in regards to Algeria, which left France believing the application
of military force is an insufficient policy for dealing with insurgency, revolution and
terrorism."”” France’s major post-9/11 counter terrorism operations have included a series of
short-lived, targeted strikes in Libya in 2011 and, as previously mentioned, in Iraq and Syria
between 2014 and 2016. It has also included limited ground engagements. Still, the French
escalation of force does not, as the Washington Post writes, “signal a fundamental change in the

>

country’s counterterrorism strategy,” rather it reflects a need to “keep pace with evolving
terror networks.”” This included the 2010 Operation Serval in Mali, which lasted just 18
months, ending after having achieved its primary objective of driving out al Qaeda of the
Islamic Maghreb (AQIM).*”* Operation Barkhane, launched in 2014, was slightly larger scope,
but aimed solely at preventing terrorist safe havens and assisting with limited counterterrorist
operations in the broader Sahel region (of Mali, Burkina Faso, Chad, Mauritania and Niger), a
formal colonial possession of the French Empire. *” The operation, despite spread across five
countries, was comprised of just 3,000 French forces, a quarter of the 12,000 French troops
deployed on global counter terrorism missions worldwide.”’® As a comparative measures, at

the height of the Afghan and Iraq wars, the U.S. had deployed 100,000 and 144,000 troops,

respectively.”’
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Terrorism & Extrajudicial Practices

‘Extrajudicial’ security measures represent an alternative to the direct use of
overwhelming force to fight terrorism. These surreptitious policies include tactics like
extraordinary rendition and targeted assassination. Rendition, defined as, “the transfer -
without legal process - of a detainee for purposes of criminal prosecution either into the
United States or to the custody of a foreign government,” was a policy established by the
Reagan administration in 1986."" It has been used by every President since, but in a

479

significantly limited capacity and with a high degree of oversight."” Extraordinary rendition
defined as, “the transfer - without legal process - of a detainee to the custody of a foreign
government for purposes of detention and interrogation,” only emerged in the aftermath of
9/11. It was the result of the wide latitude granted by the Bush administration to the CIA to
conduct such types of operations.”’ And Obama did not end this policy upon assuming office.
Instead of issuing an Executive Order to cease the practice (which was in his authority to do),
the administration only sought only diplomatic assurances prohibiting the torture of detainees
by receiving states, post-transfer.”®' It was later revealed, after investigations by news agencies,
human right organizations, and law firms representing those illegally detained and tortured,
that Obama also kept secret prisons for extraordinary rendition in Afghanistan, Somalia,
Nigeria and aboard U.S. Navy vessels on international waters.**

But these policies are not pursued by America’s European allies. This does not imply

these countries rejected a role assisting the U.S., but for the majority, this entailed little or no

Associated Press (May 27, 2014) and Luis Martinez. “U.S. Military in Afghanistan by the Numbers.” .4BC News
(May 27, 2014).
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Prisons: The War on Terror’s Latest Front.” The Daily Beast (June 27, 2012); Jeremy Scahill. The CIA’s Secret
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active participation. Extensive research into the use of extraordinary rendition by the Open
Society Foundation revealed Finland, Belgium, Denmark, Iceland, Ireland, Portugal and Spain
permitted the CIA to use its airspace and/or its airports to transfer suspects.”®> Austria, Italy,
and Sweden allowed their airspace and airports to be used and turned over residents or citizens
to the CIA.* The UK did the same and provided intelligence for the capture of suspects.*”
Germany provided the most support permitting the aforementioned actions and allowed

nationals to be abducted.**

This in addition to participating in at least one interrogation of a
rendered individual.**’ In total, the Open Society estimates at least 54 countries played a role
in the CIA’s extraordinary rendition program (see Table 4.7).**® The U.S. has acknowledged
100 renditions, although there is evidence for 136."” Of the European states examined, none
openly endorsed an extraordinary rendition policy. Noticeably absent is France, where no

. Y 490
evidence indicates government support for the program.

Table 4.7: Countries Participating in the CIA’s Extraordinary Rendition Program®”"

Middle Western & Eastern Asia Africa The
East Central Europe Europe Americas
Djibouti Austria Albania Afghanistan Algeria Canada
Egypt Denmark Belgium Australia Ethiopia
Iran Finland Cyprus Azerbaijan Gambia
Jordan Germany Croatia Uzbekistan Kenya
Saudi Arabia Greece Czech Republic Hong Kong Libya
Somalia Iceland Georgia Indonesia Malawi
South Africa Ireland Lithuania Malaysia Mauritania
Syria Italy Macedonia Pakistan Motocco
Turkey Portugal Poland Sti Lanka Zimbabwe
United Arab Spain Romania Thailand
Emirates Sweden Bosnia-
Yemen United Herzegovina
Kingdom
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A second extrajudicial policy illustrating the difference between the U.S. and Europe
is the use of “targeted assassination” or “targeted killings.” The practice is defined by the UN
as “the intentional, premeditated and deliberate use of lethal force, by States or their agents
acting under colour [si] of law, or by an organized armed group in armed conflict, against a
specific individual who is not in the physical custody of the perpetrator.”*” The use of targeted
assassination is justified (as is extraordinary rendition) by the 2007 Authorization on the Use of
Military Force, approved by the U.S. government directly after 9/11. It allows for the, “use of
all necessary and appropriate force,” to defeat al Qaeda and its associated organizations. The
U.S. justifies the action as the right to self-defense as enshrined in Article 51 of the UN
Charter. It further finds any U.S. citizens posing an imminent threat, and who is not able to

493

be captured, can be assassinated under applicable and traditional laws of war.”” Targeted

assassinations ate typically conducted by drone strikes, or by kill/captute missions by U.S.
Special Operation Forces.””* Like extraordinary rendition, there is historical precedent for
targeted assassination within a limited scope and high degree of oversight. But, as like with
extraordinary renditions, targeted assassinations were expanded by Bush in 2001 and escalated
by Obama in 2009.*” Under these two administrations there were at least 2,200 successful

assassination operations, only 675 which occurred under Bush’s two terms (see Table 4.8).*"

Table 4.8: Number of U.S. Drone
Strikes & Fatalities (2002-2016)""
Pakistan Somalia Yemen

Strikes 403 36 163
Fatalities 2284-3625 336-403 1031-1294

Comparatively, Europeans have rejected the use of such tactics, specifically prohibiting
the targeted assassinations via drones by member states with no exception. In 2014 the

European Parliament passed a resolution banning the practice.*” It further placed drones, and

492 Like rendition and extraordinary rendition, there is no international legal definition for this policy, whose
terminology was popularized in the early 2000s after Isracl made public their use of targeted assassinations against
Palestinian terrorists. Only three states are said to employ this policy: the U.S., Russia and Israel. On this see,
Philip Alston. Report of the Special Rapporteur on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions. New York: United
Nations, 2010), p. 3.

493 Jonathan Masters. Targeted Killings New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 2013).

494 Masters, op. cit.

495 Masters, op. cit.

496 Masters, op. cit.

497 Data compiled from Drones Strikes, op. cit.

498 Jessica Elgot. “Illegal Drone Strikes Condemned in Landslide Vote by European Politicians.” Hujffington Post
(February 27, 2014).



114

their use, under the purview of international disarmaments and arms control regimes."” And
it demanded a total commitment to international humanitarian law and human rights as the
cornerstone of all drone-related actions and policies employed by member states.”” Unlike the
U.S., where support for the policy is framed in the context of preventing ground operations
and limiting collateral damage, the Europeans generally reject autonomous armed robotic

: 501
warfare entirely.

Terrorism & Law Enforcement

Differences between the U.S. and its European counterparts exist in their respective
domestic policies to fight terrorism. Annegret Bendiek writes the reason, “why the
transatlantic partners differ markedly also in their interpretations of threat situations and their
choice of measures in the fight against terrorism” is because, “the United States sees itself at
war against al Qaeda and its terrorist affiliates, whereas the EU and its member states base
their counter-terrorism efforts primarily upon policing measures and intelligence services.”"”
In this way, Europeans generally prefer a criminal-centric policy for combatting terrorism
domestically. By this I mean, EU members depend upon law enforcement and the judicial
system in order to arrest, detain, charge, prosecute and imprison terrorists for ordinary
criminal offenses, rather than affording them or their crimes any special status. On a
supranational level, the work of combatting terrorism falls to EUROPOL and EUROJUST —
the EU’s law enforcement and judicial authorities. Both agencies are fairly new; EUROPOL
was established in 1992 and EUROJUST in 1999 (although it was not operational until 2001).
Having had less time to foster a fully developed bureaucratic culture with entrenched missions
and policies, these agencies still have a greater degree of flexibility in mandate and policy,
which has allowed them to better evolve alongside the threat terrorism.”” Both EUROPOL

and EUROJUST were established as autonomous organizations from the states they serve,

499 European Parliament on the use of armed drones 2014/2567(RSP). (Brussels: European Patliament, Februaty 25,
2014).

500 European Parliament on the use of armed drones 2014/ 2567 (RSP), op. cit.
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providing an opportunity to work outside certain domestic political constraints and

. 504
influences.

Designating EUROPOL as the centralized agency for the management of
information and threats assessments, strategic and operational support, as well as rapid
emergency response or on site management of terrorist incidents, provides an opportunity for
a higher degree of objective analysis among the more 1,200 person staff comprising of 40
different nationalities.”” It also serves to encourage the ‘harmonization’ or ‘Buropeanization’
of terrorism policy to allow for a higher degtree of cooperation among member states.”” For
example, adopting standard definitions for terrorism and terrorist crimes helps alleviate
potential investigatory or prosecutorial misunderstandings when coordinating between a range
of national and supranational agencies and government bureaucracies.””’ Conversely, even
within the Federal government, the U.S. has different definitions for terrorism; the CIA, FBI,
DHS, and DOD each have a distinct version.

Terrorism only recently rose in priority at EUROPOL; In 2016 the agency lists
terrorism as the last of 12 operational activates in its mandate.”” Furthermore Europol did not
launch its Counter Terrorism Centre until 2016, highlighting terrorism as generally lacking
priority as well as cohesive strategy.”” The first terrorism policy the EU established after 9/11,
for example, called for enhanced judicial and police cooperation; the use of international legal
instruments; the end of terrorism funding; the strengthening of air security and the
coordination of global action with members states. Unlike the U.S., there was no endorsement
of the use of overwhelming force; rather there was a focus on intelligence and information
gathering as the necessary means to address the threat.”"’

Although the European authorities typically leave domestic responsibility for anti-

terrorist operations to law enforcement, there is a long-established, historical precedent for
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the military to play a direct role in national or domestic affairs across the continent in times of
crisis. This is exemplified by actions taken by the French, for example, following the wave of
terrorist attacks between 2015 and 2016. In lieu of deploying the majority of its forces to fight
terrorists overseas, the French government opts to focus on domestic security in its fight
against terrorism.”' Following the 2016 attack in Nice, the French government deployed over
10,000 French troops across the nation, 6,500 of which were stationed in Paris, representing
that nation’s largest military deployment since World War I1.°"? Although, the Europeans have
a tradition of military security as a tool of domestic security, U.S. law prevents this. Under the
Posse Comitatus Act, the military cannot be deployed in the homeland unless decreed by the
President in times of grave national crisis, as was the case following the 2001 attacks. Because
of this restriction, the U.S. takes the more extreme approach of militarizing its domestic law
enforcement agencies at the local, state and Federal level in order to wield a level of force
similar to that of the military. Most police departments across the U.S. are now recipients of
significant amounts of military tactical gear and weaponry — including military grade weapons,

: 513
armored personal carriers, and tanks.

Much of the supplies comes from 1033 Program,
which permits the DOD to distribute excess materials to local and state law enforcement.”"*
Distributions have risen in value from approximately $1 million in 1990 to over $450 million
by 2013.>" Since 1997 it is estimated that the program has dispersed $5.4 billion in supplies.”*
The DHS has surpassed the 1033 Program in its efforts to militarize the police.”"” Between

2002 and 2011, the DHS gave $35 billion in grants to police to build their capacity, tapping
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into a $19 billion homeland security market that has grown to meet the demand from, in part,
this militarization of domestic law enforcement.’"

When compared to Britain, for example, this response appears extreme. Following a
series of attacks by ISIS supporters across London, the government dispatched armed officers,
the majority of British police are unarmed, as part of their response.”” They also increased
their engagement with the Muslim community to work with authorities and avoid further
alienating them from society.” Furthermore, the primary mission of law enforcement has
remained, despite these incidents, focused on the preemption and interception of suspects or
the potentially radicalized, deterring terrorism as measure of social engagement, rather than by
threat of police force or immigration restrictions.””' Indeed, following the 2016 attacks in
France, the general European sentiment was to strengthen gun laws across the EU.”* The
opposite reaction occurred after terrorist attacks involving firearms in the U.S., where intense
debate raged between gun rights activists and advocates for more stringent controls on gun
sales.”” This exemplifies, even on a micro level, that material factors appear not to be the most

influential in determining the prioritization of threats or necessary policies to confront them.

Terrorism & The Judicial System

A more aggressive approach to combat terrorism is in the application of the European justice
system. The EU wields the force of its judicial authority in arresting, charging and prosecuting
terrorists to a much larger extent then the U.S. EUROJUST, for example, lists terrorism first
under its “core business” (EUROPOL lists it last).”** This is also illustrated in the rate of
prosecution of domestic terrorists in the EU versus the U.S. (see Table 4.9). It is clear from
even a small snapshot that the EU places greater authority and dedicates a greater amount of
resources for judicial measures in its fight against terrorism. This data further emphasizes the

higher level of threat terrorism poses to the EU.
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Table 4.9: Number of Terrorism Prosecutions in
the European Union and the United States (2013-2016) **

2013 2014 2015 2016
United States 269 212 220 259
European Union 848 1,218 1,077 1002

As previously noted, Europeans prefer addressing terrorism through a framework of
crime, not war. Therefore, the application of law and order to deter and punish terrorist
offenders is a cornerstone of the European anti-terrorism strategy. The French and British
exemplify this. Both nation’s judicial systems are premised on the belief that terrorists are
criminals who can and should be tried by domestic courts for a range of ordinary criminal

526
offenses.™

Neither believes in affording terrorists or their crimes “special status” and
therefore both avoid creating “exceptional legislation.””*” As Charles Rault writes, the French
believe it only serves to elevate terrorists and legitimize their narrative; a critical point in their
opposition to the Guantanamo Bay detention camp.” Instead human rights and international
legal instruments inform judicial proceedings.” Conversely, the U.S. basis much of its anti-
terrorism strategy on exceptional legislation and extrajudicial action. This is best illustrated by
Guantanamo Bay; the use of enhanced interrogation techniques in Afghan detention centers
(and beyond); the creation of a ‘non-combatant’ legal designation for terrorists in order to
bypass the Geneva Accords; and the establishment of military tribunals to prosecute terrorists.

A second example of judicial measures to combat terrorism is domestic national
security legislation. And again, there exists a significant disparity between America’s extreme
approach and the European’s more proportional one. On a macro level, after 9/11 the U.S.

underwent a major legislative overhaul, vastly increasing the capacity of the state to access the

resources and information it would require in the intelligence war against al Qaeda and its
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affiliates. This included a large increase in the government capacity to obtain the private
information of citizens and monitor them, their family members, co-workers, co-religionists,
and associates. The 2001 USA PATRIOT Act and its associated amendments is indicative of
this. And wherein Americans traditionally prize their privacy as a fundamental and inalienable
right, they have (as evidenced by the array of classified information revealed by a series of
whistleblowers over the past decade) permitted the U.S. government to fundamentally alter
the relationship between citizen and state to defend against terrorism.””

The same cannot be said of Europe. For example, Europeans have been far more
protective of dating sharing in the digital age — even within and among EU members - believing
sovereign rights and citizen privacy is a cornerstone of human rights.””' The best example of
this is the passage of the EU Data Protection Reform regulations which emerged in reaction
to the 2014 court case by a Spanish citizen against Google.”” European’s complex data
protection rules now force companies operating in member states, but who servers are located
outside the EU, to still comply with EU regulations on data privacy, breaches and government
age restrictions for social media.” It also permits individuals the ‘right to be forgotten’ or the
right to erasure of information resulting from search engine queries which are ‘inadequate,’
‘irrelevant’ or ‘excessive.””* Conversely, the U.S., in the aftermath of 9/11, was quicker to
abrogate human rights to defend the population as evidence by the abuses of the 2001 USA
PATRIOT ACT, revealed in the wake of a series of major intelligence leaks since 2006.””> And
even in Britain, where the mass deployment of surveillance cameras is now the norm, it has
not so significantly altered their laws as to permit the widespread abuses seen in the U.S. war

on terrorism, at home or overseas. As Susan Hemming writes, the British believe that
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“draconian policies” have long term negative ramifications.” Looking at the British Terrorism
Act of 20006, limitations on these “draconian polices” is evident; even the more far wielding
clauses only slightly increase the capacity of the government to prosecute an individual actively
planning terrorism or the number of days a suspect can be detained, extending detention from
14 to 28 days. The legislation does not permit extrajudicial practices; non-jurisdictional prison
camps; new legal designation for terrorists or their offences; nor the vast intrusion by
authorities into the lives of UK citizens.” This is also true of the French, who like the British,
increased security measures proportionally — providing wider latitude to arrest or prosecute
individuals charged with intention to commit a crime, or being associated with a group or

538 : :
Efforts were made to increase surveillance and

individual intending to commit a crime.
protect counter-terrorism intelligence sources, while providing greater latitude to undercover
counter-terrorism agents.” But the French maintain a firm commitment to intelligence
gathering, information sharing, and education for preemption as well as human, civil and
international rights and laws as the cornerstone of the its counter-terrorism strategy.”"

If systemic shifts in the character of threats were the best hypothesis, terrorism would
be differently prioritized. Although terrorism poses a threat to the U.S., it is not existential.
Wherein it might damage U.S. prestige, it does not portend its hegemony in the world. And
without discounting the death and destruction it causes, and the expense of blood and treasure
combatting it, terrorism does not fundamentally undermine the integrity of the U.S. system,
its ‘enduring institutions’ nor its ‘way of life” Having therefore illustrated the lack of

explanatory power of systemic shifts, I now turn to the second hypothesis: the prioritization

of terrorism is a result of the powerful impact of political culture and bureaucratic institutions.

TERRORISM IN THE CONTEXT OF CULTURE & INSTITUTIONS

I will now assess whether the discrepancies presented in the four examples in the previous
section are better explained by a Cultural-Institutional hypothesis. I argue that political culture
and related institutional biases (in the context of discourse, strategy and expenditures) best

explain the prioritization of specific threats to the U.S. As noted in the beginning of this
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chapter, terrorism ranks as a high-level priority. This is characterized by a series of specific
features including: a high-level budgetary commitment; a preference for subjugating (i.e.
overwhelming force) strategies to confront the threat; and the prevalence of ‘crisis discourse’
as the defining feature of the official threat narrative (see Table 4.1). Crisis discourse is defined
by a dominate narrative and elevated discourse inflates prioritization while bureaucratic bias
institutionalizes a narrative in the form of a policy. Endemic over-prioritization perpetuates
institutional bias. Policy prejudice feeds back into the elevated threat narrative creating a cycle
of inflated prioritization. Alternative narratives are unable to challenge the legitimacy of crisis
discourse. A lack of contestation effects policy allowing the dominate narrative to define the
threat. Cohesive discourse provides little opportunity for the inclusion of alternative policy in
threat assessment debates, constraining policy preferences. The prevalence of a dominate
discourse ensures policy preferences are maintained, regardless of failure to achieve desired
outcomes. The role of crisis discourses, and its effects on prioritization and policy will be the

focus of the next section.

Discourse

A Cultural-Institutional explanation posits threat prioritization can be understood as a
measure of the discourse, or how a threat is framed. Political culture is critical in shaping the
discourse, which in turn helps shape priorities. Meanwhile bureaucracies (and their inherent
biases) play an essential role institutionalizing priorities into policy. For example, Jackson notes
that in the case of 9/11, despite “what the ‘facts’ were (hijacked planes that crashed into
prominent buildings which subsequently were destroyed) — it was far from obvious what these
events meant or signified.””*' He writes, “the language used to explain these attacks was not a
neutral or inevitable interpretation of what happened: rather, it worked to enforce a particular
understanding or reading of the political, military, cultural meaning of the attacks.” This
language, Jackson continues, would “justify and normalize the military response at the heart

b

of the ‘war on terrorism.” ** He points out, “politically driven narrative,” is created to
“dominate public interpretation of the events... and give meaning to the events and answer

all the questions.”" Writing of this phenomenon, Chin-Kuei Tsui notes, “the central core of
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terrorism and counterterrorism discourse is the interpretation of threat, danger and
uncertainty. Political elites also emphasize, and frequently claim, that terrorist violence is
sudden, dramatic and threatening, thus requiring urgent action.””** He adds, “some would
question whether the threat posed by terrorism really is as dangerous as officials assert. It is
argued that the danger and threat stressed by politicians is not actually an objective condition;
instead, it is defined, articulated and socially constructed by authorized actors.””* Tsui
concludes, “danger and threat are not things that exist independently; rather, they become
‘reality’ by the way in which people analyze them and consider them to be urgent and
imminent. Our perception of threats, crises and risks is introduced through a series of
interpretations, and as a result, is largely a product of social construction.”*’

Expanding line of reasoning, Paul R. Pillar explains social constructions are deeply
embedded in the government’s conception of non-state actors, representing, “a long-standing
American worldview and American habits of conceiving the U.S. role in global affairs than
they are characteristic of the threats themselves.”*” He determines, “there is a disconnect
between how the threats are usually treated in U.S. debates and how much of a danger they
actually pose to the U.S. interests. The disconnect is more often in the direction of threats
being overrated.”* National security officials tend to ignore evidence contrary to their
perception of terrorism because, Fettweis points out, it “conflict[s] with their preexisting
beliefs about the ubiquity and danger of the threat.””* He adds the threat posed by terrorism,
“is a chronic rather than a life-threatening condition, one that causes problems and needs
constant attention but will not prove fatal. Its practitioners can kill people and scare many
more, but the localized damage they can cause is incapable of changing the character of
Western civilization. Only the people of the West, largely through their own fear and

overreaction, can accomplish that.”* In this way, we see the power of political culture
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effecting threat prioritization and as a result, policy. This is critical in understanding differences
in prioritization and policy between the U.S. and the EU.

This difference in strategy are obvious when examining each nation’s counterterrorism
policy. The U.S. defines its strategy as “defeat, deny, diminish and defend,” while the EU
defines its strategy as “prevent, protect, pursue and prepare (respond).””' David T. Armitage
notes, the US approach to terrorism is about war, external force projection and proactive
measures, wherein the EU’s is about crime and law enforcement, internal security maintenance
and reactive measures.” This results, Shapiro notes, because the EU and U.S. “filter the
problem of terrorism through very different institutional and historical lenses.”” These lenses,
or frames, are a determining factor in the prioritization of threats to U.S. national security,
because they serve as the filter for prioritizing threats in the context of a distinctly American
political culture.

Jackson writes, “linking foreign policy explicitly to the national identity is a prevalent
and powerful political manoeuvre [sig].””** Examples in the U.S. context abound. Following
the attacks of 9/11, Bush declared, “civilization itself, the civilization we share, is threatened”
by terrorism.” In a speech before Congress on September 21, 2001, Bush stated targeting the
World Trade Center was an attack on, “a symbol of American prosperity.”* In his 2002
National Security Strategy, Bush noted, “the characteristics we most cherish - our freedom, our
cities, our systems of movement, and modern life - are vulnerable to terrorism.”’ Widening
the discursive parameters of the threat a few months later — creating a context for the
execution of U.S. policy on a global scale — Bush declared, “this is not, however, just America’s
fight. And what is at stake is not just America’s freedom. This is civilization’s fight. This is the

fight of all who believe in progress and pluralism, tolerance and freedom.”*
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This type of elevated rhetoric, what this research labels crisis discourse, drives a form
of policy resulting in a reliance on the overwhelming use of force. Hamed Mousavi points out
the Bush administration employed crisis discourse in the aftermath of 9/11 in order to create,
“overwhelming support for measures, to combat terrorism in ‘whatever form necessary.””
And as Ronald Krebs and Jennifer Lobasz write, the war in Iraq was, “made possible by the
effective fixing of the meaning of September 11 in terms of the War on Terror” using
hegemonic, dominate discourses, or what the authors label, “rhetorical coercion — a strategy
that seeks to rhetorically constrain political opponents and maneuver them into public assent
to one’s preferred team and ideally to one’s policy stance.” This discursive strategy is
successful because, “organizing discourses not only open political possibilities as constructivist
often emphasize, but also discipline and repress, narrowing the space for contestation.”"'
Examining a specttum of public opinion data in the aftermath of 9/11, Mousavi finds a
statistical correlation between increasing personal anxiety and fear, increasing levels of media
consumption and support for what he calls, “hawkish foreign policy interventions in an
American public who traditionally had held isolationist views towards foreign policy.””** This
view was also reflected in the interviews conducted for this dissertation. As one bureaucrat
commented, terrorism is a priority because of “perception of threat” and the “gaps” that exist

between perception and reality.”

The subject noted, “terrorist attacks have tendency to
traumatize the country. They also have an inordinate amount of media attention because their
shock values. So, terrorism is a high priority for the federal government, the threats might be
a little higher than it should be because of its traumatic perception of terrorism.””** This is
evident in how the government, another bureaucrat noted, has “a habit of lumping everything
together.””* The subject added, “a protest in Nigeria in the name of Boko Haram is seen as a

threat to the U.S., but we are not going to end all political violence worldwide. So, the question

is how do you define the threat of political violence from non-state actors?”>*
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Armitage writes that the combination of “bureaucratic, cultural and tactical
differences” - a result of “different histories, legal traditions, perceptions of the cause” - play
a critical role in the differing approaches to terrorism.”’ It is this collective European identity,
he writes, that “exerts a systematic yet contingent influence on its foreign policy.””* This is
particularly apparent with terrorism wherein the U.S. government has chosen a discourse of
war to frame the threat. When employing certain discursive practices designed to raise the
level of prioritization a threat poses to U.S. national security, it is often defined in the context

*” When depicting a threat in the context of war, the policy options are narrowed almost

of war.
exclusively to the use of force. As the Center for a New American Security noted,
“policymakers go to great lengths to persuade the American public about the wisdom of
proposed uses of force they believe necessary and the folly of others they deem
unnecessary.””” This is certainly the case for terrorism, against which war was first declared
by Bush just nine days after the 2001 attack.”” Even five years later, wartime rhetoric
emphasizing the use of force remained strong. In a 2007 State of the Union address, Bush
stated, “America is still a nation at war. In the mind of the terrorist, this war began will before
September 11, and will not end until their radical vision is September the 11, and will not end
until their radical vision is fulfilled.””” But, French President Hollande, serving as a
comparative example, only declared terrorism as an “act of war” for the first time in November
2015, and only after having endured a series of increasingly lethal attacks since 2012. And
although France did engage in limited military operations in Africa and the Middle East
between 2011 and 2016, these operations occurred gradually and in direct response to the
attacks launched by Islamists in the French homeland.

There can be little doubt the French and American discourse has begun to converge,
and as a result, so has French and U.S. policy. But distinctions remain: the time frame in which

policy emerged and was executed, the extent of operations conducted, and the level of
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resources allocated. The reaction to terrorism, the development of discourse, and the
implementation of policy occurred at a much slower pace in France then the U.S., who
launched two major ground offensives in two countries following 9/11. When considering the
limited scope of counterterrorist operations pursued by the French, the disparity is apparent.
And when considering the French confront a much higher threat from terrorism, I posit these
differences are in large measure a result of the distinct narrative that emerge from the U.S. and
France, in specific, but also the EU more generally.

For example, when one reviews comments by Prime Minister Tony Blair in the
aftermath of the 2005 London Bombings versus those of Bush’s to Congtess after 9/11 a
distinctly different tone emerges.”” Although the two leaders broach similar thematic points,
the overall interpretation of threat, and the manner in which it is portrayed, differs. Using
binary terminology like good and evil in the discourse is exemplary of this. When invoking
“evil” in terms of the threat posed by terrorism, Bush implies not only is the ideology evil but
those embracing it are as well. Blair employed a different narrative, identifying only the
ideology of Islamism as evil, absolving those involved from being evil themselves. Blair also
maintained a global emphasis when discussing the threat and its root causes, highlighting not
the policies of the British people as a source of their victimization, but rather ongoing conflicts
(like the status of a Palestinian state) and endemic structural issues (such as poverty,
development and authoritarianism). Although Blair did declare that Islamism must be
defeated, he neither called for (more) war, nor did he make demands on the terrorists
themselves. Conversely, Bush drew direct parallels between the nature of the American
democratic system and its way of life as being, to a large degree, the root cause of the 2001
terrorist attack. Bush furthermore used the word “war” in the context of the threat of terrorism
almost 10 times in his remarks; Blair made no mention of the word in his. The British approach
specifically, and the European approach broadly is a result of is de-emphasis of the types of
themes invoked by the U.S. This is in line with the EU’s commitment to pursuing “non-
emotive” lexicon for discussing the threat of terrorism.”* This does not imply a total exclusion
of such policies by the British, but it does imply that bureaucratic bias, which exists within the

structure any government, is not activated in the same way as the U.S. Therefore, prioritization
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and policy preferences are less prone to the dictates of a pre-established political culture. I
therefore posit, as Stuart Croft and Cerwyn Moore write, “the ‘war on terror’ was a deliberate
political choice.”"”

The rhetoric of war has other effects on policy. The use of such tactics as targeted
assassination, or rendition - despite America’s commitment to human rights, the rule of law,
and due process - further illustrates the way in which conformity to this dominate narrative
effects policy options.” Terrorism demands extreme measures and subjugating policies, to
confront what is perceived as an existential threat. And sometimes even traditional warfare is
perceived as inadequate in the face of an ‘existential’ crises. Indeed, the “rhetoric of terrorism”
has so effectively placed those designated individual or groups, “outside the norms of
acceptable social and political behavior,” writes Tomis Kapitan, that it creates a set of
discursive rules that result in tangible effects.””” And, “it paves the way for the use of force
making it easier for a government to exploit the fears of citizens and ignore objections to the
manner in which it responds to terrorist violence.”””® This is best illustrated in the U.S.
government creating a of a separate “legal” discourse for terrorists. The invention and
application of the term ‘unlawful combatants,” for example, was used to create an opportunity
to prosecute terrorists by military commission, rather than through the U.S. judicial system,
by designating them as ‘outside’ the law. This, despite the existence of the Geneva Accords
(and other international legal instruments governing the rules of war) as well as the strength
of U.S. judicial system — both which have proven themselves capable of addressing the
detention and prosecution of terrorists.””

Under Obama, there appears to have been an attempt to widen potential policy options
beyond subjugation (to include a greater emphasis on mitigation and/or arbitration strategies),
although at no point has the administration fully retracted or repealed a discourse of war. And
despite a stated desire to employ alterative policy solutions, little tangible change has occurred.

And in some cases, as Maria Ryan points out, there has been an escalation of policies put in
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place by Bush — like targeted drone strikes.™ Or how Obama vastly increased the scope of
the war’s frontlines by sending Special Operations Forces into 150 different countries to
pursue terrorists between 2011 and 2014.°*" Despite Obama’s general, although not totally
exclusive, lack of employing crisis discourse and other heightened rhetorical devices in regards
to terrorism (particularly in his avoidance of the term in speeches and other public statements)
the perception of terrorism as existential remains nonetheless.”

Without discounting these, and a handful of other aberrations, and notwithstanding
the perception that the Obama administration attempted to end the war on terrorism
rhetorically and strategically, he has upheld much of the same legitimizing discourse
established by Bush.’” As a result, the policies used to confront terrorism have remained
largely in place.”® After a review of the major speeches and statements by Bush and Obama
on terrorism, Andrew Pilecki et. al. notes that “despite notable statements to the contrary,
President Obama largely maintained the war-on-terrorism discourse that emerged during the
Bush administration.””® They attribute this to both the naturalization of post-9/11 terrorism
discourse and the fact “partisan differences in moral discourses are less likely to emerge a
priority in presidential rhetoric on policy matters.”* Holland extends this reasoning and
declares Obama a “victim of dominant discourses” due to a “kind of cultural cohesion. With
the narrative deck stacked against the possibility of achieving greater change in American
foreign and security policy.””® This is because, as Stephan Walt writes, “the main reason so
many people stay afraid is that fear is good for the people who purvey it, and so they work

hard to instill fear in the rest of us. Fear is what keeps the United States spending more on
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defense than the next dozen states combined. Fear is what gets politicians elected, fear is what
justifies preventive wars, excessive government secrecy, covert surveillance, and targeted
killings.””* I therefore post the naturalization or institutionalization of a specific discourse, in
the case of terrorism this being ‘crisis’ discourse, lends to the creation subjugating policy. How

this policy emerges will be explored in the following section.

Strategy

The U.S. strategy to combat terrorism is reflected in the many aforementioned
discursive elements presented above. This implies how a threat is framed by the U.S. has
critical implications for prioritization and policy. In the case of terrorism, despite
acknowledging that the U.S. would direct every resource at its command (including diplomacy,
intelligence, law enforcement, and financial influence) the consistent focus on employing
“weapons of war” remained the dominant discursive theme.”” A solution (in the form of a
prominent military response and the use of overwhelming force) was laid with preparatory
statements in the days following the attacks. For example, Bush remarked, “Americans should
not expect one battle, but a lengthy campaign unlike any other we have ever seen,” and he
assured them that the Armed Forces are “powerful” and “prepared” and ready “to act” against

590

the threat.”™ As Annita Lazar and Michelle M. Lazar write, “just as the discourse of right is

premised upon the legitimate requirement of obedience and conformity to the social order, it
invests authority structures with the legitimate right to pursue and punish offenders.””"

In order to invest authority into these structures, terrorism as a unique or exceptional
threat — therefore demands a unique and exceptional response. In the context of
bureaucratization, and in the specific case of terrorism, the U.S. undertook a far-reaching
overhaul of the national security structure. The result was, as Vice President Richard Cheney

noted, “the largest reorganization of the federal government since the Truman years.”””* The

appointment of a Director of National intelligence (DNI) to oversee the many intelligence
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agencies across the many national security bureaucracies and the establishment of the
Department of Homeland Security to direct those agencies operating domestically, were the
most critical changes. But this attempt to centralize power, responsibility and intelligence only
added layers to a pre-existing and complex national security structure inadequately designed
and prepared to respond to a non-state actor threat at the scale and scope which terrorism
presented itself in 2001. Compared to the French, the U.S. approach appears ad-hoc, excessive
and unwieldy. The French bureaucratic structure is highly centralized, and therefore presents
less opportunity for rivalry between agencies.”” Designating a small group of national security
directors with near total control over a mostly secretive process frees the group from many
external influences.”” This creates a unique bureaucratic structure where threats are assessed
and addressed in an efficient and streamlined manner.”” The core tenants of centralization
and secrecy are unique to the French, as are comparative attributes previously discussed in
regards to the U.S. As a result, the French bureaucratic culture creates its own distinct set of
norms which have evolved to be mostly not-reliant on the use of overwhelming force to
address threats like terrorism. This is informed in part, as previously noted, by their particular
historical experience with force in the context of terrorism.

A preference for the use of force at home and abroad is evident in U.S. policies to
combat terrorism. While other countries pursue restrained military operations, a focus on
domestic law enforcement strategies, and support judicial actions while treating terrorism as
an ordinary crime, the U.S. continues to emphasize more extreme strategies. It is therefore
interesting to note that although the CIA was the agency of choice for survey respondents,
the DOD still plays the primary role in fighting terrorism (see Table 4.3). Not even a major
overhaul by the U.S. of its national security bureaucracy affected this preference. In fact, as
the survey revealed, the DHS was the fourth overall choice selected by respondents as the
agency best equipped to handle terrorism, following more traditional national security
agencies, including the CIA, DOD and FBI respectively (see Table 4.3). Survey respondents
on average also preferred the use of limited force as their policy preference to combat
terrorism (see Figure 4.2). It is therefore consistent with the expectations of bias that survey

respondents also indicated a belief that the CIA generally (and outside the context of any
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specific threat) is inclined towards a policy of limited force when executing any given policy.
When asked which policy each agency has a preference for, outside the context of any specific
threat, survey respondents overwhelmingly selected the use of limited force for the CIA (see

Table 4.10).

Table 4.10: Preferred Policy of the Central Intelligence Agency

Over- Limited . . . Do

whelming Economic Diplomatic . No

Use of Force Use of Incentives | Engagement Sanctions Policy Not Total
Force Know

Politician 11.11 77.78 0.00 11.11 0.00 0.00 0.00 100
Bureaucrat 0.00 68.42 0.00 21.05 0.00 10.53 0.00 100
Military 0.00 70.00 0.00 10.00 0.00 15.00 5.00 100
Media 6.67 60.00 6.67 6.67 0.00 6.67 13.33 100
Civil Society 11.11 66.67 0.00 22.22 0.00 0.00 0.00 100
?ﬁf:lf r}‘;{{ 9.09 27.27 0.00 13.64 4.55 1818 | 27.27 | 100

Despite expressing a preference for the CIA to combat terrorism through limited
force, and a perceived bias within the CIA to use limited force (as expressed by survey
respondents in Table 4.10), this is not what results. As will be illustrated again in the case study
on the geopolitics of the Arctic, discrepancies can exist between the collected data, which
represents an opinion of preference, and the reality of how the threat is actually addressed by
the government. I posit this serves to further support the underlying premise of the Cultural-
Institutional Hypothesis. By which I mean, despite wanting the CIA to lead the fight, the
DOD is still the agency tasked with the primary responsibility of doing so. In the context of
high-level threats, the U.S. dependence on force (as an option of first and last resort)
undermines alternative agencies and courses of action from rising in prominence (as they have
in Europe). The use of subjugating policies by the DOD occurs regardless of its merit in
application or its prior failure to achieve U.S. goals.

If political culture drives elevated discourse, and bureaucracy institutionalizes bias as
policy, this demonstrates even minimal shifts in strategy are difficult to achieve in the case of
high level threats like terrorism. The gap between perception and reality is illustrated by the
discrepancy between expressed preferences when compared to the actual implementation.
This illustrates how resulting policies solutions are driven by subjective prioritization, and not
necessarily objective, material factors. How budgets are therefore allocated to support the

execution of these skewed policies, will be the focus of the following section.
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Expenditures

As Egan writes, “the fear-industrial complex continues to dominate national
priorities,” fostering, “huge structural changes in American society, and a lock-hold on the
federal budget [which] has grown more outsized and out of proportion to the actual threat.”*”
When political culture comes to bear on institutions and threat prioritization is transformed
into policy outcomes, budgets provide a tangible measure of priorities and preferences.
Budgetary allocations for fighting terrorism are exorbitant. The U.S spends approximately $10
million a day in the war on terrorism while Americans themselves, as Jackson writes, continue
to be a people living in a state of ‘ontological hysteria’ — a nation constantly anticipating the
next attack, ‘waiting for terror.””” Meanwhile, any number of other threats to the average
citizen are far more likely to occur. For example, in 2014 the McKinsey Global Institute
reported that obesity or smoking costs as much as fighting terrorism, armed violence and war
combined, estimated at approximately $21 trillion annually.”” But unlike terrorism, threats to
the health of Americans remain largely unaddressed by the government (as will be further
illustrated in the following case study on narco-trafficking). Americans are far more likely to
die from, but spend far less on cures or preventative measures for, skin cancer, heart disease,
respiratory diseases, strokes, distracted drivers, Alzheimer’s or food borne illnesses.”” They
are also far more likely to die from gun violence then terrorism.”” Yet according to a 2015
New York Times/ CBS News poll approximately 60 percent of Americans worty about being a
victim of a homeland terrorist attacks while only 23 percent worry about being a victim of a
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mass shooting.” A 2016 Chapman University Survey of American fears reports similar

findings. Those surveyed ranked terrorism (41 percent) second of 10 fears, and mass shootings
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fourth 38.5 percent).”” This despite the fact that guns killed 301,797 people between 2005-
2015, making a gun-related death 3,210 times more likely than death from a terrorist attack.””
There is, as Fettweis notes, “a disconnect between that low level of threat and high level of
threat perception among leaders and the public alike. A foreign policy pathology is present,
one with important, deleterious implications for the decisions made by the United States.”*”*

As a final result of the narrow policy options and bureaucratic bias, there is a need for,
in the case of terrorism, inflated budgetary commitments to execute policy. Political culture
expressed by discourse (in official threat assessments, speeches, interview and other public
appearances by elected officials and bureaucrats) sets the level of prioritization, and priorities
dictate budgets.””” The enormous budgetary commitment invested into the war on terrorism,
as well as counterterrorist efforts in the homeland, are massive in proportion and have
remained at elevated levels for almost two decades. For example, in his 2002 State of the
Union address (just six month after the 9/11), Bush noted that the government had spent
more than one billion dollars, over $30 million dollars a day, fighting the newly declared war."
He stated, “my budget includes the largest increase in defense spending in two decades —
because while the price of freedom and security is high — it is never too high.”” Whatever it
costs to defend our country, we will pay.” And despite Obama’s promises to decrease
spending, budgets remained largely (though no exclusively) in place. For example, in 2015 the

government gave out $1.6 billion in federal counterterrorism grants while simultaneously

spending an additional $3 billion on offensive measures in the war against ISIS — costing a
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total of $250 million 2 month.*”®

And while Obama decreased certain spending measures in
Bush’s terrorism war, he increased funding for emerging terrorist threats in Syria and Africa.
As John Mueller and Mark G. Stewart note, resources dedicated to thwarting terrorism
vastly outweigh the damage terrorism causes, even when taking into account the attacks of
9/11.°” For example, between 2001 and 2012, approximately 25,000 people died from Islamist
terrorist attacks worldwide, a far smaller number of fatalities than posed by many common
diseases.”"” And despite the number of attacks and fatalities increasing since 2014, Annie S.
Kennelly notes, there has been an overall decline in the number of terrorist attacks over the
last thirty years. Yet the fear of, and spending on, terrorism is as high as ever."' This fear,
Kennelly writes, “is therefore not statistically correlated with the frequency of actual terrorist
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attacks.”*'? Research indicates that terrorism is prevalent mostly where interstate or trans-
regional conflict is high, and as a trend, represents a very small fraction of overall violent
deaths worldwide.”” Less than one percent of all deaths due to terrorism between 2002 and
2016 occurred in the West.”* Civil war, particularly in in Middle East, has been the driving
force behind much of the current wave of the terrorism, and has remained largely in that

0

region.””” Considering the fact that the U.S. claims to have thwarted 80 percent to 90 percent
of all terrorist attacks attempted in the U.S. homeland, and that in 2013 the director of the
NSA noted that authorities had thwarted over 50 attacks since 9/11 (a greater number then
successfully executed) it is illustrative that a 2016 Fox News poll found as many as 84 percent

of Americans believe authorities are unable to stop terrorist attacks.’'’
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The effects of political culture on institutional bias further illustrate budgetary
allocations. Despite respondents overwhelmingly selecting the CIA as the agency best
equipped to handle the threat of terrorism, and a policy of mitigation as the best means by
which to confront it, a strategy of subjugation employed by the DOD prevails. This is
exemplified by, for example, the percentage of the overall counterterrorism budget. The CIA
reportedly spends approximately $16 billion a year, or 30 percent of its budget, on counter-
terrorist operations.”” Meanwhile the DOD was allocated a $600 billion budget under Obama
— which funded a vast array of counterterrorist operations — in addition to a $50 billion
supplemental allocation appropriated for additional anti-terrorist operations in 2016.°"® And
the overall DHS budget, of which terrorism is one of five mission priorities, rose from just
over $60 billion in 2014 to almost $65 billion in 2016.°"

The EU prioritizes their counterterrorism spending differently than the U.S. Most
tellingly, the EU places a great emphasis on preventative measures.”” For example, the EU set
aside $165 million for their Prevention, Preparedness and Consequence Management of
Terrorism and Other Security-Related Risks.”**' An additional $471 million was allocated for
educational programs addressing radicalization in 2016.” The EU afforded their
Radicalisation Awareness Network Center for Excellence almost $30 million in 2015.° The
EU’s direct counterterrorism budget also emphasizes the disparity in prioritization. Although
estimates are, by the EU’s own admission, difficult to determine because of spending measures
occur at the national level, the overall counterterrorism budget was assessed at approximately
$110 million in 2015, while the overall EUROPOL budget, of which a significant amount is

dedicated to terrorism, was approximately $100 million in 2016 up from just $80 million in
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2009.°* The EUROJUST budget, of which terrorism is only one of 10 mission priorities, rose
from just $38 million in 2010 to $50 million in 2016.°” And the Broader ‘Security &
Citizenship’ budget for the entire European Union, under which terrorism is a component,
totaled just $4.8 billion in 2016.”° Comparatively, the DO]J’s national security budget — which
funds FBI operations and Federal terrorism prosecutions — was over $4 billion in 2015." The
FBI’s Counterterrorism/Counterintelligence Decision Unit (responsible for terrorism
investigations) was budgeted $45 million in 2015.°*® And its National Security Division, which
ranks terrorism as its highest priority, increased its budget from $92 million to $95 million
2016.”

We find similarly stark comparisons, for example, when examining British, French and
U.S. expenditures. For example, from 2012 to 2013, the UK spent almost $600 million on
counterterrorism policing efforts.”” During that same period, the entire security and
intelligence budget was just over $2 billion.””' Meanwhile spending by the Ministry of Defense
remained mostly stable since 2011, ranging from approximately $51 to $52 billion, roughly
equivalent to America’s supplemental allocation appropriated for defeating terrorism in
2015.” Unsurprisingly, given the rise in domestic attacks since 2013, France’s defense
spending is slightly higher, at approximately $56 billon dollars. But this still represents just a

fraction of overall U.S. defense spending.(’33
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Budgets reveal prioritization in distinct ways. The Cultural-Institutional cycle creates
opportunities for the allocation of long-term resource commitments which prove difficult to
dismantle. As a result, bureaucracies tend towards adopting threats they are best suited to
combat rather than evolving to meet the pressing challenges they should address to ensure
these resources are maintained. This is illustrated by a bureaucrat interviewed for the purposes
of the research, who commented it is, “hard to say we’re overspending with the emergence of
ISIS.”* But as has been illustrated, an argument can be made the U.S. is overspending or
misallocating resources, in the fight against terrorism. The subject’s comments reflect a
mindset in which a perpetual terrorist enemy exists, and the substitution of one (i.e. al Qaeda)
for another (i.e. ISIS) ensures the ‘war-industrial complex’, and resources required to manage
it, are continued over the long term. This same sense of elevated perpetuity in the context of
terrorism, I posit, is directly correlated to the crisis discourse which prioritizes it to such a high
degree that, as a result, subjugating policies re employed to combat it, which appear to exceed

the actual danger terrorism poses to the U.S., both domestically and overseas.

CONCLUSION

As a long-time civilian advisor to the Pentagon, Rosa Brooks observes that the U.S. is
increasingly accustomed to, “viewing every new threat through the lens of ‘war,” thus asking
our military to take on an ever-expanding range of nontraditional tasks [and] asking the military
to take on more and more new tasks requires higher military budgets, forcing us to look for
savings elsewhere, so we freeze or cut spending on civilian diplomacy and development
programs.”(’35 She adds, “as budget cuts cripple civilian agencies, their capabilities dwindle, and
we look to the military to pick up the slack, further expanding its role. ‘If your only tool is a
hammer, everything looks like a nail.” The old adage applies here as well. If your only
functioning government institution is the military, everything looks like a war, and ‘war rules’
appear to apply everywhere, displacing peacetime laws and norms.””® This research has
attempted to illustrate such a tendency. In the context of terrorism, a high priority for U.S.

national security, Cultural-Institutional factors appear to be the best explanatory factor, not
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systemic shifts in the character of the threat. This is demonstrated in the distinctly different
policy preferences between the U.S. and comparable nations facing a similar threat.

Despite some similar policies enacted by the U.S. and its European counterparts, the
general scope, scale and level of force which the U.S. approaches terrorism exceeds that of
European peers. Examining the role of discourse, strategy and expenditures, the case study
demonstrated how the effects of culture and institutions play a primary role in threat
prioritization and its resulting policy options. In the context of terrorism this is exemplified
by the dominate discourse present in the political narrative. This exclusionary narrative defines
levels of prioritization and guides policy preferences which are narrowed or limited by it. This
is also reflected in the budget allocations, wherein terrorism is, by a measure of allocated
resources, a far greater priority to the U.S. then in other countries. Indeed, the U.S. spends far
more of its terrorism budget on the use of overwhelming force — including defense operations,
covert operations or the militarization of domestic security, in lieu of judicial strategies.

In the following chapter, I will present the second case study featuring the threat posed
by narco-trafficking. First, I will define the threat in the context of the framework presented
by this research and review the expectations generated. Second, I will examine narco-
trafficking in the context of the modern threat environment as it pertains to U.S. national
security. Third, I will review the qualitative (i.e. interview) and quantitative (i.e. survey) data
which specially addresses the threat of narco-trafficking and explore how it pertains to the
expectations. Fourth, I will explore the threat in the context of the two hypotheses, employing
a series of examples which compare U.S. threat prioritization to that of its Western European
allies. Finally, I will conclude with an overview of the case study, the data, and the presented
evidence to further assess the validity of the alternative hypothesis in explaining the reason

why narco-trafficking is prioritized in U.S. national security.
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CHAPTER FIVE
NARCO-TRAFFICKING

[Security] is not something we can have more or less of,

because it is not a thing at all. - Mariana Valverde®’

INTRODUCTION

In this second case study, I will continue my examination of the research question in the
context of the threat posed by narco-trafficking. As a measure of subjective threat analysis,
according to the Content and Discourse Analysis narco-trafficking ranks as 22 of 59 potential
threats to the U.S.**® It has an average weighted score of 2.07 on the CDA’s four-point scale,

ranking it as a medium level priority (see Table 5.1).639

Table 5.1: Forms of Policy & Discourse

: LEVEL OF THREAT & POLICY
g Z Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
T O [ Official
= : Government 4.00-3.00 2.99-2.00 1.99-1.00 > 1.00
g N | Documents

g}
m & | Expenditures High Medium Low Minimal
O
V4 g Overwhelming Limited use of Use of diplomacy,
[aa) E Strategy use of force force (i.e. targeted sanctions, or None
e I (i.c. invasion/war) strikes; military aid) economic aid
E Discourse Crisis Problem Issue Non-Issue

As such, narco-trafficking is characterized by a series of specific features including: a mid-level
budgetary commitment; a preference for mitigating (i.e. limited force) strategies to confront
the threat; and the prevalence of ‘problem discourse’ as the defining feature of the official
threat narrative. The focus of this chapter will be to explain why narco-trafficking is ranked as
a medium level priority, and the reason for the existence of these defining characteristics.

I will attempt to discover under what conditions - given the apparent disconnect
between externally defined or objective threats, and those internally or subjectively defined by

the government - does the U.S. prioritize narco-trafficking in the context of its national

637 Mariana Valverde. “Governing Security Governing Through Security” in (eds.) R.J Daniels, P. Macklem and
K. Roach’s The Security of Freedom: Essay on Canada's Anti-Terrorism Bill (Toronto: University of Toronto Press,
2001), p. 85.

638 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.

639 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.
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security. I will first provide an overview of the threat posed by narco-trafficking. Second, I will
examine the expectations generated by the framework. Third, I will review the quantitative
and qualitative data and describe how individuals, inside and outside the structure of the state,
perceive and advocate confronting the threat. Having reviewed the data, I will examine narco-
trafficking in the context of the two hypotheses to determine whether the research question
is best explained by systemic shifts in the character of threats, or the combined effects of
culture and institutions as they pertain specifically to the U.S. I will conclude with an overview
of the findings and explore if they conform to the expectations generated by this research’s

framework.

THE UNITED STATES & THE THREAT OF NARCO-TRAFFICKING

For the purposes of this research, I define narco-trafficking as the, “global illicit trade
involving the cultivation, manufacture, distribution and sale of substances which are subject
to prohibition laws.”**’ The U.S. serves as a source, transit and destination point for the trade
of illicit narcotics. Estimates of the retail value for the global drug trade totals $300 billion, of
which the U.S. share is approximately a third.”*' For the last decade, on average, Americans
spend $100 billion annually on drugs, resulting in the highest rate of consumption in the
world.”*

The threat of narco-trafficking is compounded by the U.S. Southern border.””’ Mexico,
ranked as having the third most deadly, ongoing intra-state conflict in the world, produces and
distributes $35 billion to $50 billion of the total drug market.*** And its shared border with the
U.S. is the busiest and most crossed land border in the world.”” Maintaining almost 2,000

miles of border with a fragile state with minimal physical barriers, makes controlling trafficking

40 Drug trafficking. (United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime, 2014).

041 Barack Obama. What America’s Users Spend on Illegal Drugs (2000-2010). (Washington, D.C.: Office of the
President of the United States, 2014) and Taking Control: Pathways To Drug Policies That Work (Rio De Janeiro:
Global Commission on Drug Policy, 2014).

042 Obama. What America’s Users Spend on lllegal Drugs (2000-2010), op. cit. and United States Senate Caucus on
International Narcotics Control. Reducing the U.S. Demand for Illegal Drugs. (Washington, D.C.: United States
Senate, 2012).

43 Jose Luis Pardo Veiras. “A decade of failure in the War on Drugs.” New York Times (October 9, 2019).

044 _Armed Conflict Survey 2015 (Washington: International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2015); Taking Control:
Pathways To Drug Policies That Work, op. cit. and Ted Galen Carpenter. “Mexican Drug Lord Captured — So What?”
The National Interest (July 18, 2013).

045> “Mexico: Crimes at the Border.” Frontline May 27, 2008).
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a complex task.”* Taking into account Canada and South America, the Americas represent

647 .
""" Canada and Columbia are, furthermore,

approximately half of the total global drug market.
two of the world’s four major producer nations for narcotics most commonly consumed by
Americans (including methamphetamines, heroin, cannabis and cocaine).”*® With half or more
of the total global narcotics market in close geographic proximity to the U.S., the threat of
narco-trafficking, as a measure of the volume of trade, is enormous.””’

America’s surrounding oceans compound the threat. Although 90 percent of the
cocaine produced in Latin America enters the U.S. through Texas, 70 percent is first
transported from Colombia to Central America or Mexico through the Pacific Ocean.” And
with 40 million square nautical miles surrounding the U.S., it is unsurprising the Coast Guard
estimates at least 95 percent of all imported narcotics are smuggled into the U.S by water in
both licit and illicit vessels.””! Drugs are trafficked into the U.S. at such a high rate that large
drug shipments frequently wash up on U.S. shores from the large volume of abandoned loads
or sunken boats.”” Managing the problem is made more difficult by the cartel’s control over
large areas of the Gulf of Mexico.”

Finally, the threat of narco-trafficking to the U.S. is made more complex by its
relationship to other threats. Narco-trafficking, like terrorism, occurs in tandem with conflict,
immigration, border control, human trafficking, refugees and internally displaced person
(IDPs), state instability or failure and government corruption. Narco-traffickers foster and

exploit state failure, thriving where government fragility and a feeble rule of law is endemic.”

46 Tmmigration Enforcement Along the U.S. Borders and at Ports of Entry: Federal, State, and 1.ocal Efforfs. (Philadelphia:
The Pew Charitable Trusts, 2015).

47 United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. World Drug Report New York: United Nations, 2005), pp. 128-
129.

048 Obama, What America’s Users Spend on 1llegal Drugs (2000-2010), op. cit., pp. 74, 82, 87-93 and 94-100.

049 In 2013, for example, there were 362 million processed passages — both citizens and non-citizens — across all
320 legal entry points into the U.S., of which 242 million, over 65 percent, traveled by land. An additional 102
million arrived by air and 18 million by sea. Furthermore, authorities apprehended another 421,000 individuals
attempting to enter the U.S. illegally.. See, Immigration Enforcement Along the U.S. Borders and at Ports of Entry: Federal,
State, and Local Efforts, op. cit. and Ron Nixon. “As U.S. Watches Mexico, Traffickers Slip in From Canadas.” New
York Times (October 16, 2016).

050 Mexcico, Central America and the Caribbean. New York: United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2016).

051 “How do cartels get drugs into the U.S.” BBC (December 3, 2015). Also see Caribbean Border Counternarcotic
Strategy (Washington, D.C.: Office of the President of the United States, 2015).

652 Dane Schiller. “Drug traffickers look to the seas to reach Texas.” Houston Chronicle (June 4, 2012).

53 June S. Beittel. Mexico: Organized Crime and Drug Trafficking Organizations (Washington, D.C.: 2015) and Jeremy
Bender, Christopher Woody and Amanda Macias. “Here are the most powerful Mexican drug cartels that operate
in the U.S.”” Business Insider (January 31, 2016).

654 Christian Caryl. “Mob Rule” Foreign Policy (July 19, 2013).
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This has led to an increase of the ‘crime-terror’ or ‘drug-terror’ nexus, demonstrated by a

. . . . . . . . 655
surging collaboration between transnational criminal organizations and terrorist groups.’

Narco-trafficking has become a common tactic exploited by a variety of non-state actors,

including Islamist movements like al Qaeda, ISIS or Hezbollah.”* Tt is estimated 50 percent

of designated Foreign Terrorist Organizations participate in narco-trafficking.*”’

But the supply of narcotics is only one factor. As such, narco-trafficking is primarily a
foreign policy issue. But defining narco-trafficking in the context of demand presents a second
and equally compelling narrative. As such, narco-trafficking is a domestic issue with socio-
economic and healthcare dimensions. This perspective challenges the dominance of a supply-

side narrative. In 2016, overdose deaths peaked at 63,000 making widespread addiction to

O

drugs a significant threat to the nation’s well-being.””® An estimated 24.6 million Americans

659

use or abuse narcotics, representing 10 percent of users worldwide.” This has occurred

66!

alongside rising potency and declining prices.””’ But narco-trafficking in the context of health

and welfare is just one factor of the domestic threat. The effects on the judicial system are also

55 On the drug-terror nexus see Eldad Beck. “Hezbollah’s Cocaine Jihad.” Yzes (December 29, 2012); John Cisar.
“Narcoterrorism: How Drug Trafficking and Terrorism Intersect.” Journal of Homeland and National Security
Perspectives (2014); Hernandez, op. cit; Howard and Traughber; op. cit; Bill Mandrick. “An Ontological
Framework for Understanding the Terror-Crime Nexus” in (eds.) William Mendel and Peter McCabe’s SOF Role
in Combating Transnational Organized Crime (Tampa: The Joint Special Operations University Press, 2016), pp. 147-
162; Martin (2014), op. cit., pp. 163-192; Caroline May. “GOP Leaders Highlight Threat of Islamic State
Infiltrating Southern Border.” Breitbart November 27, 2015); Richard Perez-Pena. “Migrants’” Attempts to Enter
U.S. via Mexico Stoke Fears About Jihadists.” New York Times (November 19, 2015) and William F. Wechsler.
“Combatting Transnational Organized Crime (Washington, D.C.: The Washington Institute, April 26, 2012).

656 Mary Fran T. Malone and Christine B. Malone-Rowe. “Transnational Organized Crime in Latin America.” in
Jay Albanese and Philip Reichel (eds.) Transnational Organized Crime: An Overview from Six Continents (Los Angeles:
Sage, 2014); Josh Meyer. “The secret backstory of how Obama let Hezbollah off the hook.” Po/itico (December
18, 2017) and Reichel, op. cit.

957 The rise of the crime-terror nexus is due in large measure to policies employed to fight al Qaeda and its
affiliates, which resulted in declining state sponsorship and an increased vigilance by the U.S. and its allies of
financial flows to these organizations by private donors. See, Michael Braun. “Drug Trafficking and Middle
Eastern Terrorist Groups: A Growing Nexus?” (Washington, D.C., The Washington Institute, July 25, 2008).
Also see, Musa al-Gharbi. “Mexican drug cartels are worse than ISIL.” A/ Jageera America (October 20, 2014).
58 Data Brief 294. Drug Overdose Deaths in the United States, 1999-2016 (Atlanta: Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention, 2017). Accessed December 26, 2017
https:/ /www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/databriefs/db294_table.pdf#page=1; Drug War Statistics. (Washington, D.C.:
Drug Policy Alliance, 2015); Obama, What America’s Users Spend on 1llegal Drugs (2000-2010), op. cit., pp. 20-29
and 45-65. Taking Control: Pathways To Drug Policies That Work, op. cit. and Thomas Harrison. The U.S. Security
Homeland Security Role in the Mexican War Against Drug Cartels. (Washington, D.C.: United States House of
Representatives, March 31, 2011).

059 Obama, What America’s Users Spend on 1llegal Drugs (2000-2070), op. cit., pp. 20-29 and 45-65; Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration. Results from the 2013 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Summary
of National Findings (Rockville: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014) and Taking
Control: Pathways To Drug Policies That Work, op. cit., p. 12.

060 Obama, What America’s Users Spend on Illegal Drugs (2000-2010), op. cit., pp. 45-65 and Taking Control: Pathways
To Drug Policies That Work, op. cit., p. 12.
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critical. Individuals serving sentences for drug related offenses comprise a disproportionate
percentage of the U.S. prison population, which is the world’s largest.*”'

When depicting the threat posed by narco-trafficking, a dual discourse emerges, where
two dominate threat narratives are present (not just as with terrorism). One is framed through
a supply-centric and the other a demand-centric threat discourse. These distinct narratives
result in two diverging but complimentary sets of policies. This creates the potential for a

conflict within the government regarding the level of the threat narco-trafficking poses and

the best means to address it.

NARCO-TRAFFICKING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE DATA

Having examined the threat of narco-trafficking in the context of U.S. national security I now
turn to the data. In this section I will examine both the subjective and objective perceptions
of the threat of narco-trafficking expressed by survey respondents and interview respondents.
Subjects represent views internal to (i.e. politicians, bureaucrats and military officials) and
external from (i.e. members of the media, civil society, academics and think tanks) the state.
As such, the data presents an overview of how these stakeholders perceive the threat and the

reasons why they hold these views.

A Quantitative Analysis of Narco-Trafficking
Although the CDA provided an average weighted score of 2.07 (on a four-point scale), survey

respondents — representing both subjective and objective perspectives — ranked the threat

662

lower.”” Based on the mean scores of all threats presented in the survey, narco-trafficking

ranked 40 of 59 threats, with a score of 3.86 (out of 10), illustrating a disparity in

% When asked to rank the level of threat posed by narco-trafficking, the majority

perspectives.
of survey respondents placed the threat level at 3.00 (on scale from zero to 10), although the

average score was higher at 4.02 (see Figure 5.1).

U Drug War Statistics, op. cit.; Lauren E. Glaze and Danielle Kaeble. Correctional Populations in the United States,
20173. (Washington, D.C., United States Department of Justice, 2014) and Peter Wagner and Bernadette Rabuy.
Mass Incarceration: The Whole Pie 2015 (Northampton: Prison Policy Initiative, December 8, 2015).

062 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.

63 See Appendix Seven: All Threats Ranked By Mean Scores (Survey Respondents) And Weight Scores (Content
& Discourse Analysis).
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Figure 5.1: Level of Threat Posed by
Narco-Trafficking (As a Percentage of Response)
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When broken down by professional category, those within the state generally ranked
the threat level of narco-trafficking higher than those external to it. Politicians and bureaucrats
tended to rank the threat slightly higher, with mean scores of 4.67 and 4.21 respectively (see
Table 5.2).

Table 5.2: Mean Scores Regarding the
Level of Threat Posed by Narco-Trafficking

Professional Category Mean Score
Politician 4.67
Bureaucrat 4.21
Civil Society 4.20
Military 4.14
Academia/Think Tank 3.27
Media 3.07

In general, and in line with the expectations generated by this research, every professional
category ranked narco-trafficking lower than terrorism (the reasons for which will be explored
below).

When asked to choose which one strategy is best suited to confront narco-trafficking,
survey respondents were divided (see Figure 5.2). A majority of respondents, 39 percent,
selected limited force. But a comparable percentage, 35 percent, endorsed economic
incentives. This divergence in policy preference mirrors the dual discourses (i.e. supply and

demand) emerging in the context of mid-level threats like narco-trafficking.
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Figure 5.2: Best Strategy to Confront Narco-Trafficking
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When further broken down by professional category, those within the state expressed

a stronger preference for the use of limited force then those external to it (see Table 5.3).

Those external to the state also expressed a greater preference for both economic and

diplomatic strategies to counter narco-trafficking.

Table 5.3: Best Strategy to Confront Narco-Trafficking
Defined by Professional Category (as a Percentage of Responses)

Over.- Limited Economic | Diplomatic . None of
whelming Use of I i E ¢ Sanctions the Ab
Use of Force | Force ncentives ngagemen e Above
Politician 0 44.44 33.33 22.22 0 0
Bureaucrat 5.26 42.11 36.84 10.53 0 5.26
Military 0 61.90 23.81 9.52 0 4.76
Media 13.33 33.33 40.00 13.13 0 0
Civil Society 11.11 33.33 33.33 22.22 0 0
Academia
/Think Tank 4.76 19.05 42.86 9.52 0 23.81

This is again indicative of the discursive duality that emerges with mid-level threats, as a

measure of those diverging policy options (i.e. demand versus supply) that result

When asked which agency was best equipped to handle the threat of narco-trafficking,

survey respondents again expressed division (see Table 5.3).

Figure 5.3: Government Institutions Best Equipped to Handle Narco-Trafficking
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FBI: Federal Bureau of Investigation

Organizational Abbreviations
CIA: Central Intelligence Agency
DOD: Department of Defense

DHS: Department of Homeland
Security

NIC: National Intelligence Council
DOS: Department of State

DOT: Department of the Treasury
DOE: Department of Energy
DHHS: Department of Health &
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A majority, 39 percent, selected the FBI. But 29 percent selected the DHS. I posit this
is also illustrative of the duality in policy, wherein the FBI represents a criminal judicial
approach and the DHS, a more traditional security-centric model.

When further broken down by professional category, there was a strong preference
across all groups for the FBI to be the lead agency for U.S. counter-narcotics efforts (see Table

5.4).

Table 5.4: Government Institutions Best Equipped to Handle
Narco-Trafficking Defined by Professional Category (as a Percentage of Responses)

DOD | DOS | NIC | DHS | DOT | CIA | FBI | DOE | DHHS | None | Total
Politician 0 1111 | 1111 | 1111 0 0 | 5556 | 0 0 1111 | 100
Bureaucrat | 1053 | 526 | 0 | 4211 | 526 | 0 | 3158 | 0 5.6 0 100
Military 476 | 952 | 0 | 5238 0 0 | 2857 | 0 0 476 | 100
Media 667 | 1313 | 0 667 | 667 | 667 | 4667 | 0 0 1333 | 100
Civil Society 0 1111 | o 1111 0 | 1111 | 5556 | 0 0 1111 | 100
/?ﬁfjlf ’;‘;k 0 9.09 | 455 | 2727 | 9.09 0 |3636| o0 0 13.64 | 100

Interestingly, the military was the category least likely to prefer the FBI. I posit this might
result from bureaucratic bias (further explored below), wherein defense agencies tend to frame
a threat in the context of national security policy more aligned with the DHS (established to
defend the U.S., primarily, against the threat of terrorism after 9/11), than the FBI’s criminal-

justice approach.

A QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS OF NARCO-TRAFFICKING
The interviews conducted for the purpose of this research provide a more nuanced view, from
the perspective of the state of how narco-trafficking characterized, as well as why narco-

trafficking is prioritized as a medium level threat.

A General Perspective on the Threat of Narco-Trafficking

When asked if narco-trafficking is a national security priority for the U.S., the general
assessment of interviewees was in the affirmative. They categorized narco-trafficking as a
critical priority, but noted that it does not rise to the level of terrorism. Consistent with my
expectations, two specific narratives emerged from the interviews. One emphasized narco-
trafficking as a foreign policy threat, necessitating an attack on traffickers and supply and an
alternative that stressed its root causes and the effects of domestic demand. I will now briefly

describe the perspectives of each group as it pertains to the threat posed by narco-trafficking.
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The Politicians’ Perspective on the Threat of Narco-Trafficking

Politicians were more divided on the threat posed by narco-trafficking. Narcotics were
categorized as a problem by politicians, but less so than terrorism. Democrats were less likely
to believe narco-trafficking posed a threat. They attributed this to the failure of mitigating
policies (i.e. the war on drugs), not because the danger itself had decreased, but because of a
narrow-minded focus on supply to the exclusion of alterative domestic, demand-centric
strategies. They also cited an increased acceptance of alternative policy options (i.e. legalization
and decriminalization), but did not express any clear support for pursing these options in lieu
of mitigating strategies (i.e. use of limited force). As one Democrat explained, the government
realizes a foreign policy approach does not “have much hope of doing any good.”*** But the
government also does not, “see a solution. If they saw a solution — they know how to control
terrorism — they don’t know how to control narco-trafficking because the demand for the
drugs is so great in the U.S. and the conduits [i.e. the supply] so extensive.”**

Republican were more critical of this perspective, noting that although a growing
minority tends to believe alternative strategies are better, this approach will not stop narco-
trafficking nor protect the border. Republicans believed that narcotics pose a threat, but not
to the degree of terrorism and were more inclined to focus on the external causes and
consequences of narcotics (i.e. supply) rather than the domestic causes (i.e. demand). While
Democrats were more concerned about addressing the root causes of narcotics (i.e. poverty
and a lack of education) and promoting a domestic agenda, Republicans were more concerned
with narco-trafficking in the context of violence, erosion of democracy abroad, human
trafficking, terrorism, the rise of organized crime and border insecurity.

The interviews tended to reflect the survey results. Politicians surveyed also ranked
narco-trafficking central in the threat spectrum, like politicians interviewed, who expressed a
belief that narco-trafficking is a threat, but to a lesser degree then terrorism (see Table 5.2).
Politicians surveyed were furthermore divided between policy options: the use of force
(representing a supply-centric approach) as Republicans expressed, and economic incentives
(representing a demand-centric or alternative approach), as Democrats tended to express (see

Table 5.4).

64 Interview with Subject 18, op. cit.
65 Interview with Subject 18, op. cit.
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The Bureancrats’ Perspective on the Threat of Narco-Trafficking

Bureaucrats generally believed narco-trafficking is an important priority but agreed it
does not rise to the threat level of terrorism. Bureaucrats also believed that narco-trafficking
is inadequately addressed. They attributed this to a lack of resources, commitment and
prioritization as a national security threat. As one subject noted, “just declaring a war on drugs
is not going to work.”** But bureaucrats interviewed did not discount a continued role for
mitigating policies and many believed insufficient force is being used. Bureaucrats were
staunch advocates of an increased use of limited force at home.”” They consistently pointed
to the need for complimentary law enforcement and national security measures to be
introduced to combat narcotics.

But bureaucrats also advocated for a ‘whole-of-government approach’ as the only
means to address the multi-dimensional nature of the threat at home and overseas. Bureaucrats
were most likely to regard narco-trafficking as resulting from the institutional failure in foreign
governments (defined by corruption, the erosion of democracy and the lacking rule of law),
rather than a failure of U.S. policy. Wherein bureaucrats expressed a concern that domestic
demand is insufficiently addressed, this did not change their commitment to use of limited
force to combat narco-trafficking overseas.

This is consistent with the survey results, in which bureaucrats, ranking narco-
trafficking below terrorism, expressed a preference for including a broader array of agencies
in combatting the threat than their political and military peers (see Table 5.2 and Table 5.4).
Interestingly, they were also the only state-based professional group surveyed which expressed
a slight preference (5.26 percent) for the use of overwhelming, compared to the zero percent
registered by politicians and the military (see Table 5.3). They were also the most likely among

their peers to endorse a role for the DOD, at 10.53 percent (see Table 5.4).

The Military’s Perspective on the Threat of Narco-Trafficking

Military officials were slightly more divided than bureaucrats, but less so than
politicians regarding the threat posed by narco-trafficking. In general, military interviewees
conveyed a definite sense of threat. But the majority focused on narco-trafficking as an issue

that cannot be defeated solely by the use of limited force overseas. As one subject commented,

066 Interview with Subject 9, op. cit.
67 Interview with Subjects 3 and 7, op. cit.
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addressing the “huge network that moves everything from drugs, humans, weapons,
everything through the southern approaches and into the U.S.... needs to be a whole-of-
government approach.”*” Military officials did not discount the role of limited force, but
focused on its use in a domestic context, including border control and interdiction, as the best
means to address the threat.

Military officials emphasized “political divisiveness” as a key factor in the failure to

669

combat narco-trafficking.”” Debating supply versus demand-centric policies creates, as one

military official explained, the “political impossibility” of adequately addressing the threat.™
They generally believed this results in a lack of necessary resources allocated to fight the narco-
trade. Required to consider an increasing array of dangers, each measured as a degree of finite
resources apportioned to national security, risks can only be addressed when considered
proportional to all others. As one military official noted, “resource economics are going to

350

start wagging the dog in many cases.”™”" A deficit in resources, military officials believed, has
serious ramifications for the prioritization of narco-trafficking.””” This implies the execution
of military policy is hampered by the politics of national security, not the capabilities or
capacity of national security agencies. Military personnel believed that the politics of national
security — measured by the narrative depicting the threat and the resources dedicated to
combatting it — has a critical and determining effect on threat prioritization and policy
generally, and narco-trafficking, specifically.

Interestingly, despite interviewed military officials expressing a wider array of policy
options were necessary to confront narco-trafficking, they were still the most likely to select
the use of limited force when surveyed (see Table 5.3). I posit this might be attributable to the
inherent bureaucratic bias to maintain control over the resources allocated to defense agencies
to address narco-trafficking. This also might explain why military officials surveyed were least
likely to prefer economic or diplomatic policies (see Table 5.3). And why military officials, as

I previously posited, selected the DHS to the FBI, the latter which takes a criminal-justice

approach to the threat, while the former has a security-centric approach (see Table 5.4).

068 Interview with Subject 1, op. cit.
69 Interview with Subject 1, op. cit.
070 Interview with Subject 19, op. cit.
71 Interview with Subject 14, op. cit.
072 Interview with Subject 1, op. cit.
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NARCO-TRAFFICKING IN THE CONTEXT OF THE HYPOTHESES
Having examined the data, I now turn to testing the two hypotheses. If systemic shifts in the
character of threats best explains prioritization, we would expect that countries respond to

specific material factors (as outlined above) when confronting a threat.”

We would expect to
find where these factors threaten the U.S. to a higher degree, there would be a difference in
prioritization when compared to similar nations. This implies, if systematic shifts were the
most critical factor, prioritization and policy would be generally similar in the U.S. as in
comparable states facing a comparable threat.

Alternatively, if the Cultural-Institutional hypothesis best explains the level of
prioritization, we would anticipate subjective measures of threats to be based not on material
factors, but America’s distinct political culture. We would expect to find policies do not reflect
material factors, but an interpretation of threat, expressed rhetorically, and emerging as a
product of bureaucratic bias. This would be illustrated by an American threat discourse
diverging in significant ways from an objective narrative and a preference for policy by the
U.S. that also diverges in significant ways from comparable states facing similar threats. Finally,
based on the nature of the preferred strategy, we might also expect specific bureaucracies to
rise in prominence over others within the government in regards to the execution of policy,

regardless of their applicability or capacity to succeed.

NARCO-TRAFFICKING IN THE CONTEXT OF SYSTEMIC SHIFTS

If the systemic shift in the character of threats were a validated, we would expect threat
assessments to be based on material factors and U.S. policies to combat narco-trafficking
would converge with comparable states. This is evidenced by the External Systemic Threat
Assessment Measure (as outlined in Chapter Two).””* The Measure for narco-trafficking
(which examines threat levels as an objective measure) presented in Appendix Nine, scores

narco-trafficking as a “low to moderate/moderate threat” (with a ranking of 4.5 out of 10).°”

73 Barry Posen. “Command of the Commons: The Military Foundations of U.S. Hegemony.” International Security
(2003).

674 The External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure was created for the purposes of this research to provide
a (relatively) independent measure of threat level which could be used as a comparable factor against the CDA
scores and the survey data. Using a binary scoring methodology and analyzing a range of broad factors, the
Measure aims to remove (some degree of) subjectivity through quantifying a set of materials factors that are
generally taken into account when assessing threats. See Appendix Three: External Systemic Threat Assessment
Measure and Appendix Nine: Narco-Trafficking in the Context of the External Systemic Threat Assessment
Measure.

75 See Appendix Nine: Narco-trafficking in the Context of the External Systemic Threat Assessment Measure.
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As a result, I propose material factors are again indeterminate. To determine precisely what
factors are, I will review U.S. anti-narcotics policies and draw comparisons with similar nations

facing a similar level of threat.

Comparing the European Union and United States

The EU prioritizes narco-trafficking as a major threat to its security.””® Like the U.S., the EU
is a critical source, transit and destination point for the global narcotics market.””” The EU is
the second largest regional market for narcotics, behind the U.S.”” With a total population
about a third larger than the U.S., the EU has approximately the same number of users (26
million) as America (24 million), with seven percent (versus America’s 10 percent) of the
population addicted to narcotics.”” But, the EU only has 7,000 to 8,000 overdose deaths a
year, remaining stable since 2001, while the U.S. rate continues to rise exponentially (see Table
5.5). Like the U.S., the EU is situated in close proximity to several major drug producer nations
(like Afghanistan, China and the West African countries). Every EU member has a vast array
of legal and illegal entry points which traffickers can use to move goods.”® This is compounded
by less restriction on movement within EU member states, necessitating a higher degree of
inter-state cooperation between law enforcement and justice-related agencies.”' This, in
addition to, the EU’s broader asylum and refugee policies, specifically its admittance of people
from communities in crisis, where narco-trafficking (or organized crime) is an endemic aspect

. 682
of conflict.”

676 Eva Magdalena Stambol. “Governing Cocaine Supply and Organized Crime from Latin America and the
Caribbean: The Changing Security Logic in European Union External Policy.” European Journal of Criminal Policy
and Research (2015), pp. 6-7.

77 For an overview of the current state of affairs, see United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime. World Drug
Report (New York: United Nations, 2017).

78 World Drug Report (2005), op. cit., pp. 128-129.

79 International Narcotics Control Board. Repors 2075. (Vienna: The United Nations, 2016); Obama, What
America’s Users Spend on 1llegal Drugs (2000-2010), op. cit., pp. 20-29 and 45-65; Substance Abuse and Mental Health
Services Administration, op. cit. and Taking Control: Pathways To Drug Policies That Work, op. cit., p. 12.

080 EU Approved Border Inspection Posts (BIP). (Brussels: European Commission, 2016). Accessed: April 24, 2016
http://ec.cutopa.cu/food/animals/vet-border-control/bip/index_en.htm.

081 Georges Estievenart. “Enlargement of the European Union Regarding the Drug Phenomenon: A Single
Market for Illicit Drugs?” in (ed.) Alvaro Camacho Guizado, Drug Trafficking: Perspectives From Europe, America and
the United States. (Bogota: Universidad de los Andes, 2005), p. 33.

982 For example, in 2013 the EU estimated 3.4 million peopled legally immigrated into a member state (although
more than half moved from one member state to another) while approximately 1.3 million moved legally into
the U.S. from another country. Another 400,000 to 600,000 illegal immigrants arrive in the U.S. every year, while
low estimates place the number of illegal entries into the EU at 72,000 a year. See, See, Steven A. Camarota. 2.5
Million Join 1llegal Population under Obama. (\Washington, D.C.: Center for Immigration Studies, 2015; Department
of Economic and Social Affairs. Trends In International Migrant Stock: The 2013 Revision - Migrants By Age And Sex
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Table 5.5: Number of Deaths Due to Overdoes from
Narcotics in the European Union & the United States (2001-2016)*"

Year | European Union | United States
2001 8,126 19,394
2002 6,830 23,518
2003 6,364 25,785
2004 6,912 27,424
2005 7,368 29,813
2006 7,010 34,425
2007 7,435 36,010
2008 8,044 36,450
2009 7,645 37,004
2010 6,954 38,329
2011 --- 41,340
2012 6,100 41,502
2013 --- 43,982
2014 7,529 47,055
2015 7,585 52,404
2016 --- 63,632

Yet the EU’s general approach to narco-trafficking remains demand-driven.” In its external
policy, the EU pursues ‘soft control’ or ‘security through development instead of force.’”
Cooperation on anti-trafficking efforts between the EU and states assisted by them
(specifically in Southeast Asia, Africa and Latin America), generally takes precedence over
unilateral actions or direct military operations. The EU emphasizes strategies that balance their
shared ‘principles and values’ with security instead of purely security strategies.”* The EU has

led the global shift towards demand-centric policies, reflected in the broad application of

decriminalization and legalization across the continent, as well as a commitment to addressing

(New York: United Nations, 2013); Migration and Migrant Population Statistics. (Brussels: European Commission,
2015); “Migrant crisis: Migration to Europe explained in seven charts.” BBC (March 4, 2016); Migrant crisis:
Migration to Europe explained in seven charts.” BBC (March 4, 2016); Randall Monger and James Yankay. U.S.
Lawful Permanent Residents: 2013. (Washington, D.C.: Department of Homeland Security, 2015) and Jie Zong and
Jeanne Batalove. Frequently Requested Statistics on Immigrants and Immigration in the United States (Washington, D.C.:
Migration Policy Institute, 2016).

83 Tt is important to note not every member state reports statistics annually and in some cases these totals are
incomplete. See Data Brief 294. Drug Overdose Deaths in the United States, 1999—2016, op. cit.; European Drug Report:
Trends and Developments (Luxembourg: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction, 2014);
European Drug Report: Trends and Developments (Luxembourg: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug
Addiction, 2017); Overdose Death Rates (Atlanta: National Center for Health Statistics, 2015); Table DRD-2. Number
of drug-induced deaths recorded in EU according to national definitions: Part (i) Total drug-induced deaths, 1995—2011. (Brussels:
European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016). Accessed August 30, 2016
http://www.emcdda.curopa.cu/stats13#display: /stats13/drdtab2a and Table DRD-2: Overdose deaths. Current
Situation. Gender. (Brussels: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016) Accessed August
30, 2016 http://ww.emcdda.europa.eu/data/stats2016#displayTable:DRD-2.

84 Stambol, op. cit.

985 Stambol, op. cit., pp. 4 and 16.

86 Stambol, op. cit., p. 4.
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the endemic, root causes leading to the production, distribution and abuse. These policies have
resulted in a lower number of narcotics-related arrests, for example, in the EU when compared

to U.S. (see Table 5.6).

Table 5.6: Number of Drug Law Violations in
the European Union & the United States (2001-2016)""

Year | European Union | United States
2001 613,117 1,586,902
2002 657,553 1,538,813
2003 729,849 1,678,192
2004 949,848 1,746,570
2005 804,387 1,846,351
2006 809,603 1,889,810
2007 1,103,422 1,841,182
2008 825,771 1,702,537
2009 919,096 1,663,582
2010 920,759 1,638,84
2011 853,347 1,531,251
2012 874,565 1,552,432
2013 913,923 1,501,043
2014 1,004,818 1,561,231
2015 --- 1,488,707
2016 --- 1,486,810

Having briefly outlined the EU’s general perspective on the threat of narco-trafficking,
I will now provide four specific examples that illustrate America’s distinct approach to the
threat, from both the foreign and domestic security perspective. In the context of foreign
policy, I will examine direct military operations and Alternative Development strategies in
Latin America.”” In the context of domestic policy, I will examine border control and

healthcare (broadly defined as intervention, rehabilitation and education-related initiatives).

87 It is important to note not every member state reports statistics annually and in some cases these totals are
incomplete. Too few states have submitted data to the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drugs
Addiction to make any estimates for 2015 or 2016. See, Arrests for Illicit Drugs Annually in the US, by Drug: Type
Figures in  Percents. (Lancaster: Common Sense for Drug Policy, 2017). Accessed December 28, 2017
http:/ /www.drugwarfacts.org/cms/Crime#sthash NtoCBD46.dpuf; Crime in the United States (Washington, D.C.:
Federal Butreau of Investigation, 2016). Accessed September 1, 2016 https://uct.fbi.gov/crime-in-the-
u.s/2014/ctime-in-the-u.s.-2014/persons-arrested/main and Table DL.O-01-1. Drug law offences. Number of Offences.
Offénces. (Brussels: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2017). Accessed December 28,
2017 http://www.emcdda.curopa.cu/data/stats2016#display T'able: DLO-01-1.

%88 The UN defines Alternative Development as the, “process to prevent and eliminate the illicit cultivation of
plants containing narcotic drugs and psychotropic substances through specifically designed rural development
measures in the context of sustained national growth and sustainable development efforts in countries taking
action against drugs, recognizing the particular sociocultural characteristics of the target communities and groups,
within the framework of a comprehensive and permanent solution to the problem of illicit drugs.” The UN
further notes those, “national strategies may vary, but the specific purpose of Alternative Development in its
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Narco-Trafficking & The Use of Military

As noted above, the EU generally promotes military assistance (including training,
intelligence and military hardware) over direct EU-led operations. This represents a broader
European strategy which encourages states to provide for, and ensure, their own stability —
not become reliant on external aide. This is also a reflection of the general European emphasis
on addressing the endemic root causes and systemic failures which diminish capacity for
sustainable preventative measures.”” The EU maintains, for example, that stability in Latin
America can only be addressed through poverty, social inequality and democratic
governance.”” The EU counter-narcotics strategy in the region ranks supply-centric policies
the last of four objectives including, respectively, 1) policy support and coordination between
the countries; 2) collecting, consolidating and analyzing data; and 3) addressing demand.*”!

Of all EU members, the UK confronts a narcotics threat most similar to the U.S., as
a measure of both supply and demand.”” The U.K. defense community’s anti-narcotics
strategy is not devoid of military operations, but they are limited in scope occurring in just two
countries (according to declassified information).””” Comparatively, the U.S. conducts anti-
narcotics operations with governments on every continent in the world.””* In Colombia, for
example, the specific nature of British operations and precise budget remain classified, but the
UK reports its budget is less than the $2 billion U.S budget.”” Reports suggest that UK
military engagement in Colombia is limited to anti-narcotic law enforcement training as well

.y . . . 696 .
as military advice, intelligence and hardware.” Furthermore, due to environmental concerns

present, broader meaning is to contribute to economic development (especially in rural areas) in order to target
the underlying factors and root causes of illicit drug economies.” See World Drug Report (2015), op. cit., p. 77.

989 Sven Biscop. Global and Operational: A New Strategy for EU Foreign and Security Policy. (Rome: Instituto Affari
Internazionali, 2015).

090_4 Stronger Partnership Between the European Union and Latin America. (Brussels: The European Commission, 2004),
pp. 8-9.

01 Directorate General for International Cooperation and Development. Latin America - COPOLAD - Cooperation
Programme on Drugs Policies with EU (Brussels, European Parliament, 2016).

092 For example, see United Kingdom country overview: A summary of the national drug situation. (Brussels: European
Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016).

093 David Pallister, Sibylla Brodzinksy and Owen Bowecott. “Secret aid poured into Colombian drug war.” The
Guardian (July 8, 2003) and Daniel Read. “Britain’s Secret War in Colombia.” London Progressive Journal (July 3,
2009). Also see “British military involvement in Colombia.” (London: Justice for Colombia, 2016). Accessed May
1, 2016 http:/ /www.justiceforcolombia.otrg/campaigns/military-aid/ photos.php.

094 “British military involvement in Colombia,” op. cit.; Pallister, Brodzinksy and Bowcott, op. cit. and Read, op.
Cit.

095 “British military involvement in Colombia,” op. cit.; Pallister, Brodzinksy and Bowcott, op. cit. and Read, op.
Cit.

096 “British military involvement in Colombia,” op. cit.; Pallister, Brodzinksy and Bowcott, op. cit. and Read, op.
Cit.
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(i.e. the use of chemical agents and their effects), the UK tends to reject crop eradication
strategies, and always introduces alternative agriculture practices in the those unique cases
when eradication is undertaken.””’

This contrasts with the U.S. preference for broad based partnerships and direct
military operations not only in Latin America, but in all the countries where it combats narco-
trafficking, illustrating a consistent use of limited force by the U.S. in the war on drugs.””
Starting with the launch of the war by President Richard Nixon in the late 1960s, there was a
noticeable shift in the perception of the threat. Narcotics were defined in the context of a
security rather than a societal threat. Nixon launched Operation Intercept as his first mitigating
strategy in 1969, wherein the border with Mexico was almost shut down to stem the tide of
cannabis into the U.S. In 1989 Bush launched Operation Just Cause, invading Panama to
apprehend its de-factor dictator (and international narco-trafficker), Manuel Noriega. Three
years later, Clinton sent a paramilitary force to support Colombian efforts in capturing
international narco-trafficker Pablo Escobar, who was killed during the operation. In 1996,
Clinton launched Plan Colombia which focused on military and law enforcement operations

and the sale of hardware to the Colombian military and paramilitary anti-narcotics forces. The

program was maintained, and grew under Bush (see Table 5.7).

699

Table 5.7: Plan Colombia Program Budget (in millions)

Year Reduce Narcotics & Promote Promote Social &
Improve Security Rule of Law Economic Justice

2000 817.80 121.10 80.00

2001 232.80 0.90 0.50

2002 395.90 15.80 109.90

2003 607.90 27.00 125.70

2004 617.70 09.00 126.50

2005 585.60 7.30 124.70

2006 587.30 10.50 130.40

2007 591.10 7.80 139.70

2008 423.40 39.40 194.40

997 The same is true in Afghanistan where the British military maintains an exclusive focus on supporting law
enforcement, crop substitution and institutional reform to ensure the sustainability of anti-narcotics efforts over
the long term. See, Sayaka Fukumi. Cocaine Trafficking in Latin America: EU and US' Policy Responses (Hampshire:
Ashgate, 2008) and The UK's work in Ajfghanistan (London: Ministry of Defence, 2014).

998 For a snapshot of the discrepancy between military and non-military aid in Latin America see, Peter J. Meyer
and Mark P. Sullivan. U.S. Foreign Assistance to Latin America and the Caribbean: Recent Trends and Appropriations
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2012).

099 Pablo F. Gomez. The War on Drugs Revisited: Old Problems, Old Solutions, Same Results (Vanderbilt University,
September 16, 2009), p. 24; PLAN COLOMBLA Drug Reduction Goals Were Not Fully Met, but Security Has Improved;
U.S. Agencies Need More Detailed Plans for Reducing Assistance (Washington, D.C.: Governmental Accountability
Office, 2008) and Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 27.
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In 2008, the GAO issued a report citing some successes, but assessed that the program had
failed to meet its reduction goals.700 In 2011, Obama launched the Merida Initiative with
Mexico to stem the volume of drugs, crime and money laundering between the neighboring
nations.””! Consisting of a $2.5 billion aid package, the program (like its counterpart in
Colombia) emphasized mitigating over arbitrating strategies.””

Of the Initiative’s seven programs, the four with the most funding were military and
law enforcement operations (see Table 5.8). Funding was extended through 2017 with a $129
million budget including $80 million to fight traffickers and support law enforcement and only

$49 million for development assistance.””

Table 5.8: The Merida Initiative Program Budget (in millions)™"*
Year 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015
Military Programs 46.5 | 261.9 | 206.7 160 119.1

Development Assistance 13.7 67.7 58.3 46.8 46.1

When asked to assess the success’ of the initiative, the Congressional Research Service noted
a response depended on the specific program and definition of success, rather than offering
an endorsement of the program in its entirety.”

The preference for the use of limited force by the U.S. is illustrated in its consistent
use of small-scale combat operations against cartels and their armies; the killing, capture and
extradition of senior cartel leadership; the eradication of crops; and providing intelligence or
support for security personnel in anti-narcotics efforts. These actions are limited in the sense
that they do not amount to large-scale deployment and warfare (as is the case with terrorism,
exemplified by U.S. wars in Afghanistan and Iraq). Other examples of America’s use of limited
force, against narco-trafficking abound. For example, a 2008 CIA Inspector’s General Report
revealed between 1995 and 2001, the CIA shot down 15 planes suspected of smuggling

narcotics across Latin America.”” And General Charles Jacoby, Commander of the U.S.

Northern Command, stated in testimony before the Senate in 2012 that the U.S. “decapitation

700 PILAN COLOMBILA, op. cit.

701 Clare Ribando Seelke and Kiristin Finklea. U.S.-Mexican Security Cooperation: The Merida Initiative and Beyond
(Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2016).

702 Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 27.

703 Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 8.

704 Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 27.

705 Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 18.

706 “CIA helped shutdown 15 civilian planes.” CBS News (December 11, 2008).
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strategy’ has captured or killed 22 or 37 high value traffickers.””” Furthermore, the U.S. deploys
more Predator drones in Latin America, and particularly the U.S.-Mexican border, then it does
against terrorism.”” Although weaponized drones have not yet been deployed in the war on
drugs, the Predator was first used in the late 1980s and early 1990s to assist cross border anti-
narcotics operations, and remains an integral part of operations against high value narco-
traffickers.””” The CIA and the DEA have furthermore run joint operations, sometimes in
conjunction with the U.S. military, in places like Somalia, Bolivia, Honduras, Afghanistan and
Colombia.”™” And at any given time, the U.S. has as many as 2,000 troops deployed across
Latin America (and upwards to 4,000 when including supporting Navy ships stationed directly
off the continents’ coast), to execute anti-narcotics efforts.”"’ But the extent of covert
operations and unofficial paramilitary support for Latin American governments, and beyond,

. 712
is unknown.

Narco-Trafficking & Alternative Development

When executing anti-drug strategies overseas, the EU relies on close collaboration with
the various stakeholders across multi-national platforms while emphasizing education, drug
prevention, treatment, rehabilitation and harm reduction policies.”” It also relies on an strategy
of Alternative Development as the best means to “address the underlying drivers of illicit
cultivation.””* The U.S., conversely, views Alternative Development exclusively as a security
measure.”” As Emily Phan-Gruber writes, “the UN and the EU perceive AD [Alternative
Development| and drug control programs as development activities aimed at reducing poverty

and improving public. The U.S., on the other hand, views AD programs as security measures

707 Robert Beckhusen. “Killing drug cartel bosses isn’t working, says top U.S. General.” WIRED (March 13,
2012) and “Top Mexican drug cartels leaders captured or killed in recent years.” The Associated Press (February 27,
2015).

708 William Booth. “More Predator drones fly U.S.-Mexico bordet.” Washington Post (December 21, 2011).

709 Booth, op. cit. and “The Drug War Taught the U.S. Military How to Hunt Terrorists.” War Is Boring (October
23,2015).

710 George A. Crawford. Manhunting: Counter-Network Organization for Irregnlar Warfare (Halbert Field: Joint Special
Operation University, 2009); Jaime Malamud-Goti. So/diers, Peasants, Politics and the War on Drugs. American
University International Law Review (1990) and “Timeline: America’s War on Drugs.” NPR (April 2, 2007).

""" Total Military Personnel and Dependent End Strength. (Washington, D.C.: United States Department of Defense,
2015) and “U.S. Military expands its drug war in Latin America.” Associated Press (February 3, 2013).

712 Deborah Sontag. “The Secret History of Colombia’s Paramilitaries and the U.S. War on Drugs.” The New York
Times (September 10, 2016).

713 Fukumi, op. cit. and Stambol, op. cit., pp. 4-5.

714 World Drug Report (2015), op. cit., p. 81.

715 Emily Phan-Gruber. “The Role of Alternative Development in the “War on Drugs’ The Case of Bolivia.” The
Journal of Civil Society and Social Transformation (2010).
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designed to reduce the coca crop.”"'® As a result, the International Crisis Group notes, “in the
U.S. drugs are basically still seen and treated as a law enforcement issue. This perception has
only grown since 9/11, and the U.S. now includes a narcotetrorism evaluation in its National
Security assessments.”’"’

In the four primary countries where the UK supports Alternative Development
strategies (Afghanistan, Colombia, Peru and Bolivia), the U.S. has ongoing counter-narcotic
military operations.””* The UK has ongoing operations in just two.”" This lack of social and
economic development programming has resulted in, Fukumi writes, a failure by the U.S. to
decrease supply to or address the ‘real problems’ of weak government and inequality.”
Furthermore, when implementing Alternative Development strategies, the U.S. makes funding
conditional on fully executing crop eradication first, something neither the EU (nor the UN)
requires of partnering states.””' Finally, the U.S. tends to take a top-down approach to
Alternative Development, forcing policy on states as a condition of development support.
This is stark contrast to the EU wherein local community stakeholders are involved in
executing policy. The result for the U.S. has been a general distrust and disassociation by states
at the local level, leading to less positive outcomes from U.S. Alternative Development
strategies when compared the EU (and the UN).”

The outcomes of these diverging foreign policies are unsurprisingly different and
prove less successful in the U.S. than the EU. The U.S. policy has failed to achieve its goal of
lessening supply. Cultivation as a measure of hectares, for example, doubled in Colombia
3

between 2013 and 2015, despite continued efforts to eradicate cocoa crops in that country.”

Only 6.4 percent less land was used for the production of cocoa in 2015 than in 2001 when

716 Phan-Gruber, op. cit., p. 6.

717 Phan-Gruber, op. cit., p. 6.

718 _About the U.S. Military Group. (L.a Paz: United States Department of State, 20106); Enbancing Security and Stability
in Afghanistan (Washington, D.C.: United States Department of Defense, 2016); Total Military Personnel and
Dependent End Strength, op. cit.; Stephen Losey. “The Air Force’s quiet war on the Latin American drug cartels.”
Air Force Time May 29, 2016); George Withers, Lucila Santos and Adam Isacson. Preach What You Practice: The
Separation of Military and Police Roles in the Americas (Washington, D.C.: The Washington Office on Latin America,
2010);

9 _About the U.S. Military Group, op. cit.; Enbancing Security and Stability in Afghanistan, op. cit.; Total Military Personnel
and Dependent End Strength, op. cit.; Losey, op. cit. and Withers, Santos and Isacson, op. cit.

720 Fukumi, op. cit.

721 Phan-Gruber, op. cit., p. 0.

722 Phan-Gruber, op. cit.

723 Stephen Gill. “Colombia to deploy 5000 troops and begin crop substitution pilot to curb coca cultivation.”
Colombia Reports (March 17, 2016).
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the U.S. launched its Plan Columbia.””* And arresting cartel leadership has done little to deplete
the reserve of individuals prepared to lead these multi-billion dollar enterprises.”” Extradition
and prosecution has further proven costly and time-consuming, undermining the effects of
arrest and detainment as a preventative measure. Rather than building the Mexican
government’s capacity to imprison and prosecute cartel leadership domestically, the U.S.

continues to exponentially increase extradition, which reached historic levels in 2012 (see

Figure 5.4).7%

Figure 5.4: Narco-Traffickers Extradited from
Mexico to the United States (2000-2014)"
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724 Gill, op. cit.

725 For example, see, Charlotte Alfred. “Why the Capture of ‘El Chapo’ Guzman Won’t Stop His Cartel.”
Huffington Post (January 14, 2016); Nicholas Casey. “Drug War Grinds on After Cartel Arrest.” Wall Street Journal
(July 16, 2013); Dolia Estevez. “One Month After Drug Lord El Chap Guzman Arrest, Narcotics Business
Continues With No Change.” Forbes (March 20, 2014); Brian P. Kelly. “5 reasons why arresting drug lords won’t
solve the world’s drug problem.” The Week (August 6, 2013); Elliot Spagat and Marth Menoza. “Cartel arrests did
not curb drug trade.” Associated Press (December 2, 2010) and Karla Zabludovsky. “Ismael Zambada Garcia next
in line to take over the Sinaloa drug cartel after ‘El Chapo’ Guzman capture.” Newsweek (February 26, 2014).

726 Walter Rodriguez. “Mexico’s Catch-22: How the Necessary Extradition of Drug Cartel Leaders Undermines
Long-Term Criminal Justice Reforms.” Boston College International & Comparative Law Review (2015), p. 167 and
Seelke and Finklea, op. cit., p. 19.

727 According to media reports, at least 13 high-level extraditions occurred in 2015. A review of data for 2015
and 2016 revealed no official government statistics (or informal statistics from media outlets, relevant think tanks
or academic research) for exclusively narco-traffickers extradited from Mexico to the U.S. A review of news
releases from the DOYJ, State Department and U.S. Marshalls (all responsible for a part of the extradition process)
revealed no additional data. See, International Narcotics Control Strategy Report (United States Department of State,
2015); International Narcotics Control Strategy Report (United States Department of State, 2017); Seelke and Finklea,
op. cit., p. 19 and Dan Slater. “An American Drug Lord Comes Home.” The New Yorker (October 21, 2015). Also
see, United States Drug Enforcement Agency Major Arrests/ Exctraditions/ Convictions News Releases. Accessed
December 25, 2017, https://www.dea.gov/pt/top-story/MajorArrests.shtml United States Marshalls. News
Releases. Accessed December 25, 2017, https:/ /www.usmarshals.gov/news/index.html.
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The propensity of farmers to replant crops quickly has undermined eradication efforts, making

crop substitution polices ineffective.””

Despite these failures, Obama reaffirmed the U.S.
military commitment to Colombia’s efforts to combat narco-trafficking in 2016.”

The EU, on the other, recognizing the inadequacy of its policies, changed its strategy
in 2012. The European Parliament declared at the time Latin American anti-trafficking had
failed, noting two decades of cooperation had, “limited impact in terms of reducing drug
consumption and production and have not led to better control of the criminal networks
involved in the trafﬁcking.”730 As a result, they concluded, a new approach was needed.” This
recognition of failure is particulatly relevant when considering the EU was already on the
forefront of alternative anti-narcotics policies at home and abroad since the early 1990s.”* The
EU’s current anti-drug policy reflects an even broader application of decriminalization,

deregulation and legalization, representing the world’s most liberal drug policies. The extent

to which states implement this approach is in stark contrast to U.S. policy.

Narco-Trafficking & Border Controls

Domestically, the EU depends almost exclusively on national law enforcement to
secure its external borders and to monitor its internal ones.” Border control is only one aspect
of the EU’s ‘balanced’ approach to addressing supply and demand. Unlike the U.S., it does
not take precedence over other policies and does not rise to the same level of institutional
importance. This is evidenced, in part, by criticism that FRONTEX — the EU’s border
management agency — has a ‘weak’ mandate, little authority to hire necessary personnel and
few resources (in terms of operational hardware) to defend the border.”* The organization
does not maintain its own equipment or border guards, nor command over national border

agents working with the agency (authority which remains with the government from where

728 Gill, op. cit. and Nick Miroff. “Tracing the U.S. heroin surge back south of the border as Mexican cannabis
production falls.” Washington Post (April 6, 2014).

729 “Obama Says He Wants to Help Latin America Fight Drug Trade.” Telesurtv.net (January 24, 2016). Accessed
January 28, 2016 http://www.telesurtv.net/english/news/Obama-Claims-He-Wants-to-Help-Latin-America-
Fight-Drug-Trade-20160124-0025.html.

730 Directorate-General for External Policies. Europe and Latin America: Combatting Drugs and Trafficking (Brussels:
European Parliament, 2012).

731 Directorate-General for External Policies, op. cit.

732 Estievenart, op. cit.

733 Drug supply reduction and internal security policies in the European Union: an overview. (Luxembourg: European
Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drug Addiction, 2013).

734 “A Real Border Guard at Last.” The Economist (December 19, 2015).
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the agents are supplied).””> Border control, as a policy to defend against narco-trafficking
within the EU, therefore, remains limited particularly when compared to the U.S. For example,
despite having the ability to close their borders for ‘exceptional circumstances,” of the 26 EU
member states and the four non-EU members of the Schengen Agreement, only six countries

have border restrictions in place, and none use or have used the policy to combat narco-

736

trafficking.

In contrast, border control is a central pillar and, the U.S. doubled Border Patrol

737

Agents from between 2001 and 2016; starting (see Figure 5.5).

Figure 5.5: United States Border Patrol Staff (2001-2016) ™
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The largest concentration of these agents is found at the U.S. Southern border (see Table

5.9).”” The Drug Enforcement Agency has had its budget and bureaucracy rise at a similar

735 It is important to note that since 2015, with the rise of terrorism and the refugee crisis in Europe, a focus on
border control has gained a measure of importance. For example, see EUNAVFOR MED Operation Sophia:
mandate extended by one year, two new tasks added. (Brussels: European Council, June 20, 2016); European Union
Committee. Operation Sophia, the EU’s naval mission in the Mediterranean: an impossible challenge. (London: United
Kingdom Parliament, 2016); Chiara Palazzo. “Operation Sophia: EU’s naval mission in the Mediterranean
deemed an impossible challenge’ in House of Lotds report.” The Telegraph (May 13, 2016); “Schengen:
Controversial EU free movement deal explained.” BBC (April 24, 2016) and Thierry Tardy. Operation Sophia:
Tackling the refugee crisis with military measures. (Brussels: European Union Institute for Security Studies, 2015). On
FRONTEX, see About the Agency. (Warsaw: FRONTEX, 2016). Accessed August 31, 2016
http://frontex.europa.cu/ presstoom/ faq/about-the-agency.

736 “Schengen: Controversial EU free movement deal explained.” BBC (April 24, 2016).

73T Immigration Enforcement Along the U.S. Borders and at Ports of Entry: Federal, State, and Local Efforts, op. cit.

738 Nationwide Staffing, 1992-2017. (Washington, D.C.: United States Customs and Border Protection, 2017).

739 Immigration Enforcement Along the U.S. Borders and at Ports of Entry: Federal, State, and 1ocal Efforts, op. cit.
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annual rate over the past two decades.” As a comparative measure, FRONTEX announced

its goal to reach 1000 staff members to secure the border by 2020.™'

Table 5.9: United States Border
Patrol Staff by Region (2001-2016)"*

Year Coastal Border | Northern Border | Southwest Border
2001 148 340 9147
2002 143 492 9239
2003 152 569 9840
2004 160 979 9506
2005 160 988 9891
2006 153 919 11032
2007 172 1098 13297
2008 209 1363 15442
2009 223 1887 17408
2010 246 2263 17535
2011 232 2237 18506
2012 224 2206 18546
2013 213 2156 18611
2014 215 2093 18156
2015 212 2051 17522
2016 211 2059 17026

Narco-Trafficking & Demand Side Strategies

In terms of domestic policy, the EU has been on the forefront of demand-centric
measures, including decriminalization, legalization and health-related services. The “European
model” emphasizes harm reduction through substitution treatment; needle exchange;
controlled consumption and prescription; addiction treatment, disease testing; and
vaccination.”” Approximately one in six people in the EU get access to addiction treatment
services (see Table 5.10).”* Meanwhile the DHHS estimates only 10 percent of U.S. addicts
seek and receive treatment.”” The success of the European’ focus on supply side policies are
measurable.

Treatment, intervention and education takes precedence over incarceration in the EU.

Of the 650,000 people incarcerated across member states, approximately half have narcotics-

740 Conor Friedersdorf. “The War on Drugs Turns 40.” The Atlantic (June 15, 2011).

74 Enropean Agenda on Migration: Securing Europe’s Excternal Borders. (Brussels: European Commission, 2015).

742 Nationwide Staffing, 1992-2017, op. cit.

743 Estievenart, op. cit., pp. 41-42. Also see “Burn-out and battle fatigue.” The Economist March 17, 2012).

744 Data and Statistics. (Lisbon: European Monitoring Center for Drugs and Drug Addiction, 2015). Accessed
April 25, 2016 http:/ /www.emcdda.europa.cu/data/stats2015. Also see International Narcotics Control Board.
Report of the International Narcotics Control Board for 2010 (Vienna: United Nations, 2011).

745 Defining the Addiction Treatment Gap (Rockville: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration,
2010).
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related offenses (see Table 5.11)."* Comparatively, approximately half of all U.S. prisoners in

federal prisons, and approximately 16 percent of those in state facilities, are serving a sentence

- 747
for narcotics-related offences.

Table 5.10: Number of Deaths Due to Overdoes from Illegal Narcotics in
France, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom & the United States (2001-2016)"**

Year | France | The Netherlands | United Kingdom | United States
2001 272 144 3679 19,394
2002 242 103 3461 23,518
2003 231 104 3168 25,785
2004 267 127 3378 27,424
2005 301 122 3305 29,813
2006 305 112 33006 34,425
2007 333 99 3352 36,010
2008 374 129 3754 36,450
2009 365 392 3677 37,004
2010 392 139 3517 38,329
2011 340 - 3499 41,340
2012 264 - - 41,502
2013 --- 144 2499 43,982
2014 --- 123 3,346 47,055
2015 --- 197 3,674 52,404
2016 --- --- 3,744 63,632

This is an increase of over 200 percent and over 60 percent, respectively, since 1990.7% It is
estimated as many as 500,000 Americans are imprisoned for drug-related offenses, almost as
many as imprisoned across the entire EU for all offences.” Low European prison populations

are also due to the widespread decriminalization and legalization policies across the continent.

746 Prisons and Drugs: prevalence, responses and alternatives to imprisonment. (Lisbon: European Monitoring Centre for
Drugs and Drugs Addiction, 2015). Accessed May 1, 2016: http://www.emcdda.curopa.cu/topics/ptison.

4T Prisons and Drugs: prevalence, responses and alternatives to imprisonment, op. cit.

748 Deaths related to drug poisoning in England and Wales, 2014 registrations (London: Office for National Statistics,
2015); Deaths related to drug poisoning in England and Wales, 2016 registrations (London: Office for National Statistics,
2017); European Drug Report: Trends and Developments (2017), op. cit.; France Country Overview. (Brussels: European
Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016); Overdose Death Rates, op. cit.; Damien Gayle. “Drug
related deaths hit record levels in England and Wales.” The Guardian (September 9, 2016); Table DRD-2. Number
of drug-induced deaths recorded in EU according to national definitions: Part (i) Total drug-induced deaths, 1995-2011, op. cit.
and Table DRD-2: Overdose deaths. Current Situation. Gender.

749 Ann E. Carson. Prisoners In 2014 (Washington, DC: United States Department of Justice, 2015), pp. 16-17;
Darrell K. Gilliard and Allan J. Beck. Prisoners in 1994. (Washington, D.C.: United States Department of Justice,
1995), pp- 10-11. Accessed May 1, 2016 http:/ /www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/p04.pdf; Paul Guetino, Paige M.
Harrison and William J. Sabol, Prisoners in 2010. (Washington, D.C.: United States Department of Justice, 2011),
pp. 28 and 30. Accessed May 1, 2016 http://www.bjs.gov/content/pub/pdf/p10.pdf; Lauren E. Glaze and
Thomas P. Bonczar. Probation and Parole in the United States, 2010. (Washington, D.C.: United States Department
of Justice, 2011), pp. 33 and 43 and Trends in U.S. Corrections (Washington, The Sentencing Project: 2015), p. 2.
750 Trends in U.S. Corrections, op. cit., p. 3.
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The obvious contrast to the U.S. regarding the effects of these policies is the Netherlands,

which has a long-established preference for such strategies.

Table 5.11: Number of Drug Law Violations in in France,
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom & the United States (2001-2015)""

Year | France | The Netherlands | United Kingdom | United States
2001 | 91,618 13,558 --- 1,586,902
2002 | 108,121 15,848 --- 1,538,813
2003 | 125,479 17,087 --- 1,678,192
2004 | 141,297 22,304 122,459 1,746,570
2005 | 144,561 20,160 118,706 1,846,351
2006 | 151,487 20,306 124,344 1,889,810
2007 | 157,008 19,399 135,655 1,841,182
2008 | 177,964 18,862 149,203 1,702,537
2009 | 174,870 17,076 147,013 1,663,582
2010 | 157,341 14,905 152,451 1,638,84
2011 --- 17,420 154,212 1,531,251
2012 --- 18,200 144,434 1,552,432
2013 --- 17,130 139,803 1,501,043
2014 | 216110 21387 128260 1,561,231
2015 --- 20503 --- 1,488,707

The Netherlands has slightly less than half the rate of cannabis use and two-thirds less than
rate of heroin use.” It also spends less on its criminal justice system and maintains a fraction
of the prison population in absolute terms when compared to the U.S.”” The number of drug
users also reveals the level of impact these divergent polices have on domestic populations. A
review of available data from 2004 to 2016, revealed a much smaller number of drug users in
France and the UK, with a population size of approximately 66 million and 64 million

respectively, than in the U.S. (see Table 5. 11)™*

U Arrests for 1llicit Drugs Annually in the US, by Drug: Type Figures in Percents, op. cit.; Crime in the United States, op.
cit.; France Country Drug Report 2017 (Lisbon: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs and Drugs Addiction, 2017)
and Table DILO-01-1. Drug law offences. Number of Offences. Offences, op. cit.

752 Results from the 2009 National Survey on Drug Use and Health: Volume I1. Technical Appendices and Selected Prevalence
Tables (Rockville: Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2010), p. 99, Table G.2, and p.
101, Table G.4. Accessed April 15, 2016
http://www.oas.samhsa.gov/NSDUH /2kONSDUH /2k9ResultsApps.pdf and The Netherlands Drug Situation
2011: Report to the EMCDDA by the Reitox National Focal Point. (Utrecht: Netherlands Institute of Mental Health
and Addiction and the Ministry of Security and Justice Research and Documentation Centre, 2012), p. 40, Table
2.1.1.

753 Frans van Dijk and Jaap de Waard. Lega/ infrastructure of the Netherlands in international perspective: Crime control.
(Netherlands: Ministry of Justice, June 2000), p. 9, Table S.13 and Roy Walmsley. World Prison Population List,
Tenth Edition. (Kings College, London, England: International Centre for Prison Studies, 2013), Table 2, p. 3,
and Table 4, p. 5.

754 DrugFacts: National Wide Trends (Washington, D.C.: National Institute on Drug Abuse); European Drug Report:
Trends and Developments (2014), op. cit.; GPS 106. Problem drug use. Overall (ex PDU). All years. Geo-Coverage. National
(Brussels: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016). Accessed August 30, 2016
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In contrast, decriminalization and legalization are viewed in America as an expression
of failure or defeat, despite the proven success of many of these policies in comparable
nations.” In a statement to the UN, the U.S. made clear that debating legalization gratifies
and misleads traffickers, and the acceptance of “harm reduction” strategies, “‘connotes a tacit
acceptance of drug abuse” and fosters “de facto decriminalization.”” This perspective is
manifest across the government. Attorney General Loretta Lynch, for example, rejected
legalization in her confirmation hearing.”” Michael Botticelli, Obama’s director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy, stated before House Committee on Oversight in 2014 that
the administration would continue to oppose attempts to legalize marijuana and other drugs,

despite state efforts.”®

This view was supported by Former DEA administrator Michele
Leonhart, who said in her 2012 testimony before the House Judiciary Subcommittee on Crime,
Terrorism, and Homeland Security, “all illegal drugs are bad.”” Indeed, the Obama
administration has consistently maintained the long established anti-narcotics policies of his
predecessors (to be further described in the sections below). For example, Obama continued
to allow the DEA to raid state medical marijuana providers — institutions that primarily serve
terminally ill medical patients — at a rate even higher than the Bush administration.””’ And he
reinstated a ban supporting syringe access programs in 2011, despite one-third of all
HIV/AIDS cases in the U.S. (or an estimated 354,000 people) resulted from needle sharing

and that access to syringes, according to the CDC, can transmission rates by 80 percent.””'

http://www.emcdda.curopa.cu/data/stats2016#displayTable:PDU-Nat; International Natcotics Control Board
(2015), op. cit.; Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, op. cit. and Table PDU-1. Estimates
of prevalence of problem drug use at national level: summary table, 2006—11, rate per 1 000 aged 15—64, Part (i) Overall problem
drug use. (Brussels: European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug Addiction, 2016). Accessed August 30, 2016
http:/ /www.emcdda.curopa.cu/stats13#display: /stats13/pdutabla.

755 Robin Room. “The Rhetoric of International Drug Control.” Substance Use and Misuse (1999).

756 Room, op. cit.

757 Matt Ferner. “Loretta Lynch Says She Doesn’t Support Marijuana Legalization or Obama’s Views on Pot.”
Huffington Post (January 28, 2016).

758 Benjamin Goad. “White House: We oppose marijuana legalization.” The Hi/l (February 4, 2014).

759 Michele Leonhart. Drug Enforcement Administration (Washington, D.C.: Subcommittee on Crime, Terrorism and
Homeland Security, June 20, 2012), p. 30. After revisiting the issue in 2016, the DEA ruled again that that
marijuana would maintain its status as a Schedule I narcotic. See DEA Wi/l Not Reschedule Marijuana, But May
Expand Number of Growers of Research Marijuana (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Research Service, 2016).

760 Friedersdorf, op. cit.; Martha Mendoza. “U.S. drug war has met none of its goals.” Associated Press (May 31,
2010) and David Remnick. “Going the Distance: On and off the road with Barack Obama.” The New Yorker
(January 27, 2014). For a broad overview of this contradiction in rhetoric and policy see Jacob Sullum. “Bummer:
Barack Obama turns out to be just another drug wartior.” Reason (October 2011).

70 Drug War Statistics, op. cit. and Schrager, op. cit.
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The outcomes of these diverging domestic policies are unsurprisingly different and
prove less successful in the U.S. than the EU. In 2014, for example, an estimated 74 percent
of maritime smuggling — and as much as 80 percent of all narcotics smuggled into the U.S.
generally — passed through a legal point of entry, despite increases in border security (see
Figure 5.5 and Table 5.9).”” The National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse’s
examination of U.S. interdiction policy found rising budgets had no impact in reducing
demand, nor the costs of trafficking and addition on society and government.””> Combined
with increasingly militarized domestic policies in the U.S., the failure to achieve the desired
outcomes is apparent in the increasing rates of abuse and addiction (as explored in the
introduction); death and disease (for example, see Table 5.5 and Table 5.10); incarceration and
criminalization (for example, see Table 5.6 and Table 5.11); in addition to the increasing
accessibility, diversity and lethality of available narcotics.”** It is estimated, for example, that
the U.S. has ten times more hardcore users today than when the drug war was launched.””

Federal policies remain in place despite twenty U.S. states having passed
decriminalization or legalization legislation, which have reaped certain benefits.”” In Colorado,
for example, the Drug Policy Alliance found a decrease in crime, arrests and traffic fatalities,

while gains in tax revenue and savings for law enforcements and the judicial system (from a

762 Ernesto Londono. “Commander of Southern Command tells senators budget cuts mean more narcotics get
to U.S.” Washington Post March 13, 2014).

763 National Center on Addiction and Substance Abuse. Shoveling Up 11: The Impact of Substance Abuse on State Budgets
(New York: Columbia University, 2009), p. 58.

764 For an overview of these expanding budgets and rising militarization see, Yulia Vorobyeva. “Drugs as a
National Security Threat: Securitization of Drugs in the U.S. Official Discourse.” Miami International Studies Journal
(2012), pp. 72-94.

765 Michael F. Walther. Insanity: Four Decades of U.S. Counterdrug Strategy (Carlisle: U.S. Army War College, 2012),
p. 2.

766 As of 2017, more than 20 countries outside the U.S. have enacted decriminalization polices. See Eastwood,
Fox and Rosmarin, op. cit. Recently Mexico has suggested it might also experiment with the policy. See Rafael
Bernal. “Mexican President proposes pot decriminalization.” The Hill (April 22, 2016) and Ryan Grenoble.
“Revenue from Colorado Marijuana Tax Expected to Double in 2015.” Huffington Post (October 5, 2015). On the
success of legalization and decriminalization policies around the world, see Jon Lee Anderson. “Can Colombia
Solve Its Drug Problem Through Peace?” The New Yorker May 22, 2015); Approaches to Decriminalizing Drug Use
& Possession. New York: The Drug Policy Alliance, 2015); Jose Catlos Campero. From Repression to Regulation:
Proposals for Drug Policy Reform (Bogota: Regional Security Cooperation Program, 2013); Meaghan Cussen and
Walter Block. “Legalize Drugs Now: An Analysis of the Benefits of Legalized Drugs.” The American Journal of
Economics and Sociology (2000), pp. 525-5306; Pierre-Arnaud Chouvy. “The War on Drugs: Anatomy of a Failure.”
Books and 1deas (February 11, 2016); Drug War Statistics, op cit.; William A Galston and E.J. Dionne Jr. The New
Politics of Marijuana 1egalization: Why Opinion is Changing. (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 2013); Jeffrey
Miron and Katherine Waldock. The Budgetary Impact of Ending Drug Probibition. (Washington, D.C.: CATO Institute,
2010); Allison Schrager. “The economic case for the US to legalize all drugs.” Quartz (June 7, 2013); Taking
Control: Pathways to Drug Policies That Work, op. cit. and Colletta A. Youngers and John M. Walsh. “Drug
Decriminalization: A Trend Takes Shape.” Awmericas Quarterly (Fall 2009).
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decreased focus on marijuana possession) has allowed for the state to make major investments
in its public school system.””” It was further estimated by the Insittuto Mexicano para la
Competitividad (a well-respected Mexican think tank), that widespread legalization in the U.S.
would significantly decrease Mexican production of marijuana, up to 30 percent.”” As Niamh
Eastwood, Edward Fox and Ari Rosmarin note, “the proliferation of decriminalisation policies
around the world demonstrates that decriminalisation is a viable and successful policy option
for many countries. Decriminalisation has not been the disaster many predicted and continue
to predict... a country’s drug-enforcement policies appear to have little correlation with levels
of drug use.”™

We might anticipate that if the prioritization of threats to U.S. national security were
based on material factors, and policies consistently failed, a shift in approach would occur to
adequately reorient strategy. This implies the U.S could justify a war on drugs if significant
gains were measurable, or if no other feasible policy options were available. But this is not the
case. Former Secretary-General Kofi Annan writes, “prohibition has had little impact on the
supply of or demand for drugs. When law enforcement succeeds in one area, drug production
simply moves to another region or country, drug trafficking moves to another route and drug
users switch to a different drug” adding that, “nor has prohibition significantly reduced use.
Studies have consistently failed to establish the existence of a link between the harshness of a
country’s drug laws and its levels of drug use””” He concludes, “the widespread
criminalization and punishment of people who use drugs, the overcrowded prisons, mean that
the war on drugs is, to a significant degree, a war on drug users a war on people.””’

Despite the availability of alternative strategies, the U.S. government sustains its failed
policy. While increased production, distribution, demand and addiction have all led the U.S.
to employ an increasingly militarized approach, EU policy has grown more liberalized. This
while European narcotics use and abuse, related incarcerations, public and military

expenditures as well as the volume of trade of have all declined. U.S. policy has nonetheless

767 Kit O’Connel. “New School, less crime: Colorado benefits of marijuana legalization.” MIT Press News (August
19, 2015) and Marijuana 1 egalization in Colorado After One Year of Retail Sales and Two Years of Decriminalization. New
York: Drug Policy Alliance, 2015).

768 Possible impacto del la legalizaciont de la maribuana en Estados Unides. (Mexico City: Insittuto Mexicano para la
Competitividad, 2012).

769 Eastwood, Fox and Rosmarin, op. cit., p. 38.

770 Kofi Annan. “Why I'm Calling to End the War on Drugs.” Huffington Post (April 19, 2016).

711 Annan, op. cit.
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moved predominately in the opposite direction. It favors increased military spending on
overseas operations, increased criminal penalties for offenders and an emphasis on more
vigilant border control efforts (on land at sea). Although the U.S. does not exclude the policies
favored by the EU, as evidenced above, they do not depend on them as a primary policy means
for combatting narco-trafficking.

I now turn to the second hypothesis: the prioritization of narco-trafficking is a result

of the powerful impact of political culture and bureaucratic institutions.

NARCO-TRAFFICKING IN THE CONTEXT OF CULTURE & INSTITUTIONS
I will now assess whether the discrepancies presented in the four examples in the previous
section are better explained by a Cultural-Institutional hypothesis. I argue that political culture
and related institutional biases (in the context of discourse, strategy and expenditures) best
explain the prioritization of specific threats to the U.S. As noted in the beginning of this
chapter, narco-trafficking ranks as a medium level priority. This is characterized by a mid-level
budgetary commitment; a preference for mitigating (i.e. limited force) strategies; and the
prevalence of ‘problem discourse’ (see Table 5.1). Problem discourse is defined by a dominate
narrative, but unlike crisis discourse, this narrative does not exist to the exclusion of others.
Alternative narratives work to challenge its legitimacy. Contested discourse effects policy by
constraining the dominate narrative’s capacity to fully define the threat. The existing tension
between, and the lack of cohesion among, discourses creates opportunities for alternative
policy options to be included in threat assessment debates, creating potential for expanding
policy preferences. But the very existence of a dominate narrative (although weaker when
compared the narrative presented by crisis discourse) ensures that policy preferences are

maintained, regardless of their failure to achieve their desired outcomes.

Discourse

A Cultural-Institutional explanation posits that threat prioritization can be understood,
in part, as a measure of the discourse, or how a threat is framed. The perspective of narco-
trafficking as a national security problem is present in the discourse. In his 2003 and 2008

National Drug Control Strategy, for example, Bush referenced narcotics as a ‘problem’ for
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America 61 times and 43 times respectively.”” Comparably, in his 2013 and 2014 National Drug
Control Policy, Obama defined drugs as a ‘problem’ 43 times and ten times, respectively.””
The U.S. government contextualizes the threat of drugs generally through a military
frame. Starting with Nixon in the 1970s, the ‘war on drugs’ (terminology maintained to this
day) provided the foundation of an inherit strategic bias for a strategy of mitigation. When
launching the war on drugs, Nixon declared the threat, “public enemy number one,” stating
that, “in order to fight and defeat this enemy, it is necessary to wage a new, all-out offensive.””™*
As Emily Dufton writes, “Nixon launched a drug war that framed drug users not as alienated
youths whose addiction was caused by inhabiting a fundamentally inequitable society, but as
criminals attacking the moral fiber of the nation, people who deserved only incarceration and
punishment.””” She adds, “the addict doesn’t need to be cured. Rather, he needs to be contained
before he can do any additional harm. Launching a war that emphasizes forfeiture and ‘no-
knock’ drug busts over rehabilitation or treatment is the most logical outcome of this
reasoning, one that we’ve endured since 1971.”"° Reagan echoed this sentiment in 1981,
declaring the U.S. would win the war on drugs and making anti-drug policy a pillar of his
administration by increasing criminal penalties, budgets and overseas military operations.””’
The second Bush administration maintained this framing mechanism. In his first
National Security Strategy, Bush referenced the illicit drug trade six times in the context of security
and only once in the context of health.”® In his 2006 strategy, Bush mentioned narco-
trafficking again six times but only in the context of security.”” As Eliot Katz writes, “locked

in the language of war, it’s impossible to find another way out.”™ And not all threats are as

frequently defined in the context of war, and over such an extended period of time. In the
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2012).

776 Dufton, op. cit.

777 Andrew Glass. “Reagan Declares “War on Drugs,” October 14 1982.” Politico (October 14, 2010) and Ronald
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778 National Security Strategy (2002), op. cit.

779 National Security Strategy (2006), op. cit.

780 Eliot Katz. “Unlocking the Language Room of War.” CommonDreams.org (September 7, 2004).
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post-9/11 era the threat discourse depicting narco-trafficking grew, becoming increasingly
associated with threat like terrorism, immigration, border control, failed states and insurgency.
The widespread militarization of the U.S. following 2001 further expanded America’s
‘ceographic vision’ of what war looks like.”” The U.S.-Mexico borderlands, for example,
became a primary focal point, writes Carolyn Gallaher, having “primed the pump for making
a direct connection between cartels and insurgency.”’*

Obama attempted to shift the focus and include demand-centric discourse. He called
U.S. policy, “unproductive” and “devastating” for families and he indicated his desire to shift
the threat narrative from criminality to one depicting a threat to the moral fabric of society.”
Gil Kerlikowske Obama’s former Director if the Office of Drug Control Policy, echoed these
sentiments: “in the grand scheme, it has not been successful. Forty years later, the concern
about drugs and drug problems, if anything, magnified, intensified.””* Botticelli concurred:
“we can’t arrest and incarcerate addiction out of people. Not only do I think it’s really
inhumane, but it’s ineffective and its costs us billions upon billions of dollars to keep doing
2785

this.

DEA, the U.S. Mission to the UN and Botticelli himself, this has done little to shift the focus

Still, as evidenced in the aforementioned remarks from the Attorney General, the

of official U.S. policy from a supply to a demand-centric approach. Despite his stated intent
to shift discursive emphasis, Obama still filed a statement on the Congressional Record in
2013 noting that narco-trafficking poses, “an unusual and extraordinary threat to the national
security, foreign policy, and economy of the United States and causes an extreme level of
violence corruption, and harm in the United States and abroad.””

The discourse employed by the U.S. differs substantially from the EU. For example,
member nations are bound by their founding treaty to ensure human health is protected as a

part of any policy are enacted.”’

And the EU accepted into its supranational framework UN
standards (also adopted in the 1970s) which foremost maintain respect for human dignity,

liberty, democracy, equality, solidarity, the rule of law and human rights in executing any anti-
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Derek Gregory. “The everywhere war.” The Geographical Journal (2011), p. 244.
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8 As Robin Room notes in his examination of statements made by

narcotics strategies.
member states in the UN Commission on Narcotics Drugs, despite a consistent belief that
drugs are, “a scourge or menace, against which a war must be waged,” not all states articulate
militaristic discourse. In particular, Western European countries were distinct in their lack of

framing drugs in the context of the war.

Rather, the EU depicts narcotics as a ‘complex
social and health problem’ while the U.S. defines it as a threat to the, “safety, security, and
financial well-being of Americans.”™ This divergence has critical implications for the
prioritization of threats.

Variance is also illustrated by official U.S. and EU anti-drug strategies.”' On a
substantive level, these documents present two distinct frameworks for how to prioritize and
implement policies intended to fight narco-trafficking. The EU’s focus is first reducing
demand, then addressing supply.””> To achieve these goals the EU pursues coordination with
member states; international cooperation with partnering states outside the EU; and the
compilation, analysis and application of standardized metrics and data.”” The use of data
(labeled the ‘common language’ among nations) is considered the central pillar of a successful
strategy.794 As Wolfgang Goltz, director of the European Monitoring Centre for Drugs & Drug
Addiction, noted in a 2015 speech, “fundamentally, it is the investment made by Member
States in developing robust national drug information systems that makes European-level
monitoring possible and successful.”””* The same cannot be said in the U.S. where different
states maintain different standards regarding privacy rights and the use personal information.

For example, Missouri refuses to join the prescription pill database monitoring patient use and
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(Washington, D.C.: White House, 2015).
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control/index_en.htm.
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172

™ U.S. states are also increasingly decriminalizing and legalizing, certain substances,

abuse.
making enforcement increasingly difficult for Federal or state agencies across jurisdictions.
Meanwhile, the U.S. continues to place a greater emphasis on the production and
distribution and the use of limited force to combat them.”” Under Bush, for example, despite
a tacit recognition of alternative policies (including rehabilitation and education), the war on
drugs rhetoric was ever-present. This is best illustrated in the war on terrorism, where the fight
against narcotics resulted in the widespread eradication of poppy fields as a part of the military
mission against al Qaeda and the Taliban.””® And in the years following the 9/11 attacks, the
Bush administration made a significant effort to emphasize the war on terror is funded by
narco-trafficking.””” And despite attempts to shift the discourse away from this framework of
war, Obama was unable to reframe the dominate narrative. For example, in 2008 Obama
declared the war on drugs had failed; but DHS Secretary Janet Napolitano, declared in her
2010 remarks while visiting Mexico that it had not.*” Attorney General Eric Holder
consistently used the term ‘war on drugs’ during his tenure. And Vice President Joe Biden is a
longtime advocate of traditional anti-narcotics policy; his views while serving in the Senate
stand in stark opposition to Obama.”" Starting in 1984, Biden led the passage of legislation to
increase police powers against low level drug dealers and penalties for addicts and traffickers.*”
This rhetorical framing also extends its influence to the second set of policy examples —
border control and healthcare. A discourse of war, as noted above, is difficult to escape. As
discussed in Chapter One and Chapter Two, this is because the labeling of a threat is more
than, Monica Gariup writes, “rhetorical practice” but rather has, “deep cognitive implications
since it suggests a way to categorize information and consequently act upon it: conceptual

classification and framing shapes competence delimitation and the set of rules which should

be applied to the specific case (means and ways).”*” The implication being discourse structure
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2016) and Alan Schwarz. “Missouri Alone in Resisting Prescription Pill Database.” New Yorg Times (July 20,
2014).
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actions and creates opportunities for specific threat perceptions to emerge, coalesce and evolve
into policy by restricting or widening opportunities for engagement. As Stacie E. Goddard and
Ronald R. Krebs note, “how political actors articulate collective goals, the array of threats, and
the conceivable means has effects on the support of relevant audiences, the formation of
coalitions, the marginalization of opponents, the resilience of national mobilization, and the
selection of policy instruments.”*"* For example, as Sue Pryce points out, the term “drug” is
generic; its legality or illegality of it is a subjective measure.”” Drugs became, “politically and
morally loaded” through interpretation and framing by government officials.*”* Drugs are, “an
enemy to be identified in all its many guises, feared, fought and defeated to safeguard a nation’s
citizens and way of life. Governments not only specify which substances are legal/illegal, but
enforce these distinctions by imprisoning drug offenders as if they were enemies of the
state.”®”” This perspective fosters a domestic policy approach similar to the U.S. foreign policy
approach, implying a preference for the use of force in strict border control, policing to
combat supply and criminalizing demand.

Fukumi notes, the U.S. differs from the EU because it perceives drugs as a “national
security threat that needed to be eliminated to defend the homeland.”*” The EU perceives the
problem as a, “societal security threat that should be curbed through economic and social
politics.”™” The differences is a result of a divergent “understanding of its nature...
constructed on their geographical, historical, and cultural backgrounds.”810 This divergence
cannot be solely attributed to material factors, as a systemic shift hypothesis suggests. Rather,
I posit, it is based on non-material factors, evolving from subjective measures specific to the
unique political culture of U.S. national security. And these factors have a determining and
consequential effect on the evolution and execution of policy, to be explored in the following

section.
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Strategy

Discourse upholds specific forms of bureaucratic bias. It provides opportunities for
certain agencies to rise in prominence when competing to control the execution of policy and
the resources allocated to achieve it. As Donald T. Dickson points out, America took on
narco-trafficking as a ‘moral crusade’ in the 1970s.”'"" The ideological commitment to
prohibition became more than just policy, but a means for organizational survival and growth,
which is still present today.” This institutional bias for prohibition — and the continued use
of prohibition in the dominate discourse — contributes to sustaining mitigating strategies as
the primary policy in the fight against narcotics. In 1989, the government institutionalized this
bias when making the DOD the lead agency in the Federal response at the nation’s land and
sea borders. By amending Title 10 of the Federal Code, legislators upgraded the DOD from
playing a support role (defined by the Posse Comitatus Acf) to being the primary bureaucracy
leading the fight against drugs.®" This followed a 1986 directive that authorized the military to
intervene abroad in order to fight narco-trafficking.*"*

This bias is also measurable in the collected data. Survey respondents on average,
preferred the use of limited force as their policy preference to combat narco-trafficking (see
Figure 5.2). They also expressed a preference for the FBI as the agency best suited to address
the threat (see Figure 5.3). It is therefore consistent with expectations of bias that survey
respondents indicated a belief that the FBI is generally (and outside the context of any specific
threat) inclined towards a policy of limited force when executing any policy. When asked which
policy each agency has a preference for, outside the context of any specific threat, survey
respondents overwhelmingly selected the use of limited force (see Table 5.12). A preference
expressed by survey respondents for the FBI to combat narco-trafficking, and a perceived bias

within the FBI to use limited force (as expressed by survey respondents in Table 5.12), might

811 Donald T. Dickson. “Bureaucracy and Morality: An Organizational Perspective on a Moral Crusade” in (ed.)
Paul E. Rock’s Drugs and Politics (New Brunswick: Transaction Publishers, 1977) and “Thirty Years of America’s
Drug War.” PBS (2014). Accessed, January 25, 2016
http://www.pbs.otg/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/drugs/cron.

812 Dickson, op. cit.

813 See 710 U.S. Code §§ 124 - Detection and monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs: Department of Defense to
be lead agency. Also see Lynn A. Stuart. The US Marine Corps’ Role in the War on Drugs (Carlisle: U.S. Army War
College, 1990) and George Withers, Lucila Santos and Adam Isacson. Preach What You Practice: The Separation of
Military and Police Roles in the Americas (Washington, D.C.: The Washington Office on Latin America, 2010).
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explain why, despite the availability of other relevant agencies or applicable policies, the FBI
was the bureaucracy selected to confront narco-trafficking. Agency preference

notwithstanding, a desire to use mitigating strategies to defeat narco-trafficking remains the

norm.
Table 5.12: Preferred Policy of the Federal Bureau of Investigation
Over‘- Limited Economic Diplomatic . No Do
whelming Use of . Sanctions A Not Total
Use of Foree Force Incentives | Engagement Policy Know

Politician 11.11 55.56 0 11.11 0 0 22.22 100
Bureaucrat 5.88 52.94 0 23.53 0 5.88 11.76 100
Military 0 42.86 0 9.52 19.05 14.29 14.29 100
Media 0 66.67 0 6.67 0 6.67 20 100
Civil Society 11.11 66.67 0 0 0 11.11 11.11 100

Academia
/Think Tank 4.55 18.18 0 9.09 4.55 9.09 54.55 100

The institutional bias for prohibition is systemic, manifesting as a preference for mitigating
(i.e. limited force) policies across the government. Wherein other nations are shifting towards
policies addressing the root causes and effects of drug distribution and addiction, the U.S.
continues to focus on border militarization and criminalization.

Yet, the use of limited force has a failed strategy. This is not only represented by data,
but is also the standard objective perspective of a vast and diverse array of stakeholders,
including the Global Drug Commission, the American Public Health Association, Human
Rights Watch, the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, the

Organization of American States, the UN, the WHO among other groups.®”” Their objective

815 For example, the Global Commission on Drug Policy finds current global drug policy fuels, rather than
diminishes, public health hazards and threats to public safety. It undermines human rights and fosters
discrimination, resulting in a dramatic expansion of detained populations worldwide (with a disproportionate
emphasis on women and minorities). It tends to increase, rather decrease, crime by fostering higher profit margins
that motivate new actors to join the production and distribution of narcotics, increasing the costs of enforcing
anti-drug policies. The Commission determines that anti-narcotic policies undermines security, fosters corrupt
governance through the exploitation of weak institutions and vulnerable populations, and wastes billions of
dollars of government revenue. A review of the UNODC annual report on world drug use from its inception in
1997 to 2017 consistently stresses the relevancy and necessity of demand versus supply side policies. See Taking
Control: Pathways to Drug Policies That Work, op. cit. and United Nations Office of Drugs and Crime. World Drug
Report New York: United Nations, 2016) and World Drug Report (2017), op. cit. Also see A.P.H..A. Policy Statement
201312: Defining and Implementing a Public Health Response to Drug Use and Misuse. (Washington, DC: American Public
Health Association, 2013); Americas: Decriminalize Personal Use of Drugs; Reform Policies to Curb Violence, Abuse. New
York: Human Rights Watch, 2013); The Drug Problem in the Americas: Analytical Report (Washington, D.C.:
Organization of American States, 2013); Lasha Goguadze. International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies’ Statement to the Commission on Narcotic Drugs, 55th Session. New York, United Nations, March 20, 2012);
Jose Miguel Insulza. The OAS Drug Report: 16 Months of Debates and Consensus (Guatemala: Organization of
American States, 2014); One in 31: The Long Reach of American Corrections. Washington, D.C.: The Pew Center on
the States, 2009); Policy Brief: H.I.V". Prevention, Diagnosis, Treatment and Care for Key Populations: Consolidated Guidelines
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analysis maintains that the use of force to combat narco-trafficking has failed and alternative
policies must be pursued. As former Secretary-General Annan writes, “nowhere is this divorce
between rhetoric and reality more evident than in the formulation of some notable global drug
policies, where too often emotions and ideology rather than evidence have prevailed.””'® Other
examples abound. In an extensive study on the topic of international prohibition by The
Lancet revealed mitigating policies generate a, “parallel economy run by criminal networks”
which “resort to violence to protect their markets.”®"" This is compounded by state policy and
paramilitary actions against traffickers which increase violence as well as community insecurity
and instability. In 2015, a group of 150 former law enforcement officers from across the U.S.
launched the Law Enforcement Leaders to Reduce Crime & Incarceration, arguing that the
current drug prohibition regime was the primary factor in U.S. crime and high imprisonment
rates.”® And a 2011 global study published in the International Journal of Drug Policy revealed an
increase in law enforcement pressure on illicit narcotics networks tended to increase levels of
violence around the world.*”

As aa result, Latin American are increasingly shifting towards the European model of
decriminalization, regulation and “harm reduction.” As Otto Perez Molina, the President of
Guatemala wrote, “facts are what we need to concentrate on when considering drug policy
options. When we analyse drug markets through realistic lenses (not ideological ones as is
pretty much customary in most government circles these days), we realise that drug
consumption is a public health issue that, awkwardly, has been transformed into a criminal
justice problem.” He added, “knowing that drugs are bad for human beings is not a
compelling reason for advocating their prohibition. Actually, the prohibition paradigm that
inspires mainstream global drug policy today is based on a false premise: that the global drug

markets can be eradicated?”®' A 2013 report from the Organization of American States

July 20714. (Geneva: World Health Organization, 2014) and War Comes Home: The Excessive Militarization of American
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supported this view, challenging states to consider counternarcotic strategies that decrease
criminal penalties for use and legalize or decriminalize cannabis.*” Since then, Argentina,

Brazil, Chile, Ecuador, and Mexico, have begun relaxing penalties for possession.™

Expenditures

William N. Elwood writes that, “war is a potent condensation symbol that connotes
heroes and enemies, battles and battlefields, and war sized allocation of resources to guarantee
ultimate victory of the enemy.”® When political culture comes to bear on institutions and
threat prioritization is transformed into policy outcomes, budgets provide a tangible measure
of priorities and preferences. Budgetary allocations for fighting narco-trafficking are
substantial. The U.S spends approximately $40 to $50 billion annually fighting the war on
drugs.”™ It is estimated to have spent over $1 trillion since 1969.*° Over the past forty years,
an analysis by the Associated Press revealed, the U.S. has spent approximately $20 billion fighting
domestic narco-trafficking gangs; $49 billion in law enforcement along the border; $121 billion
executing arrests on 37 million nonviolent drug offenders; and an additional $450 billion to
incarcerate them in federal prisons.””’ The reflects a clear preference for dedicating resources
to supply over demand side policies. Every president since Nixon has spent less on prevention
and treatment than law enforcement, and nearly every administration (with the exception of
Carter) has worked to widen the gap of this unbalanced funding.*”® The 1973 budget for anti-
drug efforts was the ‘high-water mark for demand reduction’ with 70 percent of total resources
being allocated to demand-centric policies.*” And since the 1980s, according to an analysis

from the U.S. Army War College, the spending balance has remained at approximately one-
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third for demand reduction and two-thirds for supply reduction.*’ As Dufton writes, “this
division has become the core of our modern war on drugs.”*”'

But alternative demand-centric policies, adopted by comparable states in the EU
yielded measurable results.*”” This includes a general decline in drug use, spending on military
and law-enforcement as well as strain on the judicial system. Examples of these positive
outcomes have also been achieved in the growing number of U.S. states implementing
alternative polices. California, for example, saved $1 billion in state funds enforcing
prohibition in the 10 years following the decriminalization of cannabis, while Colorado
collected $70 million in taxes in its first year of decriminalization, almost double from the
previous year.”” Objective analysis estimates that the federal government could save over $40
billion a year by not enforcing prohibition.

Opverall, expenditures illustrate a sustained and consistent use of limited force at home
and abroad. Approximately 57 percent of the current federal budget is allocated to supply
reduction, while approximately 43 percent is allocated to demand reduction.””* RAND
estimates that at least $600 billion (adjusted for inflation) has been spent by the U.S. on drug
interdiction and law enforcement while only $200 billion has been spent on treatment and
rehabilitation, between 1981 and 2008.* The National Center on Addiction and Substance
836

Abuse estimates that only two cents of every dollar is spent on prevention and treatment.

Bush’s 2008 federal drug control budget featured $8.3 billion for international interdiction and
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837 .
Meanwhile

domestic law enforcement and just $4.6 billion for treatment and prevention.
Obama’s 2015 federal drug control budget allocated $14.6 billion to international interdiction
efforts and domestic law enforcement and just $10.6 billion to prevention and treatment.*”
Still 95 percent of spending on demand-centric policies focus on treating addiction, while just
two percent is spent on preventative measures addressing addiction.””’

In his examination of anti-narcotics spending from the 1970s to the present time,
Michael F. Walther illustrates continuity of supply over demand side policies.*’ Bush’s supply
side spending ranged between 55 percent and 67 percent of total funding, while Obama’s

ranged from 59 percent to 65 percent.”"!

Obama’s overall anti-narcotics funding rose in every
category but prevention - which decreased by 11 percent.** As Walther writes, “Obama now
presides over a war on drugs that employs a strategy virtually indistinguishable from that of
his predecessors. The Obama drug budget is the Bush drug budget, which was the Clinton
drug budget. The rhetoric has remained largely unchanged for four decades.”™ He adds,
“successive administrations have promised new, balanced approaches while delivering the
same failed strategy favoring supply-reduction (which actually did little to reduce supply) over
more effective and less expensive demand-reduction strategies.”** Defense spending has also
increased dramatically. Between 2000 and 2003, the DOD spent approximately $890 million
to $950 million of its budget fighting drugs.** By 2009 this increased to $1.5 billion, peaking
at $1.8 billion in 2012 before returning to $1.5 billion by 2014.** In general, the U.S. spends

nine out of every ten dollars dedicated to fighting drugs in Latin America on law enforcement

and military aide, with total expenditures rising 30 percent over the last decade.*” Domestic
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bureaucracies also have their own anti-narcotics budgets. The DHS, for example, received
approximately $4.3 billion to fight drugs in 2015 and the DOJ received $7.7 billion.*** Although
minimal compared to terrorism budgets, this still represents significant spending when
considering the first budget for Nixon’s war on drugs in 1971 was $350 million across the
government, having been increased from $100 million in 1970.%*

Other budgetary measures illustrate the sustained commitment to the war on drugs
and the use of limited force. For example, since 2011, the DHS issued $34 billion in grants to
local law enforcement, funding the militarization of police forces, who cite a need for funds

to deal with the narcotics and narcotics-related crime.**’

Obama, for example, re-issued
funding for the Byrne Grant and Community Oriented Policing Services (COPS) program
which had begun to be phased out under Bush.”' The Byrne Grant and COPS allocate billions
of dollars a year to support policing programs across the nation, in lieu of funding alternative
policies focused on demand (like rehabilitation, treatment or educational programs).*”
Wherein Bush decreased Byrne Grants to $170 million from approximately $500 million,
Obama increased funding to $2 billion.*> In his first year in office, Obama increased COPS

854

funding by 250 percent.” And Pentagon transfers of surplus gear to local and federal law
enforcement reached a historic peak in 2011.%

When compared to all defense related activities, funding for Alternative Development
is nominal, illustrating a preference in policy. As a general measure of all the development
assistance from members of the Organizations for Economic Co-Operation and
Development between 2002 and 2013, Alternative Development was allocated 0.2 percent or
$245 million annually.g’r’(’ Meanwhile the U.S. only spent $42.5 million of $869 million allocated

to fight drugs under Plan Colombia to Alternative Development, including crop substitution,

building institutional capacity, tackling corruption, promoting good governance, standardizing
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farming practices and fostering individual ownership.*”” And 80 percent of resources allocated
for the Andean Initiative in Colombia, Peru and Bolivia, was dedicated to military and police
initiatives.”™

The preference for the use of force is also illustrated domestically and the budget to a

defending the nation’s borders is significant. The U.S. Border Patrol budget more than
doubled since 2003, but has not decreased narco-trafficking (see Table 5.13).*”

Table 5.13: Border Patrol Budget (in billions)*"

Year | Budget
2000 $1.06
2001 $1.15
2002 $1.42
2003 $1.51
2004 $1.42
2005 $1.52
2006 $2.12
2007 $2.29
2008 $2.25
2009 $2.66
2010 $2.96
2011 $3.55
2012 $3.53
2013 $3.47
2014 $3.63
2015 $3.79
2016 $3.64
2017 $3.81

The inflated level of spending is apparent when compared to the EU, which allocated, for
example, approximately $37 million between 2003 and 2013 on its border management
program with Central Asia, and an additional $9 million on air and sea interdiction efforts.*"
And in 2016, FRONTEX was budgeted just $268 million for its EU-wide operations.*”

Meanwhile the DOJ estimates that the U.S. spends $215 billion annually just on the costs
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associated with the drug epidemic, including health care related services, lost productivity from

addiction, crime and environmental damage caused by cultivation.*”

CONCLUSION

When answering the research question in the context of narco-trafficking, the conditions
under which the U.S. prioritizes threats appear to be Cultural-Institutional. This explanation
better approximates those conditions rather than systemic shifts in the character of the threat
itself. This is exemplified in the distinctly different preferences for foreign and domestic policy
between the U.S. and comparable Western nations facing a similar threat. As illustrated by the
four policy examples presented above (including Alternative Development, direct military
operations, border control, and healthcare), the U.S. tends to place a greater emphasis on more
aggressive, outwardly focused supply-oriented strategies then their European counterparts.
And despite the global movement towards alternative policies, the U.S. maintains its failed
strategy. This would imply that the material factors have less bearing on threat prioritization
and policy than it comparable states, which have shifted policies in response to material
factors.

Examining the role of discourse, strategy and expenditures, the case study
demonstrated how culture and institutions play an important role in threat prioritization and
resulting policy. In the context of narco-trafficking this is exemplified by the dual discourse of
a supply and demand, as well as a preference for limited force at home and overseas. It is also
illustrated in the budget, where narco-trafficking is a far more important priority to the U.S.
than in comparable countries, defined in the context of committed resources. For example,
the U.S. spends vastly more of its counter-narcotics budget on military operations, border
control and the judicial enforcement of its anti-narcotics laws than promoting economic
development, addressing addiction or adjusting the legal structure alongside societal norms
regarding the use of certain types of narcotics (like cannabis).

In the following chapter, I will present the third case study featuring the threat posed
by climate change. First, I will define the threat in the context of the framework presented by
this research and review the expectations generated. Second, I will examine climate change in

the context of the modern threat environment as it pertains to U.S. national security. Third, I

863 Mendoza, op. cit. and The Economic Impact of Illicit Drug Use on American Society (Washington, D.C.: Department
of Justice, 2011).
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will review the qualitative and quantitative data which specially addresses the threat of climate
change and explore how it pertains to the expectations. Fourth, I will explore the threat in the
context of the two hypotheses, employing a series of examples which compare U.S. threat
prioritization to that of its Western European allies. Finally, I will conclude with an overview
of the case study, the data and the presented evidence to further assess the validity of the
alternative hypothesis in explaining the reason why climate change is not prioritized in U.S.

national security.
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CHAPTER SIX
CLIMATE CHANGE

It depends on your world view, and there are two opposing world views, if you will,
that both have a compelling narrative... you could call them almost fear and fear not.
- U.S. Lieutenant General David L. Goldfein®”

INTRODUCTION

In this third case study, I will continue my examination of the research question in the context
of the threat posed by climate change. As a measure of subjective threat analysis, according to
the Content and Discourse Analysis, climate change ranks as 34 of 59 potential threats.* It
has an average weighted score of 1.21 on the CDA’s four-point scale, ranking it as a low-level
866

priority (see Table 6.1).
Table 6.1: Forms of Policy & Discourse

: LEVEL OF THREAT & POLICY
g Z Subjugate Mitigate Arbitrate Evade
= O [ Official
= : Government 4.00-3.00 2.99-2.00 1.99-1.00 > 1.00
g N | Documents

g}
m & | Expenditures High Medium Low Minimal
O
V4 g Overwhelming Limited use of Use of diplomacy,
[aa) E Strategy use of force force (i.e. targeted sanctions, or None
e I (i.c. invasion/war) strikes; military aid) economic aid
E Discourse Crisis Problem Issue Non-Issue

As such, climate change is characterized by a series of specific features including a limited
budgetary commitment; a preference for a policy of arbitration (i.e. diplomacy, sanctions,
economic aid) to address the threat; and the prevalence of ‘issue discourse’ as the defining
feature of the threat narrative. Why climate change is ranked as a low-level priority, and the
reason for the existence of these defining characteristics, will be the focus of this chapter.

I will attempt to discover under what conditions — given the apparent disconnect
between externally defined or objective threats, and those internally or subjectively defined by
the government — does the U.S. minimize or under-prioritize climate change in the context of

its national security. I will first provide an overview of the threat posed by narco-trafficking.

864 David L. Goldfein. Keynote Address: Providing Best Military Adpice (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution,
2015).

865 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats

866 See Appendix 1.1: All Threats.
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Second, I will examine the expectations generated by the framework. Third, I will review the
quantitative and qualitative data and describe how individuals, inside and outside the structure
of the state, perceive and advocate confronting the threat. Having reviewed the data, I will
examine climate change in the context of the two hypotheses to determine whether the
research question is best explained by systemic shifts in the character of threats, or the
combined effects of culture and institutions as they pertain specifically to the U.S. I will
conclude with an overview of the findings and explore if they conform to the expectations

generated by this research’s framework.

THE UNITED STATES & THE THREAT OF CLIMATE CHANGE

For the purposes of this research, I define climate change as, “changes in the physical
environment or biota... which have significant deleterious effects on the compositio