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The terrorist assault of September 11 2001 and the world’s reaction to it have
opened up a “great debate” on the international implications of these develop
ments. The spectrum ofas sess mentslies betweentwointellectualextremes. One
postulatesthateverything has changedintheinternational system, withthe latter
enteringanew erathatwill see traditional values, norms, inter ests, orientations,
po litical in stincts and be havioral patterns of major ac torsradically modified. The
proponents of the opposite approach argue that basically nothing has changed,;
how ever dra maticthese events might have been, they do notinvali date fun damen-
talfactorsdeterminingtheinternationalde velop ments, evenifhighlightingsome
of the ongoing trends.

This brief ar ti cle at tempts to draw an ana lyti cal line be tween these two in tel-
lec tual poles. Itre flects (and is in flu enced by) the on go ing de bates in Rus sia on
this is sue, al though by no means sums them up or pre tends to de fine a com mon
denominator of the various (and often conflicting) assessments. Although all
“post-Septemberl1ll”internationalimplicationsarecloselyinterrelated,thisarticle
— for analytical purposes — distinguishes three dimensions of the problem by
(i) speculating uponthe eventualim pacton US for eign policy, (ii) con sid ering the
consequences for international de vel op ments atlarge and (iii) fo cusing upon the
possibleeffectsforRussia.

Impact on US policy

Already at a very early stage in the develop mentofthe post-attack politicalline,
there seemed to be a juxtapositioniong of the proponents of rigid and energetic
counteractions with advocates of a more bal anced ap proach. For the former, the
aim was to compensate for the demoralising effect of the terrorist assault —
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(described as a “new Pearl Harbor”) with a lightning-quick retaliation of large-
scale military strikes. For the latter, the main emphasis was upon organising a
long-term and well planned struggle against international terrorism which would
eventually envisage the use of military force when necessary, at the same time
avoiding insufficiently pondered and ill-prepared actions with uncertain results
and highly prob able nega tive im pli ca tions for the US.

Althoughthefirstline looked emotion ally ap pealingim me di ately after the at-
tacks, the more mod er ate ap proaches later gained the up per hand. Nev erthe less,
im plicitand ex plicitcom pe tition and in ter ac tion of these two lines will most proba-
bly af fect the course of US for eign and mili tary pol icy in the longer run.

Both approaches will be strongly affected by the emergence of two basically
new fac tors for Ameri ca’s self- identification with re spect to the out side world: first,
the US has be come aware that its ter ri tory is vul ner able and its pro tec tion against
ex ter nal threats amyth; sec ond, there are forces whose anti- Americanism knows no
limitsand who are ready to un der take the mosthorrifying actions againstthe United
States. Thisin it self cre ates strong in cen tives for sig nifi cant shifts in the Ameri can
courseintheinternational arena—shifts thatcould be char acterisedinthefollowing
way.

US policy could become more assertive and offensive. The theme of isola
tionismthat has al ways been presentin US foreign policy thinking, evenifina
latentway, will be moved to the back ground. Ameri can so ci ety has been pro-
vided with dra matic evi dence that terrorism canreach US territory and that it
isimpossibletoisolateitselffromtherestofthe world. The “Vietnam/So malia
syndrome” will be over come. The consolidation of elites, as well as of so ci ety
as a whole is taking place around the idea of taking preventive actions rather
than draw ing aside.

The em pha sis upon the readi ness to use force in the in ter na tional arena will
be come more pro nounced. Sup port will grow for en er getic military actionsin
case prob lems emerge out side US terri tory. Psy cho logi cally, there will be a
readinesstobearconsiderablelossesinUS military personnel—afundamen-
tal shift with re spectto the until now pre dominantori entation of carrying out
only such ac tions in which casu ali ties would be mini mal or even zero, as in
the case of the Kosovocam paign.

Sooner or later, the US government will have to present the US publicwith
some con cretere sults of its strug gle againstterrorism. This might be come an
incentiveforbroadening military op erations and perhapsre- orientatingthem
towards areas where the chances of achieving an impressive victory are
greater, for instance, in Irag or Somalia.

Self-restraint with respect to the rest of the world might be further eroded. In
its extreme form, this approach would insist that the United States proceed
with complete freedom of action in the international arena and decide on what
is to be done without paying attention to constraints or advice. The general
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indignation against the terrorist acts and the ensuing readiness to support US
counteractions (or, at least, to treat them “with understanding”) will make it
easier to legitimate US assertiveness and its right to intervene.

Another hypertrophied stereotype could develop: that the US should count
only on itself and should refrain from illuding itself about possible aid from
other international actors. At the same time, other countries’ attitudes to-
wards the US strug gle againstterrorismwill beacriteriafor US policy towards
them (“those who are not with us are against us”).

Ontheissue of national mis sile de fence (NMD), the ar gu ments of its sup port-
ers might become more convincing. Although the events of September
11 have clearly shown that no missile defence can protect against terrorism,
they have also proventhataterrifying sce nario of a mis sile attack againstthe US
home land by ter ror ists or ir re spon si ble re gimes should not be con sid ered “un-
think able” —which makes pro tec tion against such an even tu al ity im perative.
Aracistand anti- Muslim moodinthe US might be an other con se quence of the
terroristassault,resultinginanewemphasisonUSpolicyinthe Mid dle East,
aswellas new sus picionstowards “rogue states” and amore en er getic policy
line with re specttothose countries be lieved to sup portthem.

However, this scenario could be mitigated considerably by alternative fac-
tors. They have, in fact, turned out to be more dynamic than could have been
expected on the basis of the new US administration’s record during the first
months. This line promotes would- be US prioritiesin adif ferentway.

Whendevelopingthe means and meth ods of fighting terrorism, there willbe a
sufficiently clear understanding that the huge US military potential is not a
panaceaanddoesnotinitselfguarantee suc cess ful counteractions against
new threats. The meansto be used againstterrorists could be consideredina
more flexible way, in particular, by putting stronger em phasison po liticaland
financial “tools” (flanking orevenre placing military tools as the main means).

Developing a large anti-terrorist coalition will require support from many
states, thuscreatingacounterweighttothe unilateralistap proach.

While the initial US reaction seemed absolutely indifferent towards the idea of
legitimising retaliation (via the UN, international law or in some other way),
this line was later reconsidered in a radical way and almost overnight.

The official policy has attemptedtodown grade emotional and spontane ous
anti-Muslim reactions. Indeed, these could have serious negative implica
tionsforUS domestic develop ments and foreign policy. Furthermore,the US
has attempted to deepen its involvement in the Middle East settlement by
pressuringboth sides of the conflictratherthan backinglIsraeluncondition-
ally. At the same time, there seem to be the pre con di tions for are view of US
pol icy with re spect to “friendly” re pres sive re gimes in the Arab world, above
all Saudi Arabia.
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The US leadership would have to explore ways of redesigning the country’s
negative international image. Some thinking should be done about the fact
that one of the most pow er ful sources of anti- American terrorismis the wide-
spread perceptionofthe USasapowerfulbutcomplacentandarro gant state
searchingtoim poseits norms, life- style and val ues all over the world with out
feel ing the need to ob serve com mon rules and take the views of other coun-
triesinto ac count. The over allmood pre vailing to day inthe US does not seem
to be conducive to this kind of reflection. However, the country objectively
needs serious debate on what responsible international leadership means.
American think ing might hope fully turn in this di rec tion at some fu ture time.

Theinteraction ofallthese trends will build a con cep tual and prac ti cal frame-

work for future US foreign and security policy. This will include a robust
anti-terrorist element, but will most probably be oriented towards broader goals
going beyond anti-terrorist considerations while perhaps retaining some tradi
tionalgeopoliticalmotives.

Implications for the internationalsystem

Theimplicationsfortheinternational systemwill be de fined by two sets of fac tors.
The first lies within the psychological realm: how dra matically and seriously will
new challenges be as sessed? The sec ond con cerns poli tics: how can the new de-
velop ments affectpatternsofinteractionintheworldarenaand, accordingly, their
structuralcharacteristics?

The struggle against terrorism might increasingly be given priority over the
otherinter national tasks of states. Yet, thisre fo cusing will most proba bly de-
velop slowly. The tra ditional ap proach, with its fo cus on state in ter ests and
the maximization of stateinfluence againstaback ground of com petition with
otherinternationalactors,willprobably continue asthe pre dominantfactor of
internationalde vel op mentsforsometimetocome. The erosion ofthisinertia
will be commensurate with the understanding that the very institutionofthe
state is under threat, with prospects of chaos and unpredictable conse
guences.

Thelogic of “pro tecting the state” from dan ger ous exter nalin fluences will be-
comemoresalient,includingtougheningborderprotection,limitingmigration
flows, controlling emigrants, regulating flows of in for mation and so on. If this
hap pens, the de gree of “open ness” of states will de crease.
Therewillbeincreasinginformational, operationalandstrategicinteractions
among states’ spe cial services. The pro cess will cer tainly de velop slowly and
withincertainlimitsasittouchesuponareasofextremesensitivity. However,
theveryfactofcooperativeinteractioninsuchsensitive areaswillbringanew
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qualitativecharacteristictointernationalrelations.

The forceful US reaction to the terrorist attack might become a model for
otherstates’behaviourundercircumstancesthattheyconsiderthreateningto
their vital in ter ests (with threats coming first of all, but not ex clu sively fromin-
ter national terrorism). Inabroader sense, there arerea sonsto ex pecta low-
ering of the political and psychologicalbarriers pre venting the use of force.
This tool could become “less unacceptable” than it used to be.
Theongoingdevelopmentscouldresultinanerosionofinternationallawand
ex pectationswithre specttothe United Nations. Indis cus sions on waysto re-
acttoterrorist at tacks, both have been rele gated to the side lines.

All these trends could make the international system more unbalanced and
vul nerable tocrisis. The task of en suringits man age abil ity willbe come even
more demanding than it is today.

Formalorinformalinteractionamong statesbelongingtothe narrow cir cle of
most pow er fulinternationalactorscouldincreasingly be seen asthe mostef-
fectivetoolofinternationalgovernance. Theirde cisions, evenifnotbasedon
internationallaworformalisedinpoliticaldocu ments, couldbe come moreim-
portant than those adopted in multilateral fora of cooperation. The interna
tional system shaped by such de vel op ments would be char ac terised by the
de facto pre domi nance of a few states over the oth ers —a pre domi nance that
could be increasingly perceived and accepted as legitimate, and that could
even be formalised in some respects.

Such an oligarchic system could have a certain effectiveness and prevent
chaoticdevelopments. However,its legitimacy will be challenged by internal
tensionsgeneratedbyine qualitiesin status, levelof de velop ment, re sources
and access to decision-making. At the same time, it might also exacerbate
civili zational di vides within the world com mu nity, which could well be the ter-
rain of the most serious crises of the twenty-first century.

In a parallel way, international affairs could develop along other lines, to
some ex tentcorrecting the above mentionedtrends.

AccompanyingrecognitionofUSleadership,therewillprobablybecontinued

orevenincreasedconcernaboutits trans formationinto aclear- cuthe gemon

— which other internationalactors will try to neutralise and minimise.

Many de vel op ing coun tries will feel un easy about the pos si bil ity of the strug gle

against international terrorism being projected onto their territories. This will

lead to their focusing oninter national law and the non- violability of sov er eignty.

Thedissatisfaction with the UN’s poor performance couldbecomeanincen-

tive for more energetic efforts to bolster its effectiveness (enlarging the

number of per ma nents seatsinthe Se curity Council, increasingits abil ity to

reactop erationally to crises, de vel op ing new norms within the UN, etc).

The de bate on globali sation will be af fected as well. One can ex pectgrowing —
25
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attentiontoits fundamental problem, thatistheincreasinggap be tweenthe
centre and the pe riph eryinthe world sys tem — a gap that cre ates the con di-
tions for international terrorism.

Inaparadoxicalway, theterroristattacks could have painfulim plications for
NATO. It has turned out to be ir rele vant for re spond ing to new se cu rity chal-
lengesintermsofitsfunctional specificity, organisation, structureandop era-
tional mode. The Alliance needs a “great debate” over its future agenda. It
will in volve a number of thorny is sues, in clud ing re- orientation from com mon
de fence towards peacekeepingand peace- enforcement, jointop erations be-
yond Europe, and the search for a new formula of interactionwith Russia.

Theconsiderableimplicationsofthe phenome nonofterrorismnotwith stand
ing, some important lines of international political development will hardly be
di rectly af fected. Thus, the emer gence of new power poles, such as China and In-
dia, as well astherapid and im petu ous evo lu tion of the world of Is lam will con tinue
to generate their own dynamics in the international arena.

Eventual consequences for Russia

Rus siahastopassbetween Scyllaand Charybdis. Itisvitallyinterestedinthe suc-
cess of the struggle against international terrorism — but also in preventing the
strugglefrombeingre-oriented against Rus sia. Formanyreasons, including some
notcon nected with theis sue ofinter national terrorism, Rus siaisinterestedinco-
op erativeinteractionwiththe US andthe Westin gen eral —with out, how ever, be-
comingtheirsubmissive partnerandwithoutdamaging Russia’srelationswiththe
Mus limworld. Like any other country, Rus siahastode fine apropercorrelationbe-
tween terrorism- related fac tors and other chal lenges in the in ter national arena.

Rus sia’sde cisionto coop er ate closely withthe US in the post- September 11
anti- terrorist cam paign has positive im plications foritsre lations with the US
and more generally the West. Both seem deeply impressed by the political
and practicalsupportRussiaisprovidingandseemtoconsideritindicative of
Russia’slong-termforeignpolicyorientations.

The currentsituationisunique. Russiaisbeingsolicited notonly as apartner,
but as a key partnerwhoseinvolve mentis, in somere spects, ir re place able.
Rus sia has the chance to trans form this un prece dented West ern de mand for
itsin volve mentinto a new qual ity of its re la tion ship with the West. Achieving
this quality is more im por tantthan for malisingitin haste.

Many Rus sianob serversinsistonlinking Russia’s positiondirectly with other
as pects of re lations with the West (ABM Treaty, Chechnya, debts and so on).
Such an ap proach could turn out to be coun ter pro duc tive in that it might pro-
voke doubts about Russia’s motives for involvement in the struggle against
terrorism. Furthermore, Western partners could find rapprochement with
Russiaontheseissuesproblematicif it is perceived as the result of pressure
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from Moscow and its attempts to play the “anti-terrorist card”. In fact, many
issuesthatareim portantto Rus sia, including those that have been a matter
ofseriousdisagree ment, could be treated (and actu ally are treated) more co-
op eratively by the West—butinthe con text of a qualitatively new part ner ship
with Mos cow ratherthan as anim me di ate re ward for the policy stand taken by
Russia.

Itis clear that Rus sia’s sup port for the United States does not mean that it is
ready to give the green light to any sort of anti-terrrorist activity of Washing-
ton, notto speak of broader free dom of ac tion. But Russia does not have to be
in the front lines in constraining the expansionist drive of the United States. In
this, other international actors, from NATO allies to China and India, can also
play a role (and perhaps pay the bill).

A similar approach would be appropriate in developing the legal basis for
combating international terrorism. There is an objective need for it, and it
would be quite natu ral for Rus siato play an active role in ad dress ing this task.
The problemisthatthe fightagainstinter national terrorismis an ur genttask,
while ap pro priateinter nationalle galin stru ments are notyetin place. In sist-
ing on strict compliance with international law should not prevent energetic
ac tions against ter rorism. Also, when high lighting the role of the United Na-
tionsinestablishinginternationalgovernance,itisimportanttoassessrealis
tically the prospects of the UN reforms — prospects that do not look
encouraging.

The de vel op mentof aquasi- alliance re lation ship be tween the United States
and Rus siadoes notdi minish the lat ter’s fear of be ing rele gated to the status
of junior partner. One way to offset this asymmetry would be to emphasise
multilateral forms of interaction with Western countries. Hence, Rus sia could
be interested in promoting greater equilibrium through development of the
NATO-Russia Partnershipandtrilateral Russia-EU-USrelations.

Rus sia will face key geo po litical problemsin Central Asia. The US pres ence
inthisareaisafundamentally newfactor. There are ap pre hensionsin Rus siathat
this presence might be used to as sert US he gem ony in the area, both in the CIS
countries and in Af ghani stan, and to weaken Rus sia’s in flu ence.

Russia does have political resources for energetic measures with which to
counteractand/or limitthe American pres ence inthe area. Butthis would re sultin
anerosionofthedevelopingRussian- Americanpartnershipandrisktransforming
Central Asia into a stage for new geopolitical rivalry — with unpredictable conse-
guences. Amorerational strategy could be based on adifferentfoundation, aimed
not so much at counteracting as interacting in a cooperative manner with the
United States in this area. In this con text,of primary importance is the involvement
of the United States in com bating those chal lenges that Rus sia faces on its south-
ernborders.

A separate issue concerns Russia’s relationship with the Muslim world. The
enormous importance of this relationship for Russia is obvious. Russia’s interests
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here are of a strategic rather than opportunistic nature and should not be
sacrificed to motivations emerging from the Western dimension of Russia’s
interaction with the outside world. The goal should be not to play the two
dimensions off against one another, but to strive to achieve an organic
combination of the two, so that Muslim countries would see Russia’s participation
in a strategic alliance with the West as advantageous for themselves, while the
West would proceed from an awareness of Russia’s ability to play an important
role in shaping its relationship with the Islamic world. And this is all the more
important in that this line will be a central one in the international political
dynamics of the twenty-first century.



