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Fatally Flawed? U.S. Policy Toward Failed States

By Rachel Stohl, Center for Defense Information and Michael Stohl, Purdue University

THE EVENTS OF SEPT. 11 may prove, as
so many have claimed in their imme-
diate aftermath, to be a true watershed
in international relations and for the
lives of American citizens. However,
there can be no doubt that the events
changed the priorities of U.S. President
George W. Bush, and challenged the
approach to international relations that
characterized the first nine months of
the new administration. To that end,
the current security environment will
have significant impacts on the persist-
ing problem of failed and failing states.

Why should the Bush administra-
tion even care about failed states, now
that the United States has been con-
fronted with new security challenges?
As the United States prepares for a new
“war,” the problems of weak, failing
and failed states persist. Failing states
represent the ultimate disintegrative
force — the inability of the state to pro-
vide for the needs of it citizens. From
an international security standpoint,
such states often threaten their neigh-
bors and regions, not as classic military
enemies but rather as the source of in-
stability. Through the refugees they fos-
ter, the spillover of ethnic, religious or
ideological conflicts, the potential for
the spread of disease, and the poten-
tial to overwhelm the capacity of their
neighbors to care for the disasters they
spawn, weak and failing states present
both security and foreign policy chal-
lenges. In the context of current events,
Afghanistan is an all too graphic ex-

ample of a failed state whose internal
situation has dramatically confronted
the rest of the world.

Although the entire security frame-
work has been altered since Sept. 11,
the first year of the George W. Bush
presidency witnessed pronounced dif-
ferences in both declaratory and actual
U.S. foreign policy. In the beginning,
the administration indicated their in-
tention to focus on the issues surround-
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ing nuclear weapons and missile
shields and their impact on relations
with Russia, China, and Europe. A clear
intention to distance themselves from
the previous administration’s declara-
tory multilateralism dominated the
Bush team’s initial foreign policy
agenda. In these first nine months, the
Bush administration caused worry
within the councils of its closest allies
in Europe and Asia, and concern
around the world, by stated intentions
to abandon treaties, decline participa-

tion in multilateral discussions, thwart
the development of new accords, and
fail to follow through on previous U.S.
commitments. The administration also
made clear its intention to adopt a more
“hands- oft” attitude to potential prob-
lems and crises in the Middle East, Af-
rica, and the Balkans.

The president and his foreign policy
team, through the decision to abandon
further consideration of the Kyoto Pro-
tocol to the United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change, disen-
gagement from the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile (ABM) Treaty, and their disinterest
in all things multilateral, gained a repu-
tation amongst friends and foes as ar-
rogant unilateralists. The concern of
this paper is how the Bush team’s per-
spective ultimately will define a policy
vis-a vis failed states and the problems
such states pose.

The concept of the failed state is not
a new one, but in the last 10 years the
breakdown of states and the gross fail-
ures of state governments have re-
ceived more attention. Vice President
Al Gore established the State Failure
Task Force in 1994, consisting of a
group of distinguished academics in
consultation with government agen-
cies, to analyze factors that can severely
weaken or cause states to fail, and to
develop possible joint actions to ad-
dress these factors. In April 2000, the
U.S. Commission on National Secu-
rity /21st Century, known as the Hart-
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Rudman Commission after its co-
chairs, former U.S. Senators Gary Hart
and Warren Rudman, issued a report
outlining the six key U.S. national se-
curity objectives for the first quarter
of the 21st century. Analyzing the im-
pact of globalization and the emerg-
ing security paradigms that resulted
from the end of the Cold War, the Hart-
Rudman Commission identified failed
and weak states as specific challenges
the United States will face with in-
creasing regularity in the next 25
years. Failed states will thus require

attention from the Bush administra-
tion — whether to act or disregard,
whether to intervene militarily or with
development assistance, or whether to
involve U.S. allies or act unilaterally.

The Bush administration started its
tenure trying to differentiate itself
from that of President Bill Clinton.
During Clinton’s eight year term, the
United States developed a policy ap-
proach vis-a-vis failed or failing states
that had three component parts: attack
the root causes of conflict within frag-
ile states; promote collective security
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their own conflicts. The
promotion of collective
security relied on the
United Nations, and
then NATO, for a more
multilateral rather than
unilateral approach. It
stressed collective re-
sponsibility and bur-
den sharing (often
more so than collective
decision-making).

---copyright 2001 by Herblock in The Washington Post
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However, many inter-
ventions were carried

out on U.S. terms, much to the annoy-
ance of U.S. allies, including aspects
of the interventions in Somalia, Haiti,
Bosnia, and Kosovo. Engaging in pre-
ventive diplomacy involved employ-
ing roving ambassadors, and focused
on arms control and arms transfers as
well as human rights. The administra-
tion enacted a more vocal condemna-
tory policy toward repressive regimes,
but refused to condemn repressive
governments deemed to be economi-
cally or strategically important for U.S.
interests.

The Clinton administration re-
mained conflicted in implementing
some of these approaches throughout
the presidency. In 1995, for example,
the Clinton administration added do-
mestic economic considerations to the
list of criteria for approving weapons
exports, and opposed efforts to create
a “Code of Conduct,” based on crite-
ria such as human rights, governing
countries eligible to receive U.S. weap-
ons. Even when the U.S. wasn't sell-
ing weapons, military know-how
trained foreign militaries and peace-
keepers, often as a substitute for in-
volving U.S. troops in unilateral, mul-
tilateral, and international initiatives.
The Clinton administration was also
never able to move beyond the param-
eters and assumptions of the
Weinberger-Powell doctrine that out-
lines conditions for the when and the
how of military deployment. This stra-
tegic approach discouraged the use of
the U.S. military except in the most
favorable strategic, operational, and
domestic political circumstances, and
established the fear of American casu-
alties and the need for overwhelming
force as the two key legs of military
policy. This policy lessened the
chances of U.S. military intervention,
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and, when intervention was chosen,
delayed the possibility until much
later in the development of crises,
when the requirements are by neces-
sity much larger, as was the case in
Kosovo. The Weinberger-Powell prin-
ciple also prevented the development
of an appropriate force structure for
dealing with the threats posed by
failed states.

The Bush Vision

The Bush administration has tried to
demonstrate fundamentally different
operating principles, purposes and
goals. During the campaign and since
taking office, Bush and his advisers
have criticized the multilateral ap-
proach. While saying very little about
failed states during the campaign,
Bush did indicate that he did not be-
lieve that events in Africa concerned
the U.S. national interest, and that he
did not believe “nation-building”
was a proper role for the U.S. mili-
tary. During the presidential debates
with Gore, Bush indicated that he
would not have engaged in “nation
building” in Haiti, intervened in
Rwanda to prevent genocide, or be-
come involved in the Balkans. But, he
did approve of the Australian inter-
vention in Timor (because it was an
initiative requiring only U.S. logisti-
cal and technical support).

The Bush team has stated the im-
portance of the economy as a factor in
U.S. policy. Both Bush and his national
security adviser, Condoleeza Rice,
have indicated that they believe that
the United States needs to encourage
the integration into the world market
of the less developed nations of the
world, because otherwise the global
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South is of minimal importance to U.S.
national interests.

The Bush approach has not been
met enthusiastically by U.S. allies and
is indeed in contrast to some U.S. stra-
tegic planning. The CIA’s “Worldwide
Threat 2001: National Security in a
Changing World” (delivered by
George Tenet, Director of Central In-
telligence, Feb. 7, 2001), stressed a
major concern for U.S. security to ad-
dress “the growing ... potential for
state fragmentation and failure.” The
CIA’s position reflects the Hart-
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Rudman Commission’s recommenda-
tion that the United States establish
priorities for aiding weak and failing
states, and translates into selective
rankings of nations that should be as-
sisted. The commission pointed to four
in particular — Mexico, Colombia,
Russia, and Saudi Arabia— whose sta-
bility is of “major importance to U.S.
interests.” For failing states of lesser
U.S. interest, the Hart-Rudman Com-
mission suggests the United States
“work with the international commu-
nity to develop innovative mechanisms
to manage the problem of failed states.”

Responding to Failed States

But how should the United States re-
spond to the threat of failing states?

In addressing the weak and failing
state, the Hart-Rudman Commission
argues that preventive diplomacy
should be the first reaction for the
United States and its allies, including
the use of political and economic ini-
tiatives. However, if preventive diplo-
macy fails, the commission stresses
that the United States “should be pre-
pared to act militarily in conjunction
with other nations in situations char-
acterized by the following criteria:
when U.S. allies or friends are imper-
iled; when the prospect of weapons of
mass destruction portends significant
harm to civilian populations; when
access to resources critical to the glo-
bal economic system is imperiled;
when a regime has demonstrated in-
tent to do serious harm to U.S. inter-
ests; and when genocide is occurring.”
The commission contends that just one
of these factors may be enough to jus-
tify military intervention.

While the Bush administration has
derided military intervention (not in all
cases a negative for peace consider-
ations), it seems quite content to con-
tinue promoting U.S. arms exports and
training. While arms exports clearly
have strong financial benefits to key
actors in the American economy and
strong political backing within the Con-
gress, many of these arms exports also
may extract a toll in contributing to
further instability and declining abili-
ties elsewhere. In response to the Sept.
11 attacks, the Bush administration ini-
tially expressed a willingness to pro-
vide weapons to countries that have
been ineligible to receive U.S. weapons
because of persistent human rights vio-
lations, lack of democracy, and even
support of terrorism (although now the
administration is only pushing an ex-
ception for India and Pakistan).

CONTINUED ON PAGE 5
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Immediate Challenges for U.S. Policy Toward Failed States

Compiled by Matthew Lewis, Research Assistant

The stakes: More rights for Macedonia’s Albanians;
Litmus test for U.S. leadership in Europe; Danger
to spread into a wider war.

Warring Parties:

1 National Liberation Army (NLA)
(Albanian Rebels)
2 Macedonian government

Victim numbers and who: 150,000 displaced (ethnic
Albanian and Macedonian).!

Costs: Thousands of homes and infrastructure de-
stroyed. Renewed polarization of tension between
ethnic-Albanians and non-ethnic Albanians
throughout the Balkans.

Years of conflict: Since February 2001.

The stakes: Oil and religious freedoms; Major humani-
tarian crisis; domestic constituencies for Bush Ad-
ministration to please.

Warring Parties:?

1 Sudanese Government;
National Islamic Front (NIF)

2 Sudan People’s Liberation Army (SPLA)

3 Sudan People’s Liberation Movement (SPLM)
(Political wing of the SPLA)

4 Sudan People’s Democratic Front (SPDF)

5 National Democratic Alliance (NDA)

Victim numbers and who: 2 million dead from vio-
lence and hunger; 4 million internally displaced per-
sons (IDPs);? 465,000 refugees.*

Costs: Non-existence of development, particularly in
south, endemic poverty and famine; use of natural
resources (oil) to fund conflict.

Years of conflict: Since 1983.

1 International Crisis Working Group, July 27, 2001, Paper “Macedonia:
Still Standing”

2 State Department Report on Human Rights, Sudan, 2000.

3 State Department Report on Human Rights, Sudan, 2000.

4 U.S. Committee for Refugees, http:/Avww.refugees.org/news/crisis/sudan.htm
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The stakes: Drug trafficking by resistance groups re-
places historical issues of agrarian reform, unequal
distribution of wealth and social injustice; U.S. ef-
forts to eliminate the principal global supplier of
drugs and internationalize the war on drugs; the
threat of an expanding regional war.

Warring Parties:

1 Colombian government and paramilitaries
with assistance from U.S. “Plan Colombia”

2 Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia
(FARC)

3 Army of National Liberation (ELN)

4 Various other right-wing paramilitary groups
Victim numbers and who: Estimated 40,000 dead in
the fighting since mid-1980s. 1.9 million displaced
persons®, 700,000 of which are children, thousands
of kidnap victims whose ransoms fund the ongo-
ing conflict.
Costs:
¢ Plan Colombia costs $7.5 billion overall, the
Colombian government is scheduled to pay $4
billion, the U.S. $1.3 billion. The remaining $2.2
billion is supposed to come from international
donors. Of the $1.3 billion in U.S. aid, 80% goes
to military and police.

* The Andean Regional Initiative (ARI) costs the
U.S. $1 billion this year

* Undetermined environmental damage from
spraying to destroy crops

* Unemployment rate 22%

» Millions lost in oil development due to terrorist
activities

* Proliferation of thousands of landmines
throughout the country?®

* Widespread violence and conflict

Years of conflict: Civil conflict since 1964.”

5 Plan Colombia, A Closer Look, from Colombia Report website: http://
www.colombiareport.org/plancolombia.htm

6 San Francisco Chronicle, http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/
chronicle/archive/2001/08/12/MN216965.DTL
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If the Bush administration does, in
the end, make a decision to intervene
in the context of a “failing or failed”
state, it will have to solve the problems
of how and with whom. One example
is the “grand coalition” put together
in 1991 to fight the Gulf War by the
first Bush administration - in which
Powell, current Vice President Dick
Cheney and Rice all played an active
role. The U.S. effort to now build a glo-
bal coalition against terrorism may aid
in efforts towards failing states as well.

If the United States chooses to in-
tervene militarily, the U.S. military
must spend time and resources pre-
paring and planning for involvement
in such conflicts. If there is no militar-
ily intervention, but rather the provi-
sion of development or humanitarian
assistance, the United States must al-
locate resources. The United States
may choose to ignore the incident al-
together, but this might require an ex-
planation of inaction to the interna-
tional community. All of these sce-
narios play directly into the current
debate on U.S. foreign policy priori-
ties, and have specific implications for
U.S. military force structure and the
determination of Defense Department
strategies.

The new focus of U.S. foreign policy
— to stamp out terror networks — will
occur in some of these weak states.
Beyond the global “war” against ter-
rorism, the Bush administration will
also be tested in three places not cen-
tral to the current search for terrorists:
Macedonia, Sudan and Colombia.
These three conflicts are just examples
out of the 39 conflicts that were ongo-
ing when Bush took office at the be-
ginning of 2001, but can be used to
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extrapolate a U.S. reaction to similar
significant situations: Macedonia rep-
resents a challenge to the U.S. vision
of Europe, Colombia turns a foreign
civil war into a domestic concern
(drugs), and Sudan is a major humani-
tarian crisis.

Macedonia

Macedonia, and the greater Balkans
situation in general, is key in gauging
U.S. responses to the problem of three
very different geographically located
and politically important failing states.
For months, Macedonian militants (lo-
cal Albanian minorities, as well as eth-
nic Albanians from Kosovo) attacked
Macedonian police and military out-
posts demanding more rights for
Macedonia’s Albanians. The initial
U.S. reaction was slow, and The Econo-
mist reported that “European allies are
losing their patience with the lack of
American involvement (March 26,
2001)” and “No senior American offi-
cial has been to Skopije. This is the first
time since the wars of the Yugoslav
succession began that a big Balkan ini-
tiative has had no serious American
involvement” (March 29, 2001). Soon
after, however, the Americans did in
fact intervene by escorting hundreds
of armed Albanians from the village
of Aracinovo that was besieged by
Macedonian government forces.
During the conflict in Macedonia,
the region saw an influx of weapons
from neighboring Kosovo, Albania,
and other regional sources, which al-
lowed rebels to easily acquire weap-
ons for use in their insurgency.
NATO’s mission, Task Force Harvest,
was intended to help disarm the Al-
banian militants in a framework of a
country-wide cease fire. The
Macedonian government also re-

quested assistance from the United
States to destroy the country’s seized
and collected small arms and light
weapons.

It is far too early to tell how effec-
tive NATO's efforts in Macedonia will
be, as Task Force Harvest ended Sept.
26. However, if the agreements
brokered by the international commu-
nity stabilize the country, Macedonia
could serve as a good example of in-
ternational intervention propping up a
state that was spiraling out of control.
The British-led NATO mission ad-
dressed Macedonia’s surplus weapons
problem, receiving more than 3,000
weapons from Albanian militants,
ranging from tanks to RPGs and other
small arms. (This total is nowhere near
the estimated holdings, but has strong
symbolic value, in that it buttressed the
militants” decision to suspend hostili-
ties.) In exchange for the weapons, the
Macedonian government, controlled
by ethnic Macedonian parties, agreed
to grant more rights to the Albanian mi-
nority. To date there have been no hos-
tilities except for minor skirmishes
since NATO entered the country.
NATO has now deployed a follow-on
force with a limited three-month man-
date, commanded by the Germans, to
guard the civilian monitors supervis-
ing the implementation of the agree-
ment. The United States will remain
involved through NATO forces, but
Washington has announced that the
USS. role will be limited in the Balkans
due to the need for U.S. forces else-
where. U S. initial reluctance to engage,
and the Bush team’s distancing in gen-
eral, did create great concern within
Europe, however, about the new
administration’s intentions with re-
spect to the future of NATO and the
US. role in “Europe.”

CONTINUED ON PAGE 6

The Defense Monitor |5



FATALLY FLAWED?

CONTINUED FROM PAGE 5

Even if the flames in Macedonia are
extinguished, the entire region will re-
main a trouble spot for the United States.
In Kosovo, violent incidents between
the Serbs and Albanians have marred
NATO's peacekeeping mission from its
inception. Bosnia remains divided into
three antagonistic regions along ethnic
and religious lines (Bosnia’s prime min-
ister stepped down in June, 2001, frus-
trated with the parliament’s inability to
develop election law). And finally,
Macedonia’s problems are far from
over. The country suffers from devas-
tation of the economy, corruption of
the political system, and massive pro-
liferation of international actors and
militaries who are undertaking legal
and illicit activities throughout the
country. These factors should keep the
United States engaged in the region
for a long time to come.

Sudan

In Sudan, conflicts over oil and reli-
gion have resulted in one of the
world’s worst humanitarian crises.
Continued fighting in Sudan also has
the potential to destabilize the region
as a whole. Although distant on ev-
ery front — politically, economically
and geographically — Sudan plays a
significant role in U.S. foreign policy
determinations through the recently
announced Powell Initiative on Africa
to combat AIDS through prevention
and treatment.

Sudan, like other war-torn coun-
tries in Africa, has easy access to weap-
ons through porous borders and mas-
sive proliferation of small arms on the
continent as a whole. Human Rights
Watch reports that Sudanese govern-
ment forces receive major conven-
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tional weapons as well from China,
Iran, Iraq, the Russian Federation,
former Soviet Republics and former
Warsaw Pact states. Some of these
countries sold weapons in exchange
for loans to be paid by future oil ex-
ports. Weapons from regional conflicts
in Uganda, Congo and Ethiopia and
Eritrea also have made their way to
Sudan’s fighting factions.

In Sudan, conflicts over oil
and religion have resulted
in one of the world’s worst

humanitarian crises.

The Clinton administration’s policy
on Sudan was “to isolate the govern-
ment of Sudan; to counter the threat it
poses to the United States, its neigh-
bors, and its own people; and to press
for fundamental change in its policies”
(Secretary of State Madeleine Albright,
Hill Summit on Sudan, Nov. 9, 1999).
The United States has listed Sudan
amongst its list of terrorist sponsors
since 1993, and, since 1997, Sudan has
been under a strict embargo. The
United States does not sell weapons
to Sudan, nor does it purchase
Sudanese oil.

However, the New York Times re-
ported this summer that the Bush ad-
ministration can’t ignore Sudan any
longer because “it involves two of its
most important domestic constituen-
cies: oil interests and religion” (June
17,2001). The Bush administration has
been under pressure from Evangelical
Christians furious with the past two-
decade’s policy towards the cata-
strophic human suffering, particularly

in the “Christian” south of Sudan.
They are pressuring Bush to increase
the food aid program to Sudan (cur-
rently the U.S. provides minimal food
aid to southern Sudan) and to support
faith based charities. In addition,
given the administration’s connec-
tions to the international oil industry,
they are also pressuring Bush to push
for an end to oil operations that might
assist the regime in Khartoum.

U.S. oil companies that have
watched foreign companies (as well as
the Sudanese government) get rich off
the oil fields in Sudan want a resolu-
tion to the conflict there as soon as pos-
sible in order to get a piece of the ac-
tion. The U.S. involvement in Sudan
is a complex one and one that will not
only demonstrate the U.S. commit-
ment to Africa, but will also gauge
what interests need to be at stake for
some kind of U.S. action in a failed
state. On Sept. 6, the Bush administra-
tion appointed former Sen. John C.
Danforth as a special envoy to Sudan,
tasked with seeking peace in Sudan.
What resources in the form of carrots
and sticks Danforth can bring to the
warring parties is still unclear.

Colombia

The continuing war in Colombia is in
danger of destabilizing five neighbor-
ing states as it spills over these coun-
tries” borders. The conflict also repre-
sents the internationalization of the
drug war — in terms of trafficking,
consumption, and production. Former
U.S. ambassador to Colombia, Morris
Busby, said, “[it] is one of the most
serious foreign policy problems that
we have. It's almost like China, where
you had warlords fighting with each
other, and a weak central government.
It's a terrible situation.”

CONTINUED ON PAGE 7
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The negative impacts of the conflict
in Colombia could spread throughout
the region. Recently, peace talks with the
Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colom-
bia (FARC) have stalled, and right-wing
paramilitaries, often also linked to
drugs, have become the fastest-grow-
ing military force in Colombia. The
Economist reports that “neighboring
countries worry that Plan Colombia will
push refugees, violence and drugs into
their countries. That is already happen-
ing in Ecuador, which is economically
and politically fragile” (Feb. 1, 2001).

Bush inherited the Clinton
administration’s “Plan Colombia,” a
$1.3 billion aid program. The package
includes: high-tech weapons; military
training; alternative economic devel-
opment, such as crop substitution pro-
grams for opium poppies and aid for
local farmers; strengthening the judi-
cial system; and aiding displaced refu-
gees. Critics of the program maintain
that it focuses too much on the law en-
forcement approach in dealing with the
drug trade, and not enough on devel-
oping and rebuilding Colombia’s infra-
structure. The Bush administration has
proposed the Andean Regional Initia-
tive (ARI) to address critiques of the
original “Plan Colombia.” According
to James Mack, deputy assistant secre-
tary for International Narcotics and
Law Enforcement Affairs, “ARI ad-
dresses the three issues that lie at the
heart of the challenges facing the re-
gion: democracy, development, and
drugs. ARI balances the need to ad-
dress the continuing challenges in Co-
lombia with the competing priority of
working with the rest of the region to
prevent a further spreading of
Colombia’s problems or backsliding in
areas where progress already has been
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made.” ARI puts just under a billion
dollars of U.S. support into the region.
Slightly more than three-quarters of a
billion of this money is to support the
Andean Counter-Drug Initiative, run
by the Bureau of International Narcot-
ics and Law Enforcement. Money will
go towards programs in all of the af-
fected countries in the region, and ap-
proximately half of the counter-drug
budget will go to support development
and democratic institution support
programs, according to Mack.

ARI has been criticized for focus-
ing too heavily on the military at the
expense of economic and civil devel-
opment and continuing a counter-
drug approach that has been thus far
ineffective.

Violence and crime are rampant
throughout Colombia. The country is
already awash in small arms, and new
weapons will be shipped as part of
“Plan Colombia.” While the effects of
Colombia’s instability are felt through-
out the country, and amongst the en-
tire population, children suffer enor-
mously in this conflict. Of the 1.5 mil-
lion displaced persons in Colombia,
700,000 are children, and, in 2000, some
14,000 children were estimated to have
been serving for the various armed
forces fighting there (since November
1999, the Colombian government has
prohibited under 18s from serving in
official government forces).

U.S. leaders have justified the ma-
jor military investment in Colombia
by arguing that eliminating drug king-
pins and reducing the threat of gue-
rilla forces are important to the long-
term stability of Colombia, and the
reduction in the amount of drugs en-
tering the United States. A senior Co-
lombian official has observed that
“drug production feeds all the vio-
lence in Colombia, creates the eco-
nomic problems, hurts the people, and

creates problems of human rights.”
The Bush administration will have to
decide if it should continue to back a
primarily military solution to the drug
problem, and if it is willing to disen-
gage if a more severe crisis of state
should develop. The Bush administra-
tion has appeared to take Colombia
seriously, as Powell was intending to
visit Colombia on the day of the Sept.
11 attacks. How the United States now
chooses to respond to Colombia will
also serve as an indicator of how the
United States is going to deal with fra-
gility in its own hemisphere.

Conclusion

The international security framework
changed on Sept. 11. As the Bush ad-
ministration prepares for a protracted
“war” against terrorism, many of the
components of such an effort are part
of the same model needed to address
weak and failing states. The United
States will be looking for a long-term
mission, working with an interna-
tional coalition, and seeking to address
the root causes of terrorism. Before
Sept. 11, the Bush administration had
rejected most of these concepts of in-
tervention, concepts that now have be-
come necessary to wage the fight
against terrorism. Many of these same
principles should be applied to a
policy that appropriately addresses
weak and failing states. =

Based on the paper “The Failed and Failing State and
the Bush Administration: Paradoxes and Perils” prepared
for the workshop on Failed and Failing States,

April 10-14, 2001, Firenze, Italy.

Rachel Stohl is Senior Analyst at the Cen-
ter for Defense Information. Michael Stohl
is Professor of Political Science and Dean
of International Programs at Purdue Uni-
versity.
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