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Am 17. September dieses Jahres hat das
Weisse Haus, durch einen fritheren Kon-
gressbeschluss verpflichtet, einen Bericht
uiber die Nationale Sicherheitsstrategie der
Vereinigten Staaten vorgelegt. Bei niherer
Betrachtung handelt es sich um die Samm-
lung verschiedener Referate, die Prisident
Bush 2002 an verschiedenen Orten gehalten
hat. Zwei Beitrige diirften fiir den Leser der
ASMZ von Interesse sein:

1. Prevent Our Enemies from Threa-
tening Us, Our Allies, and Our Friends with
Weapons of Mass Destruction

2. Transform America’s National Secu-
rity Institutions to Meet the Challenges and
Opportunities of the Twenty-First Century.

Im ersten Beitrag werden die «rogue Sta-
tes» wie folgt charakterisiert:
M brutalize their own people and squander
their national resources for the personal gain
of the rulers;
M display no regard for international law,
threaten their neighbors, and callously vio-
late international treaties to which they are
party;
B are determined to acquire weapons of
mass destruction, along with other advanced
military technology, to be used as threats or
offensively to achieve the aggressive designs
of these regimes;
B sponsor terrorism around the globe; and
B reject basic human values and hate the
United States and everything for which it
stands.

Als mogliche Massnahme gegen Staaten,
die tiber Massenvernichtungswaffen verfligen,
werden in diesem Bericht priemptive Aktio-
nen in Betracht gezogen:

«The United States has long maintained the
option of preemptive actions to counter a suf-
ficient threat to our national security. The
greater the threat, the greater is the risk of in-
action — and the more compelling the case for
taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves,
even if uncertainty remains as to the time and
place of the enemy’s attack. To forestall or
prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries,
the United States will, if necessary, act pre-
emptively.

The United States will not use force in all
cases to preempt emerging threats, nor should
nations use preemption as a pretext for aggres-
sion.Yet in an age where the enemies of civi-
lization openly and actively seek the world’s
most destructive technologies, the United Sta-
tes cannot remain idle while dangers gather.»

Im zweiten Bericht setzt sich der Prisident
mit der Terrorismusbedrohung der USA aus-
einander:

«Terrorists attacked a symbol of American
prosperity. They did not touch its source. Ame-
rica is successful because of the hard work,
creativity, and enterprise of our people.»

Das Modell fiir die zukiinftige Bekimpfung
des Terrorismus ist die Operation «Enduring
Freedom» gegen Afghanistan. Bei dieser Art
von Operationen wollen sich die USA durch
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den internationalen Gerichtshof nicht ein-
schrinken lassen:

«We will take the actions necessary to
ensure that our efforts to meet our global
security commitments and protect Ameri-
cans are not impaired by the potential for
investigations, inquiry, or prosecution by the
International Criminal Court (ICC), whose
jurisdiction does not extend to Americans
and which we do not accept. We will work
together with other nations to avoid com-
plications in our military operations and
cooperation, through such mechanisms as
multilateral and bilateral agreements that
will protect U.S. nationals from the ICC.We
will implement fully the American Service-
members Protection Act, whose provisions
are intended to ensure and enhance the pro-
tection of U.S. personnel and officials.»

Gegeniiber fritheren Berichten konnen
auf Grund dieses Berichtes zwei Richtungs-
inderungen der Gesamtstrategie der USA
abgeleitet werden:

1. gegen Schurkenstaaten mit Massen-
vernichtungswaffen sollen priemptive Ak-
tionen geplant und ausgefiihrt werden;

2. der Terrorismus wird aktiv in jenen
Staaten, die diese Organisationen beher-
bergen und fordern, bekiampft. Das Modell
dazu ist Enduring Freedom.

Im Gegensatz zur Clinton-Administra-
tion hat die Gesamtstrategie der USA eine
Verlagerung in Richtung Offensive erfah-
ren. A.St.

time, but it can also model interactions over
time among a changing number of agents.
Most important, game theory can incorpo-
rate uncertainty and learning in its analysis.
In my published papers, I have applied
game theory to identify more effective an-
titerrorism policies — e.g., in evaluating the
installation of metal detectors at airports or
stated polices not to negotiate with hostage
takers.

Have you already developed an
appropriate model and if yes, how
does it look?

I have developed a host of different mo-
dels which have appeared in such journals
as the American Economic Review, American
Political Science Review, and Journal of Law and
Economics. These models incorporate both
the goals and constraints of the adversaries.

Gelesen

in Herald Tribune vom 23. Mai 2002, S. 14:
“A new way to play war” U.S. Army lures
youths with video games, by Alex Pham,
Los Angeles Times.

The U.S. Army, realizing that American
youth would rather play video games than
do push-ups in the mud, was set Wednes-
day to unveil games designed to appeal to
a media-saturated, tech-bombarded gener-
ation.

Though the military has long used rea-
listic video games as training tools, this is the
first time the army has relied on games to
reach out to the public. The intent of the free
games — which will be distributed starting in
July at recruiting stations and on the army’s
Web site — is to sell the soldiering life.

“The goal was to give them a synthetic
experience of being in the army in game

form,” said Michael Zyda, director of the
Naval Postgraduate School’s Modeling, Vir-
tual Environments and Simulation Institute
in Monterey, California, which developed
both games.

The game project started two years ago,
when the economy was bursting at the
seams and dot-coms beckoned young
people with the promise of riches and free-
wheeling offices in which they could skate-
board. The army spent $5 million to develop
video games to show army life. Like un-
scripted TV shows, the games show mostly
action, leaving out the boring parts.

Will that be good enough? “It can’t hurt,”
said Charles Moskos, a specialist on public
attitudes toward the military. “But a video
game isn’t going to be as good as real per-
sonal contact.” ag

The dynamic model depends on a game-
tree representation, where different choices
have to be made by opponents over time.
The static models address the strategic in-
teraction within a single time period. For
example, one set of models involves
hostage taking and the optimal govern-
mental responses.

What are your conclusions from
your work?

My work shows that governments often
work at odds with one another. That is,
efforts to deter terrorism at home merely
divert the attack abroad. Governments’
pledges not to negotiate with terrorists are
frequently violated unless an enforcement
mechanism (e.g., constitutional amend-
ment or law) is imposed. Retaliatory
attacks often cause terrorists to change the
timing of their attacks, with no overall dec-
line in such attacks. Policies directed at one
kind of terrorist incident (e.g., hijackings)
cause the terrorists to substitute into an-
other kind of event. Piecemeal coopera-
tion among governments — e.g., sharing in-
telligence but not cooperating on counter-
terrorism — may exacerbate resource misal-
location. |

ASMZ Nr.12/2002 5



	The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, September 2002

