
makes a convincing case for such an approach. While it is
not possible to stop all terrorist attempts with certainty
(and in this respect counterterrorist policies are not differ-
ent from any other type of deterrence), particular combi-
nations of defense options can credibly deter the most,
and even moderately, disastrous attacks. Lebovic offers a
comprehensive checklist of denial-based defensive strat-
egies and argues that even if these measures can be imper-
fect from a defense standpoint, they can still work as
credible deterrents. For example, although a combination
of approaches, such as “partial,” “selective,” and “random”
defense, can leave the United States vulnerable to some
attacks, their greater value lies in impairing some, if not
all, aspects of a larger terrorist attack. This could, in turn,
be sufficient enough to deter major terrorist undertakings.

One of the rare soft spots in the book concerns the
offense/defense notions. Aside from the criticism question-
ing the extent to which offensive and defensive weapons
are actually distinguishable, there is a well-known argu-
ment that nuclear weapons generally favor defense. For
example, assured destruction (AD) renders the adversary’s
first strike irrational, but, since it is not aimed at reducing
the adversary’s retaliatory capability, it does not give any
offensive advantage to the deterrer. On the other hand, as
virulently criticized by AD proponents, strong antiballis-
tic missiles can undermine deterrence by potentially favor-
ing the deterrer’s offense. These points are not taken into
account when the author classifies NMD as a strictly
defense-based strategy and AD as a solely offensive one.
The analytical value of the offense/defense distinction can
further be questioned in the absence of their precise defi-
nitions, as is the case in this otherwise outstanding book.

None of this should detract from the significant contri-
bution that this volume makes to both scholarly and policy-
oriented literature. There is much to learn from this
thoroughly researched study that should make it an essen-
tial addition to the literature on U.S. foreign policy, ter-
rorism, proliferation, and general strategic studies of
deterrence in the post-9/11 world.

Regime Change: U.S. Strategy Through the Prism
of 9/11. By Robert S. Litwak. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press, 2007. 424p. $65.00 cloth, $25.00 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072751

— Christopher Layne, Bush School of Government and
Public Service, Texas A & M University

Robert Litwak focuses his book on how the United States
should respond to the potential post–Cold War prolifer-
ation of weapons of mass destruction (WMDs)—especially
nuclear weapons—to so-called rogue states and nonstate
actors like Al Qaeda. Litwak makes three central argu-
ments: 9/11 transformed America’s conception of national
security; U.S. policy toward rogue states oscillates between
the contradictory objectives of regime change versus behav-

ior change; and in the post–9/11 world, the main security
threat to the United States is the nexus of nonstate actors
like Al Qaeda that want to acquire WMDs and states that
might—either passively or actively—facilitate their acqui-
sition by such organizations.

Part I of Regime Change surveys U.S. approaches to
international order since World War II, to the use of
force, and to rogue states. Part II consists of case studies
of U.S. counter proliferation policy toward North Korea,
Libya, Iran, Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, and terrorist organi-
zations. A brief review cannot do justice to Litwak’s analy-
sis of a very broad topic. But several points deserve special
attention.

The weakest aspect of the book is its broad critique of
the Bush administration’s national security strategy. Lit-
wak argues that after 9/11, the Bush administration effec-
tuated a radical threefold change in U.S. national security
strategy by adopting preventive war policies, by defining
threats to the United States based on the “very character of
its adversaries” (p. xii), and by repudiating multilaterial-
ism and international norms on the use of force. For sure,
there is a great deal for which the Bush administration
justifiably can be criticized. However, Litwak is off base
on these particular points. While unquestionably more
inept than most of its post-1945 predecessors, the Bush
administration is not a grand strategic outlier.

First, with respect to preventive war, as the historian
Marc Trachtenberg has noted, the Bush administration’s
strategy is not an anomaly: “Under Roosevelt and Tru-
man, under Eisenhower and Kennedy, and even under
Clinton in the 1990s,” preventive war thinking “came
into play in a major way” (“Preventive War and U.S. For-
eign Policy,” Security Studies 16 [January/March 2007]:
29). As offensive realists have pointed out, in the compet-
itive arena of international politics, great powers have strong
incentives to defend themselves through “anticipatory vio-
lence” and by seeking to dominate the international
system—which is precisely what the United States has
done since 1945. (On the first point, see John J. Mearshe-
imer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics. 2001. On the
second, see Christopher Layne, The Peace of Illusions, 2006).
Second, the Bush administration is only the most recent
in a succession of administrations going back at least to
Woodrow Wilson that have regarded certain types of
regimes—usually nonliberal ones—as threats to the United
States. (See Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America,
1954.) Finally, the idea that the United States—until the
Bush administration—preferred to act multilaterally is
myth, not fact.

All post-1945 U.S. administrations have acted unilat-
erally when they believed it was necessary to do so—during
the Suez, Berlin, and Cuban missile crises and the Viet-
nam War, for example. For sure, the Bush administration
acted foolishly and recklessly when it invaded Iraq in
March 2003, but it would have been equally foolish and
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reckless even if the invasion had been blessed by the
United Nations. Moreover, Litwak’s claim (p. 3) that mul-
tilateralism “fostered the perception of the United States
as a benign superpower” and thus had negated the need
of other states to balance against American power is dubi-
ous. Even during the Cold War, U.S. allies worried about
unbalanced American power and tried—albeit
unsuccessfully—to balance against it, and today others
are engaged in both hard and soft balancing against the
United States.

Litwak makes some impressive points, however, when
he focuses on the specifics of U.S. counterproliferation
policy. He nicely undercuts two of the main rationales
employed by the Bush administration to justify the Iraq
war, and the threat to use force against North Korea and
Iran. Contrary to what the administration claims, such
regimes are not undeterrable, and there is little chance
that they would transfer nuclear or other WMD capabil-
ities to groups like Al Qaeda. As Litwak observes (p. 304),
any state that provided terrorists with WMD “would be
taking the risk that the unconventional weapon employed
by the terrorist group might be traced back to it and thereby
trigger a devastating U.S. retaliatory risk,” and “nothing
short of regime survival itself ” would drive a rogue state
to run such a huge risk.

Litwak also argues compellingly that it would be coun-
terproductive for the United States to use force to prevent
Iran from developing nuclear weapons. As this is written
(early September 2007) there is mounting evidence that—
notwithstanding the Iraq quagmire—the Bush administra-
tion is planning a massive strategic bombing campaign
against Iran.PresidentBushhas for several years stated repeat-
edly that a nuclear-armed Iran is “intolerable.” Recently,
the administration has laid the foundation for military
action against Iran by blaming Tehran for meddling in the
Iraq war. And, in his 28 August 2007 address to the Amer-
ican Legion’s national convention, Bush, after stating that
Tehran’s policies have placed the Middle East “under the
shadow of a nuclear holocaust,” stated that “Iran’s actions
threaten the security of nations everywhere. . . .We will con-
front this danger before it is too late.”

Litwak points out (p. 241) that Tehran would regard
U.S. strikes “not as a discrete counter-proliferation action,
but as the initiation of a general war to topple the regime.”
If the United States attacks, he warns (p. 241), Iran will
retaliate against U.S. forces in Iraq and Afghanistan, and
with a global terrorist campaign directed at the American
homeland and U.S. interests abroad. Although the Bush
administration seeks regime change in Iran, and Vice Pres-
ident Dick Cheney and the neocons believe a U.S. attack
on Iran would trigger a popular uprising against the regime,
Litwak notes (p. 241) that “air strikes would actually set
back the prospects for indigenous regime change by giv-
ing the Tehran leadership a rally ’round-the-flag boost.”
Moreover, he makes the important point (pp. 241–42)

that military strikes would not destroy Iran’s nuclear pro-
gram but, at best, would only delay it temporarily.

There is much to commend in Regime Change, espe-
cially the excellent case studies. On some issues however,
Litwak is better at diagnosis than prescription. Two issues
stand out in this respect: the problem of weak states (Pak-
istan, Saudi Arabia) that are passive facilitators of poten-
tial WMD acquisition by terrorists, and failed states that
terrorists can use as bases to build WMD capabilities.
One also wishes that he had asked two key questions:
Why does the United States have problems with Islamic
terrorists, and is there a better grand strategy that the
United States could follow that would reduce its vulnera-
bility to attacks by Islamic radicals? Still, this is a thought-
ful analysis of a timely and important subject.

Power and Principle: Human Rights Programming
in International Organizations. By Joel E. Oestreich.
Washington, DC: Georgetown University Press, 2007. 243p.
$59.95 cloth, $29.95 paper.
DOI: 10.1017/S1537592707072763

— Julie A. Mertus, American University

The power of human rights to shape the mandate and
operations of intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) is
vividly illustrated in this timely study. Highly readable
and original, it holds great appeal for both students and
scholars in the fields of international organizations (IOs)
and human rights.

At the outset, Joel Oestreich explains that his primary
purpose is to explain “how and why IGOs develop and
nurture new ideas in the field of human rights” and, at the
broader level, to delineate “some of the ways international
organizations are able to play a positive, independent role
in international politics.” (p. 3). Departing from a purely
state-centric analysis of international norm development
and transfusion, Oestreich focuses “on the preferences of
the organizations themselves,” thus studying how “IGOs
can act as ‘norm entrepreneurs,’ developing and promot-
ing ideas in the international system that are not dictated
by state preferences and that also cannot be reduced to a
matter of simple bureaucratic self-interest” (ibid.).

The heart of Power and Principle is an examination of
rights-based programming within three UN-affiliated inter-
national organizations: the United Nations Children’s Fund
(UNICEF), the World Bank, and the World Health Orga-
nization (WHO). Oestreich writes that the criteria by
which these cases were chosen include the following: 1)
Each organization has been at least somewhat receptive to
rights-based programming, and 2) none of the organiza-
tions has been “under pressure from member states to
adopt these new policies” (p. 6). Even assuming Oestre-
ich’s factual allegations to be true (and one may debate
whether states refrain from pressuring IGOs for rights-
based programming), the rationale for excluding a more

| |
�

�

�

December 2007 | Vol. 5/No. 4 871

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707072751 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707072751

