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This presentation is about the nature of the differences in pre- and post-9/11 perspectives.  It is also about how these differences might be productively discussed and taught in homeland security curricula in institutions of higher learning. 
Pre- and post-9/11 perspectives reflect different sets of values, assumptions, and understanding concerning the significance of what happened on 9/11.  They can also reflect different notions concerning actions that government needs to take in light of the events of 9/11.

An absence of awareness of these differences in perspective can be found among those in government as well as among those in academia and in the general public. 

For academicians who are aware of the differences, the following question arises: 
· How might these differences in perspective be productively discussed with individuals preparing for roles of responsibility or for roles of increased or ongoing responsibility in homeland security?  
To begin: How might one characterize the differences between a “pre-9/11” and a “post-9/11” perspective?   
How one views the threat of terrorism post-9/11, how one understands the significance of a new brand of acts of homicidal/suicidal terrorism in which weapons of mass destruction and tactics of mass disruption are employed can demonstrably affect the approach that government officials take with regard to national security and homeland security.   
How individuals in roles of public responsibility regard terrorism and terrorist acts post-9/11 and how they regard those who commit such acts and plan the commission of such acts can be greatly affected by whether those individuals have a “pre-9/11” mentality or perspective or “post-9/11” mentality or perspective.  
How can an educator help students, including adult learners and those in in-service training in the government, understand or better understand these distinctions in these two perspectives?  How can people expand their understanding of such distinctions in a climate that is so often characterized by adversarial position-taking and entrenchment in political points of view?  Suggested here are several sets of questions that can be used for guiding discussion and learning, discussion and learning that is aimed at enhancing understanding of these perspectives.

I have raised these questions with younger students as well as with adult learners in face-to-face as well as online classes and also as a part of written assessments that the students complete during courses that I have taught. 
The questions are designed to help clarify the distinctions in pre- and post-9/11 perspectives.  I have posed these questions in such a way as to compel students, including adult learners to consider and attempt to understand both of these perspectives, perspectives that differ so markedly from each other.   

Here are some of the sets of questions that I have used.

For one set of questions, I show a segment of a C-SPAN video featuring an exchange between former House Speaker Newt Gingrich and Senator Chuck Schumer.
  They are talking about books each of them wrote in 2007.  In the courses that I teach I focus attention on the differences in views that Gingrich and Schumer had regarding foreign policy and terrorism and the seriousness of the terrorist threat. 
[During the presentation, a clip from the video was shown.  In the segment, Newt Gingrich made a case for the seriousness of terrorist threat in the following way.  The former Speaker of the House gave the example of the couple with a baby in the UK in August of 2006 who were prepared to blow up a plane they were trying to board, disguising the explosive in the baby's bottle of formula.  Speaker Gingrich said in effect that in his view this willingness and readiness to destroy one's own children in a homicidal/suicidal bombing was evidence of a level of "ferocity" (on the part of terrorists, a level of ferocity) that the world had not witnessed before and that we do not as yet fully comprehend.   Senator Schumer, on the other hand, spoke of the need to use a surgical strike approach (involving Special Forces) to deal with the terrorist threat.  Senator Schumer also spoke of "fear tactics" and accused at least some of those involved in supporting or "promoting" the "war on terror" of engaging in "fear tactics".  He excluded Speaker Gingrich from that accusation. ]
I also use the following quote in conjunction with the Gingrich/Schumer exchange.  It is from an unknown blogger who wrote the following in 2006:

"I think Paul Berman, in Terror and Liberalism, articulates why westerners are so loathe to call a spade a spade when it comes to totalitarian movements in general….  [The blogger continues, now quoting Berman] (it is ) ‘because the liberal mindset, which places a high value on rationality, personal liberty and respect for human life simply cannot comprehend the irrationality, blind submission to authority and contempt for human life that is common to all totalitarian movements.’ " 

http://www.jihadwatch.org/archives/014329.php 

December 8, 2006

Here is the first set of questions that I ask students in light of the Gingrich/Schumer exchange and the blog posting just noted citing Paul Berman’s views:

· In your view, does the perspective attributed to Paul Berman help explain Senator Schumer's statements and statements by other individuals who appear  to downplay the seriousness of the terrorist threat?   If so, explain why.  If not, critique the assertion attributed to Paul Berman. 

And, some follow up questions:
· How would you account for the differences in Speaker Gingrich's and Senator Schumer's foreign policy perspectives as these were expressed in the excerpts of their exchange on terrorism? 
Yet another set of questions refers to a very controversial DVD entitled "Obsession ~ Radical Islam's War Against the West".
   For the class, I state that according to the producers of the DVD, their intent was “to shed light on the seriousness of the terrorist threat and to document parallels as well as connections between the rise of Hitler and the Nazi movement and the rise of “radical Islam extremism.”  
I note that the DVD included film footage of 
· actual historical events,
· news coverage aired in Arabic by TV stations in the Middle East and rarely seen in the West, and
· interviews with persons of the Islamic faith who do not have extremist views.  
[A brief excerpt of the DVD was shown during the presentation.]

Following a discussion, I then ask the students to 
· Characterize the possible basis for the differences in perspectives that individuals have had concerning this DVD.   
I also pose the following questions:

· What might be behind extremely negative reactions to the DVD?  
· What might help explain why others find that the DVD sheds important light on the nature of the terrorist threat?
Another set of questions focuses on assumptions and perspectives that impact public policy.  I note that there are decided differences of opinion concerning the seriousness of the terrorist threat.  Differences in points of view concerning the Patriot Act and its provisions constitute an obvious example.   Some individuals who would tend to support the Patriot Act have said that "The Founding Fathers did not intend for the Constitution to be a suicide pact."   I ask students:  
· What do you think is meant when someone makes the statement in support of the Patriot that: "The Founding Fathers did not intend for the Constitution to be a suicide pact"?  

To follow up these questions, I ask them to do the following: 
· Describe the point of view of individuals who have an opposing perspective to those who use the argument in their support of the Patriot Act that "The Founding Fathers did not intend for the Constitution to be a suicide pact".

and
· Characterize the main differences in values, assumptions, and/or perspectives, including perspectives concerning the nature of the terrorist threats and challenges posed, that are reflected in the two very different points of view that you have described in responding to the last two questions concerning Patriot Act.
Next, I have often introduced a set of questions inspired by 
Winston Churchill and the following quote of his:
"Want of forethought, unwillingness to act when action would be simple and effective,  lack of clear thinking, confusion of counsel until the emergency comes…..until self-preservation strikes its jarring gong - these are the features which constitute the endless repetition of history."

Winston Churchill, 1935 Speech to the British Parliament

The questions I pose next include:

· Do you think that this statement by Winston Churchill has applicability to the world situation today?   
· If your answer is yes, explain why.  If your answer is no, explain why. 
· After you answer the question, describe the difference in perspective of a person who would take the opposite point of view.
Another approach that I have used to help clarify the differences between pre- and post-9/11 perspectives involves discussion of how the homicidal/suicidal terrorists of today differ from terrorists of previous times.  Such a discussion is included in a 2003 report I wrote for the Lexington Institute on “Improving Homeland Security and Critical Infrastructure Protection and Continuity Efforts.” 
  In that report there is a discussion focusing on the changed nature of the terrorist threat.  The discussion is in is a section of the report entitled “The Different Nature of Terrorism and Terrorist Threats Post 9/11 and 
the Implications of These Differences”.


This section of the report that focuses on the nature of terrorist threats post-9/11 is about the differences in perspectives that individuals can have regarding the nature of the terrorist threat post-9/11 and the implications that these differences have with regard to the actions that need to be taken to address that threat.
In the “Improving Homeland Security...” report, I wrote of the relevance of differences in perspectives regarding the definition of the “problem” and the differences in perspectives regarding the threats and challenges posed to homeland security and national security by the new “brand” of homicidal/suicidal terrorists ready and willing to use now accessible weapons of mass destruction, not to mention their willingness and readiness to utilize tactics of mass disruption. 

The following analogy can be helpful in understanding the differences between pre- and post-9/11 perspectives.  The analogy focuses on the nature and implications of a life- threatening situations that require responsible action.  
· What action is called for when there are one or more mad dogs loose in a school yard full of children?  (By analogy, the school yard might be seen as being the world and the mad dogs, the homicidal/suicidal terrorists.)   

Another situation calling for responsible action would be when one’s nation is wantonly attacked.  
These examples of situations in which action is needed and so-called “non-violent” violence, as it has been called, are seen as being justifiable, are found in the Discourses of Meher Baba.  
(http://discoursesbymeherbaba.org/v1-100.php).  (Meher Baba was one whose spiritual counsel had been sought by Mahatma Gandhi.)
If those in government start out with a confused or vague understanding concerning the nature and seriousness of the problem and the challenges that are being addressed or that need to be addressed, there will be no coherence in the way we evolve and implement policy.  There will also be no common sense of mission or purpose if people are essentially working at cross-purposes based on differing perspectives concerning the nature and seriousness of the threats and challenges facing us.

In sum, it can be said that the difference between pre- and a post-9/11 mentalities or perspectives has to do with how one views the significance of the events of 9/11 and the implications of those events for not only national security, but for the very future of civilization.  
The relevance of these perspectives to the person who is in a role of responsibility in the nation’s homeland security and national security efforts could not be greater.   One’s perspective can drive all that one does or fails to do to preserve and protect the homeland and to preserve and enhance the nation’s security.   According to those who have a post-9/11 perspective, having a post-9/11 perspective can be key to recognizing that the very future of civilization in peril.   They would say that having a post-9/11 perspective is necessary if we are to take the actions need to be taken to address the seriousness of the threats and challenges facing not just the nation, but the stability of civilization, and indeed the very future of humankind.
~~~~~~~
Note:  For a more extensive but related treatment of this topic, see "Pre- and Post-9/11 Perspectives: Understanding and Teaching about Differences in Perspectives Affecting Governance and Public Administration Post-9/11"  at http://gordonhomeland.com  . 

~~~~~~~
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