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A NEW U.S. GRAND STRATEGY (PART 1 OF 2)

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE,

Washington, DC, Tuesday, July 15, 2008.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m. in room
2212, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Vic Snyder (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. VIC SNYDER, A REPRESENTA-
TIVE FROM ARKANSAS, CHAIRMAN, OVERSIGHT AND INVES-
TIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Dr. SNYDER. Good morning. Why don’t we get started here this
morning? We have, I think, titled this hearing, instead of hearings,
A New U.S. Grand Strategy.

But the term “grand strategy” is one that I think several of us
on the committee are still trying to get our hands around, and par-
ticularly, do we currently have one? Do we need one? And if so,
what should it be? And we appreciate the four of you being here
today and getting a start on this.

We began last July and then in January on six hearings on Iraq
in terms of what should our strategy and proposals—alternatives
be for Iraq. We have had a series of discussions about interagency
reform specifically focusing on the provincial reconstruction team.
But the whole concept of reform and change and the new policies
often comes back to, what is the unifying theme? Should there be
a unifying theme? And that is what we hope you will help us with
this morning.

Chairman Ike Skelton is here with us this morning, and he is
also in the process of elevating this discussion of what should a na-
tional strategy look like. And, in fact, he is in the process of giving
some speeches about that. In fact, we are going to have a full com-
mittee hearing, I believe in September, with—we hope with some
former high-ranking officials from both Defense and State.

Henry Kissinger noted in an April opinion piece that the global
environment is going through an unprecedented transformation in
a discussion he called the three revolutions: one, the trans-
formation of the traditional state system of Europe; number two,
the radical Islamic challenge to historic notions of sovereignty; and
three, the drift of the center of gravity of international affairs from
the Atlantic, to the Pacific and Indian Oceans. And, in fact, his dis-
cussion was about the fact that perhaps our Presidential debate, as
we head into the fall, ought to be about those kinds of themes rath-
er than the things that have been talked about so far in the na-
tional security area.
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Before introducing our witnesses, I would like to recognize Chair-
man Ike Skelton for any comments or an opening statement he
would like to make.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Snyder can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 47.]

STATEMENT OF HON. IKE SKELTON, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM MISSOURI, CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERV-
ICES

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much.

First, let me compliment you, Dr. Snyder, on your interest in
calling this hearing. You and I have discussed on any number of
occasions the need for a strategy for the United States, and I have
had the opportunity over a period of years and more recently
months in talking with leading thinkers in this area. And kind of
like Mark Twain, the more you explain it to me, the more I don’t
understand it because this is a very complex world in which we
live. And to try to glue together a strategy based upon a solid pol-
icy, much less the tactics, both military and diplomatic, that would
fit under such a strategy is very, very difficult.

During the Cold War, the Truman Administration glued together
what we know as the doctrine of containment, which worked. When
President Eisenhower was elected, he did not automatically accept
it. He had a series of three teams that studied the issue of policy
and strategy; and he ended up deciding that what was in the Tru-
man doctrine was the correct one and swore that the containment
theory did work, as we know, culminating in 1989 when the Wall
came down and all of the Soviet Union changed in character.

To glue together such a strategy now is more difficult, which we
all know, because of the different challenges, threats, interests that
are throughout the world. It cannot be centered on the Islamic
radicals because that omits a great part of the world.

So where do we go from here? That is where our witnesses come
in to give us their best thought. First, you have to have a policy,
you have to have a strategy in order to get there; and then, of
course, the diplomatic and, when necessary, military techniques
under it.

Dr. Snyder and Mr. Akin will have hearings here in the sub-
committee, which I compliment them on—Doctor, thank you for
your leadership in this role—and in September we hope to have a
major culminating hearing.

Whatever the strategy is and comes from the White House, it is
going to have to include Congress. It is going to have to include the
American people, so that there is a common consensus as to where
our Nation should go and what we want it to be like in 10, 15, 25
years and henceforth. And without a strategy, we are treading
water or getting washed ashore somewhere else.

So this may be the only place that this is being looked at seri-
ously, and our committee intends to involve you very deeply.

So, again, thank you so much.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

We will recognize Mr. Akin now before we introduce our guests.
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STATEMENT OF HON. W. TODD AKIN, A REPRESENTATIVE
FROM MISSOURI, RANKING MEMBER, OVERSIGHT AND IN-
VESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Dr. Snyder. And I don’t know which one
is Mr. Chairman. We have a couple chairmen in here. We have so
many chairmen, we don’t know what to do with them.

This is a hearing that I have long been looking forward to. Years
ago, I was able to sneak through an engineering school and get a
degree in engineering. And it seemed to me that one of the prob-
lems that we have is Americans who are really good at solving
problems, but we are not too good at defining what the problem is.
And that is why this hearing is exciting to me, because it seems
like we are getting to the basic assumptions behind who we are as
a Nation and who we are as a people, and then having to project
those in terms of our policy.

I hope that that is the way you are looking at things and can
give us some thoughts on that subject. It would, I think, be inter-
esting, too, if you built into your testimonies, gentlemen—and
thank you for coming and joining us today.

First of all, President Bush, it seems to me, has maybe extended
or applied the old Monroe Doctrine to a certain degree in a preemp-
tive sense against Islamoterrorism. You might include that as part
of whether or not you see that as part of where we should be.

It is also clear that the President has made the war on terrorism
for the past 8 years his number one priority. Certainly, if you talk
to him, that is what he is thinking about all the time. And then
it also seems to me that almost before you can come up with a
grand strategy, it seems that you almost have to agree to a vision
of who we are as a people, what America is.

I have always used largely the basis of what is written in our
Declaration of Independence as the basis, the idea that we believe
that there is a God—even if you disagree with what his name is—
and he gives basic rights to people: life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness. And governments are instituted among men to protect
those basic rights.

When we have gone to war, in the War of Independence, we
fought because we believed that sentence. And if you look at most
of the wars that we have fought, they have been fought basically
on that idea, that we think that there are fundamental rights that
all people should have, and some tyrant was trying to take them
away.

Is that still a basis for our Nation and for our grand strategy or
not? And does that fit in?

I think those are some interesting questions. I look forward to
the witnesses’ testimony. I thank you, both Mr. Chairmen, for a
very interesting topic for a hearing.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Akin.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Akin can be found in the Appen-
dix on page 49.]

Dr. SNYDER. We are pleased to have with us today our panel of
experts: Dr. Andrew Bacevich, Professor of International Relations
and History at Boston University; his latest book is The Long War
and New History of U.S. National Security Policy Since World War
II;
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Dr. and Ambassador James Dobbins, Director of the Inter-
national Security and Defense Policy Center at the RAND National
Security Research Division, who has served as a diplomat in South
America, Europe and Afghanistan;

Dr. Barry Posen, the Ford International Professor of Political
Science and Director of Security Studies at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology; his recent article is called The Case for Re-
straint; and

Dr. Mitchell Reiss, the Vice Provost for International Affairs at
the College of William and Mary and Professor at the College’s
Marshall-Wythe School of Law, who previously directed the policy
planning staff at the Department of State.

Gentlemen, we are pleased you are here with us today. I found
your written statements to be very thought provoking, and in fact,
they will be made a part of this record.

I might also say, any written statement that Chairman Skelton
or Mr. Akin or other members of the committee wish to be made
part of the record will be done so, without objection.

We are going to have the five-minute clock go on here, so when
you see the red light go off, it means five minutes has ended. Feel
free to take longer if you need to. But I think we have an energetic
group of members that would like to ask some questions, so we will
put the light on there as your guideline.

We will begin with you, Dr. Bacevich, and just go right down the
line. Dr. Bacevich, you are recognized for as much time as you
need.

STATEMENT OF DR. ANDREW J. BACEVICH, PROFESSOR OF
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, BOSTON UNIVERSITY

Dr. BACEVICH. Thank you for the opportunity to present my
views to this committee. I am very grateful for that chance.

In American practice, grand strategy almost invariably implies
conjuring up a response to emerging threats or prospective chal-
lenges beyond our borders. The expectation is that an effective
grand strategy will provide a framework for employing American
power to shape that external environment.

These days, strategists expend considerable energy and imagina-
tion devising concepts intended to enable the United States to win
the global war on terror, to transform the greater Middle East or
to manage the rise of China. These are honorable, well-intentioned
efforts and may, on occasion, actually yield something useful. After
all, as Chairman Skelton noted, the grand strategy of containment
devised at the end of World War II did serve as an important
touchstone for policies that enabled the United States and its allies
to prevail in the Cold War.

Yet there is a second way to approach questions of grand strat-
egy. This alternative approach, which I will employ in my very
brief prepared remarks, is one that emphasizes internal conditions
as much as external threats.

Here is my bottom line: The strategic comparative that we con-
front in our time demands, first of all, that we would put our own
house in order—fixing our problems to take precedence over fixing
the world’s problems.
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The past decade has seen a substantial erosion of U.S. power and
influence. This has occurred, in part, as a result of ill-advised and
recklessly implemented policy decisions, the Iraq war not the least
among them. Yet it has also occurred because of our collective un-
willingness to confront serious and persistent domestic dysfunction.
The chief expression of this dysfunction takes the form of debt and
dependency. In the not-so-very-distant future, they may well pose
as great a danger to our well-being as violent Islamic radicalism
or a China intent on staking its claim to the status of great power.

To persist in neglecting these internal problems is, in effect, to
endorse and perpetuate the further decline of U.S. power. Let me
illustrate the point with two examples.

Example number one is energy. I hardly need remind members
of this committee of the relevant facts. Once the world’s number
one producer of oil, the United States today possesses a paltry four
percent of known global oil reserves, while Americans consume one
out of every four barrels of worldwide oil production. President
Bush has bemoaned our addiction to foreign oil. He is right to do
so. The United States now imports more than 60 percent of its
daily petroleum fix, a figure that will almost certainly continue to
rise.

The cost of sustaining that addiction are also rising. Since 9/11
the price of oil per barrel has quadrupled. The Nation’s annual oil
bill now tops $700 billion, much of that wealth helping to sustain
corrupt and repressive regimes, some of it subsequently diverted to
support Islamic radicals who plot against us.

Since the 1970’s Americans have talked endlessly of the need to
address this problem. Talk has not produced effective action. In-
stead, by tolerating this growing dependence on foreign oil, we
have allowed ourselves to be drawn ever more deeply into the Per-
sian Gulf, a tendency that culminated in the ongoing Iraq war.
That war, now in its sixth year, is costing us an estimated $3 bil-
lion per week, a figure that is effectively a surtax added to the oil
bill. Surely this is a matter that future historians will find baffling,
how a great power could recognize the danger posed by energy de-
pendence and then do so little to avert that danger.

Example number two of our domestic dysfunction is fiscal. Again,
you are familiar with the essential problem, namely, our persistent
refusal to live within our means. When President Bush took office
in 2001, the national debt stood at less than $6 trillion. Since then
it has increased by more than 50 percent to $9.5 trillion. When
Ronald Reagan became President back in 1981, total debt equaled
?()}1 percent of GDP. Today, the debt is closing in on 70 percent of

DP.

This is no longer money we owe ourselves. Increasingly, we bor-
row from abroad, with 25 percent of total debt now in foreign
hands. Next to Japan, China has become our leading creditor, a
fact that ought to give strategists pause.

Given seemingly permanent trade imbalances, projected in-
creases in entitlement programs and the continuing cost of fighting
multiple open-ended wars, this borrowing will continue and will do
so at an accelerating and alarming rate. Our insatiable penchant
for consumption and our aversion to saving only exacerbate the
problem. Any serious attempt to chart a grand strategy for the
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United States would need to address this issue, which cannot be
done without considerable sacrifice.

Now, there are those who would contend that the Bush Adminis-
tration has already formulated a grand strategy. The centerpiece of
this strategy is the global war on terror. In some corridors, it is re-
ferred to as “the long war.”

In fact, the long war represents an impediment to sound grand
strategy. To persist in the long war will be to exacerbate the exist-
ing trends toward ever greater debt and dependency, and it will do
so while placing at risk America’s overstretched armed forces. To
imagine that a reliance on military power can reverse these trends
toward ever-increasing debt and dependency would be the height of
folly. This is the central lesson that we should take away from the
period since 9/11.

Shortly after 9/11, then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld
framed the strategic problem facing the United States this way:
“We have a choice,” he said, “either to change the way we live,
which is unacceptable, or to change the way they live.” And “we,”
referring to the Bush Administration, chose the latter.

What we have learned since then is that the United States does
not possess the capacity to change the way they live, whether they
are the people of the Middle East or indeed of the entire Islamic
world. To persist in seeing U.S. grand strategy as a project aimed
at changing the way they live would be to court bankruptcy and
exhaustion.

In fact, the choice facing the United States is this one: We can
ignore the imperative to change the way we live, in which case we
will drown in an ocean of red ink, or we can choose to mend our
ways, curbing our profligate inclinations, regaining our freedom of
action, and thereby preserving all that we value most. In the end,
how we manage or mismanage our affairs here at home will prove
to be far more decisive than our efforts to manage events beyond
our shores, whether in the Persian Gulf or East Asia or elsewhere.

Thank you very much.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Dr. Bacevich.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Bacevich can be found in the Ap-
pendix on page 50.]

Dr. SNYDER. Ambassador Dobbins.

STATEMENT OF AMBASSADOR JAMES DOBBINS, DIRECTOR,
INTERNATIONAL SECURITY AND DEFENSE POLICY CENTER,
RAND CORPORATION

Ambassador DOBBINS. Thank you.

Let me start by saying, I agree with Dr. Bacevich on his main
point, which is that the budget deficit currently represents Amer-
ica’s greatest vulnerability and correcting it is our greatest national
security challenge.

It is very flattering to be asked to comment on the components
of a new grand strategy. I have to say, as a long-time practitioner
of American diplomacy, I have some skepticism about the utility of
grand and somewhat, sometimes, grandiose statements of Amer-
ican purpose in terms of an actual guides for the conduct of policy.

My experience over the last 40 years impresses upon me the en-
during interests, friends, and values that the United States has,
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and the importance of consistency in our behavior and continuity
in our policies. Rather than try to sketch out an entirely new
schemata, therefore, let me suggest how our existing grand strat-
egy might be amended in reaction to our experiences of the last
year.

I believe that the contemporary schools of foreign policy—real-
ism, Wilsonianism, neoconservative—provide pundits and political
scientists with useful instruments for analysis, but afford poor
guides to future conduct. Wise Presidents and legislators will pick
and choose among these alternative efforts to describe and pre-
scribe for a world that defies easy categorization, worrying less
about ideological coherence and more about incremental progress
toward long-term national goals which do not and should not in the
main change.

In terms of aspects of the current policy, which I think need
some amendment, although not complete reversal, I would include
the war on terror, preemption, democratization and nation-build-
ing, all central elements of the current Administration’s approach,
all of which have become, as a result of the war in Iraq, somewhat
more controversial.

On the first, the war on terror, the Bush Administration’s rhet-
oric since 9/11 has accentuated the martial character of the ter-
rorist threat and the warlike nature of the required response.
Treating terrorists as combatants and labeling their activities as
jihad or holy wars dignifies their endeavors, bolsters their self-es-
teem, and enhances their standing throughout the Muslim world.

Most of the tangible success in the war on terror comes as a re-
sult of police intelligence and diplomatic activity. Certainly efforts
to counter violent extremism and protect the American homeland
must continue, but we need to find a vocabulary that secures us
broader international support, which denigrates rather than dig-
nifies the terrorists, and which supports a greater allocation of our
own resources to diplomatic intelligence and law enforcement in-
struments.

Preemption is another aspect of the current doctrine which I be-
lieve needs to be modified. After all, over more than two centuries
the United States has conducted dozens of military campaigns, only
two of which were in response to attacks on our homeland. This
record should leave no one in doubt that the United States will em-
ploy military force when necessary to protect itself and its friends
and its interests without necessarily waiting to be struck first. But
trying to incorporate this in a declarative doctrine simply makes
our military actions more controversial when they take place and
diminishes the degree of international support that we are able to
get for them.

Democratization is another aspect of the current Administra-
tion’s approach which I don’t think should be jettisoned, but I do
think needs to be somewhat modified. Like preemption, democracy
promotion has been a component of our foreign policy almost since
the country’s birth. In the 18th century, all of Latin America adopt-
ed the American model, however imperfectly, and in the recent dec-
ades all of Latin America, much of East Asia, some of Africa, and
all of Eastern and Central Europe have become functioning democ-
racies with American help. It was, as Condoleezza Rice has indi-
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cated, probably a mistake to have not applied these kinds of poli-
cies in the Middle East over the last 60 years; but it is also unreal-
istic to expect this deficiency to be remediated over a period of a
few years.

Democracy is no panacea for terrorism and no shortcut to a more
pro-U.S. or, for that matter, pro-Israeli Middle East. Established
democracies may not wage war on one another, but studies have
shown that democratizing nations are highly prone to internal and
external conflicts.

Furthermore, elections are polarizing events and we have seen
the effect of elections in highly divided countries over the last few
years. So I do believe that we should continue to pursue democra-
tization, but we should expect this to be a long-term rather than
a short-term program; and I think we do need to focus less on dra-
matic electoral breakthroughs and more on U.S. efforts to advance
democracy by building on its foundations, including the rule of law,
civil society, larger middle classes, and more effective, less corrupt
governments.

Nation building is another aspect of current policy that has also
become controversial. And while the Administration has made
some commendable efforts to improve its performance after the ini-
tial setbacks in Afghanistan and Iraq, and while it has clearly de-
termined to do better next time, many Americans may be more in-
clined not to do this kind of thing next time.

In fact, both conclusions are valid. The United States should cer-
tainly avoid invading any further large hostile countries on the
basis of faulty intelligence with the support of narrow, unrepre-
sentative coalitions. But not all conflicts are avoidable. Irag may
have been a war of choice and the choice may have been a poor
one, but Afghanistan was neither, and both interventions left the
United States with a heavy burden for nation building.

Nation building is tough, slow work. Yet, contrary to popular im-
pression, successes do outnumber failures. Tens of millions of peo-
ple are living today at peace in places like El Salvador, Mozam-
bique, Namibia, Cambodia, Albania, Bosnia, Kosovo, Macedonia,
East Timor, Haiti, Sierra Leone, and Liberia because either Amer-
ican or European or NATO or U.N. troops came in, separated the
combatants, disarmed the contending factions, helped rebuild the
economy, organized elections, and stayed around long enough to
make sure that those governments could take effect.

It is the Middle East where our national security strategy has
undergone the greatest innovation since 9/11, where it has encoun-
tered the least success, and where, consequently, the need for ren-
ovation is the greatest. Today, we have some 200,000 troops in the
region and yet our influence has never been more absent. At
present, the European Union is leading negotiations on the Iranian
nuclear program. Turkey is brokering peace talks between Israel
and Syria. Qatar has just mediated an end to the political crisis in
Lebanon. Egypt has brokered a cease-fire accord between Israel
and Hamas in Gaza.

This Administration initially resisted all of these efforts. Amer-
ican leadership is currently manifested only in what appears to be
a dead-end negotiation between the Israelis and the Palestinians,
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a process that, at best, is going to produce a statement of principles
before the end of the current Administration.

There is no controversy about what our country’s objectives in
this region are. We all want a secure Israel at peace with its neigh-
bors, a denuclearized Iran, a unified and democratic Iraq, and the
modernization and democratization of all the societies in the re-
gion. What is under debate is not our ends, but how we prioritize
them and the best means of approaching them.

The threat from al Qaeda is centered primarily in South and
Central Asia, and secondarily, in disaffected Muslim populations in
Western societies, not in the Middle East. The attacks of 9/11,
therefore, do not justify or require an enduring American presence
in the Gulf region. The overall American goal in this region should
be to promote the emergence of an equilibrium among local powers
that does not require most of our available ground forces to sus-
tain.

This is not an impossible goal. Such a balance existed from when
Great Britain left the Persian Gulf in the early 1950’s until Sad-
dam Hussein invaded Kuwait in the early 1990’s. During this 40-
year period, American interests were preserved with little more
than occasional naval visits. A return to this condition may take
a while, but it will be worth enunciating this as a national goal.

On the other hand, a precipitous withdrawal from Iraq could eas-
ily move us further from that objective. We owe it to the Iraqis, we
owe it to the region, and we owe it to ourselves to leave behind a
unified country capable of contributing to regional stability. This
will not happen overnight nor even, in all likelihood, within the
next year or two, although some significant troop draw-downs over
this period may well prove feasible if the security situation there
holds.

I have not addressed many other areas of our national security
strategy on which I think there is a broad consensus and on which
I have no great differences with the Administration.

The Bush Administration has moved away from its unilateral ap-
proach in its early years and has sought to force better relations
with Europe, Russia, China and India, the world’s other major
power centers; and I would anticipate that the next Administration
is likely—whoever is elected—to embrace these policies and con-
tinue those approaches.

Having served under eight Presidents through seven changes of
Administration, I have come to view these transitions as periods of
considerable danger, as new and generally less-experienced people
assume positions of power with mandates for change and a pre-
disposition to denigrate the experience and ignore the advice of
their predecessors.

America needs a grand strategy that helps it bridge these trou-
bled waters, one that enjoys bipartisan support and is likely to en-
dure. One key criteria for judging any newly announced grand
strategy, therefore, is whether it is likely to be embraced by suc-
cessor Administrations. In this respect, Napoleon’s advice with re-
spect to constitutions may prove apt: that they be short and vague.

Thank you.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Ambassador.
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[The prepared statement of Ambassador Dobbins can be found in
the Appendix on page 58.]

Dr. SNYDER. Dr. Posen. And, Dr. Posen, I note you have the
greatest challenge of condensing your thoughts to 5 minutes be-
cause you gave us a very comprehensive written statement, which
I appreciate.

STATEMENT OF DR. BARRY R. POSEN, DIRECTOR, SECURITY
STUDIES PROGRAM, MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECH-
NOLOGY

Dr. PosEN. I am an academic scrivener and you have my
scrivenings, so I will not read them.

I want to thank you for inviting me. The last time I was before
the House Armed Services Committee was in the 1990’s. Congress-
man Dellums was Chair. The subject of the hearing was U.S. grand
strategy. At that time I argued that there were roughly four grand
strategies competing in the American intellectual discourse, and I
believe we are down to two.

I am going to say what the two are. One is, I think, basically the
consensus, which I think to some extent Ambassador Dobbins just
represented; and the other is a critique that has been around since
the 1990’s that several of us are making. You have heard a little
from my colleague, Andy Bacevich, and that is a grand strategy
that many are starting to call restraint and renewal. And I will
talk in a second about restraint and renewal.

Before I do, I want to not lay out what I think the grand strategy
is, but I do think grand strategies offer a lot of benefits. And I feel
like Ambassador Dobbins was critical of that, and I just want to
remind people that there are reasons why you want grand strate-
gies to do the things that they do.

One, we live in a world of scarcity. Choices need to be made. We
need some sort of metric by which we are going to make those
choices.

Second, the U.S. Government is a vast enterprise. We need some
general concepts, general theory, to coordinate the activities of that
enterprise.

Third, this is a great, big, and rambunctious political system. We
need a way to ensure government accountability. The population of
this country, its elites, need a way to judge new enterprises when
they are offered. Are they consistent with the grand strategy that
we understand to be our grand strategy? And why are they con-
sistent?

And finally a grand strategy is needed to communicate America’s
interests abroad. Much of what we do in the world is either about
coercion or deterrence. You can only practice coercion and deter-
rence if people know what you are up to and why you are up to
it. Stated grand strategies help you do that.

The current grand strategy consensus in the United States is
centered around the United States being essentially the pre-
eminent power in the world, an extremely active power, a very
heavily armed power, a power that is concerned about threats of
all kinds—threats to safety, sovereignty, national security, power
position. It is concerned about the internal workings of other coun-
tries and the power that other countries can mobilize. It is con-
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cerned about terror. It is concerned about great powers. It is con-
cerned about energy.

It is a long, long list which almost defies prioritization; and it
leads the United States to an extremely activist policy that I think
has not served us well in recent years, for some of the reasons that
Andy Bacevich talked about.

Now, people who are interested in this grand strategy, I think,
are motivated by five big facts that they see as being extremely im-
portant in international politics today. One is the fact that the U.S.
has great power. The United States is still the preeminent eco-
nomic power in the world, and it is certainly the preeminent mili-
tary power in the world.

This is an enormous source of American security, but it is also
an enormous source of temptation. Americans always believe they
have the capability to do the things that they can imagine. That
is extremely tempting.

Second, much of the world we used to talk about, the great re-
gions of the eastern and western ends of Eurasia where the middle
and great powers are, these parts of the world are as stable as they
have ever been. There are balances of power, regional balances of
power, in these parts of the world. And the United States has to
do much less to accomplish its basic interests in the world than it
once did.

Third, globalization is a powerful force. The people who study it
have disagreements about how the force works. The one thing I
think we can say it does: It disrupts the lives of hundreds of mil-
lions of people in the world. It brings the power of modern cap-
italism to the developing world. It shakes up societies. It draws
people into cities. It interacts with the population explosion in this
part of the world, with urbanization in this part of the world; and
it makes large numbers of people extremely insecure and ripe for
mobilization for all kinds of political action—most of it, we hope,
good; but some of it, we have seen, bad.

Another aspect of globalization is the diffusion of power in the
world, right? And though the United States is certainly a clear
number one, a lot of capability is now out there in the hands of
countries that we have formerly thought of as weak. And this capa-
bility makes itself felt particularly when the United States military
goes ashore.

There are millions and millions of young men of military age in
the developing world. There are millions and millions of infantry
weapons left over from the Warsaw Pact that have made their way
into the developing world. When an American soldier goes to the
developing world, he meets many, many adversaries. And this is
going to drive up the cost of American intervention to rebuild soci-
eties, to wage counter insurgencies. The costs are high and they
are going to get higher.

Finally, nuclear proliferation is a sad fact of modern inter-
national life. We look at the new proliferators, the countries that
are managing to get nuclear weapons. These are not modern, high-
ly capable industrial powers—or they are modern, highly capable
industrial powers, but they are small ones. Cracking the nuclear
code is just not that difficult anymore. And if the United States has
the idea that we can basically control entirely the diffusion of nu-
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clear weapons technology to the rest of the world, then we are in
for a very, very large and very, very demanding project, all right.

Now, in light of these facts, what does restraint recommend as
a U.S. grand strategy? Basically, the United States has to focus
first on preserving its own power, which is the ultimate source of
American security. And right now, as Andy Bacevich suggested, the
sources of that power, the sinews of American power, are in dan-
ger.

Second, we have to maintain the capability when we wish, when
we need to, to tip the balance of power on the Eurasian landmass.
As I said earlier, the Eurasian landmass is quite stable right now,
so America does not have to do much. But it does have to maintain
the capability to do it if it has to.

We have a problem with terrorism. We should focus on the key
source, which is this organization, al Qaeda. And we should deal
with terrorism in a way that doesn’t create more support for terror-
ists, which means the United States has to be extremely judicial
in the offensive use of military force and depend much more on in-
telligence and police cooperation to deal with this problem.

Finally, we have to avoid the following four perils of our current
grand strategy:

One is overstretch, the tendency of American activism to take us
into costly and open-ended engagements.

Second, making the United States a magnet for balancing and
targeting, right? Being too imminent in the lives of others cause
them to blame us for the problems that they face.

Third, we have a problem with our allies. Our policies encourage
free riding and reckless driving. The Europeans spend a very small
share of GDP on defense compared to the United States, less than
two percent typically. The Japanese spend less than one percent.
These are rich allies, with strong currencies these days, all right?
They have good industrial bases. They produce good weapons. They
have decent and, in many cases, quite good military commanders.
They could do more, they should do more; they don’t have to do
more because the Americans are carrying the load.

The flip side is, we have allies who trust us too much and who
drive recklessly. Right now the Iraqi Government continues to
drive recklessly, secure in the notion that the Americans will catch
them if they fall. For years, the Taiwanese Government drove reck-
lessly. Sometimes the Israeli Government drives recklessly. And
the United States needs to do something to discourage this reckless
driving.

And, finally, we face a problem of blow-back. Our grand strategy
affects American politics at home. When we go to explain a policy
to the American people, it seems like we invariably tell them that
whatever new initiative, whether it is going to be Bosnia or Iraq
or Afghanistan, it is ultimately going to be inexpensive.

It is time we started leveling with the American people about
these things. The deployment of military power to rebuild nation-
states, to fight counterinsurgencies, to occupy other countries, these
are very expensive and long-term projects. And the American peo-
ple need to be told so that they can participate in this debate in
a way that allows them to have some say over whether or not they
want to pursue this strategy.
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With that, I will stop. Thank you.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Dr. Posen.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Posen can be found in the Appen-
dix on page 73.]

Dr. SNYDER. Dr. Reiss.

STATEMENT OF DR. MITCHELL B. REISS, VICE PROVOST FOR
INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS, WILLIAM AND MARY MARSHALL-
WYTHE SCHOOL OF LAW

Dr. RE1ss. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you and the
whole committee for inviting me to testify today.

It seems that we have been searching for a new Mr. X or Ms.
X, for a decade now, since our ultimate triumph in the Cold War.
A number of foreign policy experts have tried to answer the call to
become the next Mr. X, yet none has won the Mr. X sweepstakes.
Public and elite opinion have not yet coalesced around any of these
grand strategic attempts. So it is interesting to ask ourselves why
is this so.

There are three possible reasons. The first is that there is no sin-
gle unifying threat that galvanizes the attention of the United
States, our allies and friends and the world. There is currently no
“glue” to bind countries together like the glue the Soviet Union pro-
vided during the Cold War. The global war on terror, which some
would maintain is the unifying force around which a grand strat-
egy can be constructed, simply doesn’t provide the same amount of
glue.

A second possible reason is that the world today is too complex.
In place of a single overarching threat, there are today a wide vari-
ety of lesser threats that impact different countries differently,
thereby discouraging collective action. These threats fall into two
general categories, country-specific threats, like Iran and North
Korea, and transnational threats, such as climate change, WMD
proliferation, mass migration, terrorism, and infectious diseases.

It is humbling to think that today George Kennan would not only
need to have a deep understanding of Russian politics, history, and
culture, but would also need a deep understanding of China’s mili-
tary modernization, global economic flows, demographic trends, en-
vironmental degradation, WMD proliferation, and the sources of Is-
lamic extremism, to name but a few topics. That is a pretty high
bar for anyone to surmount.

The third possible reason has less to do with the supply side
than with the demand side. Our political system today is too di-
vided to accept a grand strategy. And it is not just divisions be-
tween the Republicans and the Democrats; it is also divisions with-
in the different wings of each party. There is simply not a lot of
receptivity to grand, unifying ideas. In particular, there is no con-
sensus over five key concepts, what we might term the building
blocks of any new grand strategy.

The first key concept is American primacy. As you recall, the
Bush Administration’s 2002 national security strategy was a rous-
ing call for extended American primacy. For some, this language
was viewed as aspirational, a distant goal on a faraway shore, and
certainly unobjectionable. After all, why wouldn’t we want the
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Ukr)llitgd States to remain the dominant power for as long as pos-
sible?

Others saw this goal as a realistic and achievable objective, as-
suming we kept our economy strong, made the necessary military
hardware and personnel investments, and employed our strength
widely. And still others viewed it as arrogant and objectionable,
perhaps even horrifying.

Significant differences exist around a second key concept: the use
of American military force. Few people disagree that the United
States should defend its vital interests. But this begs the larger
question of how these vital interests should be defined, a task
made more complex by the increasing interconnectedness of the
world in which we live.

A further complication is that some would maintain that the pre-
vention of humanitarian disasters, such as genocide, is a vital in-
terest of the United States, consistent with our national character
and under an increasingly developing responsibility to protect.

A third key concept where there isn’t consensus is in our attitude
toward international institutions. The classic reasons for estab-
lishing international institutions are well known, they reduce
transaction costs, they provide a forum for regularized contact and
information exchange, and they institutionalize a cadre of profes-
sional expertise. However, critics argue that these institutions
often take a lowest common denominator approach and are unable
to respond effectively to fast-moving crises.

They point to the inability of the International Atomic Energy
Association (IAEA) to thwart the nuclear ambitions of North Korea
and Iran, the U.N.s Oil-for-Food scandal, and the gross mis-
behavior of some of its African peacekeepers. We have just seen in
the past few days the inability of the U.N. Security Council to ef-
fectively sanction Zimbabwe.

These critics prefer, instead, coalitions of the willing, ad hoc
groups of like-minded states that form and reform depending on
the contingency.

A fourth key concept where there isn’t agreement: democracy
promotion. On few Bush Administration policies has there been
less agreement over how best to proceed. Is democracy promotion
about holding elections, building civic institutions, alleviating pov-
erty, reforming education, promoting women’s rights, transparency
in the rule of law; or all of the above? Do we promote democracy
differently depending on the country or region? Is democracy pro-
motion the same for China, the Congo, Saudi Arabia, and Belarus?

And even assuming we can find the right tools, how do we meas-
ure success? What metrics are the most relevant? And how ur-
gently do we push democracy? What time frame do we use?

Needless to say, answers to each of these questions range all
over the political spectrum.

The fifth key concept is globalization. The debate over
globalization in the United States has largely been reduced to
strongly held views on trade. The wide gap between the “free
trade” Republicans and the “fair trade” Democrats has been on
public display during this Presidential campaign season.

Now, these are serious divisions, and it is unclear whether they
will be bridged or reconciled anytime soon. But more importantly,
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they mask an even greater shortcoming that threatens America’s
security.

As in George Kennan’s time, America’s diplomatic standing, mili-
tary power, and financial influence are a product of our economic
strength. Without a strong economy, our ability to promote our val-
ues and defend our interests, to support properly our men and
women in uniform, to help our friends and allies overseas, and to
safeguard our country will be gravely weakened. Without a strong
economy, all talk about a grand strategy is illusory.

As a first step, I strong strongly urge the committee to focus its
first hearings on developing a strategy for sustaining and enhanc-
ing America’s economic power. Such a strategy would include the
following issues: reducing the national debt, which now stands at
record levels and has placed great stress on the middle and work-
ing classes; tackling the coming crisis in entitlement payments, es-
pecially health care, U.S. citizens 65 and over will increase by a
projected 147 percent between now and 2050; reforming immigra-
tion laws to ensure that highly skilled and motivated people can
continue to come to the United States to work, create jobs, and re-
ceive an education; revitalizing our industrial infrastructure and
developing a new national energy strategy to reduce our depend-
ence on foreign oil, including greater investment in alternative en-
ergy sources.

These are just a few of the hurdles that we will have to sur-
mount in the coming years if we wish to keep America strong.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Reiss can be found in the Appen-
dix on page 83.]

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you all for your thoughtful, both written and
oral, statements.

Mr. Skelton has asked if he could defer to the end of the sub-
committee members, and we will do that. We will go ahead and put
on the clock. We will put ourselves on the five-minute clock and go
around, and we will probably have time for a second round.

I appreciate you all’s comments today. And I also appreciate—I
think there is unanimous agreement on—I think every one of you
talked about the economy and that here we are a subcommittee of
the House Armed Services Committee, and yet you see the economy
as being perhaps our number one priority that we ought to look at
as a nation. And I certainly can’t disagree with that.

The two questions I want to ask I am going to combine into one
and let you respond to it. One is, given what you all have presented
here today, do you see—would you describe what we are in? The
situation right now is—are we in a situation of drifting?

Dr. Reiss, you talked about how there is not really an agreement
in—either politically or in the country for a grand strategy. Would
you describe this as a period of, we are drifting? Would we describe
it as a period in which we have sufficient strategy? Would you de-
scribe it as a situation in which we just need to recognize we do
need to have a complex—a statement, but it will be a complex
statement of where to go in terms of strategy?

And the second question I want to ask, what role for Congress
do you see in these discussions that we have asked you to respond
to today?
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Dr. Bacevich, we will start with you.

Dr. BACEVICH. I think that the Bush Administration seized upon
9/11 as an opportunity to revolutionize U.S. grand strategy. And
when we look at a very important—I personally think wrong-head-
ed, but very important document like the National Security Strat-
egy of 2002, we see an authoritative statement of what that new
grand strategy was to be.

Fast forward to 2008, and it seems to me that events have shown
that that grand strategy, post-9/11 grand strategy, was fundamen-
tally defective and, indeed recently, increasingly we see the Bush
Administration implicitly backing away from it toward a more real-
istic and, I think, more restrained approach to things.

So I think the answer to the question is, we still have a grand
strategy on the books, as it were, and it has been discredited. And
yet there has been insufficient recognition of the extent to which
it has failed and, therefore, insufficient public dialogue about the
need to replace it.

I mean, this hearing, in a sense, may be part of an effort to pro-
mote that kind of a dialogue. But we don’t so much have drift as
we have a statement of policy that has failed and has yet to be re-
placed.

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Dobbins.

Ambassador DOBBINS. I agree with that. Looking back through-
out the Cold War for 40 years, we essentially had a bipartisan ap-
proach to national security policy. There were hawks and doves,
but they were in both parties. There were doves in both parties;
there were hawks in both parties. There were people for arms con-
trol; there were people against arms control. There were people for
detente; there were people against detente. But it was Nixon and
Kissinger who led the detente move.

So you had a national argument about these things, but it wasn’t
conducted on clearly partisan lines. And I think that helped very
much to keep the dialogue constructive and to keep the country on
course.

That began to break down with the end of the Cold War. In the
1990’s, the Clinton foreign policy was attacked by the opposition.
And that is certainly one of the functions of the opposition, to op-
pose; so within reason, that is fine. But that, of course, continued
with the Bush foreign policy. And I think as long as national secu-
rity policy is, you know, regarded as a partisan issue—I am tough-
er than you are, I am more capable of leading the country than you
are; and this transcends not just the personalities of Presidential
candidates, but the parties—I think you are going to have a vir-
tually impossible time devising a grand strategy that will tran-
scend Administrations.

Dr. SNYDER. Dr. Posen.

Dr. PosgeN. I will not surprise you that I have a different view.
We may be drifting, but the feeling of drift, I think, has more to
do with where we are in the political cycle.

A colleague of mine did a little drill. She went through all of the
national security policy statements of the principal candidates that
appeared in the Journal of Foreign Affairs. I sat down last night
and looked again at Senator Obama and Senator Clinton and Sen-
ator McCain. The amount of consensus is really quite surprising.
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And I think it would also be surprising if those documents were
actually written by those people. They probably had staffs of for-
eign policy experts who helped them write those things. So I think
there is quite a lot of consensus. I don’t really think it is drift.

Where I see the drift is an inability to bring together a sense of
the real scarcity that the United States is going to begin to see in
terms of resources because of the fiscal condition of the country and
because of the expenses that are coming, the real difficulty of
bringing that sense of scarcity together with our national security
policy and trying to look at these things against each other.

We have a tendency in this country to basically assume that if
we identify something as a national security problem, we are going
to find the money. But we have gotten into this habit of identifying
many, many things as a national security problem, and this has
produced a very, very big bill. And we have to do major rethink to
try and figure out what our actual national security priorities are.

And if there is one—if you are asking for a role for Congress, and
I am no expert on how the Congress works—but I do think we have
a problem in bringing together the disparate corners of our revenue
raising and our spending in this country right now. We need a way
to look at these very big numbers which you can find in any of the
Congressional Budget Office documents about the future—these
very big numbers about rising health care, about taxes that are in-
sufficient to cover our spending, and about the magnitude of the
defense budget today and the apparent preference for both of the
current Presidential candidates to keep that defense budget high
and maintain a high level of energy.

So something has to give here. My own guess is that everybody
is going to have to contribute to paying the bill. The defense budget
and defense efforts are going to have to come down. Medical care
is going to need to be controlled. And taxes are going to need to
go up. And we need to have a discussion in this country about the
realities of those trade-offs rather than sort of continue to talk
about these things in isolation and end our conversations with a
kind of an airy collection of hopes and dreams about how we are
going to slice away at these problems at the margins.

These are percents of GDP, which is a lot of resources in this
country. So that is the thing I think we need to find a way to focus
on it. And if this body and this House can kind a way to focus on
it, I think it would be a great contribution.

Dr. SNYDER. My time is up; we will go to Mr. Akin. But, Dr.
Reiss, when we come around again, I will call on you first.

I think we are going to have this problem all day, just because
of the nature of the topic. I think we will try to follow the 5-minute
rule as closely as we can even if it means witnesses don’t all get
a round.

Mr. Akin for five minutes.

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I appreciated your perspectives. It is refreshing to hear. You
know, in certain ways you are agreeing and yet the focus and your
emphasis is a little bit different and all.

I guess some of the discredited and failed language that I heard
in terms of what has gone on, it seems to me to be a little blind
to what has happened in the last year in Iraq. I would be a little



18

surprised if the people in Iraq really feel that in five years from
now that they are in the same place they were back when—before
we attacked Iraq.

I think there has been progress. Whether the cost was reasonable
in terms of return is a very different question. But it seemed to me
that the President made a statement that was really a broad vision
for what he wanted to do in foreign policy, and that was, he wanted
to export freedom.

I guess I would be interested—first of all, I don’t know that he
knew how to define that. But I am not sure that that wasn’t a pret-
ty grand vision for what we should be doing. I am not sure that—
his approach to doing that was maybe more muscular than it need-
ed to be and had less sales and more coercion in it. But yet that
was still a pretty big idea.

Would you want to respond to the concept of exporting freedom?

Dr. BACEVICH. I will take a stab.

I think you ought to know what it is you are trying to export be-
fore you do try to export it. I agree with you that apart from some
sort of grandiose language, they really had very little under-
standing of what the export of freedom in particular to the greater
Middle East entailed. And we are oblivious to the possibility that
people who lived in that region of the world might define “free” dif-
ferently than we do.

So, to my mind, it was a fool’s errand that we never should have
undertaken; that is to say, that the export of freedom to the greater
Middle East in the aftermath of 9/11 was a completely wrong-head-
ed objective and has taken us down the path.

Now you alluded to the fact, and it is a fact, that over the past
year or so technical conditions on the ground in Iraq have im-
proved, at least in terms of the level of security. But it seems to
me, to be fair to the Administration, the Administration didn’t in-
vade Iraq simply because of Iraq, but as you suggest, with this ex-
pectation that the invasion of Iraq was going to produce all kinds
of positive second- and third-order consequences.

From my perspective, that hasn’t happened.

Dr. BACEVICH. My perspective is that hasn’t happened and that
freedom has not been brought to the region. To the extent that de-
mocracy has taken hold, it has done things like brought Hamas to
power in Gaza; it has enhanced the power of Hezbollah in Lebanon.

So there is something fundamentally flawed with seeing the pro-
motion of freedom as somehow the cornerstone or the fundamental
source, the place to begin thinking about the U.S.

Mr. AKIN. Does anybody else want to agree with that, or do you
all disagree with the idea that exporting freedom is a reasonable
starting point?

Ambassador DOBBINS. I think it is an important component of
American foreign policy and has been for a long time, and I think
it is an element of continuity in our approach.

I do think that the emphasis given to this in the Administration’s
policies from 2003 to 2005, say, was excessive and ultimately coun-
terproductive. I mean, we needed the cooperation of all of Iraq’s
neighbors if we were going to stabilize it. And none of them were
going to cooperate in a project that was designed to undermine
their legitimacy and ultimately overthrow their systems.
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So to the extent we saw Iraq as a model for the region and as
a precursor for democratization of the region as a whole, we simply
built up resistance to our overwhelming objective, which was to
stabilize the country behind a freely elected government, which we
could have done with a lot lower rhetoric.

So I think the goal should continue to be an important element
of our policy, but not always the dominant element and not always
the element that we lead with rhetorically.

Dr. POsSEN. I just think we have to be aware of what other defini-
tions are. For many, many people, peoples, around the world, “free-
dom” means freedom from outside intrusion into their affairs. It is
not their model of our government that is defined as freedom. It
is the ability of their people to determine their own governments
and their own ways.

So the very idea of exporting freedom, the greatest power in the
history of the world, sort of, bringing freedom to you, immediately
involves all kinds of dilemmas and runs the risk of causing all
kinds of trouble.

I, sort of, look at the problem differently. I don’t think freedom
is very easy to export. I think others could import it, but I am not
sure that we can export it.

Mr. AKIN. Go ahead, Dr. Reiss, or we may never get to you.

Dr. RE1ss. Thanks very much.

I think President Bush’s second inaugural address will go down
as perhaps his greatest public speech. And, as Jim said, the pro-
motion of democracy and human rights overseas is a longstanding
element of American foreign policy.

But, as the other panelists have also said, we can’t reinvent
these other countries in our own image. It is not going to be Jeffer-
sonian democracy throughout the rest of the world. And, in fact, we
have to pick and choose the means we use, the places we use. What
we try to do in Saudi Arabia is not going to be the same as in Iraq
or Belarus or China or other places.

But what I would like us to try to adopt is to have a little bit
more patience and a lot more confidence that this is a universal
value, it is not an American value, that most people want to have
dignity in their lives, whether it is expressed as liberty or freedom
or democracy or what have you. They want to be able to live safely,
with accountable government, with decent schooling and education
and health care for themselves and their family. That is something
that is, I think, a universal aspiration. And when we try to use a
cookie-cutter approach and impose it on other people, I think we
run huge risks.

Dr. SNYDER. Ms. Sanchez for five minutes.

Ms. SANCHEZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, gentlemen, for being before us today.

I completely agree with you that our number-one national secu-
rity issue is this whole fiscal responsibility or lack of responsibility
in Washington, D.C. And I, as a former investment banker, have
been very worried about this issue. I remember in 2000 when we
started with President Bush, and the people will remember, I think
it was in the February-March-April time frame, we were having
discussions in the front page of the Wall Street Journal about what
would the Government really look like without Government debt,
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without T-bills and T-bonds, and was that really something that we
wanted to do. And now we find ourselves in completely the opposite
direction. And the war is, of course, just a very, very small piece
of that, although it is a bleeding that continues to go on.

So I guess my question to you is, what would be the format or
the forum in which we could begin to really address this broader
issue with the American people? Because they, I believe, aside from
now suffering individually from lack of savings or costs going up
with respect to fuel and other issues, I don’t really think that they
1Smderstand just how bad this fiscal foundation is of our United

tates.

So I guess, as a lot of you are academics, what would you suggest
as a forum, or how do we begin—and it is a lot of political risk.
I mean, every individual Congressperson goes back to their district
and says, “Things are going to get better. Don’t worry.” But the re-
ality is that they are so broad, the entitlement issue is so broad,
the energy independence issue is so long-term, could be, although
%‘ believe Californians are much further ahead in solving that issue
or us.

But what would you say would be the forum for that?

And then the second question would be, how can we on the de-
fense committee, I mean, what is it that you think we should be
doing in the area that we control, i.e., our military and how we use
it, to begin to address this larger issue that I believe—I don’t know
whose testimony I have in front of me, where you talk about the
five or six different things that we need to do. And I think the
theme is throughout all of your written testimonies.

So the first question, what kind of forum do we use to really talk
to the American people about the hole that we are in? And, second,
what can we do as members of the military committee? And it is
up for grabs to anybody.

Dr. REiss. I think you have a wonderful platform and a wonder-
ful megaphone, and you can hold hearings.

And I spent a long time negotiating with both North Korea and
with the political parties in Northern Ireland, and I always saw my
first job was to educate and explain, not to negotiate. And I think
that you need to educate and you need to explain to the American
people exactly what the balance sheet looks like right now.

You know, if this was a business and you were coming in, you
would do an audit. You would do a strategic audit of the whole
business and find out where is the money coming in, where is it
going out, where can you plug holes, where can you get more rev-
enue? Doing a strategic audit for the U.S. Government, for the new
Administration coming in, may be one way to do it.

But you need to explain what the balance sheet looks like to the
American people, whether it is in the military budget or whether
it is in the other accounts. And I think that there has been no co-
ordination in advance among any of us, that I am aware of, and
yet I am pretty impressed that there is a large degree of overlap
in terms of how we are analyzing the challenge.

And it faces all of us, but you are the public representatives, and
it is your responsibility not just to respond to the American people
but to lead us. And so I think that there is some political risk in-
volved, but that is why you get paid the big bucks.
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Ms. SANCHEZ. Don’t worry. I voted against a lot of things, like
giving you $600 rebate checks when there is no money in the cof-
fers. So I don’t worry about it.

Dr. Bacevich.

Dr. BAcevicH. Well, I don’t fully understand the way the Con-
gress works, but, I mean, it seems to me that one of the things you
can do is try to break down those compartments. I mean, again, I
don’t know if this is feasible, but to insist that just because you are
on a committee that is concerned with the Armed Forces that these
other matters, like debt and dependency, somehow need to belong,
to be owned by somebody else, because in terms of the long-term
interests of the Nation, they do all come together to shape the
problem.

Now, specifically with regard to the matters under this commit-
tee’s purview, it seems to me that one of the big questions that I
don’t think has been fully engaged with has to do with the funda-
mental purpose of the United States military as we try to reshape
it and configure it.

To oversimplify, if we look at the pre-9/11 era, the first nine
months of the Bush Administration and of Mr. Rumsfeld’s tenure,
the bumper sticker to describe how we were going to reshape U.S.
forces was transformation. It implied a particular emphasis on
technology, on long-range strike, probably a bias in favor of air and
naval as opposed to ground troops.

Since the invasion of Iraq, since the rise of General Petraeus and
the rediscovery of counterinsurgency operations or, as I think they
are now called, stability operations, we are, sort of, drifting toward
a model of U.S. forces that now places greater emphasis on boots
on the ground, on long-term, protracted presence and engagement,
on nation-building, not simply warfighting.

I think a fundamental question as we look to—we must look to—
the post-Iraq era is, which of those two models really is going to
help us think about the future of U.S. forces? Or is there a third
model? And we can’t do both. Because to do both I think is utterly
unaffordable. So what is the shape and purpose of the United
States military as we look out 10 years or 20 years?

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Bartlett for five minutes.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you very much.

David Walker has resigned as the Comptroller General. He is
now the CEO of the Peter Peterson Foundation. Peterson has com-
mitted $1 billion of his personal fortune to educate the American
people about the imminent financial crisis that we face in our coun-
try.

This is a huge challenge, and it may, in fact, be insurmountable
if we don’t have a proper policy relative to another crisis we face,
and that is the energy crisis. The two of you mentioned energy spe-
cifically, and the third of you mentioned scarcities in our country,
and energy is one of those scarcities.

There is a new mantra now: Drill now, drill more, pay less, to
hell with our kids and our grandkids.

Oil is not an infinite resource; it is finite. It will run down, and
it will run out. We reached our maximum capability to produce oil
in our country in 1970. No matter what we have done since then,
we have produced less oil every year, year after year. We have
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drilled more wells than all the rest of the world put together, and
we now produce half the oil than we did in 1970.

The same man that correctly predicted that 14 years before it
happened predicted the world would be reaching its maximum pro-
duction of oil now. The International Energy Agency (IEA) and the
Energy Information Administration (EIA) have oil production in
the world flat for the last 36 months, while oil has risen from $52
a barrel to $146 a barrel.

We have no national energy policy. What is going to have to hap-
pen before the American people and our leaders recognize that it
is a huge, huge challenge? You are not going to drill your way out
of this. You are not going to solve it with immediately turning to
alternatives. What is going to have to happen before we recognize
the magnitude of this challenge?

Dr. PosSEN. I have a little pet peeve here about oil, and I don’t
know that it would help much, but it might help a little bit.

I think, without quite thinking it through, a big part of America’s
energy security, and particularly oil security, policy is nested in the
Department of Defense in the fact of the enormous American mili-
tary commitment to the Persian Gulf, which, from my point of
view, has no other rationale other than oil.

The magnitude of this commitment is not well-understood, and
I think it is actually quite hard. I have tried to find decent aca-
demic articles that will tell you what exactly it is we are spending
in the Persian Gulf.

DOD spends a lot of money every year, and my own guess is that
a big, big chunk of it is going in this direction. And we should be
asking ourselves, do we want a big chunk of America’s energy secu-
rity policy to be nested in the Pentagon?

And to even begin to offer a rational answer to that question, we
need to have a relatively defensible estimate for exactly what we
are spending each year. I am not just counting the Iraq war. I am
talking about what we have been spending every year, certainly
since Saddam Hussein’s first defeat at our hands, what we have
been spending every year to make ourselves ready for war in the
Gulf.

It doesn’t mean we shouldn’t do it maybe we should. But it would
be useful to know what those figures are, because maybe some of
that money could be better spent going to some other energy
sources and some other way of providing energy security that
might have a longer-term payoff.

Ambassador DOBBINS. Well, $4-a-gallon oil or gas has already
had a quite beneficial effect on conservation, carbon emissions. And
one probably impolitic approach is to determine that we should not
want the price of gas to go down. That, as the external price goes
down, taxes should rise to keep the price at the pump where it is
now, which is still lower than most other countries.

And most other countries have had this approach for a long
time—that is, very high taxes, which encourage conservation,
smaller cars, more efficient cars, et cetera, more efficient homes.
And there is no hope for America unless we are prepared to adopt
that philosophy.

Dr. REIss. If I can just add quickly to that. To answer your ques-
tion, I wonder sometimes whether we can mobilize ourselves politi-
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cally in the absence of a crisis. And there is a joke in this town
that the Government only knows two speeds, complacency and
panic. And unless there is another opportunity, short of a crisis,
that is hard for me to imagine, it is hard to see how we are going
to mobilize the political will, given all the vested interests in things
the way they currently are.

And I agree with what Jim was saying. You want to make sure
that the revenues from gasoline stay in the United States and don’t
go to a lot of our adversaries around the world, where they are cur-
rently going. But that is not sufficient. You then need a govern-
ment policy that is going to recycle those dollars into science and
technology and research and development with new alternative en-
ergy sources.

And I am not the first one to say that we should be aiming to
be the world’s leader in energy technologies for the 21st century.
We have the ability in our universities, in our best companies. We
have the brain power. We just don’t have the political willpower
right now.

But I think that is clearly the way to go. And that is what is
going to sustain America’s strength, I think, long term.

Dr. SNYDER. Mrs. Davis for five minutes.

Mrs. Davis OF CALIFORNIA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I cer-
tainly appreciate this hearing. There aren’t too many opportunities,
as you well know, for us to have these kinds of discussions, and it
is a good one to have.

One of the things that we have done on the committee is talk a
lot about interagency coordination. And I wonder if you could per-
haps put that in some of the context in which you are speaking.

We know that the tools of government were not used in Iraq or
Afghanistan the way they could have been. We came pretty late to
the table with that. A little more of that is happening today.

I think that you have certainly touched, Ambassador Dobbins, on
the idea that people are probably going to be pretty tired of nation-
building. They want, as Tom Friedman has said, they want nation-
building, but they want it here at home.

And how can we better talk about the need to use all of these
fog?ls better in a way that might, in fact, engage the American pub-
ic?

Ambassador DOBBINS. I think that the current Administration’s
performance has significantly improved in this respect. I think you
see good civil-military relations and a substantial civilian role in
both Afghanistan and Iraq. I think the White House is functioning
quite successfully as an integrator of policy. And I think you see
the effects of this improvement in the turnaround that we have
seen in Iragq.

We have recently completed a study looking at how Presidential
leadership and interagency structures and decision-making proc-
esses affect outcomes in America’s national security efforts abroad.
And the conclusion is that some Administrations are better than
others, but all of them get better over time. And then that improve-
ment doesn’t transfer to their successors, that there are abrupt dis-
continuities, in terms of expertise and competence, when Adminis-
trations change, particularly when they are accompanied by
changes in party.
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And, therefore, if you are looking at a place to fix the system, fix-
ing it at the transition point is the point at which you are likely
to have maximum effect, because they all do get better. And I
would suggest that there are several ways of doing that.

First, it would help to have legislation that set out clearer guide-
lines on what State, AID, Defense and others are supposed to be
doing. The Administrations need some flexibility, but completely
reinventing the interagency division of labor every 4 or 8 years is
very disruptive, because no department is going to invest in the
long-term personnel and other capacities that are needed to per-
form functions that may be taken away from them and given to
some other agency. And we have seen repeated shifts between
State and Defense, really, since 1989, as to who does what when
they are jointly engaged in some constituency.

Second, I think that just as our military are told that if you want
to reach general rank, you have to have served in another armed
service other than the one you are in, or in a joint position, telling
members of the Foreign Service and the Civil Service that they are
not going to get to the Senior Foreign Service or the Senior Civil
Service unless they have served in another national security agen-
cy or in a White House or joint position would be an appropriate
way of improving jointness at the interagency level.

And, finally, I think that the number of political appointees that
are now transitioned every 4 or 8 years as a new Administration
takes office—we are now up to 6,000 or so people change when a
new Administration takes office—this is very disruptive. It demor-
alizes the career service. It creates an ideological layer between the
professionals at the bottom and the policymakers who are appro-
priately political at the top.

And I think setting some limits on that and perhaps establishing
that a certain proportion of sub-Cabinet positions and White House
staff positions, including particularly national security positions,
National Security Council staff positions, should be career would be
another way of bridging these abrupt discontinuities that occur at
transitions.

Mrs. DAvis OF CALIFORNIA. How important is all that to this
grand strategy?

And I think my follow-up question was going to be really on the
inte}]:national level, as well, in terms of trying to have a counterpart
to that.

Ambassador DOBBINS. I think most people would agree that the
major failures of the current Administration were the failures of
competence in the early years. You can argue whether it was a
good idea or not to have invaded Iraq. But whether or not it was
a good idea, there were many multiple failures, which the Army
has recently documented and any number of academics have docu-
mented, which are purely questions of competence and expertise.

Mrs. DAvVIS OF CALIFORNIA. Is there any disagreement with that
issue, in terms of interagency, on the panel?

Dr. POSEN. Well, just to, at least a footnote. It matters more to
Ambassador Dobbins’s grand strategy than it does to mine, the
interagency process get itself sorted.

You know, as everyone, including me, agrees, these state-build-
ing or nation-building or peace enforcement or counterinsurgency
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projects are immensely complex military, political, economic activi-
ties, and all kinds of expertise is required.

And I am guessing that one of the reasons it looks better at the
end is because of actual craft knowledge that is gained on the
ground. I am actually very dubious that this can somehow be struc-
tured in before you can get into one of these projects. My own guess
is that most of these projects are going to go badly for several
years, no matter what, no matter what you do.

Now, I subscribe to a grand strategy that wants to do a less of
this. Because I want to do a lot less of it, then I need lots less of
it. And if you have doubts about our ability to become real experts
at this fine orchestration of multiple talents, then it should make
you question the viability of the entire grand strategy that, sort of,
drags you into these projects.

Dr. RE1ss. Just to address very quickly on this point. One thing
that would be very useful for whatever grand strategy is adopted
would be to revise legislation to allow statutorily the Secretary of
the Treasury to become a member of the National Security Council.

Right now, the Secretary of the Treasury is invited to these
meetings according to the discretion of the President. But statu-
torily, I would argue, especially with today’s world, the importance
of globalization, trade, commerce and finance and that inter-
connectedness with all these other issues, the Treasury Secretary
needs a seat at that table in order to empower him or her going
forward and to make sure that Treasury has an input into these
deliberations.

Dr. SNYDER. We are now going to the members in the order in
which they arrived after the gavel. It will be Mr. Sestak, followed
by Mr. Jones, then Mr. Conaway.

Mr. Sestak for five minutes.

Mr. SESTAK. All right. Thanks, Mr. Chairman.

I heard a couple things today. One was that national security be-
gins at home; we need to address the fiscal issues. The other one
I heard is that there is a destructive phenomenon going around
globalization; it is somewhat disturbing out there.

And I also heard that we need to reach out every so often, to Dr.
Posen’s points and others, that we have to do something every so
often when people are driving a car the wrong way. In fact, Mr.
Ambassador pointed out, however, recently we have let Egypt, Tur-
key, Qatar, someone else, the European Union handle affairs in the
Middle East, they are deciding where the car is to go.

My question is, or I guess my assessment has been, up to now,
and I would like a comment, is that I have seen a need for some
template, grand strategy, call it what you might, that appears to
be less in this grand strategy world now than ever before, particu-
larly as we have walked away, for good or bad, from past tem-
plates—the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) treaty, CBC protocol,
Kyoto treaty, International Court of Justice.

So that U.S. leadership has been absent, not just in these indi-
vidual cases you point out, Mr. Ambassador, but it has been absent
from—what we did after World War II is constructed consciously
63 defense agreements around the world—the International Mone-
tary Fund (IMF), the United Nations (U.N.).
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My question is not what should that be. I don’t think anybody
here knows exactly. But in a world that is increasingly destructive,
in terms of blurring the lines between what used to be foreign pol-
icy and domestic policy, because we can’t fix our fiscal house with-
out dealing with globalization, this construction needed, in my
opinion, of the right types of international entities, which U.S.
should influence for its self-interest.

What has been, in your viewpoint, the impact of not having that
upon here in the decision-making? I am not interested in what the
construct is; but I am interested, if you Congress should hold up
some national mirror to the Nation and say, here is what is attend-
ant to what we need, I think they would be more interested in
knowing what happens here at home in decision-making if you
don’t have it?

One might argue that the Joint Chiefs of Staff didn’t have a tem-
plate in this new genre of how to argue for the right or wrong of
Iraq. Some might argue that when the Pentagon sends over here
something called a conventional Trident missile to be stuck on a
nuclear submarine with 23 other similar-looking missiles that are
all nuclear-armed, that there is no arms control template to argue
that. We vote for it, but we don’t have this deep, thorough discus-
sion that, obviously, Congress probably hasn’t had in 10 years until
this has come up.

I am interested, if you could quickly, what is the impact if we
don’t have it upon decision-making policy and decision-makers that
don’t have such a template to think about this national security
stra‘E)egy that no longer really has borders between us and over-
seas?

If you could, just each.

Dr. BACEVICH. I am not sure I can answer your question in a sat-
isfactory way. However, it does seem to me that, even if there is
no construct, there at least ought to be the opportunity now to try
to divine in a nonpartisan way what are the lessons of the Iraq war
or the lessons of the global war on terror. And if we can identify
those lessons, those lessons at least provide the basis for some kind
ofl' a construct. Let me illustrate what I mean with a specific exam-
ple.

I think in the decade after the end of the Cold War there was
a bipartisan—and I mean Republican and Democratic, civilian,
military—intoxication with what seemed to be the limitless capac-
ity of American power and especially American military power.

I think the greatest expression of that was this conception con-
ceived in the Pentagon in the 1990’s called “full-spectrum domi-
nance,” in which the Pentagon claimed that by tapping both the
great expertise of U.S. forces and the potential of information tech-
nology, the United States was going to be able to be dominant in
all forms of warfare, and that this kind of an idea had a certain
amount of purchase among national security experts. It was false,
it was silly, it was stupid, and it has been demolished by the events
on the ground in Afghanistan and Iragq.

So what we ought to do, it seems to me, at this juncture, even
if we can’t agree on the label that will describe our grand strategy
going forward, we at least ought to confront the actual lessons and
the limitations of our capacity—and, again, I would emphasize, es-
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pecially our military capacity. And at least the recognition of those
lessons would provide some basis for going forward and trying to
think about what the construct ought to be.

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Conaway for five minutes.

Mr. ConawAy. Well, thank you, gentlemen, for coming today. Ob-
viously very bright, articulate folks.

My one contribution would be that we need a better name.
“Grand strategy” has a pluralistic, kind of, overarching, kind of,
ugly phrase, to me, personally, that, Mr. Chairman, maybe we can
figure out something else to call whatever it is we are talking
about. Because I am put off, right off the bat, just by the phrase.

Dr. SNYDER. We could have met in a solarium, but that wouldn’t
have worked out so well.

Mr. CoNAWAY. You know, hindsight is wonderful, and I guess
you guys get paid for looking backwards. And we are trying to look
forward with this, whatever we call this piece.

I was particularly impressed that it is dominated by the fact that
our internal threats probably—not probably—do outweigh any ex-
ternal threats to this country. If some nation-state would threaten
us, I suspect we would galvanize immediately. World opinion or
U.S. opinion, following 9/11, although it was a relatively huge at-
tack, but on the grand scale of the world wars it was a pretty small
pop, but, you know, this country rallied quickly. We don’t see that
same kind of spirit rallying behind cuts in Federal Government
spending, raising taxes, whatever your solution. And those of us on
our side of the aisle think this Federal Government spends too
much money.

I would be interested in where you would cut spending. Dr.
Reiss, you might want to start this, because your five points cir-
culated around national debt and government reform and a couple
other things. Where would you whack a significant chunk off Fed-
eral spending?

Dr. RE1ss. Well, we are quickly——

Mr. CoNAwAY. It is easy to talk about reform——

Dr. RE1ss. We are quickly going to exceed my competence on the
domestic side of the ledger.

I think what I would want to do would be, first of all, to not iden-
tify any single thing. I think probably there are going to need to
be hits taken across the board.

But rather than be arbitrary, I think that there needs to be a
process so that everybody can see transparently what the balance
account looks like, and then you are going to have to have a na-
tional conversation. And it is going to be messy, and it is going to
take a while, but I don’t see any alternative, unless we have an-
other crisis again, in which case anything is possible. I don’t think
any of us want to wait for that to happen. We hope that that never
happens.

So I am afraid I can’t give you very many specifics. I am kind
of like a general practitioner here, rather than—I think you need
a specialist to try and examine this patient.

Ambassador DOBBINS. Well, I think the defense budget is the
largest component of discretionary spending by far, if I understand
correctly. And, therefore, to the degree that this committee were to
agree with the proposition which all of us here in one form or an-
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other have stated, which is that balancing the budget and getting
our domestic fiscal house in order is the most important national
security challenge we face today, and were to offer to the other
committees of Congress who are responsible for other forms of dis-
cretionary spending a willingness to join in a broader effort to re-
duce those deficits, I think that would be a significant contribution.

Dr. BACEVICH. I mean, it seems to me that, again, it depends on
your assumptions or your expectations. To go back to the earlier
comment about do we need Donald Rumsfeld’s high-tech, trans-
formed military, or do we need a military that is configured to do
stability operations, how you answer that question suggests where
you make the cuts.

If, indeed, the future of the U.S. military is to be more and more
stability operations, then the current expansion of the Army and
the Marine Corps, which I think is supposed to be 92,000 over 5
years, is inadequate, if we are going to have more Iraqs and Af-
ghanistans in our future. And if that is going to be the case, then
we cut the F-22 and we get rid of a couple of carrier battle groups
from the Navy, and that is where the budget cuts come from.

If your military is the transformed, high-tech military, it is not
going to be, in particular, focused on stability operations, then the
expanded expansion of 92,000 more ground troops is probably un-
necessary, and we can make cuts there.

Dr. PoseEN. I will share the humility expressed by my colleagues.
But I think that we are talking about big numbers here, so it is
easy to pick on one particular problem in DOD that one or the
other of us doesn’t like. I think we have to, sort of, begin to con-
front the fact that defense spending as a share of GDP in this coun-
try has to go back under three percent. It is hovering around four
now. This is a big and wrenching change for DOD and requires lots
of cuts across the board.

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I suggest that the panel ade-
quately expressed what we face every day, that nobody wants to be
the first guy to raise their hand to take those cuts in spending.

So thank you, panelists.

Dr. SNYDER. In Arkansas, we look at cutting a lot of projects in
Texas. But that doesn’t seem to work out so well with the Texas
delegation.

Mr. CoNAWAY. Big target.

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Skelton.

The CHAIRMAN. First, let me thank you for your excellent testi-
mony today. We are very appreciative.

It seems that in recent years we have had two international
traumas to our country. One, of course, is 9/11, the other one is
Iraq, both in the Middle East. They seem to have dominated inter-
national thoughts on where we are as a country. And we seem to
be measuring ourselves in relation to the Middle East, when, in
truth and fact, there is a lot of world we have not adequately ad-
dressed.

What, of course, we all want is a return to our country being not
only respected but admired. And as a result of particularly the ac-
tions in Iraq, we have lost some friends and standing with long-
time allies.

But I have two questions, in listening to your testimony.
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Is it even possible to derive a singular American strategy for the
days ahead?

And the second question is this. Fast-forward to January the
20th. The phone rings, it is the President of the United States. And
he says, “You are the expert. I would like for you to write a two-
page paper for me and have it to me in 7 days, because I want to
make a speech on national strategy on the 8th day. Would you
please get that paper to me?” And being the President of the
United States, you would say, “I would be glad to.” And then you
start struggling with that two-page paper.

Just assume that telephone call has come in to you. Would you
outline for us what you would put down on your two-page paper
devising a strategy for the United States as will be enunciated in
8 days by the President of the United States?

Dr. Bacevich.

Dr. BACEVICH. I think that my two-page memo would begin by
saying that the global war on terror as a construct to frame our
post—9/11 policies is deeply flawed, and that this new Administra-
tion intends to reject it. That the terror threat, the threat of violent
Islamic radicalism is real, it will be persistent, but we have mis-
construed it, and we have overstated it. That, in many respects, the
catastrophe of 9/11 happened not because the adversary was cun-
ning and strong, but because we had let our guard down; and that
we will never do that again.

And, therefore, when it comes to terror, I would subscribe strong-
ly to some of the remarks of my colleagues, that rather than think-
ing in terms of war, rather than thinking that invading and occu-
pying countries somehow is going to provide an antidote to terror,
that we need to revive, revitalize, strengthen the so-called law en-
forcement approach.

Having said that, it seems to me that, going forward, the essence
of our grand strategy will be focused on reconstituting and hus-
banding American power, primarily economic power but also Amer-
ican military power. And it will be done with a general sense that
the nexus of international politics in the 21st century, which in the
20th century tended to be in Europe, is now decisively shifting to-
ward Asia. And that our efforts, in terms of trying to shape the
world beyond our borders, will focus primarily not on the greater
Middle East, but will focus primarily on East Asia, where stability
and openness are absolutely essential to the wellbeing of the
United States over the next several decades.

That would be what I would say.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Ambassador DOBBINS. I am not sure that we are going to be able
to replicate what we had during the Cold War, which was a na-
tional strategy that fit conveniently on a bumper sticker. We had
“containment and deterrence.” And then, for the last 20 years of
the Cold War, we had “containment, deterrence and detente.” And
that pretty much summed up a bipartisan approach to our main
national security challenge, which was the Soviet Union.

It is a more complex world today. If you had to put it on a bump-
er sticker, I would say “inclusion.” Our main objective ought to be
to gradually include the emerging powers—or re-emerging in the
case of Russia—China, India, and of course the European Union in
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the international system, which we have done so much to build, in
a system based on the rule of law and on institutional arrange-
ments that channel competition among nations in constructive
fashions.

And to do that, we need to explain to the American people that
we need to play by those rules ourselves, we need to belong to
those institutions, we need to shape those institutions in order to
bring these emerging powers into this.

Now, if I was looking for a way of explaining this, I would defi-
nitely, as I think all of the panelists and many of the committee
members have indicated, stress that national security begins at
home.

And I would go back and look at some of the rhetoric from Presi-
dent Eisenhower’s Administration. You know, it was Eisenhower
who ended the Korean War, imposed drastic reductions in the de-
fense budget, talked about the dangers of the military industrial
complex, and conducted what historians now regard as one of the
most successful American presidencies in history. So I think going
back and looking at how Eisenhower handled some of these trade-
offs between strength at home and strength abroad is worth doing.

Dr. POSEN. I am a great admirer of Eisenhower’s defense strat-
egy, as well.

I would make only a few points to the President, bearing in mind
that my two pages is not the political speech.

One, the facts of the case: The U.S. is already enormously secure.
We have spent the last 15 years trying to tell Americans that they
are not, but we are. We have a quarter of gross world product. Our
nearest competitor has less than half. We spend half of what the
entire world spends on defense, and our military is really unchal-
lengeable in normal, conventional, or nuclear war. We have a huge
nuclear deterrent. We have big oceans to the east and west and
weak, compliant neighbors to the north and south.

So the first thing we have to do is do no harm. Our principle risk
today are errors of commission, not errors of omission.

Now, what do matter? What are the obvious threats? One, we
have to keep an wary eye on the balance of power in the Eurasian
land mass. That is why the United States waged the Cold War.
That is why we waged World War II. That is why we waged World
War I. The main reason why America goes abroad for big wars or
big peacetime military operations is because of the possibility of a
great military empire rising in Eurasia. That possibility isn’t very
great right now, but we always have to maintain the capability to
thwart it.

We have two other problems in the world today, new problems,
threats to safety: They arise from terror, and they arise from nu-
clear proliferation, and some people fear the nexus of the two.

We have to figure out a way to work those problems. But one of
the things I think we have learned from the last few years is work-
ing those problems in a way that is designed to try and achieve 100
percent solutions ends up being extremely costly and probably
undoable. This is an uncomfortable fact for Americans.

So we have to do what we can to restrain the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons, but we have to maintain a strong nuclear deter-
rence so those that get them know that trying to threaten the
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United States is the most dangerous and crazy thing they can ever
do.

We have to do what we can to suppress terror, but suppression,
not 100 percent victory, has to be the model. And we have to fight
that battle in the back alleys and back streets of the world with
the assistance of other intelligence agencies, other police forces of
other countries who have at least as big an interest in stopping al
Qaeda as we do.

Dr. RE1ss. I think the new American President next January is
going to want to start redressing America’s image in the world,
which we all know is not what we would like it to be. And I think
that there are five things that he would need to say, not really a
grand strategy, perhaps more a combination of a strategy and
shorter-term policy, but nonetheless would send a very positive sig-
nal to the world, would be that: The United States is going to take
the lead now on climate change. We are not going to be in denial.
We are not going to refuse to do this. We are actually going to be
the world’s leader in acknowledging this problem.

Second, we are going to close Guantanamo and abide by the rule
of law.

Third, we are going to elevate the importance of the Middle East
peace process, not episodically but on a consistent level, appointing
a special envoy who will report directly to the President of the
United States.

Fourth, we will aggressively promote free trade agreements, try-
ing to revive the Doha round, and try to pass through Congress the
three Free Trade Agreements (FTAs) that are currently before it.

And, fifth and finally, that there will be a much greater effort on
national investment in research and technology for new energy
technologies to make us, not energy-independent, because we are
never going to be energy-independent, but rather what I would call
energy-secure.

And I think that alone would do wonders for reviving America’s
image throughout the world.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Dr. SNYDER. Gentlemen, we are going to go around again, if you
have the stamina here. And we will use the 5-minute clock.

I appreciate you all’s comments today and thoughts. I don’t want
you all to have to dwell on this any more than my wife and I do,
but we currently have a two-year-old and she is pregnant with tri-
plets. So our thinking about the future has passed the, “Oh, my
God, I will never retire,” to actually thinking about the future as
all of us with children and grandchildren, and care about what
America does.

But it seems like what you all have talked about today in terms
of, as you look ahead, to what you see as security threats is really
a grand opportunity. I mean, the priorities that you are putting on
your list, energy, security—and I prefer that term, too. We are al-
ways going to be a trading nation, and we shouldn’t shy away from
being a trading nation. We want security of price and security of
supply, and make sure that it is a reasonable percentage of family
income that every American pays for whatever kind of energy
choices they make.
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But when we look at things to do in energy, things that are in
conservation, in investments in new technologies, the economy,
things that we can do in terms of dealing with our national debt,
our long-term challenges of boomers that you all talked about,
what you talked about, either Ambassador Dobbins or Dr. Posen,
about the competency of government, the transition to new Admin-
istrations, dealing with all these kinds of things, in terms of focus-
ing on diplomacy, making sure it is the quality that we want it to
be.

All of those things are under our control. These are all things
that are under our control. It is a tremendous opportunity for us
if we all buy into that these are the priorities that this Nation
needs to undertake.

A dramatic contrast with where we were during these periods
after the Solarium Project and the strategies were developed where
there were things that we could certainly do, and did, in terms of
alliances and building up our forces and the tremendous invest-
ment in our military. But the reality is, a lot of what the future
of the world had to hold was out of our control. And we saw that
in Vietnam, and we saw that in North Korea, in the Korean Penin-
sula.

So it seems to me that there is some tremendous opportunities
here as you all describe what you see as the security challenges for
this country.

I wanted to talk about one specific issue, if I might, and it is a
detail. Let’s see, who mentioned it? One of you talked about the ab-
sence—oh, I know, it was Dr. Posen. He talked about language. I
think it is on page 93.

Yeah, page 93, Dr. Posen, I am quoting from you now, you say,
“Despite the great power of the United States, its national security
establishment is particularly ill-suited to a strategy that focuses so
heavily on intervention in the internal political affairs of others.
The U.S. national security establishment, including intelligence
agencies and the State Department, remain short on individuals
who understand other countries and their cultures and speak their
languages.”

Now, I think from your perspective you would say what you said
to Mrs. Davis: If you have a policy of restraint, perhaps you don’t
need as many people. I would also argue, though, along with what
you all have said about developing the American economy, if we
want to compete in this world, our kids and our adults today had
better be prepared to understand cultures and understand lan-
guages, or otherwise we don’t compete.

Would you all respond to the specific niche question of what I
see, what a lot of people see, as the lack of foreign language exper-
tise and its accompanying lack of cultural sensitivity?

Dr. Reiss.

Dr. RE1sS. I am very excited about this question, because I have
given it a lot of thought——

Dr. SNYDER. Well, I was excited to ask it, Dr. Reiss. Carry on.

Dr. REISS [continuing]. When I was in the Government and now
in academia.

You use as a reference point the launch of Sputnik and how the
United States responded after that shock to our American political
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system, and you look at the legislation that Congress passed. Not
just a bump-up in the military budget, but also a National Edu-
cation Act that put in the hands of American students grants for
them to study the Russian language, Russian history, Russian poli-
tics, aspects of Russian society that paid dividends throughout the
rest of the Cold War.

You then contrast that with what happened after 9/11. And there
were some attempts by the House to try and pass some modest lan-
guage programs. There was some, again, a modest bump-up in the
Boren program. But, again, given the need for us to understand
this strategic part of the world, the greater Middle East, the dif-
ferent languages involved, the need for universities to be able to
get qualified teachers to teach our students, the response has been
wholly inadequate.

And it is not just in the State Department and the military; 1
think it is throughout our entire society. So that we are not doing
a very good job in terms of responding to, I think, a heartfelt stra-
tegic need right now.

And even if you don’t think that military intervention is going to
be the right way to go in these situations, and I think many of us
would agree with that, if we are going to win hearts and minds,
we have to be able to have conversations with these people. If we
don’t speak the language, we literally have nothing to say to them.

And we just can’t expect people to speak English; and if they
don’t speak English, they must not have anything worthwhile to
say to us. We have to be able to understand not just Arabic but
all the different dialects and languages in this part of the world,
because we are going to be there for a very long time.

Ambassador DOBBINS. I agree in general, but let me be a little
contrarian. I think that the problem, particularly in the early years
of this decade, was less a problem of supply than demand. That is
to say, the Defense Department, the military, the Administration
simply weren’t interested in tapping the sources of expertise that
was available.

This has changed dramatically. You know, today we are deploy-
ing anthropologists with every brigade we send to Afghanistan and
Iraq to advise the commander on the human terrain in which he
is operating. This is a big change, and it is just one example of the
ways that the State Department, the Defense Department and the
White House are beginning to look to external sources of expertise
and tap them. But back in 2001, 2002, 2003, the Defense Depart-
ment wasn’t even interested in asking the State Department for
advice, let alone academics from outside the Government.

So it won’t do us any good to up our language training if we don’t
have the demand side. If you don’t have enough foreign service offi-
cer positions funded that require language as a prerequisite, It
doesn’t make any difference matter how many graduates you have.
The fact is that, with our immigrant population, we have an advan-
tage over most countries of having native speakers of almost any
language in the world in large numbers, including Arabic.

So, you know, I think that we need to fix the demand side as
well as the supply side.

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Akin, for five minutes.

Mr. AKIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I appreciate a lot of the different points you are making. And it
seems to me that a good foreign policy—in the political world, we
go back and tell our constituents, “I am fighting for you in Wash-
ington, D.C.” We don’t do any fighting down here. The things that
we accomplish are all based on persuasion and salesmanship. Even
if you look at the bills that we pass, there is very little that we ac-
complish that has not had to have been really agreed to by both
political parties. Any time, in the political world, one party tries to
shove something down everybody’s throat, it usually doesn’t get
through the system.

So my sense is that the way that we approach a lot of these
things is pretty much more—I like the idea of exporting freedom,
but I agree with you, you can’t really export it; all you can do is
encourage people. And it seems to me that the emphasis should be
on understanding their cultures and saying, “Boy, we have a lot of
problems in our own country too, but here are some things that
worked for us when we ran into some similar problems,” and that
sort of a friendship kind of reaching out a hand and working with
foreign cultures, understanding them.

This committee has done a great deal of work, a lot of hearings,
years’ worth of hearings, on basically projecting the Goldwater-
Nichols jointness concept to a much broader kind of context. I think
one thing that was very exciting to us on this committee was we
have some real left-wingers and right-wingers and conservatives
and liberals and Republicans and Democrats, and we all had a
good sense that this was a project we all saw the need for. There
was a good sense of cooperation that this is a direction that we
should be going. Interesting that DOD was saying, “We think the
State Department budget should be bigger.” Kind of interesting.

My question to you is—and maybe you would reject it, that we
can’t really know this for sure. But, as we took a look after Sep-
tember 11th at threats, what we realized was the most dangerous
thing to us is a nation-state that has the funding mechanism of a
nation-state that concentrates in developing weapons of mass de-
struction and is determined that they are going to use them if they
can get a hold of them.

Now, you might argue that we don’t have such a nation-state in
existence. But what we found was it is very hard to develop nu-
clear weapons if you are just a bunch of terrorists running around
from camp to camp. You need to have a source of oil or something
to pay for the amount of research and technology that goes into
making a significant threat, particularly asymmetric kinds of
threats.

But let’s say that you are the President and you are stuck with
a situation where you believe there is some country that truly is
run by nutcases and that they have enough money to develop nu-
clear weapons and that they are very close to having them and that
they will use them. If you will grant those assumptions. Now we
are confronted with a pretty sticky wicket. How do you proceed
under those conditions?

Because those of us that voted here, the U.S. Congress, as you
know, voted almost unanimously to go into Iraq, because we
thought that those conditions were in existence in Iraq when we
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Iinz‘l?de that decision. Let’s say that we had been right. What do you
07

Ambassador DOBBINS. Well, one of the questions you have to ask
yourself is whether the regime that you are concerned about is
more irrational than Joe Stalin or Mao Zedong. Where are they on
that scale? After all, Mao sent a million troops to confront us in
Korea and put his own people through hell with the cultural revo-
lution, and Stalin conducted genocide on a far wider scale than
even Adolph Hitler. And yet, we found them sufficiently rational
actors. So a combination of containment, deterrence and detente
was our response. So you have to go pretty high beyond that
threshold before those aren’t the right answers.

And if you are beyond that threshold, then coercive diplomacy
and declaring preemptive doctrine probably isn’t very useful, be-
cause if the person is so irrational, those probably aren’t going to
sufficiently correct his behavior. And so, you know, maybe invasion
is the right answer, but that doesn’t mean having a doctrine of pre-
emption is a good way of dealing with the generic problem of nu-
clear proliferation.

Mr. AKIN. Anybody else? Or take the other one, China invades
Taiwan. What are you going to do?

Dr. POSEN. On your nuclear question, I couldn’t add a single
thing to what Ambassador Dobbins said. I mean, I think agree with
him, sort of, 110 percent. I mean, one can always define a problem
in such a way that the answer is, sort of, inevitable. But we should
set a fairly high bar to convince ourselves that we are dealing with
undeterrable countries.

Now, we can always imagine a set of facts that will make almost
any of us deviate from our standard policy line. So I think buried
in your question is some deeper question about how we do these
assessments, what would convince us that the particular actor is
undeterrable.

Mr. AKIN. I was asking the question, recognizing you are swal-
lowing a very big premise. And that is one of those things. But
somewhere along the line, when you are a CEO—and we have to
make those decisions when a vote comes on the floor. But I think
{nost of us are pretty sensitive to that. You don’t jump into it quick-
y.
Thank you.

Dr. SNYDER. Dr. Gingrey for five minutes.

Dr. GINGREY. Mr. Chairman, thank you.

I am sorry that I had to leave to go to another committee hear-
ing. And this is, I think, extremely informative. And I commend
Chairman Snyder, Ranking Member Akin and Chairman Skelton
for being with us here earlier. It is a very important discussion.

Dr. GINGREY [continuing]. I guess the one question I would like
to ask—and hopefully it has not already been addressed—we talk
about the development of our grand strategy, and we have talked
about a number of things. Before I left, I heard a number of you
comment on internal strategy and the importance of getting our
own house in order before we could really have any grand strategy
that was applicable to the nations of the world.

I want to know if you can describe for us the grand strategies
of some of these other nations, such as China, India, Russia, Brit-
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ain, Japan and, indeed, Iran. Are their grand strategies explicitly
declared? Or do we understand them implicitly as a result of their
actions and what principally influences their strategies?

Maybe you can also touch on how much information we really
should be sharing with the general public. I think maybe a grand
strategy from the 30,000-foot level, an overarching explanation, but
certainly I would be concerned about sharing too much detail on
how our grand strategy meshes or, indeed, conflicts with the grand
strategy of these other countries, just a few of whom I mentioned
by name.

So any one of the four of you who wants to take that on, go
ahead.

Dr. PoseEN. Well, it is not always true. And in fact it is mostly
untrue that states develop clear and coherent grand strategies and
state them publicly. Many of us are sort of axiomatical about the
grand strategy of the Eisenhower Administration, and a good bit of
it could have been divined from public statements. But the guts of
it remained in a national security document; I think it was NCS
162, and I believe that document remained classified until many
years thereafter.

It was quite common during the Cold War to keep much of it se-
cret, and I think a lot of that secrecy had to do with the competi-
tion inherent in international politics. The trade-off between the
values and the gains of having a clearly stated grand strategy in
public and the possible risks of telling adversaries too much always
has to be treated. You have to be self-conscious about that.

Second, sometimes countries have grand strategies, but you
know, they are not written down in one place. And you are looking
for kind of a main line of advance, you know, a set of basic prin-
ciples. And I think that would be true right now of most of the
countries you are talking about; I am not sure you can find a single
written document for one of those countries in public.

You do find them from time to time. Just as an example, when
I first started in this business, I tried to figure out what Israeli
grand strategy was, and it wasn’t written down anywhere. So I col-
laborated with a fellow one summer at the RAND Corporation, and
we managed to assemble what we thought was basic outlines of
their grand strategy. The document was very popular in Israel be-
cause they had nothing to talk about, so they essentially used ours.

I think you are on to something here. But it is a good idea to
start out with the premise there is one and see somehow if you can
fill in the blanks. My own view is that most countries’ grand strate-
gies, first and foremost, arise from their international situation.
And by their international situation, we are talking about, what is
their power position relative to others? What big interests, conflicts
do they have with others? What is the geography around their
country? And in many countries, something that we know less
about is the ethnography in their own country because many coun-
tries have different ethnic groups living in different parts of their
countries, and they have to worry about them together.

So China today, we think of China being a strong and growing
country that is interested, in some sense, in challenging American
dominance in that part of the world, in the first instance, trying
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to develop some regional military capability, maybe some regional
denial capabilities.

But we also should understand that China has its own concerns.
You know, out at the other end of China, there are many disparate
ethnic groups. Keeping those ethnic groups under some kind of con-
trol is a big problem for them; and it seems to be a source of con-
servatism in their grand strategy because when they get too adven-
turous, they have problems.

But that is just a kind of example of how it works.

Dr. GINGREY. Dr. Posen, I am about to run out of time and
maybe one of the others would like to comment.

Dr. BACEVICH. I would want to emphasize, I think it is absolutely
imperative for this strategy, whatever it is, to be explained to the
American people, because if they haven’t bought into it, it is not
going to happen.

We have talked about the strategy of containment. Kennan’s for-
eign affairs article, President Truman’s speech where he enun-
ciated the Truman Doctrine, Secretary Marshall’s speech where he
enunciated the Marshall Plan. These speeches were really the ef-
fort to explain, to—and if you want to put it crudely—sell the
American people on the idea of containment. If they hadn’t have
bought it, it wouldn’t have worked.

In particular, I would say today, if there is going to be a new
grand strategy, it is going to have to be explained and sold, because
any new grand strategy that focuses on getting our house in
order—talk about energy security and the like—is going to require
near-term sacrifice by us; and that is going to have to be explained
in great detail in order to make it palatable.

Dr. SNYDER. Mr. Jones for five minutes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. And, again, I
want to compliment you for this hearing. I have been looking for-
ward to something like this for a long time.

I sit here in great amazement. Are we at a point in the history
of this country that we don’t need to have a grand strategy for the
world? Is what we need a grand strategy to rebuild America? I
think it is amazing.

I regret that I voted to give the President the authority to go into
Iraq. It was a failed policy to begin with. I bought what I was sold,
I will leave it at that.

What I see happening is that in this country, today, we cannot
be seen as a superpower. We are borrowing money from the Chi-
nese to pay our bills; we are borrowing money from Japan. You
have all acknowledged this. I am not telling you anything you
haven’t said. The trade deficit with China is $252 billion. And yet
we in Congress are trying to deal with some very difficult issues
that there are no easy answers to. And I hope the next President,
whoever that is, Mr. Obama or Mr. McCain, will concentrate on
America and only do the things that have to be done militarily
when we are attacked, or if it is in the national security interests
of this country.

But for this country to continue to believe—I will tell you the
truth. I don’t know how we, our military people, sit down with the
Chinese. I ask this question in Armed Services, and I will close and
I will get your responses to some of my rambling.
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We had Assistant Secretary for Pacific Affairs, we had a four-star
Air Force general, very fine gentleman. They are telling us about
a sit-down with the Chinese and talk about, we need to do this, we
need to do that. I said to them, how in the world can the Chinese
look across the table at you with the same respect that they might
have if you didn’t owe them money?

So are we at a point that—I am not talking about being an isola-
tionist. I am not talking about being a protectionist. But if we don’t
get this country back on its economic feet—we lost 3.5 million man-
ufacturing jobs in 7 years. I don’t know how we can see ourselves
as being a world leader when we can’t pay our bills.

I conclude my rambling. I think I have put maybe not anything
of any depth out for you to respond to. But I wish you would re-
spond back because this frustration I feel—I have felt it for the last
six, seven years—is great. And my concern is that I am sitting here
and watching not Rome burn, but America crumble.

Ambassador DOBBINS. I think most of us would agree that the
international situation has seldom been more benign. We have no
peer competitor; we have nobody who could even become a peer
competitor within the next two or three decades.

Now, part of the reason the world is on balance, rather more be-
nign than it has been for most of the last 200 years, is because of
American leadership and American engagement and building up an
international system. And it is frayed around the edges as the re-
sult of some of the decisions we made over the last few years. But
it has by no means deteriorated.

So I think we do have the luxury of turning back and worrying
about our own problems somewhat more—without becoming isola-
tionists, without withdrawing from the system, and without ceas-
ing to strengthen the system when we can, but recognizing that it
is in pretty good shape.

Mr. JONES. Would anyone else like to comment?

Dr. BAcEVICH. Well, I think you have introduced this term “isola-
tionism” into our discussion, and it is very important to do that be-
cause, in essence, that becomes the club that some will employ in
order to beat into submission anybody who counsels a strategy of
restraint or who advocates spending more time correcting our in-
ternal problems. And it is very important to recognize the history
of discourse about U.S. foreign policy and the role that this buga-
boo of isolationism has played.

The truth is, we have never been an isolationist country. And I
would simply want to emphasize that as a strategy of restraint fo-
cused on internal rebuilding is articulated, it needs to be articu-
lated in the sense that we are rebuilding ourselves in order to fa-
cilitate engagement, in order to make it—make us better able to
engage the world in ways that are, first of all, in our interests, but
may also actually contribute to building a peaceful and prosperous
international order.

Dr. SNYDER. I want to give—about winding down here, gentle-
men. Mrs. Davis, did you want a second round?

Mrs. DAvVIS OF CALIFORNIA. Just briefly, Mr. Chairman. I am
sure you are familiar with Henry Kissinger’s article of April 7,
2008, the three revolutions and how—is that familiar to anybody?
And he talks about—well, the world order and what is occurring.
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I am wondering, and it is partly with regard to some of the other
questions, where does our discussion of a grand strategy—and that
may be not be the best way to define it at this time—fit in with
our allies and our ability to include others in that discussion? Are
we doing that?

I guess—what advice would you give to the next President if in
the next, you know, first month or three months or so of the Presi-
dency, where would you go first? Where should that be placed ini-
tially?

Dr. RE1ss. Let me try and address that a couple of ways.

First of all, the centerpiece of our strength and the centerpiece
of any grand strategy has to be our allies, so the first place you
want to go is to Europe to visit our allies in Asia, Japan, South
Korea, Australia and others. They are very desirous of American
leadership right now. I have been to both Europe and Asia re-
cently; they are waiting for the next Administration. It is not so
much that they expect some of the policies to change, although
some people do; but I think that they would welcome a change in
tone in terms of the face that we show the world.

And it shouldn’t be an angry face where everything is reduced
to a war on terror, but rather something positive and affirmative
which the United States has traditionally stood for. Economic de-
velopment, human dignity, human rights, these are the values I
think resonate globally and that epitomize the best of our country.

But when we are talking about a policy of strategic restraint, if
I can just sort of transition to one of the earlier questions, we have
to recognize the rest of the world isn’t going to take a global time-
out while we get our house in order. Things are going to be taking
place, many things, around the world that we are not going to be
very happy with.

And I think for Congress, especially over the next few years, the
two biggest issues you are going to have to grapple with in addition
to—well, the three biggest things then—is going to be what is the
next phase of our history with Iraq? In particular, what type of
American diplomatic and military presence do we want to have in
the Persian Gulf 5 to 10 years out? Because that is really what the
debate is all about right now.

We are going to be coming home, whether quickly or slowly. But
the issue is, what residual force presence do we have? And what
residual diplomatic influence do we have in the region in response
to a secondary threat, which is a rising Iran, in particular, an Iran
with unfettered nuclear ambitions.

And then the third big issue to really focus on—which, again, is
not going to await our getting our house in order—is going to be
Pakistan. This is ground central for al Qaeda, according to the in-
telligence estimates. And Pakistan is beset by all sorts of internal
difficulties. There are structural problems that have long afflicted
that country, and it is not going to await our ability, our timing
to engage it. It is going to be demanding the attention of the Con-
gress and the next Administration well before then.

Mrs. DAvis OF CALIFORNIA. Does anybody else want to comment,
in a minute or two, just in terms of those issues that you put front
and center, the extent to engage our allies in that? Because I think
part of our question is—this goes to Afghanistan as well—this
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threat is not perceived in the same way that we perceive it nec-
essarily. So where does that fit into that?

Dr. POSEN. Well, the only thing I would suggest is that it is very
interesting the way Dr. Reiss started talking about the traditional
allies. When we start talking about problems, the problems were
all concentrated in this one little cauldron. And, of course, we have
problems with our allies in that cauldron.

I think we need to have a serious engagement with our allies
about risks and costs and interests in this part of the world. It is
about time we found out what kind of allies we actually have. I
don’t think what we have discovered is particularly good.

The British and the Australians and the Canadians can’t carry
all the weight for America’s alliances. There are other rich coun-
tries out there who put many, many caveats in their participation.
And we have to press harder. If we can’t get their help for some
of the things we are inclined to do, I think we have to think a lot
harder about whether we can do them.

The $64 question on Iran is: Are we going to have a war with
them? What is everyone else going to say about that war if we de-
cide to have it? These issues have to be thought through very seri-
ously, because if there is one straw left out there that could break
the camel’s back as far as an American act of commission, it is a
prevented war with Iran.

Mrs. DAVIS OF CALIFORNIA. Thank you.

Dr. SNYDER. We will close with Mr. Bartlett for any questions he
wants to finish up.

Mr. BARTLETT. Thank you very much. And thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, for holding this very important hearing.

I think it is very clear that we cannot have a defensible grand
strategy unless it addresses the energy challenge that the world
faces, particularly facing us because we, having only about 2 per-
cent of the world’s oil, use 25 percent of the world’s oil.

I think, Dr. Reiss, it was you who mentioned in your testimony,
we were sent to negotiate. The first thing you did was to educate
and explain so that you would then have a basis for negotiation.

Who is responsible for educating relative to energy? There is so
much misinformation out there. People come to me talking about
schemes for getting energy out of water. Water is the ash you get
when you burn hydrogen. Do you think there is energy in water?

You probably think there is energy in the ash in your furnace.
I had a Member the other day, with a straight face, tell me that
we had 2,500 years of coal, so we didn’t need to worry. I hear peo-
ple saying that by 2050 we will be using twice as much energy as
we are using now, and most of it is going to come from fossil fuels,
from oil.

Then there are those who worship the market: The market will
fix this problem; it fixes other problems. But resources are finite.
You will not like the way the market fixes this problem if you wait
for the market to fix the problem.

Then there are others that tell me, don’t worry at all about the
future because we have 1.6 trillion barrels of oil in the oil shales
of the West. Two bubbles have already broken and one will shortly
break. The first bubble that broke was the hydrogen bubble. People
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finally figured out it is not an energy source, I think; it is simply
an energy carrier.

The core ethanol bubble broke with disastrous consequences, like
world hunger and food shortages around the world. And now the
next bubble that is going to break—and remember, you heard it
here—it is the cellulosic ethanol bubble. I can’t imagine that we are
going to get a great deal more energy from our wastelands, not
good for growing any crop, that we could get from all of our corn
and all of our soybeans.

And the National Academy of Sciences—this isn’t Roscoe Bart-
lett; this is National Academy of Sciences. If we used all of our corn
for ethanol and discounted it for fossil fuel input, it would displace
2.4 percent of our gasoline. They noted you would save as much if
you tuned up your car and put air in the tires. And if we use all
of our soybeans for soy diesel, we would 2.9 percent of our diesel.

There 1s just a gross amount of misinformation out there. Who
has the responsibility to educate? Because until people are edu-
cated, we cannot possibly have a rational discussion of energy. Who
has that responsibility?

Dr. RE1ss. Congressman, we all do, as educators, as representa-
tives. But the prime responsibility is the President of the United
States; he has the biggest megaphone and the biggest pulpit. That
is really what is going to be required, and it is going to take more
than one speech. It is going to take a long-term, persistent effort;
and there is going to be an awful lot of push-back from vested in-
terests.

And, again, this is why I keep on saying, there has to be an
awful lot of education that takes place here because it is going to
be a struggle. You are going to be promising people future benefits,
but they are going to be taking short-term pain; and that is always
a very difficult political bargain to sell.

But I think what you have heard today from all of us, if I can
be presumptuous for a minute, is that I think we all see that this
is absolutely essential if we are going to keep our country strong
for the future.

Dr. POSEN. It is easy for people in the education business to tell
others that they should educate, but—I agree.

But people need more authoritative sources of facts. One of the
problems with—one of the beauties, really, of the Information Age
economy is that there is too much information, and much of it is
not vetted, we need more sources of information that are authori-
tative. People that, you know, we can sort of have a little—you
know, give a little credibility to some of the sources.

For years and years and years, you know, I have been indebted
to you folks, because in my business, we love the stuff that we get
from Government Accountability Office (GAO), we love the stuff we
get from Congressional Budget Office (CBO), we love the stuff that
we get from Congressional Research Service (CRS). And you guys
have a terrific capability to create facts that have a little bit of
credibility behind them, rather than factoids or candidate facts or
baloney.

And so we welcome your assistance.

Mr. BARTLETT. It is not that the information is not out there.
Our government has paid for four studies, all of them saying the
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same thing: The peaking of oil is either present or imminent with
potentially devastating consequences. The Hirsch report, Science
Applications International Corporation (SAIC) report, was the first
one; Corps of Engineers, the second one in 2005. Last year there
were two reports; the second one was the National Petroleum
Council, the first was the Government Accountability Office. And
our government has chosen to ignore all of those.

The Hirsch report says the world has never faced a problem like
this, that the mitigation consequences will be unprecedented. And
still, it is business as usual. I am just—you know, I am flab-
bergasted, Mr. Chairman, how we can do that with all of the evi-
dence out there.

Thank you very much.

Dr. SNYDER. Thank you, Mr. Bartlett, for your questions and for
your very eloquent way of expressing what clearly is a national and
world challenge.

Gentlemen, I appreciate your being with us today. Let me say
that if, either in your minds now or in the near future, you come
up with something you wanted to add, feel free to submit that as
an answer—as a question for the record, and it will be distributed
to the Members and the staff and included as part of the record
of this hearing.

[The information referred to was not available at the time of
printing.]

Dr. SNYDER. We are adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:24 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Opening Statement of
Chairman Dr. Vic Snyder
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations

Hearing on “A New U.S. Grand Strategy”

July 15, 2008

Good morning, and welcome to the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations’ hearing on a new grand strategy for the United States.

At a number of committee and subcommittee hearings over the past
year, the need for a relevant, thorough, and publicly-vetted national
strategy has become evident. This subcommittee’s six hearing last
July and January on alternative strategies for Iraq caused us to reflect
on the need for a context with a more comprehensive set of interests
beyond that theater of operations. Our look into provincial
reconstruction teams, as an example of interagency operations,
underscored the need for interagency reform. At the same time,
however, it’s difficult to address reforms until we know what we want
the interagency to do.

The chairman of the full committee, Ike Skelton, has planned to
elevate the level of debate on national strategy over the next several
months. In his July 9 speech, “The U.S. Needs Comprehensive
Strategy to Advance National Interests,” Chairman Skelton called on
the next president to engage in a process for determining a strategy
for today’s rapidly changing world. In what he referred to as the “first
in a series” of speeches, Chairman Skelton underscored that “Congress
should be involved in the process, and to ensure that a new strategy is
one that the American people can support, the generatl outline of the
debate should be shared with and involve the American people.”

Chairman Skelton has expressed his support for this hearing and its
follow-on on July31, where we'll hear from former flag officers and
ambassadors. He will chair a full committee hearing in September on
this topic with former Secretaries of Defense and State.

Dr. Henry Kissinger noted in his April opinion piece that the global
environment is going through an unprecedented transformation.
Regional power is shifting; some large nation states, such as China,
India, Brazil to name a few, are ascending and verge on global power

(47)
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status. Russia may already be there, again. Is their rise a challenge
to oppose or an opportunity to engage? Some of our traditional
security arrangements may fade in importance as others take on new
meaning. But nation states are not our only concern. It is clear that a
number of trans-national issues will chalienge us while others may
provide positive potential. Fundamentalist terrorism and the
proliferation of dangerous weapons are obvious examples of serious
challenges, of course, but what about climate change, the fragility of
increasingly connected world financial markets or the outbreak of
pandemic disease?

So, the time could not be better for us to hear the views of this
distinguished panel of experts joining us today:

s Dr. Andrew Bacevich, Professor of International Relations and
History at Boston University. His latest book is “The Long War: A
New History of US National Security Policy since World War I1.”

¢ Dr. and Ambassador James Dobbins, Director of the
International Security and Defense Policy Center at the RAND
National Security Research Division, who has served as a
diplomat in South America, Europe, and Afghanistan. He is the
author of a new book on nation building.

o Dr. Barry Posen, the Ford International Professor of Political
Science and Director of Security Studies at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology. His recent article in The National
Interest entitled, “The Case for Restraint” has received a lot of
attention.

» And, Dr. Mitchell Reiss, the Vice Provost for International Affairs
at the College of William and Mary’s Marshali-Wythe School of
Law, who previously directed the Policy Planning Staff at the
Department of State and authored a number of scholarly works
on nuclear non-proliferation.

Welcome to all of you and thank you for being here. After Mr. Akin’s
opening remarks, I'll turn to each of you for a brief opening statement.
Your prepared statements will be made part of the record.
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Opening Statement of Congressman Todd Akin
Subcommittee Hearing on New U.S. Grand National Security Strategy

WASHINGTON, D.C. - Today, Rep. Todd Akin (R-MQ), the ranking Repubtican on the Qversight and
Investigations Subcommittee, released the following opening statement for the subcommittee’s
hearing on the need for a new grand strategy for United States national security:

“Thank you, Chairman Snyder, and good morning to our witnesses—we appreciate you being here
today.

“Today this subcommittee will hold its first public meeting to discuss the topic of U.S. grand strategy.
Whether a national security strategy is grand-or-not seems to be a matter for historians and scholars
to debate. Determining what the national security priorities should be for the United States for the
next four years is vitally important to this Congress and to the pecple we represent, however.

“In preparing for this hearing, this subcommittee heard convincingly from one expert that a nationat
security strategy which does not take into account resource constraints offers little strategy and {ess
security, With that in mind, I'm interested in hearing from our witnesses what they think the three or
four top national security priorities should be for the U.S. going forward.

“Finally, | would like our witnesses to address the war on terrorism. The attacks on 9/11 and our
government's response have been at the center of the Bush Administration’s national security strateg)
for almost eight years. i'm curious where our witnesses believe the global war on terrorism belongs in
a future grand strategy? How should the threat posed by radical Istam and al Qaeda be managed in
concert with other challenges like nuclear proliferation and China military modernization?

“| look forward to hearing our witnesses’ thoughts on these questions. Again, thank you to our

witnesses for being here today.”

Hi#

http://Republicans. ArmedServices.House.Gov/




50

Testimony of Andrew J. Bacevich
House Armed Services Committee
July 15, 2008

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on the future of
U. S. grand strategy to members of this committee.

In American practice, grand strategy almost invariably implies
conjuring up a response to emerging threats or prospective challenges
beyond our borders. The expectation is that an effective grand strategy will
provide a framework for employing American power to “shape” that
external environment — “shape” having in recent years become a favorite
term among those who inhabit the rarified world of grand strategy.

These days strategists expend considerable energy (and imagination)
devising concepts intended to enable the United States to “win” the Global
War on Terrorism, “transform” the Greater Middle East, or “manage” the
rise of China.

These are honorable, well-intentioned efforts and may, on occasion,
actually yield something useful. After all, the grand strategy of
Containment, devised in the wake of World War I1, did serve as an
important touchstone for policies that enabled the United States and its allies
to prevail in the Cold War.

Yet there is a second way to approach questions of grand strategy.
This alternative approach — which I will employ in my very brief prepared
remarks — is one that emphasizes internal conditions as much as external
threats.

Here is my bottom line: the strategic imperative that we confront in
our time demands first of all that we put our own house in order. Fixing our

own problems should take precedence over fixing the world’s problems.
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The past decade has seen a substantial erosion of U. S. power and
influence. This has occurred in part as a result of ill-advised and recklessly
implemented policy decisions, the Iraq War not least among them. Yet it
has also occurred because of our collective unwillingness to confront serious
and persistent domestic dysfunction,

The chief expression of this dysfunction takes the form of debt and
dependency. In the not so very distant future these may well pose as great a
danger to our well-being as violent Islamic radicalism or a China intent on
staking its claim to the status of great power.

To persist in neglecting these internal problems is in effect to endorse
and perpetuate the further decline in U. S. powerl

Let me illustrate the point with two examples.

Example number one is energy. I hardly need remind members of this
committee of the relevant facts. Once the world’s number one producer of
oil, the United States today possesses a paltry 4% of known global oil
reserves while Americans consume one out of every four barrels of
worldwide oil production.

President Bush has bemoaned our “addiction” to foreign oil. He is
right to do so. The United States now imports more than 60% of its daily
petroleum fix, a figure that will almost surely continue to rise.

The costs of sustaining that addiction are also rising. Since 9/11, the
price of oil per barrel has quadrupled. The nation’s annual oil “bill” now
tops $700 billion, much of that wealth helping to sustain corrupt and
repressive regimes, some of it subsequently diverted to support Islamic
radicals who plot against us.

Since the 1970s, Americans have talked endlessly of the need to

address this problem. Talk has not produced effective action.
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Instead, by tolerating this growing dependence on foreign oil we have
allowed ourselves to be drawn ever more deeply into the Persian Gulf, a
tendency that culminated in the ongoing Iraq War. That war, now in its
sixth year, is costing us an estimated $3 billion per week — a figure that is
effectively a surtax added to the oil bill.

Surely, this is a matter that future historians will find baffling: how a
great power could recognize the danger posed by energy dependence and
then do so little to avert that danger.

Example number two of our domestic dysfunction is fiscal. Again,
you are familiar with the essential problem, namely our persistent refusal to
live within our means.

When President Bush took office in 2001, the national debt stood at
less than $6 trillion. Since then it has increased by more than 50% to $9.5
trillion. When Ronald Reagan became president back in 1981, total debt
equaled 31% of GDP. Today, the debt is closing in on 70% of GDP.

This is no longer money we owe ourselves. Increasingly, we borrow
from abroad, with 25% of total debt now in foreign hands. Next to Japan,
China has become our leading creditor, a fact that ought to give strategists
pause.

Given seemingly permanent trade imbalances, projected increases in
entitlement programs, and the continuing costs of fighting multiple, open-
ended wars, this borrowing will continue and will do so at an accelerating
and alarming rate. Our insatiable penchant for consumption and aversion to
saving only exacerbate the problem.

Any serious attempt to chart a grand strategy for the United States will
need to address this issue, which cannot be done without considerable

sacrifice.
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Now there are those who would contend that the Bush administration
has already formulated a grand strategy, one that will carry us well into the
current century. The centerpiece of this strategy is the Global War on
Terrorism, in some quarters referred to as the Long War,

In fact, the Long War represents an impediment to sound grand
strategy. To persist in the Long War will be to exacerbate the existing trends
toward ever greater debt and dependency and it will do so while placing at
risk America’s overstretched armed forces.

To imagine that a reliance on military power can reverse these trends
toward ever increasing debt and dependency would be the height of folly.
This is the central lesson that we should take away from period since
September 11, 2001.

Shortly after 9/11 then Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld framed
the strategic problem facing the United States this way. “We have a choice,”
he said, “either to change the way we live, which is unacceptable, or to
change the way that they live; and we chose the latter.”

What we have learned since then is that the United States does not
possess the capacity to change the way they live, whether “they” are the
people of the Middle East or the entire Islamic world. To persist in seeing
U. S. grand strategy as a project aimed at changing the way they live will be
to court bankruptcy and exhaustion.

In fact, the choice facing the United States is this one: we can ignore
the imperative to change the way we live, in which case we will drown in an
ocean of red ink; or we can choose to mend our ways, curbing our profligate
inclinations, regaining our freedom of action, and thereby preserving all that

we value most.
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In the end, how we manage — or mismanage — our affairs here at home
will prove to be far more decisive than our efforts to manage events beyond

our shores, whether in the Persian Gulf or East Asia or elsewhere.
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James Dobbins’
The RAND Corporation

Does America Need A New Grand Strategy?*

Before the Committee on Armed Services
Subcommittee on Oversight and investigations
United States House of Representatives

July 15, 2008

Mr. Chairman: It is highly flattering to be offered this opportunity to offer thoughts on a new grand
strategy for the United States. | must admit, however, to certain reservations about the utility of
such exercises. Having entered pubtic service at the beginning of the Vietnam war and continued
through the rest of the Cold War, the short lived New World Order, and the opening campaign of
the War on Terror, | have become persuaded that the United States has enduring interests, friends,
and values, all of which militate for a high degree of consistency in our behavior and continuity in
our policies. Observation of the war in irag has only reinforced this view.

The contemporary schools of foreign policy — realism, Wilsonianism and neo-conservatism —
provide pundits and potitical scientists with useful instruments for analysis but afford poor guides
for future conduct. Wise presidents and legislators will pick and choose among these altemative
efforts to describe and prescribe for a world that defies easy categonization, worrying ess about
ideological coherence and more about incremental progress toward long-term national goals which
do not and should not, in the main, change from one Administration to the next.

Of course we need a national strategy, and of course it must evolve with changing circumstances,
but | doubt we need a new strategy every year, or even every four or eight years. Rather than use )
my brief time here to iay out an entirely new and fully developed strategic construct, therefore, | feel
| can better serve the Committee by explaining how our existing national security strategy should

be modified in light of recent experience and changing circumstances.
Reordering the War on Terror

The unanticipated costs and uncertain prospects of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, along with
the continued resilience of our adversaries in the war on terror certainly call for some adjustments

* The opinions and conclusions expressed in this testimony are the author's alone and should not be
interpreted as representing those of RAND or any of the sponsors of its research. This product is part of the
RAND Corporation testimony series RAND testimonies record testimony presented by RAND assaciates to
federal, state, or local legisfative committees; government-appointed commissions and panels; and private
review and oversight bodies. The RAND Corporation is a nonprofit research organization providing objective
analysis and effective solutions that address the challenges facing the pubiic and private sectors around the
world. RAND’s publications do not necessanly reflect the opinions of its research clients and sponsors.

2 This testimony is available for free download at http://www.rand.org/pubs/testimonies/CT311/
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in policy. The current Administration has already made some important course corrections. Others,
which | will attempt to prescribe, should be introduced by its successor.

The Bush administration’s rhetoric since 9/11 has accentuated the martial character of the terrorist
threat and the warlike nature of the required response. Treating terrorists as combatants, and
labeling their activities as jihad, or holy war, dignifies their endeavors, bolsters their self esteem
and enhances their standing throughout the Muslim world. Most of the tangible successes in the
"war on terror” have come as a result of police, intelligence, and diplomatic activity. Certainly efforts
to counter violent extremism and protect the American homeland must continue to occupy a high
priority in our national strategy, but we need to find a vocabulary that secures us broader
international support, which denigrates rather than dignifies the terrorists, and which supports a
greater allocation of our own resources to the diplomatic, intelligence, and law enforcement
instruments upon which we must rely to battle violent extremism in those places where it is most
threatening, that is to say in the homelands of our friends, allies and partners around the world.

In the aftermath of the attacks of September 11, 2001 the Bush Administration elaborated and
began implementing a national strategy that emphasized preemption, democracy promotion, and
nation building. These policies have become increasingly controversial by reason of their
association with an unexpectediy costly and arguably unnecessary war in fraq. All deserve
reexamination, but none should be jettisoned entirely.

Preemption

Over more than two centuries, the United States has conducted dozens of military campaigns, only
two of which were in response to attacks upon the American homeiand. This record should leave
few in doubt that the United States will employ force to protect itself, its friends, and its interests
without necessarily waiting to be struck first. To enshrine this principle in publicly proclaimed
national doctrine, however, only makes any subsequent resort to force more controversial and
hinders the process of attracting allies and secunng international sanction for such actions. Other
nations will never be prepared to exempt the United States from the intemationally recognized
restraints on the unprovoked use of force. This international resistance to declared U.S. policy was
clearly on display when the decision was made to attack Iraq soon after the Bush administration
formaily adopted preemption as the cornerstone of its new national security strategy. Washington
therefore needs to drop “preemption” from the lexicon of its declared national security policy while
leaving an appropriate degree of uncertainty in the minds of any potential foes about how the
United States might respond to a mounting threat.
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A good place to start to deemphasize explicit threats of preemption is with Iran. insanity, it is said,
consists of doing the same thing over and over again while expecting different results. Yet we have
in this country today a serious debate about the desirability of launching a preemptive attack upon
yet another large hostile Middle Eastern state on the basis of intelligence suggesting that that

country may, at some time in the future, become a serious threat.

At least we are debating the proposition, one might say. And this debate does represent some
advance, given the lack of serious examination accorded to the Iraq enterprise five years ago.

The debate in the United States is not between one camp that thinks a preemptive attack on Iran
may prove necessary, and another opposed, however. Rather, the disagreement is between those
who think the U.S. should talk to the Iranian regime first, and bomb them only after they fail to
agree to dismantie their nuclear program, and those who believe this preliminary step unnecessary.
The debate, in other words, is not about the morality, or even the expediency of preemptive attack,
but rather the utility of preventative diplomacy.

Consideration of how best to deal with the challenge posed by Iran logically depends on where one
places that country on the spectrum of potential adversaries. Is iran a country like Grenada or
Panama, one that can do America no serious harm, and that the United States can therefore safely
afford to ignore, or overrun, at its discretion? Or is iran more akin to the former Soviet Union or
China, an adversary that can do American great harm, and that Washington cannot afford to ignore,

or overrun?

if one concludes that Iran is closer to the Soviet Union than Grenada on this spectrum, then the
military option is probably not an expedient response to anything the Iranians might do short of
overt aggression. After all, the United States never threatened to use force to take out Soviet or
Chinese nuclear facilities. it did not bomb China when that country sent a million men to battle
American troops in Korea. It did not even attack Soviet or Chinese ships supplying North Vietnam
during the war in Indo-China. Washington found a myriad of ways to discipfine, punish, contain,
contend with and, in the case of the Soviet Union, eventually defeat its Cold War adversaries, but

preemptive attack was never one of them.

There are instances of diplomacy backed by force succeeding. There are far more frequent
examples of it failing. Saddam, after all, could not even be coerced into demonstrating persuasively
that he had no WMD. Taking the military option off the table might come at some cost if there were
good reason to believe that iran could be coerced into giving up its nuclear program. There is,
however, better reason to believe that the threat of attack is a prime motivation for the {ranian

program.
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As long as the United States maintains a military establishment, the military oplion remains
available, Taking this threat off the table, and putting it in a readily available drawer would improve
tha prospects for negotiation while avoiding the maost likely result of the current approach, which is
that in the end America either has its bluff called or finds itself lawnching a war the costs and
consequences of which it cannat confidently predict. This does not require abandoning the
possibility of preemption, but it does mean retiring the doctrine.

Democratization

Like preemplion, democracy promation has been a component of U.S. foreign policy almost since
the country’s birth. Beginning in the eighteenth century, most other nations in the \Westermn
Hemisphere adopted political systems modeled, however imperfectly, on the United States. After
World War I, the United States established sirong democracies in Japan and Germany and
supported democratization throughout Western Europe, employing a combination of military power,
economic assistance, siralegic communications (that is, propaganda), and direct, if surreptitious,
support 1o democratic parties. In more recent decades, all of central and most of eastern Europe,
neary all of Latin America, much of East Asia, and some of Africa have become democratic with
active U.S. encouragement.

But democratization is no panacea for terrorism and no shortcut to 8 more pro-ULS. (or pro-lsraell
Middle East, Established democracies may nol make war on ong another, but studies have shown
that democratizing nations are highly prone to both intermnal and exfernal conflicts. Furthermore,
democratic governments in Egypt, Jordan, or Saudi Arabia would be more hostile to Israel and less
aligned with the United States than the authoritarian regimes they replaced, since public opinion i
those countries is more opposed o Israeli and U.S. policy than are their current leaders.

It may wedl have been a mistake, as Condoleezza Rice has suggested, to exempt the Middle East
from over 60 years of largely successful U5, efforts to promole democracy elsewhers, but it is
unrealistic to expect this deficiency to be remedied within a few years. Recent afforts to accelerate:
poliical reform in the region have already backfired. Elections, after all, are polarizing svents,
particularly in societies already marked by sectarian conflict, as has been demonstrated recently in
Irag, Lebanon, and the Palestinian terrtories, Rather than seeking dramatic electoral
breakthroughs, let alone imposing reforms, U.S. efforts to advance democracy in the Middle East
should focus on building its foundations, including the rule of law, civil society, larger middie
classes, and more effective, less comupt governments.
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Mation building also deserves to survive the setbacks encountered in lraq. The Bush
administration, like the U.S. public, now recognizes that the occupation of that country was
mismanaged and has pul in places many new structures, doctrines and capabilities designed to
improve Amercan performance in the area. While the Administration’s reaction 1o its early missleps
in lraq and Afghanistan has been a determination to do better next ime, however, Amerncans may
miose inclined to avoid any such fulure enterprises.

In fact, both condusions are valid, The United States should certainly avoid invading any further
large hostile counfries on the basis of faulty intelligence with the support of narmow,
unrepresentative coaliions. But not all conflicts are avoidable. Irag may have been a war of choice,
and the choice a poor one, but Afghanistan was neither. Both interventons left the United States
with a heavy burden of nation buslding,

Through the 1880s, the Clinton administration slowly learned how costly and time-consuming suchs
missions could be. In Somalia, the United States turned tail at the first sign of opposition. In Haili, it
sel an early departure deadline, thereby ensuring that any improvements it infroduced would be-
short-lived. In Bosnia, Clinton sat an even shorter timeline, promising to have all Amernican troops
out of the country within 12 months. But if Clinfon had not leamed by then to avoid seffing
deadlines, he had al leas! leamed to avold keeping them. Only late in his second term did he finally
acknowledged the open-ended nature of U.S. commitments in both Bosnia and Kaosowo.

It has taken the Bush administration a similar amount of time to learn that nation building cannot be
done on the cheap. The “surge” of troops into Baghdad is a belated acknowledgment that
rebuilding a failed state takes an enormous commitment of manpower, money, and tirme.

Mation building is tough, slow wark. Yet, contrary to the popular impression, successes do
outnumber failures. Tens of millions of people are living at peace today in places like El Salvador,
Mozambigue, Namibia, Cambodia, Albania, Bosnia, Kosove, Macedonia, East Timor, Haiti, Sierra
Leone and Liberia because American, Europaan, NATO or UN troops came in, separated the
combatants, disarmed the contending factions, helped rebuild the economy, organized elections
and stayed around long enough o ensure that the resultant government could take hold, Despite
the continued fighting in Irag, Afghanistan and Darfur, the number of conflicts around the world has
steadily decreased over the past twenty years, and the number of casualties and refugess resulting
from such conflicts has also decreased.
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Resizing and Rebalancing Our National Security Establishment

The United States thus needs fo decide whether nation building is going to be an enduring part of
its repertoire. If so, it will need to rebalance the political and the military elements of national power.
For example, the Army and Manne Corps are projected fo add about 80,000 in end strength over
the next several years. Despite recent and projected future expansion, the total number of
personnel in civilian agencies associated with nation building, including USAID, the ClA, and the
State Department, is dwarfed by this number. Budgets are similarly weighted toward the military.
Absent some effort to redress this imbalance and to create an operatignal civilian cadre for nation
building, the implementation of American policy in this field is lkely to remain stunted no matter
how sound its strategic vision.

Should increases in the numbers of our diplomats and akd workers be matched by further increases
in the size of our armed forces? Cerainly there seems considerable support for this proposition.
Indeed, even many of those calling for a rapidly reduced U.S. military presence in Iraq are
simultaneously urging an increase in the size of the army. Underlying this apparent anomaly is
widespread confusion regarding the appropriate role of military force in combatling viokand
extremism,

Where the United States puts the bulk of its national security effort will be heavily influenced by
how Americans conceptualize the struggle against violent exiremist movements in the Muslim
world. If al Daeda and its itk are regarded primarily as criminal conspirators, then the United Siates
needs a countertesrorism strategy that emphasizes police, inteligence, and diplomatic efforts. If the:
threat is deemed lo have metastasized to the point where it is regarded as a global insurgency,
then a greater reliance on military force may be justified

Many experts do indeed believe that the threat of Islamist terrorism has grown to the point where
its purveyors have the capacity to overtumn exisling govemments and seize control of substantial
temitory. Others continue to regard al Qaeda and its imitators more as opportunistic parasites that
seek o atiach themselves to what are essentially nationalist conflicts (much as al Gaeda attached
itsell to a Sunni resistance movement in Irag).

in the case of parasitic relationships supporting rather than opposing the insurgency can
sometimes be the best way to marginalize the extremists. Afler all, there are few insurgent
movements that would not rather have American suppor than al Qaeda’s if it were avallable. This.
is the approach the United States followed in Afghanistan in the 1880s and in the Balkans in the
19%0s, where America supporied Muslim insurgencies against Soviet and Serbian domination,
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respectively. This is the strategy the U.S. has followed in Irag over the past eighleen months, co-
opting the Sunni insurgency and separating it from al Qaeda,

Staying entirely aloof, as the United States did with respect to the Algerian insurgency in the 1980s,
is another option where the local state is strong enough to handle the challenge on its own. In
those cases where U5, national interests dictate some level of involverment against the insurgents,
limiting the U.S. role to fraining, equipping, and advising the counterinsurgents is normally
preferable to direct military intervention. In rare circumstances, such as in Afghanistan, that option
may not be immediately available, and the burden may necessarily fall to US. soldiers. US.
strategy should seek to minamize such requirements, however,

Iraq is @ comparatively small country, yet countering the insurgency there has engaged maost of the
US Amy and the Maring Corps. W fulure tesorist-linked insurgencies are 1o be simdarly
confronted directly by U.S. forces, then very large numbers will be needed. Alternately, if the United
States chooses in the future to combat insurgencias via local forces, as it did throughout the Cold
War (Vietnam being the sole exception). then a renewed emphasis on training, equipping, and
advising friendly foreign forces (s in order. In thal case, the need is less for a larger army than for
one reorganized fo better handle these new tasks

It would thus be a mistake to employ Irag as the yardstick by which o gauge the future necessary
size and shape of the U.S. military, given that the war was probably unnecessary and the
occupation mishandled from the oulset. Afghanistan offers a befter and somewhat less demanding
guide for future requirements. The U.S, effort there has broad (if diminishing) local support, full
international legitimacy, and substantial multinational participation. Yet Afghanistan, for all these
advantages, is a fest the United States is not currently passing. Improvements in the United States”
capacity for nation bullding and counterinsurgency are thus in order.

The Middie East

It is in the Middie East where our national security strategy has undergone the greatest innovation
since 8/11, encountered the least success and is consequently in need of the greatest renovation.
Today we have some two hundred thousand troops in the region, and yet our influence has never
been more absent. At present the European Union is leading negotiations on the lranian nuclear
program, Turkey is brokering peace talks batween |srael and Syria. Qatar has just mediated an end
to the political crisis in Lebanon, This Administration initially resisted all three of these efforts
American leadership is currently manifested only in what appears to be dead end negatiations
between the Israelis and Palestinians, a process that can, at best, produce no more than a non-



67

binding declaration of principals before the next American Administration takes office. There will
thus be litthe to show for eight years effort,

There is no controversy in our country about American objectives in this region. We all want a
secure |srael at peace with its neighbors, a denuclearized Iran, a unified and democratic Iraq, and
the modernization and democratization of all soceties in the region, At issue are not ends but the
saquencing amang these various goals and the methods best suited to reaching them.

The threat from al Qaeda is centered primarily in South and Central Asia and secondanly in
disaffected Muslim populaticns resident in Westem societies, not in the Middie East. The attacks of
9111 therefore do not justify or requine an enduring Amencan military presence in the Gulf region.
The overall American goal in this region showld be o promote the emergence of an equilibrium
among the local powers that does not require most of cur available ground forces 1o sustain. This is
not an impossible goal. Such a balance existed from when Great Britain left the Persian Gulf in the
early fifties until Saddam invaded Kuwait in the early nineties. During this forty-year period America
interests were preserved with litthe more than occasional naval visits, A return to this condition may
take a while, but it would be worth enunciating such a goal and thereby making clear America's
Iong term infentions.

On the other hand, a precipitate withdrawal from Irag could easily move us further from that
objective. We owe it o the Iragis, we owe it to the region, and we owe 1o curselves to leave behind
a unified country capable of contributing to regional stability. This will not happen overnight, nor
aven, in all likelihood, within the next year or two, although some significant froop drawdown over
this pariod may well prove feasible if the security situation continues to improve,

Stabilizing Iraq will be the next Prasident's most urgent pro!ﬂuﬁ,mmmmjng Iran is likety
to prove his mast difficult challenge. In both cases, the decisive variable is Washington's ability to
influence Teheran. Non-communication and the threat of preemptive atiack are not the best means
1o do so. Diplomacy can not always produce agreement, but it does always yield information, and
more information will result in better informed choices, more options and wiser policy. We talked to
Maoscow under Staln and Beijing under Mao, and we are talking today to Havana under Casiro.
The Iranian regime is no worse, and in some respects rather better than any of these. Talking is no
concession, and self imposed silence no virtue in this sitluation.

Areas of Continuity

There are a number of elements of our national strategy | have not addressed, as | do not advocate
substantial changes. The curreni Administration has largely abandoned the unilateralism of its early
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years, and souwght to foster better relations with Europe, Russia, China and India, the world's othar
major power canters, | would expect its successor, of either party, 1o continue those efforts. Latin
America has been somewhal neglected since /11, and | would hope to see a retum to the closer
and more positive ties of the 1920s. Both candidates have promised a renewed emphasis upon
arms conirol and a reduction in nuclear stockpiles looking toward the long-term goal of a nuclear
weapans free world. This is to be applauded, as we can not expect to reverse expanseon in the
number of nuclear powers as long at those who possess these weapons do nothing to reduce their
own reliance wupon them.

Amernca's long term interesis are lo integrate emerging and reemerging powers, ike China, India
and Russia imo the broader, rule based intermational system our country has done so much to
shape over the past sixty years. Close transatiantic collaboration will be needed to ensure that an
adequate mix of incentives and conditions are established so that this entry happens, and happans
in ways that strengthen the various organizations and arrangements that underpin the existing
system.

Talk about American decling, the emergence of new peer competitors, and the end of American
hegemony has been somewhat overstated in my view. China will not be a peer competitor of the
United States in the area of hard security for several decades, if ever. Nor will India, over this same
time span, be able to compete with, or counterbalance, China. Neither will a united Europe emerge,
in the security sphere, to compele for influence with the United States. Today America still
produces about a guarier of the entire world's goods and services and has a defense budget as
large as most of the rest of the warld combined. The resultant budget deficits have gotten wildly out
of control, and this imbalance is weakening our currency, our economy and our international
influence. But we corrected this problem in the 80s and we can do so again. If we do nat, it is no
ona's fault but our own.

America’s standing in the world has certainly fallen as a result of some of the tactics the present
Administration introduced in its war on termor and some of the unintended abuses that flowed from
them. Those abuses have already been curtailed and the most controversial practices largely
abandoned. One can expect with some confidence that the next Administration will move America
back to full conformity with national and international law. This will be very important, as there is no
doubt that America’s ability to shapa the international environment, influence foreign governments
and lead internaticnal opinion has been very negatively effected by this loss of prestige and respect.
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Conclusion

Having served under eight presidents through seven changes of administration, | have come to
view these transitions as periods of considerable danger, as new and generally less experienced
people assume positions of power with mandates for change and a predisposition (o denigrate the
experience and ignone the advice of their predecessors. America needs a grand strategy that helps
it bridge these troubled waters, one thal enjoys bipartisan support and is likely to endure. One key
criteria for judging any newly announced grand strategy, therefore, is whether it is likely to be
embraced by successor Administrations. In this respect, Napoleon's advice with respect to
constitutions may prove apt that they be short and vague,

10
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A Grand Strategy of Restraint and Renewal,

Barry K. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science, Director Security
Studies Program, MIT
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July 15, 2008

Today the U.S. grand strategy debate suffers from an excess of accord. In this
testimony I will outline current grand strategy, offer a critique, and suggest an alternative,
the Grand Strategy of Restraint and Renewal.

The mainstream position is that the U.S. should have a long global agenda of
security goals including the struggle with terrorism, rescue and reconstruction of failed
states, containment or overthrow of “rogue” states, the spread of democracy, prevention
of proliferation, the retention and extension of Cold War alliances, the security of the
Persian Gulf, and a very watchful eye on China. These missions are seen to require a
military force that is in most respects quantitatively and qualitatively superior to almost
any conceivable combination of other states. It is simply assumed that this force will be
regularly employed on missions of every kind. It is unquestioned that these forces will
regularly be stationed in large numbers across the globe,

Disagreements are few, and mainly tactical. Many policy analysts associated with
the Democratic Party believe that international institutions are useful instruments of U.S.
foreign policy, and should be murtured. Many Republicans view them as impediments.
Many Democrats are more inclined to give diplomacy a chance; some Republicans have
less patience. Until recently, many Democrats hoped for a new set of nuclear arms
control agreements to manage the post Cold War world while Republicans wanted the
LS. to have a free hand., This has changed recently, judging from speeches by Senator
MeCain,

Perhaps the strongest disagreements remain on Iraq; many Republican analysts,
and Senator McCain, wish to fight on until Irag is “a stable, prosperous, and democratic
state...that poses no threat to its neighbors and contributes to the defeat of terrorists,”
with indigenous military forces fully able to protect the country. These are ambitious but
amorphous objectives, the achievement of which will not be self evident, but rather
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depend heavily on the judgment of 1.5, leaders. Senator Obama, and many analysts
associated with the Democratic Party think it wise to set a date certain by which most, but
not all U5, troops would leave Irag., This process would still take nearly two years, and
the residual force levels may prove surprisingly high. On the whole, however, these
disagreements are dwarfed by the strategic consensus on a forward, activist,
omnidirectional, and militarily muscular global strategy.

This strategy has proven costly and self defeating. It saps U.S. power, infantilizes
U.5. allies, prompts other states to work against the U.S., and encourages other peoples ta
blame the U.5. for their troubles. The U5, has fought five significant military
engagements since the collapse of the Soviet Union. Only one of those engagements, the
overthrow of the Taliban in Operation Enduring Freedom can reasonably have been
considered essential. The two Balkan engagements still have not led to stable political
outcomes; ULS, troops remain in Kosovo ten years later, Irag has consumed vast sums of
money and many American lives; despite tactical progress there is still no end in sight.
In these engagements the U.5. teaches its adversaries how best to combat its power. This
increases the difficulty of future military engagements, which necessitates still greater
defense investments to recover LS. advantages.

ULS. military engagements prove more difficult than expected because the ULS,
consistently underestimates the power of nationalism, and the propensity of modern
peoples to oppose outsiders who try to manage their politics. The U.S. often
overestimates its capacity to reengineer the politics of other countries in any case,
Though glohalization brings many good things with it, it also brings with it an
intensification of nationalism and other forms of identity politics. Traditional societies
disrupted by rapid economic and social change are often seduced by leaders who trumpet
the safety and predictability offered by old traditions, and the security of group
affiliations.

Finally these engagements have a hidden political cost. Policy makers persuade
the American people to support these interventions by telling them that the wars, peace
enforcement, peacekeeping, or nation building exercise will be cheap and easy. When
they tumn out otherwise, public confidence is eroded. Overall, policy makers seem
unwilling to level with the American people about the costs of U5, Grand Strategy. The
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entire global war on terror has been financed on borrowed money, perhaps because ULS,
leaders have been unwilling to risk the questions that would be precipitated by a tax
increase.

Others states take advantage of U.8. activism. Some free ride or cheap ride; others
drive recklessly. Europeans and Japanese spend a much lower share of GDP on defense
than does the .S, despite their high standard of living, competent military leadership,
and effective military industries. (Three quarters of the European members of NATO
spend between | and 2 % of GDP on defense; Japan spends just under 1%, while the U.5.
spends a bit more than 4%.) These allies sometimes participate in U.S. led endeavors, but
often with so many caveats that their true assistance turns out to be much less than one
would expect. Other states feel so secure in the U.S. embrace that they do as they wish.
Iraqi politicians take as long as they like to sort out their political differences, secure in
our protection. [srael is so comfortable with the U.S. commitment that it expands
settlements in the West Bank in contradiction to U.S. views, sometimes announcing its
plans within hours of a visit by the U.S. Secretary of State.

U5, activism causes some states to balance U5, power, and tempts peoples to
blame the U.S. for their troubles. Though few great states actively oppose ULS. power,
some do what they can to increase U.S. diplomatic or military costs. Diplomatic
cooperation is slow and grudging. Weapons and military technology are exported 1o
aspiring great powers or putative U.S, adversaries. Across the Arab world, the presence
of 1.8, forces and bases helps convince the disgruntled that the U.5. is the obstacle to
their hopes and dreams. This ereates new potential recruits for enemies of the U.S..

The LS. grand strategy consensus, essentially a strategy of sustained global
primacy wedded to liberal ideals, needs a rethink. Some students of LS, grand strategy
are proposing an alternative, which some of us are calling “Restraint and Renewal.™
“Restraint and Renewal” recognizes that the world is still a hard place; states must rely
first on their own resources for their security. In the U.S., these resources must be
nurtured. They ought not to be expended profligately. The U.S. should do less abroad.
1t should use the financial and political resources it saves in that way to renew the
foundations of U.5. power, which are here at home. These include fiscal and economic

health, social cohesion, and even military readiness. The U.S. would disengage most of
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its forces from their fixed bases around the world, but retain the ability to re-engage its
military power for its own interests. The U.5. would make clear that others have first to
prove that they have done everything they can and should do in their own defense,

What strategic problems does the U.S. face and how should they be addressed?
The U.S. is already quite secure, but it does need to keep a watchful eye on the global
balance of power, suppress Al Qa'ida, and do what it can to limit the risks posed by
nuclear proliferation. At the same time, it must ensure that its efforts to address these
threats do not become self defeating.

The LS. is a rich and capable nation, separated by the oceans from the other great
powers in the world. It is impossible to conguer and extremely difficult to coerce. The
U5, fought two world wars and one Cold War to prevent militaristic empires from
conquering the richest states in Europe and Asia. We feared that those empires would put
their conguests 1o evil use, assembling enough resources to threaten U.S. security in
MNorth America. With the Soviet collapse, there is no such threat at either end of the
Eurasian land mass. There is a natural balance of power, reinforced in the west by
independent British and French nuclear forces, and in the east by massive geographical
barriers that separate China from India and Japan. Nevertheless, the world is undergoing
rapid change, and these regional balances could someday erode to the disadvantage of the
LS. Thus, the military requirement is to retain a capability at all times to shift the
balance of power in Eurasia in favor of whomever we like. This does not necessitate the
current U.5. alliance system, nor the current distribution of ready U.S. forces.

.S, traditional alliances need reform; they waste scarce resources and encourage
free riding. NATO is the best example, but relationships with Japan and Israel also need
a rethink. NATO has outlived its usefulness. Europe is safer than it has ever been in
modern times. The Soviet Union is no more; Russia is a mere shadow of its former
incarnation. Germany, France, and Britain are partners in the European Union—the
return of their old enmities is scarcely conceivable, Europeans spend less on defense
than does the U.5., which suggests that they feel quite secure. The European Union is the
natural focus of European security cooperation, but it develops in fits and starts, perhaps
because member states feel no pressure. The continued existence of the NATO military
command structure allows the Europeans to remain unworried about their security future;
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it may hamper the progress of the European Union. There is no longer any need for U.S.
ground or tactical air forces to be stationed in Europe. Thus, NATO should be
transformed into a political alliance. The U.S. should exit the military command
structure; the Europeans can kecp it, or transfer it to the European Union, or dissolve it if
they are as unconcerned about threats as they seem.

A second key problem is Al Qa'ida. Its members and sympathizers pose no threat
to congquer the U5, or even to upset the balance of power among the other great powers
of the world., Al Qa’ida does threaten U5, safety, as we tragically leamed, The U.5.
must act to keep this organization on the run, so that it spends more resources defending
itself and fewer plotting against the U.S.. And the U.S. must put as many barriers
between Al Qa’ida and the U.S. as can efficiently be arranged. That said, it is critically
important not to add strength to this adversary. Excessive U.S. activism, including the
use of force, provides tinder for Al Qa’ida propagandists, as they try to blame the
problems of the Islamic community, especially the Arab world, on the presence of U.S.
power. Instead, the U.S. needs to keep a low profile in the Islamic world. Many regimes
there fear Al Qa'ida as much as we do. The U.S. should cooperate in the shadows with
their intelligence and police forces to combat Al Qa'ida. Rarely, will the U.S. need to use
force directly, but when necessary, it is preferable to rely on short, sharp special
operations rather than occupations.

In the Middle East and Persian Gulf the U.5. should rely heavily on naval power
to backstop the struggle against terrorism, and to deter local aggressors. The pre-1990
maodel should be resurrected, in which local states that hope for U.S. assistance would
build bare bases, reception facilities, and fuel depots to assist a U.S. return.

This would have the twin effect of lowening the salience of ULS. forces in the lives of
populations that are predisposed to blame the U.S. for their problems, and endowing rich
allies with more responsibility for their own defense,

The U_S. should also undertake some proactive missions to improve its image in
the Islamic world. When natural disasters strike, the power projection capability of U5,
forces, especially naval forces, can be of great initial utility. The U.S, should be willing
to assist in these relief efforts when its assistance is requested. The U.5S. reaped huge
political dividends for its assistance after the Asian Tsunami. This is the best kind of
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humanitarian operation because it involves no shooting, and has an obvious exit
strategy—when the initial damage to transportation infrastructure is repaired, civilian
relief organizations can take over,

A third key problem is nuclear weapons in the wrong hands. 1t is a sad fact that
nuclear weapons are no longer mysterious. States of modest economic and technical
capacity are able to build them. The U.5. should do what it can to slow the proliferation
of nuclear weapons by supporting prudent arms control agreements. But the U.S. should
not be tempted into preventive, counter-proliferation wars. They will seldom be as cheap
as advertised, nor as effective. The most important antidote to the risks posed by nuclear
proliferation is already in the hands of the U.S.—our own nuclear forces. The U.S.
would retaliate against any state that used nuclear weapons against the U.S. Moreover,
the U.S. should make clear that states that deliberately provide nuclear weapons to non
state actors will be held similarly accountable. That said, so long as there are nuclear
wesapons and the materials to make them in the world, no one can promise that the nsks
of a nuclear terrorist attack are zero. U.S. intelligence and homeland security efforts
must make a sustained effort to prevent such termible events, The U.S. must also,
however, avoid the temptation to assume huge and enduring political and military costs in
a futile effort to banish these risks.

The U.S. must also carefully reconsider other purposes to which it military power
has been committed. The two most important new purposes are energy security and
reconstruction of failed states. The first has mainly to do with prosperity and the second
with philanthropy. On the whole these are very difficult projects for military power and
for two basic reasons. U.S. military power is wildly expensive to employ and like all
military power it is blunt instrument. Including the emergency supplemental
appropriation signed into law on June 30, the U5, has already spent or committed to
spending, using the narrowest definition, 650 billion dollars on the Iraq war, If the Irag
war is partly about the secunity of future energy supplies, it is difficult to see the
economic case. For the price of the war, the strategic petroleum reserve could have been
filled eight times at present oil prices of 140 dollars a barrel.. Since the end of the Cold
War, a Persian Gulf contingency was taken to justify half of the U.S. conventional force
structure. This represents an enduring expenditure stream of hundreds of billions of
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dollars. If the secunity of energy supplies to protect U.S. prosperity is the purpose of this
effort, then other uses of the money could presumably buy equal energy securnity without
the attendant risk of war. Military power is a poor way to ensure prosperity.

A consensus has formed around the need to intervene in “failed states,” In the
Clinton years, humanitarian concemns motivated military action. In the Bush years, a
counter terror argument has been added to the case: failed states are thought to be
breeding grounds or base areas for terrorists. Combining the two rationales produces a
peculiar coalition of liberals and conservatives in favor of lengthy, complex, and
uneertain projects. If a state has failed, it likely suffers tremendous organic political
problems, which will resist easy resolution. While much has been learned about the
reconstruction of failed states, there is no recipe book for success. [f there were, Bosnia
and Kosove would no longer be under the armed tutelage of the E.U. and NATO
respectively. Statistics suggest that the [rag effort is now going better from a security
point of view, but the country is still quite dangerous, and political reconciliation has
barely begun,

If a state has failed, and descended into internal violence, U.S. military power will
be engaged in peace enforcement or counter insurgency operations, or both. These
operations typically require large numbers of ground troops; at least 20 soldiers per 1000
of population to be policed is the usual rule of thumb. The numbers mount quickly.
Then Army Chief of Staff General Eric Shinseki estimated correctly when he suggested
in February of 2003 that the reconstruction of Iraq would require hundreds of thousands
of U.S. troops. 1f there is local resistance, it only takes a few competent insurgents 1o
bring out the ferocious side of the U.S. military. The combination of the facts of
occupation and the regular application of U.S. combat power can make a great many
local enemies. Young men of military age are plentiful in the developing world, as are
simple but effective infantry weapons. The combination quickly raises costs. Resistance
movements embedded in perhaps half of Iraq’s population of 27 million people
consumed all the energies of the U.5. Army and Marine Corps for the last five years.
Military leaders admit that U.S. ground forces have sacrificed some of their skills in
conventional combat to retool for counter insurgency. Other countries of possible

interest such as Iran or Pakistan have much larger populations than Irag. The LS,
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military is simply not large enough to support the political reconstruction of most other
societies, even if we had a pood understanding of how to do it, which we do not.

The United States is a powerful country, Nevertheless, it is not as powerful as the
foreign policy establishment believes. Political, military, and economic costs are
mounting from U.S. actions abroad. At the same time, the LS. has paid too little
attention to problems at home. Over the last decade Americans became accustomed to a
standard of living that could only be financed on borrowed money. U.S. foreign policy
elites have become accustomed to an activist grand strategy that they have increasingly
funded on borrowed money as well. The days of easy money are over. During these
years, the U.S. failed to make critical investments in infrastructure and human capital,
The U.S. is destined for a period of belt tightening; it must raise taxes and cut spending.
The quantities invelved seem so massive that it is difficult to see how DOD can escape
being at least one of the bill payers. We should seize this opportunity to re-conceptualize
LIS, grand strategy from top to bottom.
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U.S. House of Representatives
Committee on Armed Services
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations

Hearing: A New Grand Strategy for the United States

Testimony of Mitchell B, Reiss*
College of William & Mary
Williamsburg, Virginia
July 15, 2008

1 would like to thank the Committee Chairman for inviting me to testify today on a
new grand strategy for the United States. 1 can think of few more important topics
to discuss, given the number of challenges and opportunities that confront the

United States and given that we will soon have a new president and administration.

With your permission, ['d like to submit my written remarks for the record and
offer an abbreviated version for my oral testimony.

It seems that we've been searching for a new “Mr. X" -- or “Ms. X — for over a
decade now, since the fall of the Berlin Wall, the demise of the Soviet Union and
our ultimate triumph in the Cold War. As we continue to conduct this search, it is
important to recall that the grand strategy conceived by George Kennan in his
April 1946 “long telegram” and known by its shorthand formula as containment,
created more than its share of controversy and criticism over the years. This
criticism started with Kennan himself, who believed that subsequent American
administrations overemphasized the military aspecis of the policy and undervalued
its political, diplomatic and economic aspects.

Owver the years, containment was also challenged by both the left and the right on
the American political spectrum. The left argued that containment encouraged the
United States to enter into alliances with unsavory dictators, as long as they were
anti-communist, and to fight unnecessary and bloody proxy wars across the Third
World as it competed for influence with the Soviet Union. Others argued that it
over-militarized and distorted our foreign policy priorities; no less a figure than
President Jimmy Carter warned us against having an “inordinate fear of
communism.”
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On the right, critics complained that containment’s concept of applying counter-
pressure wherever the Soviet Union probed was too passive and reactive; it ceded
the initiative to Moscow. Containment’s step-child -- détente with the Soviet
Union - attracted vocal criticism, most famously by the Committee on the Present
Danger, which believed it legitimized a fundamentally illegitimate regime. These
critics also developed a counterstrategy to containment designed to “roll back™
Soviet gains around the world.

This thumbnail sketch of the history of containment is useful to remind us that any
grand strategy is almost certain to have its critics. Consensus will be elusive.

This has not deterred a number of foreign policy experts in the past few years to try
to answer the call to become the next Mr. X. Frank Fukuyama, Fareed Zakaria
and Phillip Bobbitt have all written excellent and insightful books on different
aspects of our world and offered different policy prescriptions to guide us forward.
Thomas Barnett has offered his concept about the “core” and the “gap.” Parag
Khanna has envisioned a future tri-polar world order. The Princeton Project for
Mational Security launched an ambitious, multi-year study that calls for “a world of
liberty under law.” The first George W. Bush Administration’s 2002 National
Security Strategy emphasized America's preeminence and military preemption.
And in his second inaugural address, President Bush boldly called for “the
expansion of freedom in all the world.”

Deespite the generally high quality of these efforts, none has won the Mr. X
sweepstakes. Public and elite opinion has not coalesced around one of these
attempts. It is interesting to ask ourselves: Why?

There are three possible reasons as to why we haven't been able to arrive, either
individually or collectively, at a new grand strategy. The first possibility is that
there's no single, unifying threat that galvanizes the attention of the United States,
and its friends and allies around the world. There is currently no *glue” to bind
countries together like the glue that the Soviet Union provided during the Cold
War. The global war on terror, which some would maintain is the unifying force
around which a grand strategy can be constructed, simply doesn’t provide the same
amount of glue; among other reasons, many countries do not prioritize counter-
terrorism as highly as the United States does.

A second possible reason, which is related to the first one above, is that the world
is too complex. In place of a single, overarching threat, there arc today a wide

2
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variety of lesser threats that impact different countries differently, thereby
discouraging collective action. These threats fall into two general categories:
country-specific threats, like Iran and North Korea, and transnational threats such
as climate change, WMD proliferation, mass migration, terrorism and infectious
diseases. It is humbling to think that today George Kennan would not only need to
have a deep understanding of Russian politics, history and culture, but would also
need a deep understanding of China’s military modernization, global economic
flows, demographic trends, environmental degradation, WMD proliferation, and
the sources of [slamic extremism, among other topics. That’s a very high bar for
anyone to surmount.

The third possible reason why we are still searching for a new grand strategy has
less to do with the supply side than with the demand side. Our political system
today is too fractured, too divided, to accept a grand strategy. And it's not just
divisions between the Republican and Democratic parties; it is also divisions
within the different wings of each party. There is simply not a lot of receptivity to
grand, unifying ideas.

In particular, there is no consensus over five key concepts — what might be termed
the building blocks of any new grand strategy.

The first key concept is American primacy. The 2002 National Security Strategy
was a rousing call for extended American primacy, declaring that “Our forces will
be strong enough to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuing a military build-
up in hopes of surpassing, or equaling, the power of the United States.”

For some, this language about American preeminence was viewed as aspirational,
a distant goal on a faraway shore, and certainly unobjectionable. After all, why
wouldn’t we want the United States to remain the dominant power for as long as
possible? Others saw this goal as a realistic and achievable objective, assuming we
kept our economy strong, made the necessary military hardware and manpower
investments and employed our strength wisely. And still others viewed it as
arrogant and objectionable, perhaps even horrifying. 1f power corrupts, perpetual
preeminent power would corrupt absolutely, this thinking went. Perhaps these
differences reflect old divisions dating from the Vietnam war or new ones from the
Iraq war. But whatever their sources, differing views of American primacy have
important implications for the size of our military budget, the mission of our
intelligence services, the maintenance of our alliances, the role of intemational
institutions and how we respond to a rising China in the coming decades.
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Significant differences exist around a second key concept: the use of American
military force.

Few people disagree that the United States should defend its vital interests. But
this begs the larger question of how these vital interests should be defined and
bounded, a task made more complex by the increasing interconnectedness of the
world in which we live. George Kennan was concerned about Soviet expansion
into Western Europe and East Asia. Today, the Persian Gulf, with its immense oil
and natural gas reserves, is widely seen a vital interest as well. But what about the
Hom of Africa? The Panama Canal? The straits of Malacca? The Balkans?
Different administrations may answer these questions differently.

Some would maintain that the prevention of humanitarian disasters, such as
genocide, is a vital interest of the United States, under an inchoate “responsibility
to protect.” This altruistic argument is sometimes supplemented by a more
traditional national security claim that humanitarian disasters can destabilize
countries or entire regions, and can lead to the creation of lawless zones where
terrorists and criminals flourish.

Even assuming that the challenge of determining where to intervene can be settled,
questions over the lawfulness and legitimacy of intervention remain. As the recent
Mational War Powers Commission Report, co-chaired by former Secretaries of
State James Baker and Warren Christopher, stated: “The Constitution provides
both the President and Congress with explicit grants of war powers, as well as a
host of arguments for implied powers.”

But what are the sources of international legitimacy? A few would argue that the
United States should not use force without the imprimatur of the UN Security
Council. Others would argue that the United States does not need the approval of
any international or regional organization before it uses armed force. And still
others would argue that such prior approval is impractical, given the difficulty of
getting the Permanent Five members of the Security Council to reach agreement on
issues of war and peace; this approach risks holding America’s freedom of action
hostage to the preferences of China, Russia, France and Brtain.

This leads directly to a third key concept where there isn’t consensus: our attitude
toward infernational institutions. We know that they can augment U.5. strength,
but we also know that they can constrain LS, options in important ways.
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The classic reasons for establishing international institutions are well-known — they
reduce transaction costs, they provide a forum for regularized contact and
information exchange, and they institutionalize a cadre of professional expertise.
However, critics argue that these institutions often take a lowest common
denominator approach and are unable to respond nimbly and effectively to fast-
moving crises. They point to the inability of the IAEA to thwart the nuclear
ambitions of North Korea and Iran, the UN's oil-for-food scandal and the gross
mishehavior of some of its African peace-keepers. They prefer instead “coalitions
of the willing,” ad hoc groups of like-minded states that form and reform, amoeba-
like, depending on the contingency.

A fourth key concept is democracy promotion. On no other Bush Administration
policy has there been a greater disconnect between soaring rhetoric and meager
budgetary resources than on democracy promotion. And on few Bush
Administration policies has there been less agreement over how best to proceed. Is
democracy promotion about holding elections? Is it about building civic
institutions? Alleviating poverty? Education reform? Women's rights?
Transparency and the rule of law? All of the above?

Do we promote democracy differently depending on the country or region? Oris
democracy promotion the same for China, the Congo, Saudi Arabia and Belarus?
Even assuming we can find the right tools, how do we measure success? What
metrics are the most relevant? And how urgently do we push democratic
elections? What time-frame do we use?

Even if we learn how to promote democracy, after the war in Irag, Abu Ghraib and
Guantanamo, does the United States have the moral authority and international
credibility to do so, especially in the Middle East? Or should the United States let
other countries find their own way, helping instead by serving only as a positive
example as we try to perfect our own great experiment in democracy? Needless o
say, answers to each of these questions range all over the political spectrum.

The fifth key concept is globalization, which in its various guises (e.g., cultural,
economic, financial) is the most powerful and pervasive force in the world today.
The globalization debate in the United States has largely been restricted to strongly
held views on trade. The gap between the Republicans and Democrats on this
issue was highlighted during this election season, when John McCain, a staunch
supporter of free trade, told the auto workers in Michigan that some of their jobs
simply weren't coming back. In comparison, both Senators Obama and Clinton
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refused to endorse the free trade agreements that are currently pending before
Congress and called for a do-over on NAFTA,

These are serious divisions, and it is unclear whether they will be bridged or
reconciled anytime soon. But more importantly, they mask an even greater
shortcoming that threatens America’s security.

As in George Kennan's time, America's diplomatic standing, military power and
financial influence are a product of its economic strength. Without a strong
economy, our ability to promote our values and defend our interests, to support
properly our men and women in uniform, to help our friends and allies overseas
and to safeguard our country, will be gravely weakened. Without a strong
economy, all talk about a grand strategy is illusory.

As a first step, | strongly urge the Committee to hold hearings on developing a
strategy for sustaining and enhancing America's economic power. Such a strategy
would include the following issues:

# Reducing the national debt, which now stands at record levels, and has
placed great stress on the middle and working classes;

¥ Tackling the coming crisis in entitlement payments (especially health care);
driven by the “bow wave” of the boomer generation, U.S. citizens 65 and
over will increase by a projecied 147% between now and 2050,

¥ Reforming immigration laws to ensure that highly skilled and motivated
people can come to the United States to work, create jobs and receive an
education;

¥ Revitalizing our industrial infrastructure; and

% Developing a new national energy strategy 1o reduce our dependence on
foreign oil, including greater investment in alternative energy sources.

These are just a few of the hurdles that we will have to surmount in the coming
years if we wish to keep America strong. Undoubtedly, there are others. None of
them will be easy to accomplish, But it is important to remember that small
countries do not attempt such things. Only great ones do.

Thank you.

* Mitchell B. Reiss is Vice Provost for International Affairs at the College of
William & Mary in Williamsburg, Virginia. A complete resume is attached.
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Tel: (757) 221-3599

Professional Experience:

THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM & MARY, Vice Provost for International Affairs,
Williamsburg, Virginia, 2005-present. Responsibilities include:

¢  Supervising and administering international activities and programs at the College
* Developing major gifts with American and foreign alumni, foundations and other donors
¢ Teaching courses on International Negotiation and American Foreign Policy

U.5. DEPARTMENT OF STATE, President’s Special Envoy for the Norther Ireland Peace
Process with Rank of Ambassador, 2003-2007, Recipient: Foreign Affairs Award for Public
Service, Significant accomplishment:

Worked closely with the British and Irish governments to persuade the political parties
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U.S, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, Director of the Office of Policy Planning, 2003-2005,
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*  Providing Secretary of State Colin L. Powell with independent strategic advice and
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THE COLLEGE OF WILLIAM & MARY, Dean of International A ffairs, Director of the
Wendy and Emery Reves Center for International Studies, Professor of Law at the Marshall-
Wythe School of Law, Professor of Government in the Department of Government, 1999-2003,
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e  Developing new academic programs in Beijing, 5t. Petersburg, Seoul, Tokyo, Taipei,
Amman, Havana, Prague and Cambridge, England
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* Securing new funding for faculty research and travel, student-faculty collaborations and
student study abroad scholarships

+ Managing the Reves Center’s multimillion dollar budged, hiring new staff, reviewing for
promaotion and building a first-rate team committed to intemationalization

+ Collaborating with faculty colleagues to win a $1.5 million grant for Asian studies from
the Freeman Foundation; and helping secure the lease for a new W&M Washington DC
Office

*  Outreach to important stakeholders and constituencies, such as Board members, alumni,
local community and other friends of the College

KOREAN PENINSULA ENERGY DEVELOPMENT ORGANIZATION (KEDO),
Assistant Executive Director and Senior Policy Advisor, New York City, 1995-1999,
Significant accomplishments:

& Helped manage the start-up and operations of a multinational crganization designed to
deliver 56 billion of encrgy (500,000 tons of heavy fuel oil/vear and 2 1,000 MW nuclear
power stations) 1o North Korea

«  Concluded numerous complex and diplomatically sensitive nuclear technology and
construction agreements as KEDO's chief negotiator with North Korea

+  Served as KEDO's first General Counsel, which included the hiring and supervising of
outside counsel

+  Served as public spokesman for KEDO with U.S. and foreign media; briefed U.S.
officials, Congress and foreign missions on KEDO's activities

WOODROW WILSON INTERNATIONAL CENTER FOR SCHOLARS, Guest Scholar,
Washington, D.C,, 1992-95, Significant accomplishments;

*  Raised program funds from the Ford, Rockefeller, W. Alton Jones, and Spanel
Foundations, the UL.S. Institute of Peace, and the Rockefeller Brothers and Ploughshares
Funds

s Directed the Wilson Center’s Nonproliferation and Counterproliferation Projects,
administered $400,000+ budget, supervised and managed suppont staff

e Organized international conferences and meetings on current nonproliferation issues

¢  Commented on television and radio on nuclear matters and regional security issues

COVINGTON & BURLING, Attorney, Washington, D.C., 1989.92,

« Concentrated on general corporate and banking law
« Negotigted directly with appropriate regulatory bodies and advised Firm clients
« Analyzed and synthesized statutory and case law end drafted legal memoranda

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL, Special Assistant to MNafi
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Generals Colin Powell and Brent Scowcroft. Selected in national competition for the one-year
White House Fellowship, Washington, D.C., 1988-89.



91

s Handled WMD proliferation issues and initiated intelligence briefings for NSC staff
«  Monitored and reviewed export control matters

Consultancies:

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE, 2006-present
LAWRENCE LIVERMORE NATIONAL LABORATORY, 2002-2003, 2005-06,
U.5. DEPT. OF STATE, Attorney/Advisor, Office of the Legal Advisor, 1999-2003.
CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, Senior Associate,
International Security Program, Washington, D.C. 2001-2003, 2005-present.

LOS ALAMOS NATIONAL LABORATORY, 1994-95, 2000-2002.

e LL5. ARMS CONTROL AND DISARMAMENT AGENCY, Attomey/Advisor, Office
of the General Counsel, 1993-96, 1996-97, 1998-99,

o COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, Project Director, "Can the NPT Regime Be
Saved?,” Washington, D.C., 1994-95.  Appeared as Nuclear Proliferation: Confronting
the Mew Challenges (January 1995)

o CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, Library of Congress, 1%94-95,

* THE FORD FOUNDATION, 1991.92

Education:
COLUMBIA LAW SCHOOL, )., 1988, Rockefeller and Bradley Foundation Grants, 1986,

OXFORD UNIVERSITY, D.PHIL. in International Relations, 1985, Overseas Research
Student Award, 1981-84; Cyril Foster Fund Grant, 1982, President, Oxford University Strategic
Studies Group, Twice Oxford University Tennis "Blue.”

ACADEMY OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, Certificate, The Hague, Netherlands. 1982,

TUFTS UNIVERSITY, M.A_LD., Fletcher School of Law & Diplomacy, 1982, Founder,
Amnesty Intemational campus chapter. Assistant Squash Coach.

WILLIAMS COLLEGE, B.A., cum laude, 1979, Honors in Political Science. Founder and
President, Amnesty International campus chapter. National Intercollegiate Championships:
Tennis and Squash.

elat xperien

Member, Board of Trustees, Center for a New American Security, Washington, D.C.
Member, Aspen Strategy Group

Member, Editorial Board, The Washington Quarterly

Member, International Board of Research Consultants, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis
Member, Board of Trustees, Hampton Roads Academy, Newport News, Virginia

Member, Board of Trustees, The Korea Society, New York, New York

Member, Board of Trustees, Korea Economic Institete, Washington, D.C.

Member, Council on Foreign Relations, New York, New York
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Editor and Senior Correspondent, “Institute Commentarics on World Change,” Cambridge
Institute for Applied Research, Washington, D.C.

Member, Advisory Panel, "Countering Proliferated Weapons of Mass Destruction,” Office of
Technology Assessment, Washington, D.C., 1995

Board of Directors, Lawyers Alliance for World Security, Washington, D.C., 1998-2003
Co-Chair, Steering Group on Monproliferation, Business Executives for National Security,
Washington, D.C., 1993-95

Member, Advisory Committee, American Bar Association's Standing Committee on Law and
National Security, 1994-95

Member, Executive Committee, British-Amenican Project for the Successor Generation, 1992-94
Member, Board of Directors, White House Fellows Alumni Association, 1992-94

Speaking Experience:

Appeared on national and international radio and television programs, and delivered over 150
talks before academic, military, and civilian audiences all over the world on U5, foreign policy,
international secunty, and nonproliferation issues,

Publications:
Authored two major studies and contnibuted to eleven volumes on nonproliferation and regional
security issues. Testified numerous times before the Senate and House of Representatives on

LS. foreign policy. Wrnitten over 80 publications on global issues, trade, international security,
and arms control matters. A complete bibliography of books and articles is attached.
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A GRAND STRATEGY OF RESTRAINT' The Bateipn policy elibes of botk partics share o
comniilmend 10 & grand strategy of international
activiem, inchuding the regmlar wee of military
power, wiiich ks serving the United Szaces pooely.
Since 1k early 19904, the United Stses bhas used
miliary farce habitually, asd 81 conasderable
husaan, material, snd political conts, The thrast of
muh of this military sction has beem the political
\ranaformation of other societies in endervors io
produce stable democracies. However. public opin-
ion in much of 1he world is now hoatile 1o America.
Boamia remains an ethmically divided society, s
proteciorsie of the European Unilon. The beamani-
tarian intervestion in Kosove sill eccepies LIS,
troopa; Serbda permakng highly natsomalinic and
resentiial of the rwo ULS -led wass sgainat 1, The
weai im Afghanastan and Irag show mo sign of end-

E‘yB.inyH_ Posen ing;: indeed, Afghanistan is deteriorating. Despite
1his abywmal recoed, politicians of botl parties
publichy flirt with the possibilicy of yet anotker
war, against Iran, & country stronger and moee
capable than Afghanistam and lrag combsned. This
activism bas mapnly Bees pakd for with borrowed
maoney, the imminent retirement of the “haby
E = and thelr k g bealth care o 4
i combinaticn with the penerally exploding costs
of health care will soon rwell demands an the
public pure.’ Meamwhile. the American public
[uas grown weary of the war in lrag and dowbis
the foreign policy advice of its leaders. This grand
strategy is nod sustaimable. Befow | develop an
alternative —the grand strategy of “Restraini.”"

In this paper, 1 offer o bebel definition of grand
strategy, discuis the theorctical prerises that
wnderpin my own drstegic 1hinking, assei the
state of tbe workl on the basis of those premises,
review and critique the current grand sirsiegy
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comsensus, and finally offer an owtline of an
alermative grand strategy, “Restraim,” which i
gaining traction emong a small group of e
tiomal relations scholers and pelicy apalysms.*

What is Grand Strategy and Why Would You
‘Want Onel

A grand strategy is 4 mation-stane’s theory shout
how to produsce security for itself. Security has
traditionally encompassed the preservation of
soveretgnry, safety, territosial insegriry, and perwer
pniklm.—lh: law bekng the peceisary meana ta
the firse three, Stazes have tradatiopally been quite
ﬂﬂﬂuﬂldﬁdﬂrdlhﬁrmmpm-
tect mational severeigety, territorial insegrity, and
porwer position. A grand drategy enumerates and
prioritines thavals and potential palitica] and mils-
tary remedics 1o threali, & grand srategy containg
explanation for why threats enjoy & certain prior-
ity and why and how the proposed remedies would
work. A grand strategy is not a rule boolks rather, it
is a set of concepts and srgaments that need 1o be
revisibed regularty. Sometimes nation siaies write
their grand strategies down in one place, scane-
times they do not.

A prasd arrategy i a key componest of & stang'’s
ewerall farcign policy, bant foreign poficy may

have masy goals beyond security, inchoding the
improvement of the prosperity of citizens at
home, er the welfare of people abroad. These are
appropyiate goals for a foreign polacy, but grest
care should be taken not to conflate these goals
with security goals as they have historically been
underviood, lest one fall ingo the trap of prescrils-
ing secwarity meams for the solutions 1o these goals.
Grand strategy is ultimately about fighting, a coatly
and bloody buitness, Environmental change, the
risk of ghobal pandemics, hisman rights, and free
trade may be impostant and worthy foreign policy
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jproblems for the United Sunes. There maybe s
CONBECTION, &N CHELE of consequence, between
these problerss and the massive LS. defere bud-
21, 1hee peacetime deployment of large ULS. forces.
arousd the woeld, the U5, alllance structiare, and
the employrment of ULS, mililary poes s was, but
thas i ta b demnanatrated, not samed, And i 2
congwction it foand, the right answer may be to
nrver ratiwr b accopt the linkage.

Theragh wtates have often pome witho chearly
anated grand wrmegies, they do 5o at their peril
Grand srategies serve fous functiona. Fina,
resourors ane invariably scarce, [f 3 grand virs-
ey includes chearly stated priorities, it providesa
graide for the allocation of ibese scarce miounce.
Secondd, in modern great powers, several large and
complex orgamizations must cooperate to achieve
a state’s security goals. Micro-management of this
cooperation is difficul. A cearly siated grand
strategy heelps these organizstion 1o coordinate
their activities. Third, imscfar as grand strategies
parsue imterests abroad, deterrence and persuashon
of potemial sdversaries and reassurance of allies
and friends b preferable 10 the scraal wse of foece.
Grand Fhes o Finally,
clearly stated grand strategies assist incernal
secemntabiliny. They perm criticrem and correc-
tion when they ant proposed: they anganize peblic
discoung whim new progects are sugpested; and
they alline for cvakstion of wch policies afier the
tact, Grandd strategies a1e good for democracy,

The Premises of Restraing

The analysis below is guided by a realis depsction
of internatiomal politics, am appreciatson of the
power of idemtity in damestic and imernational
podinhcs, and & grim pespect for the miliny and the
limies el military powes, Topether, thew premises
call for a conservaliee and cautious gramd strategy.

Leaas |
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Realims depict the international polizical werld
s anarchy — o realm witbout s wvercign, In
this realm, seli-help ki the rishe, Most atabes winh
b achirve aa mmch swlonomy as possible. Any
stabe can resort to armed force, so all will wani
at least some armed force and the manerial and
Baaman sseets thaa coneribuse 1o armed foece, 1o
perotect themiches againg the wonl cads. Stk
ek powrr; somse pursue what they penccive to
b “wuffichent™ power to defend themselves and
waEne chase all 1he power that 1hey can, Some
chaie ponwer reciclessly, while others are srewd
and cautious, waiting for opportunities. lrondcally,
superion relative power is one such opportumity:
the strong typically winsh 1o get stronger and their
superior capability may allow thesn 10 do s

Stabes wish to survive. They will balance againat
those who seem foo greedy for poswer, wonder

i, what they intend to do with . In the face of
military build-aps or aggression by others, they
will seek o increase their own capabilities, parsue
allsss, o wim o achieve 4 combinsthon of the pwo,
Srabes will also “buck pass” To budhand ikeir own
power, they will encourage others 1o deal with
Encermanional problems, until they are forced to
wieal with these probiems themackers, States will
“Free ride” and “cheap ride” if another state is will-
ing to do the heavy lifting.

Mucleas weaposs profoundly affec the relation-
shipi among the states that posscas therm, Nuclear
weapons in 1be hands of an adversary rabic the
takes of any grear power clash, Becsuse they are
quite srmall relwive 1o their potential destsuctive
powet, maclear weapons ane casy 1o deliver and
easy o hide. They are also relatively cheap. Thas,
mderately advanced states ought 1o be capable of
developing an ssvared shility so retalsane agains s
nuchear attack by its peers, 2 secure second strike
capabdlity.” Even a ragged retalismion puts mach of
&n oppoding stane’s wealth and populstion o Hidk

Thia ba not difiicall for stavesmen 1o undeontind
and, 1k, they will be very cautious in dealing
with other naaclear weapons stabes. Nuchear powens
are difficuli to coerce and imposible 10 conquer.
Wsclear weapons strategically fivor the defense.

ldentity politics is a strong feature of the modern
world. Though people identified with and bariled
for their families, cribes, and clarss in amigaity,
mosdern nabonalism has raied ihese isclinstions
10 & larger scale. Sénce 1he French revolution, we
e seen 1 propesiny for very lanpe grosp of
ool without Blesd i w0 coanedt theer fates
together on the basis of shared language. cultare,
aned history. These “imagined commeanities” week
palitical power to advance their collective inberesis
and to ensmre their collective survival aed pros-
perity. Ambitioas politicians find ihat appeals o
nationalism are particalardy effective in perieds
of physical and ecomomic insecurity. Thus is born
the mation-state. Natbonalism has been ane of the
most powerful political Sorces of madern times,
provkding 1he political esergy that wustaised the
ww wiothd wiari, the wasi of decolopdestbon, and
the sumsrou condlicts that lollowed the collapse
of Soviel poswer. imcluding the collapse worldwide
of multi-ethnic stabes that had survived largely doe
&0 ik superpower dole

Political scientiats argue vehemently about the
sozro of patianalism, snd whether o not nation-
alipm per w 1a & sowree of conflict. Thai sakd,
sbemuification of natiomalism has travched with
corllict guite alien, ai cawke oF CoBMgEcnie,
Matiomalnen is a puwerlul political ool for military
mobilization. And nationalism has beem resurgent
since the end of the Cold-‘War idelogical competi-
gion. [1 mu he scknewledged, Bowever, that other
dentitbes huve likewiie proven powrsful, Religious
identities are often part and parcel of national
identithes. Some states are inhabmed by muhiple
cilinic grougs struggling o delermine the conlem
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of & mational identity or siriving to secede o estab-
lish their own nation-stases. Most importa, ihe
spread of modern nationalism makes states hard
for ouissders to conguaer and govern.

Though eisenial fioe the schisvoment of seou-

Firy Is enternational poligic, military power is a
eriads inatrusent, Students and practitioners of
war undertind 1hat war is coutly and ool casily
catrolled, Carl vom Clausrwitz asserts that war
i3.an extonsion of politics, and that every act in
war swmild be comnected 1o the ultimate political
ened. He also obserees, however, that war creates an
enviromment of its own = of fear. fog. and friction.
‘War is an intense competition, subject o strong
emations end random events. The schisvemes of
political purposes is thus quite difficuly.

T LLS, weapon of chosir since %91 has been the
aircraft-dedivered jrociison guided bom, and the
tactical effecthvema of this weapon has cooated stra-
trgic conifusiom among political leaders. They haree
become enamaored with the sinplane Bying above
the fray, imnwane 1o the obsolescent or nonexistent
air defense weapons of far less prospenoas sdversar:
ks, placing weapons on key targess of high value and
either disarmiing the adversary entirely or eliciting
s cooperation. The e of force thus seems cheap;
it cots are mewsured mainly in money. The folliow-
img et ion, hanwever, remnaien: Hone docs one tuss
the destruction of targets into 1he schievemnent of
political parposes? Whese defense of &n independesn
eountry is comcerned, military power is terific. The
purpose is simple and ke destructon of useable
muilitary porwer willl do the trick. Whene puspoaes are
mowe complex, sach as changing the minds of lead:
e of peoples, of changing the wary they will govern
Ibemsche, the organization amd employment of
malitary power becomes mrach more complicated.
In & world characterized by nationalism, am outsider,
horwever powerful, will face grave difficultees impos-
ing a panticular political ander on & mobiliead people.
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‘World Politics as We Find it

Five facton conatitute the most importan driv-
ersof world politics today and in the foreseeable
future: undpolarity = the concentration of capa
bilities in the hands of 1the Undted Scares; reglanal
balances of power = rough equipolse smoag the
conseqaential powers on the Barashan land mais;
globalization = ihe intense imegraben of much
of the world into o capitalisg ecomsmy that crodscs
berders and the propensity of that intenae integra-
thom bo disrupt sacieties: diffuson af power — e
spread of milisery capaciry 1o itases and non-slale
scvory; and finally, the de-mystification of naclear
weapant Iechnology, which has permitied even
psor itates 10 adquine these wrapona. albeit showly
and & comaderable cost.
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GLOBAL SREPCRLARITY

By almost every reasonable measure, the United
States emerged from the Cold War a3 eme of
the most pewerful states im history. s gross
domestic prodact (GDF) was and remalns two
of three times that of its clesest economic com-
petiter, Even immediately alter post-Cold War
reductians, LS, milieary spending exceeded the
cambined definse badgets of most of the rest of
the langer powers in the wodkd; reday, it exceeds
the defemse spending of the rest of the world
combined. UL5 military technology. conven-
tiomal and nuclear, sets the world standard. LLS,
imercontinental puckesr forces remained karge
and capable. ULS. population size exceeds that of
any other great or middle power with the excep-
tion of China and Imdia, and U5, population
comtinees to grow. The American population,
though aging, will remain mach younger than
that of most other powers. The United Stazes
had command of the ghobal commons — sea, dir.
and space = a1 the Cold War's end, and retaing
this command 1odey. U5 rechnbcal capabili-
ties for inselligence collectien dosminate thene

of ary cther sime; indeed, the LS incelligence
bisdger has roaghly eqaaled 1be entire defense
bisdgets of Britain or France, twa of the woeld's
most capalile milieary powers, and the anly ones
othsr than the United States with any global
reach. Amwrics enjoys 3 favorable grographical
podition, wilk wealk and Irendly neighbods o
the sarth and semth and cceans 1o the cait and
widl. The Cold-War srtwork of global sllisnees,
eoapled with massive isvestments in srslegic
life, gave the Undied States the ability to pet large
[oeces almost anywhere there ia a coastline. In
19%1, five UL, divissoms reached Saudi Arabia in
foar months, and pearly ten in six months. [t is
no wonder Charles Krauthammer called this the
umipolar momsen; snd il ib po wonder that the
term has vuck.

BRGHORAL BALARCES
Although the United Stwies is the preeminent
power in global poditics, consequential powers are
1z be found in Eurasia, including Ressia, China,
and Japan, and the principal Westers European
powers, France, Germany, and 1be Usized
Eingdosn, whis can sometinses concert their capas-
ity, anad that ol ather Eurogean slato, through the
Euaogsran Umion (EUT). India may scson ascend

10 the cheb of condequential powers, but it is pot
quite there yet. In contrast to the boody first bali
of the twentieth century, rough balances of power
«exiat ai both ends of the Eurasian land mass. The
possibility that a Eurasian hegemon could arise
and develop sufficient power through internal
mobilization and eviernal conquest 1o maich U5,
capability amd sigmificamly threaten LS. security
is remote. 1m the bomg term, China sceemns the most
likeby candidare i do so, but even beloee coafrons
ing the Undted States, #1 will need 10 overcome
many dilficiah obascdes

Rassia is incapable of congquering Western Europe;
it doet not have the economic, demographic, or
military capacity to do so. Independenily, the
principal western European siates are incapable
of conguering Kussia. and the EL is insafBciently
united to concert their power to do so. Emropeans
jpokiess, aftes the United States, the second most
capable set of mikitary foeces bn the woeld. B
these fpeces are divided among the major amd
minor Buropean powers and they couald not easily
b coordinated for positive military action on the
wcale of am offensive aimed at Bussia. Indeed, some
wonder whether they can be coordinaied effec
tively for modest humanitarian isterventions in
Africa. Russla, France, and the UK possess strong
enuclear deterremt foeces, which would ke con-
wretional or nuckear apgroaion wicidal, Eumps
may be a strategically stable as it has ever been.
with ar without the LLS, presence.
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Much has been made of 1he rapid gromb af’
Chira's econcenic and military potesaial, If the
emtire Chineis population can be brought ino
4 modernized industrial ¥ the nation’s
peitential power will be truly enormeas. That said,
Japam, not China, still has the second most potent
econammy in the workd. [apanese science asd tech-
nology remains abesd of China's. lapan designs
amnd produces more comeplex. sophisticated com-
wumer and capital goods than does China. It also
produces more sophisticated wesponry, Becauie
lapan’s population is smaller, its per capiea GDFP

iis much bigher tham Chira’s. Its abilisy so exrrac
resources from it econonsy for malitary puspones
& therefore highes. 1§ 1he vwe powers thaned a land
barder, Chinag's vastly larger populatsan could
permnit it 1o threaten lapan, deipite China's rela-
thve poverty. Japan and Chims are separated by
water; thus, peifber can even hope 1o imvade the
other witksat & masdive mobilization and, given
the dalfheulty of barge amphibicus operations, even
that maght not work, Fusther, China i s nuclear
ot amed, theredore, Japan could mot challenge it
wilhoul great risk. Most experts agree that fapan
i a "near puclear™ power. A truly hostile China
would quickly find isell facing a nodear fapan,
which would them be all bur unassailable. Baoh
Tapan and Chima sre trading states and are vulser-
able 10 serious economkc conssquences (om & war
af sea. e, iheir vulmerabslivy Is reciprocal and than
vulnerability seems to fall well shart of the shiliry
of either truly 1o strangle the othes. Finally, China
faces a rapidly growing potential adversary in
India. Im a competition with Japan, China's rear is
not secure. Ultimately, if China is barely compets-
tirve withs Japar, thea it is far from competitive with
thee Ursited Seates.

An ambitious China could chisk of getng manb

it relatively umder populaied, and mouource sich,
Pacific Ruaaia, It will mot be long before Rizaia
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will bosr its ability fo defend 1bese areas with
non-nuchear foroes. Whether it woald risk nuclear
war bo bobd this lamsd or qudetly cede it o Chinese
mnudmymmou:mhlhnmimpuum
strategic peoblesn of this century, But i isa prob-
fem skt whtich the Unised States can do lisele,

GLOBALITATHI

Globalization and the closely associated process
of modemity ane both important facts of gobal
pefitics. | define globalization as the spread of
capitalism acrost the globe and the intenaifica-
tion ol imtermational trade, manufacraring, and
imvestmeent. This is enabled by the comtisming
improvemenas in all modes of ranspoetation

for goods amd people. The infoemation rechnol-
ogy revolution has made possible on & global
scale low-ceat, high-bandwidib comsnumics-
tions. Globalization has largely been embraced by
LL5. busimess and political elives as a peed thing
and it certalaly offers economic apportusdty o
many formerly exchsied from moat of the benefne
of modernity.

All of this opportunity and change comes at a

coat, however" Specifically, it accelerates moder-
mity. The intenaification of indwstrial capialism
in the laze 19th century socially mobilized large
numnben of prople for politics by disrapring their
traditional ways of lile, drowing them isto cities,
wabjecting them 1o the new insecuritics of isdus-
trial capitalism, and exposing them 1o segulas
intense political communication. Globalization s
likely 80 have similar effects in many paris of the
wenrld. Thaose socially mobilized for politics in the
late [#th century became vulnerabide io the appeals
of nationalists, comemurists, and fescists, who all
offfered sbmple and powerful ideologies of solidariey
and inclusion, epecially in times of ecomomic and
peliitical uncertainty. Predictions about the pace of
popalation growih and urbaniestion cver 1he nexs
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severa] decades suggest that the developing woeld
will see & steady supply of urbanized citizens at the
lower end of the income scabe, experiencing scute
ecomomic and persons| insecuriy, af the samse tkme
that madern technolegy epens them o intense
mass commusicsions and simultaneously permits
amall {ndepend [T lcate directly
with large rrumbers of people.” These individuals
will want padithcal protection and participation

and they will b vulnerable 1o poliies] mobil

tian on the baiks of identity politics. Insolar an the
pevommenii of masy developing courtrics will
harve 3 hard timse keeping sy with these demands,
political emtrepreneuns will find fertile ground for
appeals based on the resarrection of traditional
values. Globalization adds some new complications
to these old processes. The intensity of interna-
tiomal irade and investment makes i easy for
political emtrepreneurs to blame foreignen for local
probl The enks d whility no icaie
wnd travel makes it possible for like-minded groups
|m different cousaries to find each otbser, to cega-
nkee, and 1o cooperae.

To the groeric probiems poded by global

‘Westernized fewish liberal democracy — lsrael —
in their midst serves both as a focus of identity
politics amd a reminder of the exiem of Arab politi-
cal fuilures since the end of the Second World War.
Macyoe:level econoenic and techeological forces
and specifically regiomal characterisnics thas
combine to create fenile grownd in the Arab world
for extremiszs bosile 10 the cxiiting insernatiosal
paliticsl snd scommic symemi,

Tl o Wi S oA

Thw dififuasion of power, expecially of militacy
capacity, is a critical development of the laat two
decades. Although the United States Eaces fow, if
any. plamsible competitors im the open oceans, or
wpace, o oven in the air st medivm and high alti-
tudees, nation states and groups have learned bow
10 compete with the Americans on their home
turf. Im infaniey combas, reihless, comminted,
and oftentimes skilled Somalis. Iragis, Afghams,
and miscellanecas al Qaeda fighrers have directly
fought U5 forces. They scldom “win,” bt they
do make the Americans pay. Soenall, Irsgi, and ol
(ueda air defense gunners have shot down dozens
of LS, Belk mainly with heavy machine

miast be added the peculiar tinder of the Arab
workd. There, pan-Arab and [damic identities
overlap, and do e in X} countries wilkh a combaned
popudation of more than 330 million. Population
grewth and urbanization both proceed space, bat
ecomomic growth lags, and 1he political orga-
nization of these countries keaves vast numbeon
"bereft of any sense of control over their polstical
destinies. The oil wealth of somse Arab countries,
compared with the poverty of se many oth-

ers, fwels resentment. Ol and gas also bring the
inserests and presence of (ke great powers io the
region, eapecially the United States. The emer-
jpenee of an economically and miliuaeily socoesdial,
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ens and recket-peopelled grensded. Serb SAM
eperators, primarlly using 19704 vechnology, shot
e few LL5. adreradt, bant sufficiently cosnplicned
LA air operations thal moud Serb gromnd fonoe
in Kowova susvived the 1999 air campaign. 18
1 worth soting that all of these opponents prol-
med Crgsim (e vaat arsenali of the former Wisiew
Pact — cipecaally ith ihlantry weapsoni — misch

o which has sisce fallen into the wrong Basds
A b s 1ime, the ability b memfactuse such
weapans has speead. Simple long range artil-
kery rockets and more complex anti-shap missiles
manufactured in Iran turned up in the hands of
Heaballah in the summer 2006 war with Isrsel.
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Accarding to the U5, gevernment, companenty
of the Explosively Foremed Py (EFP), -
route, anti-armosed vehicle mine, discovered in
Iraq were masufactured and supplied by Iran.
which surely has more sophisticaied versions of
the panse weapons [n greater numbers in dumgs on
the cther side of the bordes, bram b also one of the
world's largest peoducers of new warheads for the
ubiquitous Soviet-designed RPG 7 rocket-progelbed
grenade laancher. More ominously, [aniam arms
exporien now offer might vision devices for sale. If
these devices woek, an area of presamed significant
LL5. tacnical superiority im infantry combat will
0N WaEE,

Mnu Impnfhnlﬁnlhtpﬂlmufwuid
hnology © wpons in ibe
aspparent spread of military expertise. The com-
Imation of quality conventional weapons, large
nismbers of comsnirted young mem, proven tctics,
and commpetent 1ralming that b deverly sdapeed o
urban, seburban, and rusal envi which
faver infantry, has proserved meanisagful costa of
combat for high-technalogy U5, ground forces,
Costs escalaie if U5, or cther Western forces
imtend to settle inta other countries to peform e
peditics and are then forced imo long counterin-

nugency campatgns,

Rutyian FRdLTERAT IO

Jhust & con | malitary iechnical and wactical
capacity has diffased, so has the capacity to desbgn
and build nuclear weapana. U5, polacy makers
were surprisngly succeaful in enasring that omly
ome nuchear sigorior sate would emenge fram
the wreckage of the Soviet Undon — Hudada, Theee
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seates bave, howeves, fousd thelr own ways 1o
niaclear weapans capacity snce the end of 1he Cold
War: India, Pakistan, and Nerh Kotea. tran may
b mext nd Rurac] bai bong boen sxvmsed no bave
developed & poclear weapon. Though these slato:
wvary im their respeciive economic and technical
capacities, they each developed a nuchear capahility
o relatively this tescurce bases. This tells us that
maclear wrapons technology B no longes mpserl-
ot on particulasly costly, The five ariginal nuclear
pewers st up @ Nuchear Non-Proliferation Treaty
and regime, which bas failed to achicwr noa-pro-
Iaferation:; it has achdeved “slow”™ prodiferation. The
lessom of these new nuclear powers, therefore, is
that proliferation camnot be prevemed; it cam enly
b mansged.

Thie LS. Response: The Grand Strategy
Consensus and its Costs

Since ke enad of the Cold War, ibse American
foreigm policy establishment has gradually con-
werged on u Bighly scrivisy grand sirategy for the
Undted Simtes. There is now little disagreement
among Repablican and Bemocratic fareign policy
experts about the theeats thar the United Szanes
fagen mrud the remsedies it abould pursue.® This
mrategy has produced or will produce an eroaken
of U5 power, an imcrease in LLS. state and non-
wiule ey s, and an epidemic of i bk
behavior on the part of LS. allies t;hl:ll.‘h acts of
amissan oF commissicn.

Democratic and Republican strategists alike
hald that the moat imminent threats are 1 US
nadity, Terrariam, basically [lamic in oeigin,

in the lury problem, 18 i caumed by something
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that is weag with Arab sociery s panticular but
also the societies of other lilamic countries, wch
as Pakistan. “Rogee” states, with interests and
fiorms of government different from our own, a
willingness so use force, and, in the woest case,

an inclination to acqaire nisclear weapons form a
chasely related thres because they may assist ter-
rosiits, Faiod mates. and the wentity politics ikat
travels with them, are also & serioun (hneat not oaly
because they produce or surture terroriae, bet
ah bocaase 1hey prodace hiaman rights vicksisons,
refugos, and crime. The possibility of a loas of 1.5,
influence is an overarching threat and. thus, the
rise of a peer competitor is a peal but at this time
distang problem.

The consnaus therelons sapporis 3 ULS. gramd
strabegy of activism, The Unised States must remain
the strongest military power in the workd by a very
widle margin. It should be willing 10 use force and
preventively, if meed be, on a range of issoes.” The
United Saates should endeavor to change oiber
societies so 1t they look more ke ours A woeld
of democmacies would be the salien global emvines-
iment for America, snd 1 Unived Saates shoukd be
willing to pay conaiderable coits to produce sach
winihd. Sdditionally, America should directly man-
ape regional srcurity relationships in any corner

of the world 1hat is of strategic importance, which
Increasingly is every corner of the world. The risk
that nuclear weapors could *fall ™ imio the bhands of
violend non-state actor is so great that the United
States shoukd be willing to take extraoedinary mes-
sures, inchading preventive war, to keep sarpicious
comantries from acquiring these weapons.

The key difference between the two political
parties lies im atticudes poward internatiosal
Immigutions: Democrats like and trust thems

Reprublicani do sol, Republiand sccuis
Demosrats of a willimgness 1o sacrifice LUS. sov-
ereignty to these organizations. This is not the
case, Democrais obscure thag ikey like and trusi
international ismiutions because they think thar
1he grem power of the Uniied Sttes will perma bt
$a wrie the rudes and dominate the outéomes, The
begitimacy of apy given outoome achieved i an
international imitution will rise dwe 10 the pro-
conars that have been followed, but these processes
can be comtrolled to produce ibe outoomes that

the United States desires. Legitimacy will kower

the costs for America to get fis way on & range of
iswses. Democrats expect that international insttu-
tions will thus produce & net gain in LS. infhsence.

LS. strategists have responded 1o the facts of the
post-Cold War world with costly national secarity
policies that produce new problems fasver than
they solve curment ones. The great concentration of
powier | America skews the security policy dehate
eoward activism If the global distribution of power
were mode equal, LS. policy maken woald have ta
ket moee catitious abuoet 1he projects they choose.
The existemcr af & poer competilor would inject
into the U5, policy debate a persistent question:
‘Wil this project help or burt our abiliy to deter
o comtain country X7 Moreover, i is tempting in
any cise 1o imagine thar with this much pees, the
United Stmes could orgamize o sl world, ance and
fior all, where America rermaio the sckmowladged
military and ideologacal beader.

A realian isermations] relatioas thearist (wakick
1 am) predices that this nauch power will sempt
the United States toward activism and that 1be
combsination of sctivism and power s bound
bo discomifin other suares. An the wme tme, the
great comcentration of American power makes
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direct oppoaithan 1o the Unived Saates diffi-

cult and dangerous, Kevertheless, other states
arc doing what they can bo prodect their own
mational inberests. Some fear U5, freedom of
action and the possibility of being drawn into
policies imimical to their imerests. They want an
ahility 1o distance themselves fram the Unked
Santes if ihey must, even a they “cheag ride™ an
e UL, security umbrells.

The EL has gradually strengthened its ability

o ran military operstions so 1hat they can get
along without the Unived Szmes, If they muss,
Paradaxically, these same European states, in
thelr NATO gubie, under-inveit in military
power comuequently conitrainkng NATON effort
in Afgharinan, Other taes feas thay U5, poli-
cies wwill et their insereits indiroctly and look
far ways bo concert their power. Russia and China
bave neached out 10 each other im the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization. Stilll athers expect LS.
attentions to be directed straight at them and they
Empeove their abilities wo deter US. miliary sction
of direcily engage the Undted States in comba,
North Korea and [ran pursue nsclear weapons,
Iren abie Bas developed a cosvemmional capability
ta inflice costs o6 the United Ststes n the Gull and
luas hewn implicated in inflicting such couta in frag
T the extent ikt the United States continues its
currend policy path, these reactions will continoe
sl they willl dowly incroase the couts of future
UL, activiem an well an redace the propensity of
others lo cooperate im order o share these costs.

Oither staes take advamiage of U5, largesse 1o
Inprene ehiir o podBtions, someclimen sgalni
LL3, imterests. They are nof free riders, but rather
recicless drivers. The Taiwanese nationalist party
im power o the last eight years seemsed bemt on

Finding Our Way
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caming a confrontation with mainkind Chima that
the United Seates wished (0 avokd. Amesica helped
make [srael the preeminest military power of the
Middle East 1o assmre fis securicy; i has used thag
posilion to incresse its hold on lands tken in the
Vi wae, which ks Usiliod Stases belleves st
revent o Palestinlan comrol. The sccupaton has
Bagened the LUS. peoithon in 1be Arab wairld,

American activism also inveracis with globalizs-
thon o provoke negative seactions bo the LS
Insofar &5 the LS. ecomeamy & the largent and mean
dyeunic in the world, the forces associned with
globalization — frade, global supply chaing, invest-
mend, iravel, and communications — will often

b associates] with Amevica by those experiencing
the e Political P im the
dieveloping world will find it expedient to aitribee
the difficulties experienced by their targes popula-
tions to the actions of the Unized Simes. An acrivis
foreign and security policy makes the Usived
Srates the most dbvious enkind fsce of globalizs-
thon. When LLS. activiam tusmi o direct military
Imtervention in the affain of other countries, local
political leaden can redy on the mon dlemental of
fosien, matjonalism, Mot people who have formed
any ool bectivee identity sronghy prefer to ran their
own affairs and can generally be relied spon 1o
resiat violently those who try 1o reoeganine their
politics # gungint. Sometimes ssch movemenis
are weak, bul one cught not 10 count on it

Anide from Saddam Husscin's attompbed smah-
anad-grab robbery of Kawait, the it troublowcene
coallict of the poas-Cold War warld were ingermal
and cenered on identity,™ Given 1he weakness of
the oppesition, the United States paid a surpris-
ingly high price 10 istervene in these disputes,

For tke LLS. midiary, this ischuded Deert Stotm’y
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ushappy posticript in the rebellions in north-
wrm and sosbern [rag asd civil wan in Somalia,
Batnia, and Kosovo, UL, kradenhip eschoweid
military inbervention to ssop ibe Rwanda genocide,
but those im the Clinton sdministration who made
ibvis decision all regret it deeply and critics of this
policy believe that ssch an intervention weald heve
Theen easy and succeniful

The LL5. approaches 1o these conflicts bave cer-
takn similariies, rooted in ULS. liberalism, wiich
exalis 1he ratbonal caleulating individasl end
thus usderestimates the power of loyalty o the
group, Americs was usually surprised by one o
mcere o 1k follenwing: 1he cutbecak of conilic
{eaedl, ke extent of group smbstiond, the istemity
of violemor, the inbenaity of growg koyaltees, and
the coat and daration of &ny LS military effort

10 imterweme. This myopia croseed party lines and
persisbed: Repablican security strategists were as
surprised and confounded by the bloody. stabborn.
i resilient idemicy politics of lrag as the Clintes
Adenlpdstewtion wai in Somalia, Rwanda, Boasla
and Kosovo, The istervemboen of the Clisson years
should have served as o warning. The United Saaes
|5 facieg a half-ariltion-dollar bill for the direct
oty of ity effiort in Iraq, an effort that has seri-
ously dimaged the LS Army and Bas served aia
school for jikadi ghters.

Despite the geest power of the Undted Seates, its
national secarity establivhment is particulasly

il suieed 1o & sarategy that focuses se heavily en
intervention |sso 1k internal polizical affaiss of
wilsers. The U5, national seoarity eszablishment,
inchoding ibe intelligence sgencins and the Stae
Departaent, remaine short on individuals who
understand other countries and their csliunes and
wpeak their lapgusages. The United Simes seems

#o lack sufficient mimbers of analyies, diplomats,
advisors, and intelligence agents for ihe ammay of
global engagement opportumities in which iz is
involved, Moseover, it ibould be admined thar

a peod many prople who are capable find their
vocations in noa-governmental organizations.
They are mare interested in representing the
problems of the places where they work and
study 1o ibe U5 government and public than
figurisg oul what ihe Undted Seates should do
im thews places from the point of view of its own
security infevests, Additiomally, U.5. politicians
are refuctand bo provide significant funds for
non-mildary projects overseas. 'Whether or not
foreign econcmic assistance prodaces much
long term benefit im the reciplest countries, it is
an impertant tool of am activis foreign policy.
Without it, the center of graviny of US. foeeign
policy efforts shifis 1o the mibiary,

L5, active ground forces, which carry the weight
of effocts o tranaform other socketies, have been
relatively small since conscripiion was shandoned
at the end of the Viernam War. The all-vehenteer
LRS, grosand forces abrusk quickly fram thels end
of Cold War peak of nearly ane millios, reacking
470,000 b the Arry end just wnder 170,000 in
e Masines |s 2001, By comparison, the United
Sastes had 440,000 A ey soldiers and Marine in
Wietnam in 1969 ot of a total strength of nearly

3 million. Even with the H0,000-person increass
ninw plediged by Bepoblicans and Demaocrats, U5,
ground lorces will remain small It is diffical
10 malmain more than & thisd of & peofessbanal
ground force in combat st asy ene time withous
suffering retentbon, recruiment, amd rraining
problems. Roughldy half of Amserican forces are
currently deployed ard this is understood to be
unsmszainable. Half of [rag's land sres and popals-
tion estentially nwallowed the Ay and Marines
erver the L five yeans and the demands of tha
fight have turmed U5, ground forces imo "Trag
only” capabslities. Onbser possible U5, adversar-
e dhwerl [rag lm populatin — Eran is neardy theee
times as populous and Pakistan is neardy six times.
A proloaged period of peace, vast sams of money.
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and u suffering ecomomy might allow a signifcam
expandbon of LLS, proand fosoes without conscrip-
tian but even & petusm b0 the Cold Wr peak would
be imsufficient to mert the problems raised by an
activisd pransd strategy. [ the attacks of September
11, 2004, coupled with the demands of the war in
Irag, have not produced a political consensus for
the reirstatemnent of conscription, it is hard o see
wisat would.

The Uniged St alsa sermi io lack the damntic
pelitical capacity 1o proerate wafficient material
PeanETEs 10 support it foerign palicy over the long
term. The Amevican public bas been traimed by
ii politicians bo be chary of taxes. As a result, (Be
ULS, povermment has financed masch of its security
efforts since Septemnber 11 with bornowed money.
Even obvious secarity related taes, sach s anax
on gasoline 1o discourage o prion io help
wean America off imported oll, fisd no policicsl
sponsars. It k& diffculs o belseve thar U5, hege-
maery can long be fimanced with borpowed money.
Econoiming ween umworniad absout the mais of
Toeeigm delbot the United Saates has scourmalased,
noting that debq as s share of U5 GDP is remark-
ably lerw compuared 1o cther advanced industris]
poweri. America, hinwee, will scon add the
fhmancing of the retirersent and kealih care of 2
huge cohart af baby boomer retiress to its foreign
policy bilks.

The activias grand strategy that is cusrently pee-
fezred by the national security esvabdish in
both parties thus has a traghc qualivy. Ensbiad by
its great porwer and fearful of the eegative ener-
ghes and possibilities engendered by globalization,
the Unised States han tesed 10 gen 23 arms asound
the problom; it kas sought mane control. But 1kis
pelicy injecty negative energy into global politics as
paickly as it finds 1o vargaish. 1 promp
atabes 1oty 1o balance U5, power however they
can and it prompts peoples to imagine that
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Amierica is the source of thrir trosbles. Moreover,
Trasg showld be seen i a harbinger of costs 1o
«coane. There exists emough capacity and motiva-
tion out there in ihe world 1o significantly increase
the oats of LS. efforts to direcily manage global
politics. Poblic suppart for this policy muy wane
befiore predligacy so diminishes US. power that o
becemes unsustainable, But i would be umwise o
count on this prisdent eatcome.

A Grand Strategy of Restraint

If security is shout deterring or defending against
threats to safety. sovereignay, territorial integrity,
and porwer position, what i o be done! The United
Szabes should have three overniding obsectives: the
preservation of its power and power position, the
reduction of its political and emotional salience in
the eyes of populstions salfering the imecurizies
assocised with entry o 1he modern globalzeed
wnthd, and the weakening of itates and non-nate
actas |ntent on emacting violenee againi 15 Linised
Searei [9 3 ot casy b patuse theie goals simulza-
meously, An sctivisl sodation has boen 1rsed and is
ne working. The United State s getting wealkes,
albeit ibonafy; its salience in the epei of others has
Encevaind; and al Queeda socma no weaker than it
wad on Seplomnber 11 and is, in fa<t. asguably stron-
ger. A less activisl strabegy woulkd work better.

T POLITICE OF PRESERVING U5 ROWER

Foar povw, meacad ihirests 1o Asnerics a1 nol thieas
o LL5. sovereignity or sesvizorial integrity. The
country is in no danger of cosguest or dikiais
from those more capable. UL territesial imegriny
i secure. The reasons these dangers are small is
becaase the L5, power position is excellent =
any povwer position that allews a coumtry 1o think
shout ranaing the world ought to provide ample
capability for defense. Protedting this power
pesition is &n important goal, bt istense ammed
Immernational sciivism i the wrong way 1o procend.
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First, the United States should lower its partici-
pation in regional security schemes. As argued
earlies, a rough bhalance ef power now exists in
Eurasla. Il and &s reghonal powers grow strong
enough 1o theeaten 1heir neighbors, and perhags

i by ks [REW Bocal actoes will
wiih 1o Bulance that power. The United S2mes
should prowerve an abiliny 1 help ot if pedes-
sary but should remain singy in 1his regard.
Dbers shoald get organized and dig into their
own pockets before Americans shaw ap, thus
saving LL5. resources for other wses until ihey
are really meeded; these pabser wses may increase
overall US, capabidlities if peoperly imvested. "
A more distas sance 1o these reghons woald
likely inctease LS, influence. Currently, ULS.
Integest ks taken for granted and local scioes de
Hule 1o eara LLS, auppare.'

The L5, forward stance pokes and prods otber
stabes. |§ Russia, China. or Iran wishes to make
themselves enemies of ithe United Szaves, it would
b betier to put the onus on them. As it stands
wnday, U5, pressare brings these staies and oth

eri like them cogether. We should want w keep
them divided. They are met all natural allics of one
ancther, Mareover, althoagh these staics are not
prrinct democracies, they must confront their own
domestic politics. Why make it easy for them 1o
baaild domestic coalitions in faver of externall asser-
tivenies, measked ax mesistance W LS, prosuse] A
the Uniged States depends exceiabely o mithary
pewerr to suppedt iti diplamacy, others soe LS,
effeats an particulasly threatenang. Amercan have

no concept of bow olbers view this, Few Americans
know about ibe Unified Command Plan, which
pets LS. dorces in Babling distance of all the con-
sequenithal powers in the world. Few underssand
that America is the oaly power in the workd that
for all inbents and parpeses i ready 1o go 1o war
lnwenit aspwhere at any time. Theodore Rooscvel!
il apeak soltly and carry o big stick — 1oday the
Unibed States only follows hall that sdvice,

Finally, the United States has grown too fosd of
wsing mdlicary power. This inatills fear in other
itatess pomne enay become mane cooperalive bul
they also take mecavires o beteer delend them-
selors and, in turm, weaken the LLS, position. Some
military operations have bom inexponsive; ofbers
have been quite costly. 1f one wages enough wars,
eventually one will go poorly. The [rag War has
proven immensely costly in dolkans, moderately
costly in lives, and very costly to the LLS. reputa-
tion. Even if ik endgame in [rag can be porirayed
as a success to the pablic, this war will not have
strengthened the United Saates; it will have
weakened i, Vast resoarces have been expendeed
for lintke or no secarity gain, Saddam Husaein's
Ba'uibist rag had almoat no capability 1o sssck
the LS. komneland o s imerens. ULS, power 1
dieter Irag wan ample. Containment and deterrence
worked against the Soviet Undon; & heavily armed
state with roughly half of the equivalent LS,
GOF, and equal of grester defenae spending. Ieags
whabe GO was comnaderably beas than the ULS
defrong dget
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PROTICTING U SAPETY
Teday the most imminent LLS. security peoblem
o safery. Here, | agree with the consensus view,
Thae makn threat ks al Chaeds bt I (e £nalysis
shave {4 right, there are deeper foroes freding 1hat
oeganitation than their inderpreeation of religious
bexts, end these loroes oould give e bo Tatene
wiclent organizations. This threat should not be
minimized, but meither sbould it be exaggerated.
Al Queda is ruthless, persistent, and creative. [t
will remain possible for sach groops 10 kill tens
and hundeeds, if ot cocasionally theusands, with
materials pesdy o Basd, This will net brisg dows
ke Ulsloed States of America and 8 woald be whis
10 §Lap conveying 1o these grougs that they can. If
uach groups get their hands on o poclear weapon
arsd use i1, the couls are ebwioualy musch worse,

v aw importast, however, 1o pemind cthers 1hat
Anterica wosld still go on and tha it will hunt
derem the prrpetaton and whosver helped them,
oo matier B losg it lakr

Thae Uniited Seaves nevds 1o do rwo thisgs 1o deal
with &l Cueda, specifically, podace it political
nalienes in the populations from which al Qeeds
rocrwiti, and keep al Qaods busiy dedending itachi,
o it canmod focus nrsources on altacking the
Unaited Stabes or s (riends.

Treo stewteghes have been saggeited o ke on al
Ceda. The United Stses has pursued an expan-
wive atpategy of direct actson, After September 11,
1 suggested a different strategy, ane mone defenaive
than offeniive and more preciscly diectnd o sl
Chaeda, thoagh | dad napport the everthiow of 1he
Talihan, and atill o' The batic orentation of the
Bush Administration was offensive, but their jpri-
oeities were bizarre. They appropriately wens afier
al Qaeds and the orgasdeation’s most kmenediate
Friends, bt bedore fmishing the job they quickly
turned 1o Saddam Hassein and Irag, dubioas
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future allies of al Qaeda. The respite allowed

al Queds to recover, by the LLS. Intelligence
Community's own admission.'* Moreover, the
United Staes has squandered one relatively
conitan facror that should work in s favor,
ik st ths the nature of &l Qaeds condemna
1o thearrical terrariat anschs agaknit innocent
[peeple, sinee wnch antacki have & way ol aliensing
potential supparters. By over stressing offensine
action im Traq and, by cocupying an Arab country
ini particular the United States has contribwied

10 the al Caeda story in the Arab world and has
done a terrible job of 1elling the LLE. story. Some
thizk the United S2ates can do a better job debaz.
ing &l Queds in the Arab world | douwbi iz, but

it s worth & iry. The scarcity of U5, expertise
aboat Arab marions and culiure suggesas thas their
pitching sauff is larger than owrs. To weaken &l
Quede, the United States must first stop givisg it
debaring potnts Sor its narrative,

An aliernative siraiegy (o Gght al Queda is o draw
as many other stsies as possible into the effort
while avoiding sdding new facts to the fihadi
narrstbve. America needs 1o reduce, non Increase,
iis presence im 1be Arab and Blamic woekd The
LS, military sbould abapdon permanent and
weml-permamest land bawes |8 Arah states and
whould generally bower the profile of its military
aned pecwrity cooperation wilh Arabs slates, The
fight sgainet al Cseda demld comtiae, but 2
bl be conducted in the world of intdlipence.
Cooperation with foreign intelligence and policr
agencies comas first, but the LS, intelligence
community may need fo cogage in direct sction
from time 10 time. To the extent that America has
interests in the Arab workd that cap oaly be par-
wned with obd faahdaned military power, ach ai the
jpossitile need (o defend Arab states from lranian
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expansioniam, ihe Uniied Szates should rely on jos

muassive power projection capabilities. The ULS,
milizary shesld be over 1he horizon.

Ta reduce pelitical sympathies for its enemies.
the United States needs projects in the develop-
img; world thai are conskitent with ULS values and
permits America 1o look like 1he “good guy.” Theee
steps comnmend theruelves 1o their objective.

L: The United Saates should baild on the experi-
ence of Operation Unified Assimance, which
presvided peomps reliel 1o vicrima of the Pacific
nsumar| of December 26, 2004 The remnaskablc
“ponwer progection” cagability of the LLS, milieary
provides an inhesesn capability to et isso many
enafor natural disasier seas “first with the moae”
Admiral Thomas Farga, then bead of LS. Pacific

3, Thee Uited States should be willing to assist in
B tan miltary inter i but wnder
reasonable guidelines. The most imporiam
gaideline is o eschew overselling ihe mission
o the American people. Prior to engaging (n
armed philambiropy, U5, leaders should sat
disgudse the effon u the pursait of o security
Eteren, 1 she Latber is eequired to seil the policy,
thes the palicy b already im trouble, Oince chas-
sfterized as 4 seourity ingerest, the UL5. Congress
and public expect that Amevicam forces will kead
the fight, that decigive military means will be
employed, and that victory willl e ackieved. This
raises LLS. military and political costs. Insiead,
the United Seates showmld only engage in armed
phillamihropy in large coalitions, operming usder
some kind of regional or imernational political

wa should pod insist on leader-

Command, quickly saw the potential assistance
that coulid be rendered by the LS. military in the
early and desperate darys after the disaater. Mo
other coumiry of arganization could have done
what was achseved. Polstical results wese seen
gaickly through shilting epinions of America in
the countries in question, inchuding momn pota-
by Irafiomeibs, Dhasmers happen, and the United
Suales can earn o gheat deal of political reipoct
o coming o the aid of those mo impacied.
Fumher, and im cofitrait s peace-keepeng nd
peace enforcement operations, which for many
harve the same parposes, natursl disaster eelief
efforts harve a clear exit sirmegy.

2. Instesd of focusing on the capon of democracy,
which we lack usficlent cause-effecy knorwledge
1 sccomplid in sny caie, bt ua recommensd
practices that will alkne others b find their own
way b0 democracy, or at least 1o more benign
forms of government. The United Stazes should
ke fsclf a vosor fot the rale of low and for
presa freedom.

ships imdecd, if thosakd avoid i8. Ohn the whole, the
United Seates shosald alfior logistical, rather than
dimect coenban, assets.

The United Staies must alio develop & mose mea-
sared view of the risks of nuclesr praliferation.

N will not be penaible, witkent preventive war, i
plyuically step all potential mew nuckear weapona
programs, Nuckasr weagoms ane no longer mysteri-
wizi, but neither are they easy 10 get. 1 is costly and
technically difficult to prodece fissionable maze-
il in quamtities sufficient for nsclear weapans
and ondy a few cousries have this capabibiry, I bas
taken a good bin of timne for 1hose sraller srates wha
wished to develop muckear weapons 1o get them.
Theagh an imperfect regime, the Neclear Noa-
Praliferation Treaty (NPT) and the International
Atsmic Energy Agency (IAEA) do provide obstacles
1o the develop ol nuclear weapoen and some
carly warning that mischief is afoot. Good
intelligence work can provide more warning
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and presumably some intelligence operations
coniled slow thse diffusion of nuchear know-how,
slawing the progresi of mationa] poclear pro-
grams, if need be.

It is worthwhile to keep prolilferation relutively
costly and slow because other sates require time
1o adagt 1o smch events and extra time would be
useful 10 expluin 1o ibe new noclear power the
rales of the game they are entering. American
palicy malkers. feel compelled 1o truenpet that all
options, including force, ane on the 1abls when
dealing with "roguwe” state praliferator. Trus
encugh. The United States is a great military
pawer anil an sccurity matters its forces are
mever off the table, Bus preventive war aught
mal 1o be cavvally comsidernd. It hus serious and
probably enduring political coms, which the
United Saates need not incur. Deternencr i 8
Better strategy. America is a grest puckear power,
and ahoald remain w0, Against poasible mew
nuclear powers such as Merth Korea, or lran,
L5, capabilities age superior in every way. In
contrast bo the Cold-War competithen with the
Soviet Union, where neither country would have
survived & nuclear exchange. it s clear which
natios would survive such am exchange betwroen
the United Stabes and North Korea or [ran.
Indeed, these states should worry that they will
be vulnerable to preemgtive LLS, nuclear sttacks,
im the unhapgy event that they canfrant the
United States over impartsnt isssen. In sddnnson,
new nuclear states oaght ned to be enconir-

sged through locse talk to believe 1hat they can
give nucledr weapans 1o otbers 1o ase agains
America and seamnchow Tree themaelves of the
riaks of U5, retaliation,

ARCOURAGHE REEFOWRIBILITY
Fimally, U5, security gearantors and scurity
sristance pelaeves otbeers of ibe necessity to do

Finding Our Way
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mart ba enside hetr own secarity and enables
oihers b0 puriue policies that coustes ULS. knter-
esis. The Undied 5tates should sop this; s pant
of & strategy of resiraint there must be a cobserent,
imuﬂud‘ long-term effoet 10 encourage long-time
wards 10 look after themuelves, If enbers do moee,
this willl not only sve ULS, resdurces, il increases
ke sabience of other countries in the discousse of
political emrep hastile to globali

The other consecpaertial powers benefil as much
from globabizmaon a3 does the United Saates, and
they should also share political ownership of the
political costs, If athers need 1o pay mare for theis
security, they will ihink harder abous thir ¢hoices.
Virtaally all existing U8 internaticsal relation-
phippudtmhlnt.xdnuldﬁfmmnﬂu.
but there ate sarely many mose relationships and
policies that thould be redensidered, These changes
st be implemented a1 4 package 1o produce the
desired effect. It would not be prodem 10 lsunch
these policies overnight; a governing rale should be
o b0 s rapidly or decisively alter regional palitics
that windews of vulnershility or opporiunity are
opened 1o bempt af enmpel milieary action.

= Thie effoet 10 preserve and expand NATO, & proj-
oot aimed at ensusing U5, power and inflsence in
Eurasia, enabled the excensive drawdown of some
European military capabilities. notably thase of
Germany and Inaly, and stood in ihe way of pot-
wible improvements in European military capacity
in the LR This also has had the effect of allowing
members of 1he EL to postpome decisions. aboat
how pa integrate Tuskey imo Earope. They can
crgn 1is 1ask s MATO and the Unised Stabes.
The United Staten should develop a ten-year plan
to turm NATC into a more traditional political
alliance, Amerhca showkd withdraw from military
headgaarters and commands in Europe, which
comld migrate 1o the EU, if Europeans sctually
fand theen useful, Mest LS. military foeces still in
Europe today would retum bomse.




117

+ L5 mibinary assistance o Leraed maloes the eooe-
pation of ke ierrioehes inexpenaive for lurseli
polstical leaders and Emplicates Amserica in these
efiogta, Thia does pot heip the LS. image in the
Arab workl, Occupation of the West Bank does
ot newn 1o b good Fow Berael cither, bui lsraedi
sociely can decide its security priovities for iesell
The United States shoald develop a ten-year plan
to reduce LS. government direct financial sssts-
tamce bo Israel 10 zero. [srael is nosw a prosperous
country. It is serreanded by milizary powers with
o capaciy b conduer the itase. Thess coumtried
cam find s superpower patnon 10 back them
with great sew supplies of modern comentional
offessive weapons wold on eredit or offered s
gifts, inchuding tanks, infamiry fighting vehiches,
fighter aincradl, and seack helicogton. There i
e produder in the world today witk the capacity
that the Soviet Union enor had 1o suddenly alber
material milary balances. larael can then decide
hosw mrch the cocupied terrilogies matier 1o its
security and how to allocate securiny spending
accordingly. lsruel is mot an enemy of the Unied
States wnd it will mot become omse; friendly rels-
thons should comtizre. Lusel should be permnined
1o parchase space parts for exiating LS, miliary
epaipment &nd new malitary squipment 16 the
exnent that thee are nosded b0 anause a regional
malitary halaser. To ssmire that ik meduction
of military asalitance to liraed is peroched as
fxit in American politics, and 1o msure sgainag
ket epeaticen of amy windows of valnerability or
appartunity, LS. seistance fo Egype shoukl
b put om the rams diet, with an allmsance for
Egypls comparative poverty. The United States
sbewuld practice pesiraint in its arms sales 1o the
regacn, and enconrage others 1o de the ame. I
wther itates decade b disrupt the new rogiomal
military balance, Ui.5. keadership cam reconsider

Boby dhociibonn and shobd convey the mesiage
that it wmbed o s,

= Thee United Saates also novds b pegonsider ity
security relationship with Fapaa, Thin relationship
allirsy Jagrars o wviried e dommiestic poditical debates.
Bectikiary 1o determine a pew rolie for itiell in
Agia. In particular, it allows Japan to avold com-
g o borma with s o past and relieves it of the
mecessity 1o develop diplomatic sirategies 10 make
it e “allEance woriby™ i Aska. The modalities
of a changr in the allarce with |apas arc 1eiciier
than they are in Earope Becauae Auis is & moee
unsettled place dae 1o China's ragid econoenic
expansion and concomitam milftary improve-
ments, Neveriheless, some change is in order,
LS, palicy in nocest prars has endeavared 1o bind
Mapan ever mode clodcly to U5 ghobal concerms
Amedica seemmi 1o be consolkdating #e milEary
bade srructune in fapan and inkegrating that base
Elnadtane ever more Eghtly imto its ghobal warfght.
ing capability. lapan cooperates in order 1o protect
the one-way LLS. security gaaranice embeddad in
the LLS.- fapam secarity treaty. The United States s
obliged to come to fapan’s defesse, but lapan is st
obliged to do anyibing. lapanese pdlitary cocpera-
1o s daled out by the thimble Full, jan enough
i keep America engaped. Confidence im the L5,
soarily guaramos linsits the necessity for fapan
1 lasanch g imensive diplomsatic effort ko recon-
<l with its former eoseries aned persusde them
thuat today's Papan will not tepeat the rampages of
Wl Baak century. Thasw, as wigh its sctivist grand
urategy elicwhere in the worlkd, 1he United Stades
dors mosr; others da less; and LS. responsibili-
Vies mounl.™ Uinder a grand strabegy of restraint,
America would revense its military orientation im
Japam and aim for the minimal milaary selation-
sip necessary 1o implemes 1he secarity treaty,
Soma U5, forces would be withdrawn from
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Japan entirely in the near term. Other baes
should be slimmed down.” lapan must be made
o undersiand that the U5 commiiment is no
longer 1o defend Japan, but io help lapan defend
fsell, im exrremis. The L5 willingness o do so
im the funwre will rest greatly o ihe extent and
wisdom of [apan's mitiary efiors a1 beme and
diplomati eflosts ia the region,

MILIEAAY STRATEGY

A grand sirategy of restraint suggests changes

in LS. military strategy. There are things that
America should do, and things it should not

do, Firax, the Undied Siates must mainasin
“Coenmand of the Commeons,” an sbility 10 ase
e, alr, and spsce when it needs to do so. This

b the easential enabler for the United States

o practice halance of power snategies on the
Eurasian land mass, 10 employ military power

w0 keep non-state enemies such ad al Qaeda on
the rum, and 1o assist in bumanitarian milisary
operaiions is 1ke rare occasions that these are
deemed reasonable investments of LS. power.
Command al the Commons also permits “over
ik hoeizon™ mrategies kn places where the Unied
Sames may have interests that (f wishes to defiend,
Ibut where it deses not want 1o incur the possible
poligical conts of having foeces sabare, The beat
example would be the Persian Gulil Realistically,
the United States may, from tiene to time, require
accens to land bases in varicous parts of the workl
in ocder 1o preserve an abilily bo move #s forors
ghobually. The model developed in the Global
Posture Review should dominate. The Uniied
Sxates should secure quiet agreements for access,
amd piggy back on existing national faciliies that
1 cam imgrove againa the poiadbilany thas the
capacity would be needed later, The Uinsted States
should avoid the appearance of permanemt pres-
ence and permanent bases. Somse siaies will find it
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in their inberests 1o cooperate with America in thin
endeavor, and some will not. The Usited States
should avoid the tempeation of having visible per-
maneni installations sbroad whenever it can.

Toensure that waves that might consider the
acquisition of nuclear weapons consider care-
Talky the risks they ran by doing 3o, the United
Saanes murst maimtain a viable naclear deterrent.
This inchudes lerring oibeers know thar the United
Sannes would retaliste if nuclesr wespons were used
againgt U5 ol or UK farces. America would alu
nieed 1o let ctbser itates know that (e inelligence
agencies both have snd prioeitise nuclear Sarendici,
ar tbe determination of “return addeeiin”™ alier

a neclear sttack, Muclear weapons and neclear
deterrence are a berribde businesa. % is improbable
that the Treaty-delineated naclear weapons states
will mcceed im controlling entirely the technology
thai permits oibers 1o build nuckesr weapons. The
Usited Seates mmuas 1ake the wodld s @ ls— which
means maling crystal cear our willingness and
abiliny 1o realiabe,

Finally, the United States meeds po avodd pinting its
weaknesses against others” strengihs. This means
aveiding protracted ground force engagements.
‘Where U5, ground forces are needed 10 help
chefiend importaea allies from ieveson, they should
b uied, Whene they arc moeded 1o reconver impor-
tant ground, they should be wied, Oecasionally, it
inay be rrasonaltide 16 “raid™ sreas that LS, enomics
are using o organise Mtacks agained us. O ke
edbur hand, prosects that fmeler long accupations
for prace emforormesd, nation building, and/for
counerinsurgency should be avoided. U5, ground
forces are not large enowgh for most operations of
s rype. These operations rum the greatest risk
af direct collitions with amased natiomalism in
populsus countries. Moreover, thoagh “doctrine™
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has been wriiten bo guide U5, forces in ibese
contingencies, this is at best a codification of best
praciices, not & recipe for success. Politics mat-
ters msare, and we have no pelitical cookbooks 1o
deliver stable, Friendly democracies.

MELTRAINE IRAG ARD AFGHARTITAR

Grand strategy is a set of pemeral pringipali,
Grand strategy provides guidance for specific
comtingencies, bul not detailed plane. Elurwhere,
I ave explored the reasons for and modalities

of an exit strategy from [rag. Here, | only skeich
ot an approach to Irag"™ The principal L5,
security interesis in Iraq are negative: limiting
the prospects lor o comforable amd well-fanded
base for al Qweda, and limiting the prospects for
& reghomal war that could significantly reduce the
T eof ool froem the Persian Gull, These goals cam
be achssved at bower US. costs in blood, treasure,
and repetation by palling LS. feaces out of Irag
and employing LLS. milnary power in the reglon
b contakn whatever problers Irag may continue
0 creste. Some also woery abous the risks of civil
wat and intervention by cutside powers into such
u war, [n sy judgenest, the coans of these rwo
cutcomes fall maindy on others, The United Sanes
should diplomatically cagage all regiomal powens 1o
explare comemon intermits and caneer! & an 1A &0
effiort i wvold these unpleatant oulcomes

From offibore with naval power, from isformal
lamd Bases in tbe reglon for special operations
forces, feom Diego Garcia, and throagh preposi=
toning and bare base agreements with local states,
the United States can deal with the risks of greatest
concern to America and otbers in the region. [xis
chear that the nightmare scenario of an al Qaeda
takeover of lraq cannct happen; the Shines are
w100 stroag. [ is possable 1hat a currem LS
exit fream Traq would leave bin Laden sympathizers
able 1 aperate kn that coumtry, & they can pene,

From cutside, the United States can, with intelli-
gence operations ard occasionsl raids, contines
1o observe and harass such people. There are plenty
of people in lraq wha hate Bin Laden spmpathiz-
ers and. im exchange for mosey and weapons, will
e willleg 1o prarvne them. Neighboring states will
buve 3 grester imierest in wanching ibelr borders
with Trag 1han they da now, becasse bin Laden
wympathizers are & 1Breat 16 all the regimnes in
ke nrighbochasd. They could no lemges count
an U5, forces ba bear the bulk of 1 busden af
contnalling these theests s 1hey would have 1o do
wnore im Bhair own Emlereits, Mady wodry sl

the possibility of civil war in Eraq and the posaibil-
ity ikt such a war would pot only draw outiids
jporwrer i, buf escalate b & more grnenal regional
woar, Civil war and outsde intervention ba sugpon
Iragi cliemts is possible, but escalation 1o a general
war it improbable, and it is cnly general war that
much threatens the region's energy exporis. The
Gulf sates and Iram both depernd on vulnerable ol
installations ame export rowies for the bulk of their
national wealth and would have a great deal o
boe from escalation. Some mubual deterremce may
prevail From an offshore military position, the
Usited Seates ought to be able to generate sufficient.
mElitary power 1o deter lean free escalsing o
general war and reassure Sand| Arsida that fis basic
sy i intact,

The overthrow of the Taliban regime was 2 necoi-
sy responae 8o ik attacks of September 11, 2001,
The Taliban had been warned many times prior o
the attacks to sever theis relationship with bin Lades
W15, beashiors. casnen alkonw oeher states so bckicwe 1ha
they can host violent conspiracies agains! it, and
woubd not allow al Qweda o coniinue a safe exisience
in Afghanistam. The war iself was mismanaged;
too |iathe military attentien was facused on bin
Laden and his immediate circle and on key Taliban
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elemaents. Becamse both Talshan and 31 Queda
elements usrvived the war and sook refuge scroas
ihe border in the tribal srvas of Pakistan, there
& griver ik that, aheen & LES. preience, thess gle
menty could retarn o Alghamizan and their okl
ways, Thua, the Unitad States s ibuck managing
a counierinsurprecy and aie-buildisg esercise

in Afghanisten

Rendraini still has some advice for the Afghan
wat, Fink the Uinited States must resist the temp-
twion in keep adding forces 1o Afghanitan Too
masry fonoes in country would probably energiee
natiomalist resistance amd help turm Afghan
agaleie Amerien Second, (ke problem of bulldisg
acompesent Afghan szabe and assaciased srcurity
Torces peeds 10 B teeated more sersoualy, The
Thewt s the rmemy of (e goced; the puspose ia ne
10 baild an exemplary democracy but rather 1o
build 2 itase 1hat can deliver soime ervaced, and
keep some arder. One peason nat b increase the
LS, iptsnp peesence ki 1o remind the Afghani tha
theey do need 10 assume moee responsbality for
Eheir icurity. Third, the Undted Slated mmit feisit
the temptation to expand the war b0 Pakistan,
Althoagh 15 Pakistan base adeas of the Taliban
wnd al Craeeda are @ major problem, the United
States ervmil oA energiee Pakivan| nackenaliam
agains it Carrent discussions of quart s sus-
tained efforts 1o impeeve Palinen’s pelice forces
werm the right way 1o go. Finally, the Lnied
States will need to sipnifcanily reduce i force
im the region well shom of a decisive vicory. The
geal should be 1o Brlp morer the Afghen and
Pakisan| governmenis 10 4 point where they can
contain al Queds and Talibas Sghien on ther
v Stoying loager also rans the pisk of turning
maoee bocal forces agaimes the United Staces
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Conclusion

Presidenis Willkam Cliston and Geoege W, Bush
lhave been ranning as experiment with U5, grasd
wrabegy for nearly sixieen yremn. The theory to b
tested was, “Very good inemions, plus very gren
e, jrlas sction can transform both interna-
tional pelitics and the doenestic politics of other
afabei i wap ihat aee highly sdnsdageous io the
Unieed Seates ar ooats that the Unined Seaes can
afford.” The evidence i ing the experimest Bai
failed. Transformation is enachevable and costs
are high, Americs moods 8o tesl o JifTesent grisd
sralegy: it shauld conceive is secarity imevests
narrirely; it muat i # military powes disgily;
it sbsouddl pursue [ty enemies qaieily ket persis-
tenthy: it shoubd sbare reponaibilies and cosla
maore egunably; and ultimately, it s paibenilby
wtch and wil more.
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