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Foreword

xi

The past 6 years have seen dramatic shifts in America’s global security priorities.
While the 9/11 attacks and their aftermath still dominate the strategic land-

scape, Islamist militancy and terrorist violence are far from the only challenges con-
fronting senior leaders. The United States also faces the prospect of widening prolif-
eration of weapons of mass destruction, rising or rebounding powers whose impact
upon global stability remains unclear, the spillover effects of ethnosectarian conflict
in volatile regions, and vulnerability of the homeland to natural or manmade disas-
ters. Dealing with these challenges has placed and will continue to place enormous
demands on the U.S. Armed Forces and highlights the need for enhanced cooperation
with international and interagency partners to achieve better unity of effort. This agenda
will test the skill, tenacity, and imagination of U.S. policymakers well beyond the next
administration.

Two years ago, the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic
Studies (INSS) undertook a study of the emerging global security environment at the
request of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and in context of the then-ongoing
Quadrennial Defense Review 2006. This effort assessed the interplay of key
geostrategic, military-technical, and regional security trends, how catalytic interven-
ing events might alter the future strategic landscape, and what such changes would
imply for U.S. defense strategy and posture through the end of the decade. The first
chapter of this volume is a revised and updated version of that assessment, which sets
the framework for analysis in subsequent chapters.

This volume presents a trenchant analysis by INSS experts of seven major national
security challenges that the United States will confront in the coming decade, includ-
ing countering global terrorism; combating the threats posed by the proliferation of
mass destruction weapons; protecting the American homeland; defusing conflicts in
unstable regions; engaging other major powers; adapting alliances and partnerships;
and transforming the U.S. defense strategy and military posture. The authors provide
a cogent and balanced evaluation of the progress made, and pitfalls encountered, in
addressing these challenges since 2001. They then advance a set of practical strategy
and policy options for consideration by future administrations. The final chapter pre-
sents a synthesis of the entire book and integrated strategy for managing American
security in this volatile period. This book offers some unique perspectives on these
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vexing issues, reflecting the broad policy, operational, and analytic experience of the
Institute’s civilian and military fellows.

Since it was established in 1984, INSS has earned a well-deserved reputation as a
source of objective, incisive analysis on a wide range of strategic policy issues facing
our country. Building upon its innovative work on the implications of globalization
for national security prior to 2001, INSS was ready to respond to a rising tempo of
post-9/11 calls from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
the unified commands, and other U.S. Government agencies to assess strategy and
policy options.

Outreach is an important element of the National Defense University’s mission.
Our many publications and conferences seek to inform the wider public debate on
contemporary national and international security issues. I am delighted to make the
insights of INSS experts available to all those who share an abiding concern about
America’s security and the future of international peace and stability.

LtGen Frances C. Wilson, USMC
President, National Defense University
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The Emerging Global Security
Environment

1

What trends will define the global security environment through the second
decade of the 21st century? A fair question, to be sure, but not one that the

United States grapples with very easily. As a democratic society, America’s time hori-
zons tend to be short. Washington’s natural proclivity is to connect judgments about
trends and policy choices to the electoral calendar—in this case, to the results of the
2008 election. Yet there is no reason to suppose that the country’s most pressing stra-
tegic challenges could be made to fit neatly into electoral cycles. Each of the chal-
lenges analyzed in this volume took time to emerge; none is fully amenable to solu-
tion in the near term. As a point of departure, therefore, it is essential to take a longer
view of the key trends that shape the way these challenges are perceived and ulti-
mately addressed.

Forecasting is an inherently risky business. Most “futures studies” attempt to pre-
dict the strategic environment 15 to 20 years hence. Invariably, predictions that are
fairly linear extrapolations of current trends are prone to error because certain discon-
tinuous or catalytic events may intervene to throw these trends drastically off course.
However, inability to predict the future does not mean that it is completely unknown.1

Looking at trends for policy insight in the near- to mid-term, while considering
potential intervening events, is a worthwhile exercise for prioritization and risk man-
agement. This chapter explores America’s probable strategic position in the period
2007 to 2020.

If the current futures literature is correct, the global security environment for the
next two decades will feature accelerating, and possibly momentous, changes in the
international system. The large-scale trends most often cited are increasing globaliza-
tion (with both beneficial and disruptive side effects); the continued rise of China and
India; the quickening pace of technological innovation; the accelerating proliferation
of mass disruption/destruction technologies; the growing power/capacity of nonstate
actors relative to nation-states; the persistence of corrosive regional, ethnic, and reli-
gious conflicts; and increasing resource scarcity and environment degradation.

The strategic environment of the next decade will be marked by continued, possi-
bly heightened, instability and the potential for catalytic events that would suppress or
accelerate one or more of these trends. Since no forecast or estimate posits a peer

Chapter One
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military competitor within the next 20 years, the United States will likely remain
preeminent, but not unchallenged, on the world stage, seeking to shape the forces of
change in ways favorable to its national interests. Yet the character and quality of U.S.
global leadership will be largely determined by its ability to accurately assess these
changes and their key drivers. More critical will be the ability of the United States and
its partners to adapt to potential intervening events, some predictable and some not,
that can dramatically alter the security landscape. U.S. global influence will also hinge
on its ability to sustain alliances and partnerships and convince diverse audiences around
the world that its vast power is being employed in a principled fashion to widen the
circle of freedom and prosperity.

GEOSTRATEGIC TRENDS
The emerging global geostrategic environment will be heavily shaped by two in-

terrelated trends: the continued pace of change due to globalization, and the preemi-
nence of the United States as the lone, comprehensive superpower. Globalization,
defined as a dynamic process of rapidly growing, if uneven, cross-border flows of
goods, services, money, people, technology, ideas, cultures, values, crime, and weap-
ons throughout the world,2 will continue to be a dominant influence on the evolving
security order by deepening interdependence and empowering certain actors while
alienating and marginalizing others. Globalization is not bringing geopolitics or ideo-
logical struggles to an end. Rather, globalization’s influences interact with traditional
regional and ethnic rivalries and are exacerbating many transnational threats. While
most futurists describe the inevitability of a globalized society, some point out that
catastrophic events or a major global recession could intervene to slow or reverse its
course.3 As the United States seeks to advance its global economic and security inter-
ests and promote democracy, civil society, and the rule of law in this environment, it
will be challenged by instability arising from strains on governance, economic dislo-
cation, and political convulsions. It will also be challenged by radical ideologies—
particularly the jihadist vision of ridding the Muslim world of Western influence,
corrupt regimes, and restoring the caliphate—and dissenting views of global order—
such as the notion of “sovereign democracy” embraced by Russia, China, and other
members of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization who see vigorous U.S. promo-
tion of democracy and human rights as representing unwarranted interference in the
internal affairs of sovereign states. With these conditions, volatility will likely be the
dominant feature for the foreseeable future.

1. Globalization is an overarching “mega-trend”4 altering the world economic,
cultural, and security landscape, but between now and the end of the next
decade, volatility will increase as shifts in traditional power structures
occur.
An expanding and increasingly integrated global economy combined with a con-

tinued technological revolution, particularly in the areas of information and biotech-
nology, will kick the forces of globalization into high gear over the next decade. This
trend both enables, and is enabled by, the flows of energy, money, people, security,
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technology, and information without regard to international borders.5 An increasing
portion of the world’s population will be connected to the globalization grid. This
“flattening” of the world due to globalization is not simply about how governments,
business, organizations, and people communicate and interact; it is about the emer-
gence of completely new social, political, and business models. These profound changes
will, over the long term, alter the way in which governments approach conflict on the
international stage. The speed and breadth of change will determine the potential for
disruption, as opposed to an orderly transfer of power from the old to the new.6

The “dark side” of globalization, including terrorism and organized crime, will
continue to exacerbate regional tensions and transnational threats, to challenge the
security of the United States and other advanced democracies integrated into the glo-
bal economy, and to fuel competition and instability in the international system.

Globalization will also enhance the influence and reach of many regional actors in
world politics. According to a U.S. Joint Forces Command assessment of the future
operational environment:

Expanding webs of social, economic, political, military, and information architectures
will afford opportunity for some regional powers to compete on a broader scale and

emerge on the global landscape with considerable influence. In addition, regional power
structures are likely to change continuously, as regional conflicts, civil wars, and
transnational actors reshape existing norms. It can be expected that nations, transnational
actors, and non-state entities will challenge and redefine the global distribution of power,
the concept of sovereignty, and the nature of warfare. Local conflicts and wars will be
commonplace and will always carry the risk of escalation into broader conflicts.7

As societies either transform or resist change, additional challenges will arise in
the form of ethnic and religious extremism, nationalism, authoritarianism, and prob-
lems of governance. These challenges will be particularly acute in the geographic
“arc of instability” or the “gap” countries that are not well integrated into the world
economy and have weak or inflexible governance and are, therefore, being buffeted
by the winds of globalization.8 While the global economy expanded by about 30 per-
cent during the 1990s and is continuing to grow at an average of about 3 percent a
year, the gap between the richest and poorest countries is widening. The modern in-
dustrial powers possess 70 percent of the world’s wealth but have only 28 percent of
the world’s population. Their per capita wealth is four to seven times greater, on
average, than the vast number of far poorer countries that house nearly three-quarters
of the world’s people. While some developing countries are growing fast, the overall
disparity between the rich and poor has actually widened because both clusters are
growing at similar rates, and rapid population growth in the poorer countries can lower
per capita income.9 It will take decades for some developing countries to achieve
moderate wealth.

Most of the gap countries in sub-Saharan Africa, the Middle East, and South Asia
are also burdened with the two demographic factors most closely associated with the
likelihood of an outbreak of civil conflict: a high proportion of young adults (aged 15
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to 29 years) and a rapid rate of urban population growth.10 By 2035, about 60 percent
of the world’s population will live in urban areas. Ungoverned rural areas with popula-
tions disconnected from the global economy and extremely urbanized areas with high
unemployment can serve as havens for those who defy or feel marginalized by the
existing social order. These forces can result in pockets of dislocation even in countries
well integrated into the global system. Fueled by resonant ideologies, disenfranchised
actors tend to drive instability on a local scale with strategic effects by pursuing ter-
rorism, organized crime, and arms or drug trafficking. Additionally, the potential for
escalation to catastrophic violence will continue to rise, as the international commu-
nity remains unable to deal effectively with the increasing proliferation of weapons of
mass destruction and potential new capabilities with capacity for catastrophic effect.

2. The United States will continue to dominate the world stage, but its
geopolitical power may begin to erode over the next decade. At the same
time, Asia’s preeminent population giants with dynamic economies—
China and India—will continue their slow, uneven rise.
The policies and actions of the United States will be major factors shaping the

security environment and will continue to dominate the geopolitical landscape for the
foreseeable future. As the leading promoter of democratic political change around the
world and as the most important engine of economic, cultural, and informational
globalization, U.S. actions and the way others react to them will be the leading influ-
ence on the levels and types of instability. As the most capable global actor, the U.S.
military will be the default option for coping with rising instability as other tools are
likely to be inadequate or insufficiently developed. No peer military power or power
bloc will emerge to either challenge U.S. supremacy or relieve it of its global security
burden before 2020. However, in some respects American supremacy may get in the
way of effective influence. What will challenge the United States is the weight of its
own commitments, further hampered by international unease about U.S. dominance
and rising opposition to American security and foreign policies, even among long-
time friends and allies.

Against this backdrop, the rising powers of China and India will gain momentum.
Chinese and Indian economic growth will provide them with increased leverage, tem-
pered by the demands of their growing populations for natural resources, a healthy
environment, better governance, and a more robust social safety net. Over the next
few years, the trajectory of China’s military modernization program should become
clearer as a means to either maintain its sovereignty and respond to a crisis over
Taiwan or intimidate its neighbors and mount a larger challenge to U.S. global power.
However, the United States may be limited in its ability to influence China’s military
trajectory, particularly if it is primarily intended to increase regional influence rather
than compete directly with U.S. global power.

3. International partnerships will be increasingly complex and difficult to
manage. As a result, coalition building will need to be tailored for each
distinct strategic challenge or contingency.
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With the international system itself in profound flux, some of the institutions that
are charged with managing global problems may instead be overwhelmed by them.
Regionally based institutions will be particularly challenged to meet the complex
transnational threats posed by terrorism, organized crime, and weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD) proliferation.11

Increasingly, the United States will be expected to fill this void, but to do so mul-
tilaterally. As The National Defense Strategy of the United States of 2005 notes, the
Nation “will continue to play leading roles on issues of common international con-
cern and will retain influence worldwide. . . . [However,] our capacity to address
global security challenges alone will be insufficient. . . . Our leading position in world
affairs will continue to breed unease, a degree of resentment, and resistance.”12 How-
ever, differences in interests and policies with longtime allies and partners will con-
tinue to hamper building permanent coalitions for international action.

While the United States must retain a resilient global network of alliances and
partnerships, as discussed in chapter seven of this volume, some allies and partners
will decide not to act with the United States or will lack the capacity to do so.13 As
threats become more globally distributed and closer to home, some countries may be
reluctant to become involved in out-of-area coalition activities. Additionally, many
allies will be unable to keep pace with U.S. military transformation efforts, hampering
the interoperability of future coalitions. This will be difficult to manage in part be-
cause it will be very case-dependent—that is, an ally or group of allies that cooperates
very closely with the United States in one region might take a neutral (or even oppos-
ing) position in another.

MILITARY-TECHNICAL TRENDS
Against the backdrop of these geopolitical trends, rapid technological change is

unlikely to transform the character of warfare profoundly. That said, the United States
and its allies and partners will need to hedge against disruptive developments in dy-
namic areas of research and development such as information and communication
technology, cognitive science, biological sciences, robotics, and nanotechnology.14

Conflict between two evenly matched great powers is also unlikely during this period,
and thus there is little prospect of heavy force-on-force campaigns. Instead, the reli-
ance of the United States on advanced technology, precision warfare, and information
dominance will be asymmetrically challenged by various regional powers and in
substate conflict with the potential for escalation to catastrophic violence that threat-
ens not only military forces, but the homeland as well. In planning its transformation
agenda, the U.S. Government and Armed Forces must consider how best to adapt to
these trends.

1. As the capacity of nonstate actors to employ power improves, substate
warfare will be the most dominant form of conflict through 2020.
As the case of the A.Q. Khan proliferation network showed, the flow of weapons

technology and knowledge is increasingly out of the control of the international com-
munity and individual states.15 The ability of individual actors and groups of actors to
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gain and employ power will continue over the next decade,16 as national governments
struggle to meet the challenge of stateless, decentralized networks that move freely
across borders.

Countering terrorism will remain a focus of U.S. security policy for the foresee-
able future, as the global jihadist insurgency, examined in chapter two, continues its
struggle over the legitimacy of the existing world order. This transnational insurgency
marks the transition of warfare to a “fourth generation” in which the political, social,
economic, and technical changes since World War II—and as a result of globaliza-
tion—offer asymmetric advantages to an unconventional enemy.17 Such an insurgency
is likely to last decades and will require consistent and dedicated focus by the United
States, its partners, and other states with an interest in the preservation of the estab-
lished international system. Continued instability in the Middle East and Africa will
exacerbate the conditions that cause insurgencies, civil war, and ethnic strife. These
conflicts will also occupy U.S. policymakers over the next decade or more.

In the meantime, other lower level forms of warfare will distract governments
globally. The “five wars of globalization” include fights against the illegal interna-
tional trade in drugs, arms, intellectual property, people, and money.18 As globaliza-
tion enables the expansion of illegal markets and boosts the size and resources of
criminal networks, it makes the task of fighting global criminals more difficult. The
fundamental changes that have given the five wars new intensity over the last decade
are likely to persist in the next.

Although substate warfare is likely to dominate the next decade, it would be im-
prudent to rule out the possibility of state-on-state warfare. In an increasingly inter-
connected world, a major regional crisis could reverberate well beyond the affected
region or the immediate causes of conflict.19 Miscalculation and escalation in one or
more regional crises or desperation on the part of rogue state regimes may spark
conflict that plunges several military powers, including the United States, into war.
Lingering tensions between China and Taiwan, India and Pakistan, and on the
Korean Peninsula will continue, and flare-ups into actual fighting, with opportu-
nities for serious escalation, will be a possibility. Additionally, aggressive or desta-
bilizing actions by states such as Iran, North Korea, or Syria could result in unwanted
escalation and even, in extreme cases, the use of WMD. Any of these scenarios, un-
predictable in their occurrence in the next 5 to 10 years, will have strategic effects that
significantly alter the security environment during that timeframe and beyond.

2. Threats to the U.S. homeland, infrastructure, and deployed forces will
continue to grow and diversify, and countering weapons of mass destruc-
tion or mass effect will prove increasingly difficult.
As chapter three outlines, global proliferation of a wide range of technology and

weaponry will affect the character of future conflict, resulting in a greater diversity of
threats against the United States and its global interests.20 Those who seek to confront
the United States will develop adaptive strategies, tactics, and force designs to exploit
perceived U.S. vulnerabilities and to counter or mitigate U.S. strengths.21
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Today, the U.S. homeland is a key target, a reality that will grow over time.22 Vari-
ous adversaries consider U.S. soil part of the battlespace, challenging traditional
U.S. notions of the homeland as a “sanctuary” and the U.S. military’s operational role
within that space. Additional terrorist attacks against the homeland are very likely
over the next decade. Terrorists probably will be most original not in the technologies
or weapons they use but rather in their operational concepts—the scope, design, or sup-
port arrangements for attacks.23

Strong terrorist interest in acquiring chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear
weapons, combined with the ongoing dissemination of know-how for their produc-
tion and inadequate security over some countries’ existing weapons, increases the risk
of a major terrorist attack involving WMD. Of greatest concern is that terrorists might
acquire biological agents or a nuclear device, either of which could cause mass casu-
alties. As chapter four notes, bioterrorism appears particularly suited to the smaller,
better informed groups. Adversaries may use nontraditional chemical agents to counter
U.S. forces and interests globally.

The probability of WMD falling into the hands of terrorists will increase signifi-
cantly over the next decade as the global nonproliferation regime begins to break
down. In response to the nuclear programs of Iran and North Korea, additional states
may embark on a nuclear course. Preventive action will become riskier as the posses-
sion of chemical, biological, and/or nuclear weapons by Iran, North Korea, and Syria,
and the possible acquisition of such weapons by others (to include nonstate actors),
increases the potential costs of any military action by the United States against them
or their allies.24 Overt use of WMD by state actors can likely be deterred, but the risk
of transfer of WMD materials to terrorists, either wittingly or unwittingly, increases
dramatically as more states gain access to the requisite technologies.

3. Information is a vital domain in current and future warfare. Adversaries will
seek opportunities for information advantage by negating U.S. information
strengths and exploiting weaknesses.
According to the late Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski, “The new strategic com-

mon is the domain of information and cognition that includes the channels of mass
media and finance.”25 Technology trends point to potential disruptive advances in cyber
operations, and space or directed-energy weapons could seriously endanger U.S. se-
curity.26 A range of potential adversaries—from “super-empowered individuals” (hack-
ers), to terrorists, to state actors—can be expected to attempt cyber attacks to disrupt
critical information networks and, even more likely, to cause physical damage to in-
formation systems.27 Innovative and adaptive operational schemes will be employed
by adversaries to negate U.S. information advantages. Adversaries will also take ad-
vantage of the easy flow of information and global media to promote their ideology,
recruit new adherents, and spread anti-American messages. While very few countries
or groups have the financial resources to launch space programs, access to space will not
be denied them. Adversaries will seek ways to degrade or negate U.S. advantages in
commercial communications and bandwidth, battle command and control, intelligence,



8 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

surveillance, and reconnaissance, and weapons through asymmetric attacks, includ-
ing direct attacks on U.S. spacecraft and ground control systems.28

REGIONAL TRENDS
As globalization continues, traditional geographic groupings will continue to lose

salience in international relations.29 Over the next decade, the rising powers of China
and India, and perhaps others such as Brazil and Indonesia, may begin to alter tradi-
tional power balances in their respective regions. Competition for allegiances will be
more open and less fixed than in the recent past. Some of these governments may
band together to balance U.S. dominance or even form hostile coalitions to constrain
U.S. options. Chapter six examines U.S. relations with the other major powers, and
chapter seven explores the state of U.S. alliances and partnerships on a global basis.

The ranks of fragile, failing, or failed states may grow as a result of economic
collapse, resource competition, repressive rule, and failed social infrastructure. Paki-
stan, Indonesia, Iran, Saudi Arabia, Syria, and many other states in sub-Saharan Af-
rica and Central Asia will be stressed by growing internal pressures. As discussed in
chapter five, the United States will almost certainly face new pressures to help recon-
stitute governance and support security transitions and reconstruction activities in the
world’s most unstable areas.

1. Europe will enjoy relative stability, although some lingering tensions—for
example, in the Balkans—could erupt into conflict. Worries over future
European Union (EU) expansion (beyond the current 27 members),
differences over the EU’s institutional arrangements, as well as social
problems and economic stagnation exacerbated by aging, declining
populations in most EU countries, will occupy much of Europe’s attention
and dilute its policy consensus on defense and foreign policy. Europe will
be a less capable and sometimes reticent partner for the United States in
managing global challenges.
Europe seems poised to turn further inward over the next decade. European policies

will continue to reflect debate between the dominant opinion favoring close transat-
lantic ties and those seeking a stronger “European identity” as a potential counter-
weight to American power. That said, significant changes in European political lead-
ership are unfolding, and a slow movement away from the counterweight school is by
no means excluded. Absent a significant intervening event, the potential expansion of
the European Union, especially to include Turkey, will cause fissures among key EU
states and, potentially, between certain EU governments and their publics.

Both U.S. and European relations with Turkey remain strained and are at a strategic
crossroads. As the Turks have watched the EU raise the bar on integration, the North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) equivocate on security commitments during
the Iraq war, and both the Kurdistan Workers Party regroup and a Kurdish proto-state
be formed in U.S.-occupied northern Iraq, they have begun to hedge their bets and
ponder a “Eurasian option.” Turkey’s growing energy dependence on Russia is also
creating a corrosive new dynamic. Growing Turkish nationalism and anti-American-
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ism could move Turkish politics away from its pro-Western leanings. Turkey could
remain a critical partner in advancing a number of common Euroatlantic interests in
Southwest Asia and the greater Middle East, but this will require restoring mutual
trust and creating a new framework for relations.

A consistent, unified European position on most challenging security matters will
remain elusive, and there will be considerable ambivalence toward partnering with
the United States on specific military operations, especially operations outside Eu-
rope carrying the risk of major combat. Europeans will probably maintain a presence
in Afghanistan through NATO but are unlikely to sustain a military commitment to
Iraq much beyond 2008. Despite ambitious rhetoric within EU structures, European
governments will be reluctant to invest heavily in redundant structures or to adopt
standards in training and interoperability that diverge from NATO’s. Should humani-
tarian crises arise in Africa or elsewhere, there may be support for “autonomous” EU
operations to exert European influence, but for ongoing or sustained operations, there
would likely be calls for cooperation with NATO, in part to secure U.S. participation.
Investment in transformation for European militaries is likely to be low and will not
keep pace with U.S. transformation. Few European governments have given much
thought to the prospect of participation—for example, in a NATO context but under
UN Security Council mandate—in an eventual peacekeeping mission as part of an
Israeli-Palestinian settlement. This mission would involve major political and military
investment by the Europeans, although it is one they would be hard pressed to refuse,
as demonstrated by their sizable, if somewhat hesitant, contributions in 2006 to rein-
force the UN mission in Lebanon.

The most significant security threat is the specter of catastrophic terrorism in a
major urban area in Europe. Although the Europeans are more accustomed to lower
level terrorism, the psychological impact of a WMD event would be hard to predict.
The ripple effects could include economic destabilization, ethnic tensions directed against
growing Muslim communities in Europe, inward orientation to focus on domestic
security matters, and concern about possible U.S. reactions.

Enduring security issues in Europe include the persistence of such transnational
problems as increased trafficking in arms, drugs, and humans along its southeast cor-
ridors. Unresolved tensions with respect to Kosovo’s final status, Bosnia-Herzegovina,
Moldova/Transnistria, and Armenia-Azerbaijan could spark conflict. There are also
persistent concerns about Russia’s reliability as an energy supplier and tendency to
use energy as an instrument of political intimidation. New and longstanding tensions
between Russia and its neighbors—Georgia, Ukraine, Moldova, and even Belarus, as
well as the Baltic states—could have wider implications for European security.

2. In the Middle East, expanding Islamist extremism, challenges to gover-
nance, and long-held grievances will continue to fuel instability.
The road into the next decade will weave through unpredictable terrain in the

Middle East as unresolved issues fester. Three significant and interrelated drivers will
continue to play out in the region: ongoing Islamist extremist violence; Israeli-
Palestinian tensions; and U.S. policies. Also, Syria could be teetering on the brink of
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instability that could result in civil war, takeover by Islamic extremists, or outright
collapse, all with enormous consequences for stability in the region. Additional insta-
bility may also result as populations chafe under unrepresentative regimes. Saudi Arabia
and Bahrain (with its 25 percent Sunni population governing 75 percent of the popu-
lation that is Shi’a) are candidates for turmoil.

The passing of Yasser Arafat and Israel’s 2006 withdrawal from Gaza held some
promise of a new politics of realism in settling the Arab-Israeli dispute. However, the
Palestinian Authority’s inability to control extremist violence and the polarization of
the leadership struggle between Hamas and Fatah have precluded diplomatic progress
on a settlement. Israel has created de facto borders by building a barrier separating the
Jewish state from the West Bank, but it could lead to further unrest and violence.30

Even an interim two-state solution based on the Oslo Accords seems unlikely in the
next few years, and a final settlement will clearly be a generational effort.

The sustained insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan have implications far beyond
their borders. The growing restlessness by the American public may precipitate major
reductions of U.S. forces before the fragile governments of these countries are firmly
established. The United States will most likely still be involved in counterinsurgency
efforts with forces stationed in or near both countries for a decade or more. Complete
withdrawal from Iraq would be fraught with risks until greater stability and the legiti-
macy of the Iraqi government can be enhanced, but Sunni and Shi’a communities
increasingly anxious to manage their own security may demand it. With few coalition
partners likely to offer replacement forces, the United States may have to shoulder
this commitment alone. Failure by the United States, coalition partners, and neigh-
boring states to achieve stability in both Iraq and Afghanistan would likely increase
various forms of extremism and terrorism throughout the region. Pakistan would be
particularly threatened, as would the energy-rich countries of the Persian Gulf and
Central Asia. If there is still a stalemate in the Israeli-Palestinian dispute, the psycho-
logical spillover would seriously exacerbate these problems.

Iran’s nuclear ambitions may be delayed through sanctions and incentives but are
unlikely to be abandoned. Prospects for significant political change within the Per-
sian state are low in the near term, and even a more moderate government would not
change the course of what is a unifying nationalistic desire to obtain nuclear status.
While Tehran may have put its nuclear weapons program on hold in 2003, Iran is
likely to have the capability to produce such weapons during the next decade, either
overtly or behind a veil of ambiguity.31 In dealing with the prospect of a nuclear-
armed Iran, the United States has two basic options: freeze the Iranian nuclear pro-
gram with hopes of rolling it back (and constraining it to peaceful applications), or
live with the program while containing its negative impacts by reinforcing U.S. secu-
rity commitments to allies and friends in the region.32

3. In Asia, a rising China and India will continue to reshape the power
dynamics in the region, and an unpredictable North Korea will require
significant U.S. attention.
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China will remain the most significant driver of change in Asia for the foreseeable
future. The challenges China poses in the near- to mid-term are more political, eco-
nomic, and cultural than military.33 Governments in the region do not view China as a
near-term military threat; barring a misstep, the rise of China will likely pull more
countries toward its influence than push countries away. Most U.S. allies in the region
will want the benefits of good relations with both China and the United States; they
will not want to choose between them. Resolution of the Taiwan issue is unlikely to
occur before the 2008 Taiwan presidential elections, but if the Chinese Nationalist
Party returns to power, it is possible that China and Taiwan could reach an interim
agreement or be on a long-term path toward peaceful reunification even in the next
few years. Conflict over the issue is always a wildcard and could happen if miscalcu-
lation occurs by either side. War over the Taiwan Strait that would involve U.S. inter-
vention would dramatically change the regional dynamics for years to come. The next
5 years will be critical to shaping U.S. relations with China and will require continued
U.S. engagement in the region. The United States will be best served by a multidimen-
sional relationship with China that emphasizes cooperation with all nations in the
region over military competition.

The North Korean situation is the most unpredictable in the region. Pyongyang
remains an erratic partner in the Six-Party Talks, which have been marked by several
lengthy boycotts by North Korea, including after the conclusion of the September 19,
2005, statement of principles. The October 9, 2006, North Korean nuclear test ap-
pears to have inspired more forceful Chinese diplomacy with Pyongyang and led to
the February 2007 agreement in which North Korea agreed to freeze, and ultimately
dismantle, its main nuclear complex at Yongbyon. Much work remains to achieve a
verifiable agreement concerning the elimination of existing weapons stockpiles and
other nuclear programs. Without successful implementation of the Six-Party frame-
work, North Korea will retain its status as a nuclear power with uncertain reactions in
the region. After Pyongyang’s test, Japan and South Korea sought and received U.S.
assurances that extended deterrence still applies. However, in the long term, Japan
could be tempted to embark on its own program. The prospects for additional global
proliferation will increase significantly. Overt use of force on the peninsula, in the
form of preemptive or preventive force, or even a blockade, could spark a dangerous
conflict and require significant U.S. military involvement for years to come to deal
with its aftermath. The possibility of total North Korean collapse is not especially
high, since China and South Korea would intervene to prevent a total failure. Overall,
the prospects for resolution on the peninsula in the next 5 years are not good but will
require significant U.S. attention to ensure the situation does not become catastrophic.
Additionally, the North Korean issue will pose a test case for U.S. alliance manage-
ment with South Korea and Japan.

In other areas of the region, a bipolar dynamic may gradually emerge, with a U.S./
Japan–centered axis on one hand, and a China-centered one on the other. In Southeast
Asia, Chinese presence and influence will grow, but opportunities for U.S. involve-
ment will remain as nations such as the Philippines, Indonesia, and Thailand look for
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help with problems such as terrorism, insurgency, piracy, pandemic flu, and other
natural or manmade disasters.

The rise of India will be the governing dynamic in South Asia over the next 20
years, and India may emerge as an even stronger counterweight to China in Asia.
Rising India will put additional pressures on an already precarious Pakistan, as even a
minor crisis between the two continues to run the risk of escalation and nuclear mis-
calculation. Pakistan continues to strike a delicate balance between supporting U.S.
antiterrorism efforts and controlling the appeal of radicalism within its own populace.
Pakistan has shown a remarkable penchant for “muddling through” with an alternat-
ing series of military and civilian governments. While unlikely to implode, particu-
larly if it can allow some political liberalization and secure affordable energy supplies
essential to continued growth, Pakistan will not become notably more stable and suc-
cessful over the next 5 years, and any crisis or instability in Pakistan will have signifi-
cant consequences beyond its borders.

4. Russia and Central Asia will struggle with the challenge of political
modernization and will have to cope with weakening of state institutions,
limited sovereignty, poor governance, and even the risk of state failure.
The Russian economy is booming, thanks to the high prices of oil, gas, and other

export commodities, as well as prudent fiscal policies instituted by the Russian gov-
ernment. However, a declining Russia and the geopolitical vacuum left in its wake in
Eurasia will remain the defining feature of regional dynamics. With population losses
of as much as 1 million per year, Russia will struggle to adequately police its borders;
deal with domestic and international terrorism; address problems related to smug-
gling and WMD proliferation; build a sustainable, diversified economy; and project
power and influence around its periphery.34 Moreover, the Russian foreign policy es-
tablishment will be increasingly preoccupied by the problem of managing its
relationship with the rising China, which, many in Moscow fear, will be a difficult
partner to handle given Russia’s weakness in the Far East. China, and to a lesser de-
gree India, will expand their influence in Central Asia, but no nation is likely to fully
fill the vacuum of power left by Russia’s loss of power and influence in the region.
Russia’s own leadership transition in 2008, when President Vladimir Putin’s term in
office expires, looks increasingly like a serious challenge for Russia’s young political
system. Russia’s handling of this domestic challenge is likely to have consider-
able impact on its international position and relations with the United States and
Europe.

In Central Asia too, leadership transition will be a serious test facing the key re-
gional powers of Kazakhstan and especially Uzbekistan. In Kyrgyzstan and Turk-
menistan, leadership transition is already under way, and its outcome looks uncertain.
None of the region’s young states is well equipped to deal with it, having invested
heavily in personality-based regimes. Leadership transition could trigger regime fail-
ure and instability, opening doors to clan, tribal, and regional rivalries that may tran-
scend state borders and lead to turmoil and violence in large portions of Central Asia.
Significant and protracted instability could become the defining characteristic of
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Central Asia, including failed and failing states, or states with limited sovereignty;
radical Islamic movements; organized crime; and trafficking in weapons, WMD ma-
terials, and narcotics.

The United States will confront the difficult task of dealing with unstable and
undemocratic partners in Central Asia, where U.S. economic and security assistance
will be welcome, but U.S. pursuit of democratization and wide-ranging reforms will
be viewed as a major threat to national and regional stability. This view will be shared
not only by the former Soviet states of Central Asia, but also by their biggest partners
and neighbors—China, Russia, Iran, and even U.S. allies and partners Turkey, Paki-
stan, and India. Instability in Central Asia will continue to complicate U.S. military
access in the region. Central Asian rulers will want to trade base access for political
support and security assistance, thus confronting the United States with difficult choices.
In military operations, the United States will need to adapt to the limited capacity of
these nations rather than expecting them to adapt to U.S. approaches.

The United States will have to find a way to cooperate with and assist Russia,
while in effect competing with it for influence in Central Asia, Eastern and Central
Europe, and the South Caucasus. Outside its immediate periphery, such as in the Middle
East, where Russian influence has declined and is likely to stay low, Russia too will be
a difficult partner, trying to hold on to the remnants of its great power status. Russia is
likely to be a challenging partner even in areas where U.S. and Russian interests may
coincide and cooperating could be mutually beneficial, such as in matters related to
WMD proliferation, terrorism, and other transnational issues.

5. Africa will remain outside the mainstream of economic globalization and
will continue to struggle with serious problems such as HIV/AIDS, terror-
ism, and internal conflict.
Africa will continue to struggle with significant problems that have prevented its

development in the past. HIV/AIDS is the most serious challenge facing Africa today
and will grow in its devastation during this time. This crisis is hampering economic
growth, as well as decimating the ranks of African armed forces and severely limiting
their manpower and capacity to deal with security issues.35

Continued terrorist activity in parts of Africa is a virtual certainty as many states
lack the security capacity necessary to break up terror cells, thwart arms trafficking,
or prevent well-coordinated attacks. These problems, coupled with the existence of
several failed or weakened states with significant Muslim populations and the growth
of Islamist extremism in Nigeria and parts of western, central, and northeastern Af-
rica, could aid and abet the continent’s emergence as a new regional battleground in
the war on terrorism.36

As demonstrated by the crisis in Sudan’s Darfur region, civil strife with potential
for mass violence will continue to plague a number of African countries. While the
sources of these conflicts are most often local, the United States and other members of
the international community may be drawn in to provide emergency assistance, peace-
keepers, or conflict mediation. In addition to ongoing and known conflicts in Somalia,
Sudan, and the Democratic Republic of Congo, flashpoints triggering pressures for
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new or expanded international interventions could well arise elsewhere in Africa’s
diverse western, central, and southern subregions.

6. Latin America will remain at peace, but countries with weak governance
will struggle to dampen transnational security problems. A growing sense
of community, persistent anti-American sentiment, and an expanded set
of trading partners outside the hemisphere will increase independence
from U.S. influence.
Latin America’s differing approaches to democracy will continue. Good gover-

nance will be hampered in some countries by disgruntled masses, inadequate infra-
structure, and growing pains of globalization, and in others by unwillingness to push
through crucial structural reforms. Populist alternatives, particularly Hugo Chavez’s
Bolivarian movement in Venezuela, will continue to trample democratic norms and
threaten regional stability. In the shadow of U.S. primacy, Latin governments will
pursue their own course and frequently disagree with the United States, particularly if
Washington remains vague about regional interests and fails to maintain steady en-
gagement with these governments as respected partners. This strained relationship
expands opportunities for greater influence by China, Japan, India, and several Euro-
pean countries, which are already actively courting many Latin American states eco-
nomically. With a reversal of these trends, effective cooperation on common regional
and global concerns is possible with a number of current and potential partners in the
hemisphere. The governments in the Andean ridge and the Caribbean basin will struggle
to correct longstanding socioeconomic problems and counter those transnational forces
that exploit weak governance and foster populism and extremist violence.

The most explosive potential crisis in the region is the implosion of Cuba in the
wake of Fidel Castro’s death. Such a scenario could trigger intervention by the United
States and other governments in the region, as well as many private citizens, with
disparate and conflicting goals. The result could be civil war and a massive humani-
tarian crisis that would taint hemispheric relations for decades.

As a whole, the countries of the Western Hemisphere will continue to struggle
with the ability to deal collectively and cooperatively with the multidimensional chal-
lenges presented by the five wars of globalization (illegal trade in drugs, arms, intel-
lectual property, humans, and money).37 Over the next decade, the United States, which
has an intense interest in countering illicit trade—especially since most trafficking
routes lead to the homeland and could readily be used by terrorists—will have to
develop new ways to partner with Mexico and other countries in Central America and
the Caribbean boundary area. A perception of subordination to the United States will
have to give way to greater mutual trust and assistance in improving and integrating
the region’s police, border security, and military surveillance and response systems to
address powerful transnational threats.

DISRUPTIVE EVENTS
The geostrategic, military-technical, and regional trends considered thus far

provide context for the security environment of the coming decade. They represent
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the plausible, if not probable, trajectory. However, these trends can be drastically al-
tered by discontinuous events with significant strategic consequences: witness, for
example, the 9/11 terrorist attacks and the subsequent reactions of the United States
and international community. Some of these events can be considered strategic shocks
or wildcards: events that are very unlikely and cannot be fully anticipated, such as
cascading natural disasters, worldwide economic collapse, or the sudden rise of a
charismatic leader.38 For other types of events, trend lines point to the possibility of
their occurrence; however, whether and how they will unfold are unknowns. Examples
of these types of events are familiar scenarios such as war on the Korean Peninsula or
a WMD event on the U.S. homeland. Whether “known unknowns” or “unknown un-
knowns,” these uncertainties harbor strategic consequences that can shape the secu-
rity environment beyond recognition of the current trends. In mitigating risks, it is
less important to predict the specific event than it is to characterize the strategic
effects that might arise from similar events.39 The following considers the strategic
effects resulting from possible disruptive events over the next decade.

1. A catastrophic WMD event or a sustained terrorism campaign inflicting
substantial losses at home or abroad could fundamentally alter interna-
tional and domestic security “rules.”
The 9/11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon changed the prism

through which America viewed its security environment and ultimately its policies for
dealing with that environment. Similarly, a catastrophic WMD event or a sustained
terrorism campaign against the United States and its allies would significantly change
the international security environment over the next decade. Some types of WMD
attacks—for example, a large-scale contagious biological attack—could disrupt the
flow of trade and people, causing systemic effects so important as to alter the forces of
globalization.

Sustained or catastrophic attacks occurring overseas would have unpredictable ef-
fects on the international community. Some countries that previously viewed 9/11
primarily as an American problem may change their perception and align with the
United States in a more aggressive policy to combat terrorism and WMD worldwide.
Others may interpret events differently and choose to distance themselves from U.S.
international policies and focus on individual interests. If fear became a dominant
driver, it could interrupt the process of globalization by significantly increasing the
security costs associated with international commerce, encouraging restrictive border
control policies, and adversely affecting trade patterns and financial markets.40 As the
most capable provider of security, the U.S. military would see an increasingly active
role globally.

Sustained or catastrophic attacks on the homeland would renew fears among the
American public and could create conditions and expectations for new roles for the
military. In responding to catastrophic or parallel attacks, the U.S. military would
likely be tasked for substantial support to overwhelmed civil authorities, diluting
efforts to combat threats in-depth. In a sustained campaign, the military may be
required to assist in providing some measure of internal security while simultaneously
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combating threats overseas. If the homeland becomes a significant new front in the
war on terrorism, dramatic changes in the roles and expectations of the military, par-
ticularly the roles of the National Guard and Reserves, are likely.

2. Regional crises that lead to wider instability, conflict, or failed states may
severely tax U.S. ability to respond to broader challenges.
As the regional trends indicate, lingering tensions have the potential to ignite into

crisis or conflict. Although many of these scenarios are well known, the strategic
implications are not well understood in the context of the global security environ-
ment. Preparations for such contingencies often do not project beyond the immediate
crises themselves, even though the strategic effects of such events would change the
landscape dramatically.

Well-known scenarios include escalation of tensions on the Korean Peninsula,
over the Taiwan Strait, and between India and Pakistan. Although these types of state-
on-state conflict are avoidable (and unlikely) in the next several years, miscalculation
and escalation could occur. Direct involvement of U.S. forces is considered a given in
the first two cases, and some type of intervention role may be required in the third.
The potential for a WMD exchange looms large in these conflicts, and the ability of
local forces to manage the consequences of such an exchange while continuing to
engage in warfare is limited. Any one of these scenarios, if it came to pass, would
irrevocably alter the face of the region and would likely involve U.S. force commit-
ments for years, possibly decades, to come. Even though the potential for such con-
flict remains relatively low, their extreme consequences—military, diplomatic, hu-
manitarian, and economic—warrant continued attention.

On the positive side, peaceful resolution of these regional tensions would also
have lasting strategic consequences that may shift the trend lines significantly, al-
though not as dramatically as crisis or conflict. For example, a unified Korean Penin-
sula with nuclear weapons would likely spark new tensions with Japan and possibly
China and trigger a regional arms race. Alternatively, a unified Korea without nuclear
weapons would enable (and probably require) reconfiguration of U.S. forces in the
region. A peaceful solution to the Taiwan issue would strengthen China’s power in
Asia and alter regional security dynamics. Further easing of India-Pakistan tensions
is a distinct possibility, although it would likely have the least strategic impact for the
United States. One other scenario worth considering in this context is a significant
breakthrough in Israel’s disputes with its Arab neighbors and the Palestinians, per-
haps along the lines of the historic “land for peace” concept revived by Saudi King
Abdullah that would trade full recognition of Israel by the Arab world in exchange for
Israel’s withdrawal from West Bank lands it occupied after the 1967 war and pave the
way for a Israeli-Palestinian settlement. Such an agreement might require an interna-
tional peacekeeping presence in the near term but over the long term would reduce
the anti-American resentment in the region and remove a crucial rhetorical point for
Islamic radicals.

In cases of failed or failing states, the international community will likely turn to
the United States for assistance in quelling instability in both these countries and their
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neighbors. A different type of intervention may be required in the event of failure or
implosion of WMD states, particularly Pakistan, North Korea, or Syria. These sce-
narios present unique operational challenges. Although the primary U.S. objective
may be to locate, secure, and eliminate the existing stockpiles of WMD, it may not be
able to do so without simultaneously addressing the stability of the state. This implies a
longer-term commitment to stability and reconstruction operations for which the larger
international community may or may not provide assistance.

3. Wider proliferation of WMD introduces another plausible set of scenarios
with strategic consequences: U.S. intervention in WMD states such as
Iran, North Korea, or Syria.

If left unchecked, the nuclear aspirations of Iran and North Korea will be fully
realized and Syria might use the threat of its chemical and biological capabilities to
support aggressive activities in the region. As significant as these events would be, the
reaction and policies of the United States will have more of a global effect. Should the
United States choose military intervention, it would carry enormous long-term impli-
cations for U.S. forces. Standoff preemptive strikes would likely have only short-term
effectiveness and would harden the resolve of these adversaries to gain WMD capa-
bilities. That said, a credible threat of such strikes must remain on the table to deter
them from possible use or transfer to third parties. More significant intervention, in-
volving the use of special operations or other ground forces, would be difficult, given
the U.S. involvement in Iraq. Such commitment would also critically impact the abil-
ity of the United States to respond to other crises at home or abroad.

4. Energy insecurity, resource scarcity, and natural disasters could create
instability and uncertainty and have consequences for U.S. policy.
Ensuring the reliable flow of energy resources from producers to consumers has

long been a cornerstone of U.S. national security strategy, particularly in the Middle
East, but changes in energy production and distribution patterns have already called
into question many of the traditional ways in which the United States has understood
the energy security problem. Future changes, both foreseen and unforeseeable, prom-
ise to transform the challenge of ensuring energy security even more dramatically.
Global primary energy demand is projected to increase by just over one-half between
2006 and 2030. Over 70 percent of the increase in demand comes from developing
countries, with China accounting for 30 percent of that growth. 41 Rising oil and gas
demand, if unchecked, will accentuate the vulnerability of consuming countries to a
severe supply disruption and resulting price shock. The continued concentration of
energy resources in unstable areas and significant changes in resource distribution
patterns will provide security challenges for the United States and all consuming
countries.

Resource scarcity will be an increasing source of humanitarian crises and instabil-
ity. This will be particularly acute if the predictions of the effects of global warming
are realized. For instance, the International Panel on Climate Change reported that by
2020, between 75 million and 250 million people in Africa are expected to face
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starvation and malnutrition due to lack of fresh water supplies, a 50 percent reduction
in crop yields from rain-fed agriculture, and severe drought.42

Lastly, the United States may also become involved in humanitarian assistance
response to natural or manmade disasters, including a global pandemic. In these cases,
the United States would likely be part of larger international efforts but may be com-
pelled to respond to provide leadership, expertise, and substantial personnel. The length
of such commitments could vary from a few months to several years and could well
tax certain limited U.S. Government capabilities. In the case of naturally occurring
pandemic disease, the United States could be caught between an impulse to assist
vulnerable countries and a requirement (on force protection and public health grounds)
to quarantine “hot zones.” The manner in which the country responds to such chal-
lenges will impact its ability to engender support in the international community for
its other security policies. A devastating global pandemic could also change the rules
of international behavior and bring globalization to a halt.

5. Asymmetric challenges to key American vulnerabilities, such as informa-
tion or space, could significantly hamper the military’s—and the
country’s—ability to carry out key missions.
Even the greatest U.S. military advantages may also be an Achilles’ heel. Adver-

saries continue to look for asymmetric means to negate U.S. advantages. The U.S.
ability to effectively use the information domain provides a unique opportunity for its
adversaries. Daily battles against the nuisance of hackers and cyber terrorists could be
taken to a higher level in the next decade by some individuals, groups, or even state
adversaries. Most vulnerable is the civilian information infrastructure, against which
a mass effect attack would likely require significant military assistance for attribution
and response. Cascading effects in such attacks are extremely unpredictable. Less
likely would be direct attacks on the military information infrastructure, but since the
military is so reliant on commercial systems for day-to-day operations, its ability to
carry out its missions would be severely impacted.

Space systems are increasingly vulnerable to attack as well, as graphically dem-
onstrated by China’s January 2007 antisatellite weapon test. Although it is unlikely
that nonstate actors would have the technological capability to attack U.S. space as-
sets, rudimentary capability by state adversaries could be employed to great effect.
Bursts of solar energy, electromagnetic pulse, satellite jammers, and space debris could
effectively negate U.S. advantages for long durations and significantly impact com-
mercial uses of space.

CONCLUSION
Over the coming decade, the international community will struggle to manage the

accelerating pace of change and turmoil stemming from globalization. While the United
States will remain preeminent on the world stage, its influence and ability to manage
this turmoil will hinge on better integrating various elements of national power, sus-
taining alliances and partnerships, and maintaining cooperative relations with the other
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major powers. Widening economic inequality and the global jihadist insurgency with
its anti-Western ideology will remain particularly vexing challenges to a stable world
order for the foreseeable future. Threats to the U.S. homeland, critical infrastructure,
and deployed forces will continue to evolve and diversify. Countering weapons of
mass destruction or mass effect will prove increasingly difficult, and the probability
of such weapons coming into the hands of terrorists will increase significantly. Cli-
mate change and resource scarcity will be growing causes of humanitarian crises and
instability.

Europe and Latin America will remain fairly stable with limited risk of conflict.
However, extremist violence and long-held grievances will continue to fuel instability
in the Middle East and South Asia. A rising China and India will reshape the power
dynamics in Asia, which, while stable, retains worrisome flashpoints on the Korean
Peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. Russia and Central Asia will face the challenges of
political modernization and weak state institutions. Africa will remain outside the
mainstream of economic globalization and will continue to struggle with serious prob-
lems such as HIV/AIDS, terrorism, and internal conflict.

Several plausible intervening events could disrupt these trends and significantly
alter the emerging security landscape. A catastrophic WMD event, a sustained terror-
ism campaign inflicting substantial losses in the United States and other developed
countries, or a global pandemic could fundamentally alter international and domestic
security “rules” and bring globalization to a halt. Crises on the Korean Peninsula, over
the Taiwan Strait, or in South Asia that triggered wider regional conflicts or involved
the use of WMD could also have dramatic ripple effects on the international order.
Even more extensive proliferation of WMD could trigger preemptive military action
against the proliferant governments or grant them capacity for regional hegemony.
Asymmetric challenges to key U.S. information systems or space assets, along with
significant energy disruptions, could significantly alter the country’s security and eco-
nomic vitality. The United States and its partners need to develop adaptive plans and
capabilities to mitigate the risks of these scenarios.
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Countering Global Terrorism
Chapter Two

JOSEPH MCMILLAN AND CHRISTOPHER CAVOLI

The cliché that the events of September 11, 2001, changed everything may be
something of an exaggeration, but the attacks of that day undoubtedly changed

the American people’s understanding of the world in which they live. As a result
of 9/11, Americans see themselves confronted by a shadowy enemy, one bent on
waging war against them and capable of inflicting catastrophic damage. The global
primacy that once made the United States safe now makes it a target for those who
harbor grievances against not only particular U.S. policies but also the global status
quo in general. The realization that American citizens at home are now the vulnerable
targets of unseen and largely unknown forces has had an undeniable effect on the
national psyche. As a result, any attempt to analyze the strategic challenges facing
America in the coming decades must start with the challenge of terrorism.

THE STATE OF PLAY
In contemplating the magnitude of the task at hand, it is best to keep sight of the

substantial progress made since 9/11. The most tangible achievement has been the
disruption of and damage to the al Qaeda leadership made possible by the ouster of
the Taliban regime in Afghanistan, although, as a July 2007 National Intelligence
Estimate made clear, the surviving capability of al Qaeda to carry out strikes against
the U.S. homeland remains substantial.1 Equally important has been the creation of a
de facto international counterterrorist coalition that is operating around the globe in a
number of less visible functional areas. The disruption of terrorist financial networks,
the exchange of intelligence and law enforcement information so local authorities can
track and arrest terrorist leaders and operatives, and the improvements in border and
customs control are just three examples. The coalition extends to the military sphere
as well, with U.S. and coalition forces cooperating against terrorists in places ranging
from the Philippines to the African pan-Sahel to the Mediterranean Sea.

Important steps have also been taken at home, with the creation of the Department
of Homeland Security and the Homeland Security Council, the establishment of U.S.
Northern Command within the Department of Defense, and the enactment of a range
of preparedness and security measures that better position U.S. authorities than they
were before 9/11 to prevent or respond to another attack. The congressional 9/11
Commission has made extensive recommendations for further reform; some have
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already been implemented, such as the appointment of a Director of National Intelli-
gence. A national strategy for combating terrorism has been developed, as well as a
military strategic plan to implement the military aspects of it. Last but not least, the U.S.
Government’s general approach to terrorism has been put on a more realistic footing,
with the realization that terrorism is truly a national security problem, not simply a
matter for the judicial system to deal with as a species of criminal misconduct.

Nevertheless, U.S. strategy toward terrorism continues to face a number of major
challenges, both practical and conceptual. The groundswell of global sympathy the
United States enjoyed in the immediate aftermath of the 9/11 attacks has largely dis-
sipated, not just in the Islamic world but also among the populations of many of
America’s closest allies, particularly since the 2003 invasion of Iraq and the ensuing
insurgency. At best, this drop in international public support for the war on terrorism
stems from honest disagreements over the nature and severity of the threat and the
relevance of Saddam Hussein’s regime to that threat; the underlying causes of terror-
ism; and the strategy for dealing with it. At worst, it reflects a misperception that U.S.
policy and strategy toward terrorism are guided by uncontrolled use of force and dis-
regard for international norms. Although little better than caricature, such perceptions
nonetheless shape popular attitudes and limit foreign governments’ willingness to as-
sociate openly with the United States in combating terrorism.

Meanwhile, as then-Director of Central Intelligence George Tenet reported to Con-
gress in early 2004, U.S.-led successes against terrorist command and control struc-
tures in Afghanistan have caused a metamorphosis in the nature of the threat. The U.S.
enemy is no longer simply al Qaeda as an organization but rather a more dispersed, less
coherent movement of Sunni jihadists inspired but not controlled by al Qaeda.2 As U.S.
strategy recognizes, combating this worldwide movement will require close cooperation
with foreign governments3—the same ones whose people have become so disaffected
with the U.S. approach to the struggle. Moreover, it will require an understanding of
the nature of the appeal that the violent, radical Islamist movement seems to hold for
many in the world’s Muslim community.

In short, the questions that then-Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld asked his
senior staff over 4 years ago are even more pertinent now than they were then. Noting the
considerable progress made on the tactical battlefields, Rumsfeld suggested that far
less had been accomplished on the strategic battlefield of politics and ideas: “Are we
capturing, killing, or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the
madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training, and deploying against us?
Does the U.S. need to fashion a broad, integrated plan to stop the next generation of
terrorists?”4 Answering these questions is crucial to success in the struggle against terror-
ism. To answer them, it is necessary to go back to basics.

THE NATURE OF THE THREAT
The principal terrorist threat to the United States stems from a number of more or

less affiliated groups—all extremely small compared to the size of the world’s Mus-
lim population5—that are conducting a global insurgency inspired by a radical, violent
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interpretation of the teachings of Sunni Islam. If one takes the rhetoric of these groups
at face value, the objective of the insurgency is eschatological in character: to bring
about the divinely ordained endstate of a universal Islamic caliphate on earth. Whether
this rhetoric should be taken at face value remains a matter of considerable debate.
Undoubtedly, there are differences of view among terrorist leaders themselves as to
the relative priority of establishing Islamist governments within the majority-Muslim
world, getting the United States and Israel out of the Middle East, and stemming the
tide of Western cultural influences as objectives on the path to “restoring” the universal
caliphate.

Despite these inconsistencies and ambiguities, or perhaps because of them, the
politico-religious doctrine espoused by jihadist ideologues is flexible enough to serve
as the principal factor uniting and coordinating a far-flung assortment of disparate
groups. This use of ideology as a surrogate for formal structures of command and
control is one of the defining strategic characteristics of the jihadist insurgency.

IS JIHADIST EXTREMISM JUST A SUNNI ISSUE?

Our characterization of the principal terrorist threat facing the United States as
stemming from radical strains of Sunni Islam may be surprising in view of the military
capabilities exhibited by the Iranian-sponsored Shi’ite group Hezbollah against the
Israel Defense Forces in July and August 2006. While Hezbollah’s operational skills as a
terrorist group probably surpass those of al Qaeda and related Sunni terrorist groups,
the fact is that Hezbollah has thus far shown no interest in attacking American targets
except when U.S. military forces become engaged in a conflict to which Hezbollah
was a party, as in the case of the bombing of the U.S. Marine barracks in Beirut in
1983. The same could be said of the attacks by Moqtada al-Sadr’s Jaysh al-Mahdi
Army against U.S. military and Coalition Provisional Authority assets in Iraq in 2004.
Other Shi’ite groups have also generally avoided attacks on American targets, with the
principal exception of the bombing of Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in 1996.

None of this is to say that Hezbollah and other Shi’ite extremist organizations
should be taken lightly, but whatever risk to U.S. interests is presented by these groups
should not be conflated with the much more virulent and widespread threat posed by
violent Sunni salafis. Indeed, there is some risk that conflating these diverse threats
could ultimately drive them together to make common cause against us. Notwith-
standing evidence of sporadic cooperation between Iranian authorities and radical
Sunni groups, especially allegations that Afghan Taliban leaders had found sanctuary
in Iran following the U.S. invasion in 2001, the viciousness of the violence carried out
by Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi’s followers against Iraqi Shi’a and by similar groups else-
where, such as Sipah-e-Sahaba in Pakistan, demonstrates clearly the intense funda-
mental antagonism between the two camps.
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Moroccan terrorists attacking Madrid or Kashmiri terrorists attacking New Delhi do
not need to be controlled by the al Qaeda leadership in order to do what al Qaeda wants
done. Such groups understand the strategy and tactics of the jihadist movement and
share enough of its agenda to act in concert with al Qaeda and each other, even without
direct contact. The only coordination needed may be a resonant ideological message
and the capability to communicate it—a capability that is almost universally available
in the electronic age. Consequently, it is impossible to define a single center of gravity
or even a single network node against which force can be decisively used.

The second defining strategic characteristic of the jihadist insurgency, and particu-
larly of the elements most directly influenced by al Qaeda, is its reliance on mass-
effect terrorism not just as one among many instruments but also as the weapon of
first choice. Al Qaeda and its associated groups place especially high value on suicide
attacks rather than standoff attacks or the covert placement of timed or remotely con-
trolled weapons. This characteristic suggests that jihadist leaders may consider terror-
ism less a device for weakening the will of the Western societies they target than a
means of galvanizing support among Muslims through the production of high-profile
martyrs, an example par excellence of what 19th-century anarchists called “propa-
ganda by deed.”6 The writings of such jihadist theorists as Ayman al-Zawahiri and his
ideological mentor, the late Sayyid Qutb, are almost as attentive to the synergy be-
tween words and action as those of such anarchist luminaries as Prince Pyotr Kropotkin
and Mikhail Bakunin (see figure 2–1).

The practice of making and disseminating videotapes in which operatives place
the terrorist act in a religious context lends credence to the idea that the audience for
jihadist terrorism is not the targeted group but rather the community from which the
terrorists spring. If this assessment is correct, then terrorism is, for the jihadists, not
merely a tactical choice but a strategic one. In any case, it is clear that jihadist leaders
fully understand that the ultimate objective of the insurgency is winning the support
of the world’s Muslim population. As Ayman al-Zawahiri wrote to the Jordanian ter-
rorist Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi in Iraq in 2005, “I say to you: that we are in a battle, and
that more than half of this battle is taking place in the battlefield of the media. And
that we are in a media battle in a race for the hearts and minds of our Umma.”7

Jihadist leaders and ideologues also understand that their war against the West is
sustained and fed by a multitude of discontents in the Islamic world—that unhappy
Muslims are an essential underpinning of the jihadist movement. An aggrieved Is-
lamic population provides materiel, money, assistance, and, above all, new recruits to
terrorist organizations. The terrorists do not create the market for their ideas; they
exploit an already existing market by providing an attractive explanation for all the
ills that afflict the Muslim world and a seductively simple solution to them. By fram-
ing this explanation and solution in religious terms, they benefit from the emotional
resonance that Islamic imagery and terminology carry among believers, provide moral
cover for the use of violence, and escalate the stakes for would-be bystanders by
introducing issues of personal salvation or damnation into the motivational calculus.

The discontent that attracts people to the jihadist cause need not track closely with
the specific program that the terrorists espouse. The trick that Osama bin Laden, Ayman
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al-Zawahiri, and their colleagues have mastered is to portray all grievances felt by
Muslims as aspects of one global struggle between the “House of Islam” and the
“House of War.”8 Moreover, they have shown a knack for inspiring to jihad many who
are not directly touched by the perceived inequities suffered by Muslims but who,
thanks to education, modern communications, and individual psychological suscepti-
bility, feel a sense of vicarious aggrievement with those who are objectively down-
trodden. As a result of these skills, al Qaeda and similar groups have been able to
exploit local conflicts of economic, political, or ethnic origin, imbue the aggrieved
parties with religious fervor, and co-opt them into the global insurgency, creating an
ever-expanding support base that strengthens the hard-core movement both materi-
ally and politically.9 In other words, they are achieving the first objective of al Qaeda
as set forth in a set of draft bylaws found in the Kandahar house of al Qaeda’s de-
ceased military commander, Abu Hafs al-Masri: “spreading the sentiment of jihad
among the Muslim nation.”10

DYNAMICS OF THE CONFLICT
Understanding the war being waged against us as an insurgency, albeit one of

unprecedented scope, yields a number of important insights about the nature of the
conflict.

We must spread our principles, not
with words but with deeds, for this
is the most popular, the most potent,
and the most irresistible form of
propaganda.

Mikhail Bakunin, 1870

Anyone who understands the particu-
lar character of this religion will also
understand the place of struggle with
the sword, which is to clear the way
for struggle through preaching.

Sayyid Qutb, ca. 1964

FIGURE 2–1.  PROPAGANDA BY WORD AND DEED IN ANARCHISM AND JIHADISM

FPO
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The first of these is that, like most insurgencies, the global jihadist insurgency is
conducted on multiple levels by a range of distinct actors (see figure 2–2). If one
visualizes these actors as inhabiting a series of concentric circles, the center circle is
occupied by the core group of insurgents—top leaders, mid-level commanders, and
frontline fighters—who actively prosecute the violent struggle. This core group makes
common cause with similar groups pursuing the same objectives under separate lead-
ership. Occupying the next circle out are the insurgency’s active supporters: those
who raise money, provide logistic support and ideological justification, or serve as
communications links between groups and between leaders and fighters. A third, con-
siderably larger, circle is composed of passive supporters—those who identify with
the insurgency’s objectives and may express support for it rhetorically, but who, if
they provide any material aid, do so only incidentally or indirectly and perhaps with-
out full knowledge of the ultimate use to which that aid will be put.

Finally, beyond this third ring is the enormous pool of uncommitted members of
the community upon whose sympathy the insurgency’s success depends. This sympa-
thy need not be strong; public indifference between the terrorists and the forces fight-
ing them may suffice from the terrorists’ point of view because the global jihadist
insurgency is a fight over the legitimacy of the existing order. The long-term success
or failure of any insurgency depends on the beliefs and attitudes of the populace. Do
they believe that the governments under which they live have a valid right to rule? Can
these governments command their own peoples’ respect and obedience as a matter of

FIGURE 2–2.  CIRCLES OF INSURGENT SUPPORT
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justice? Is the international order basically fair or unfair? If the majority of people
accept the government or the international order as fundamentally legitimate, not-
withstanding whatever disagreements they may have with some particular policy, they
will feel a moral obligation to the maintenance of that order. In that case, insurgents
will find it difficult to recruit new fighters, generate financial and material support,
and move with impunity among the population. When governments call for assistance
in combating terrorists, they will get it, or at least enough of it to make a difference.

Conversely, if most people do not accept the existing order as legitimate, discon-
tent can lead quickly to mass alienation. A radical, violent ideology then mobilizes the
most susceptible among this alienated population to take up arms. Not everyone will
resort to violence; the decision to become a terrorist depends on a multitude of highly
individual factors. But if the existing order is not legitimate, even people who do not
subscribe to the agenda of violence will tend to reject cooperation with governments
prosecuting the struggle against the insurgents. They may well sympathize with the
insurgents’ ends, but even if they do not, they are not prepared to take personal risks
on behalf of a system to which they are not emotionally and morally committed.

The Sum of All Grievances
The jihadist insurgency has been successful at adapting its radical ideology to

convert particular grievances harbored by people in different countries—lack of job
opportunity in one place, foreign occupation in another, corrupt rulers in a third—into
a broad disgruntlement with the entire status quo. As a result, the already tenuous
legitimacy of many states in the Islamic world has been seriously weakened. More to
the point, however, is that, as a transnational insurgency, the jihadist critique has as
much to do with the legitimacy of the international order, of which the United States
is the dominant member, as it does with the domestic legitimacy of any state within
which discontented Muslims find themselves living.11

Inasmuch as the conflict is about legitimacy, the established order can prevail only
if it can convince uncommitted community members that it is prosecuting the struggle
with legitimate means. This dynamic creates a serious conundrum for the forces com-
bating an insurgency, particularly a terrorist one. Providing for the safety of its people
is one of the fundamental responsibilities of any government; waiting passively for
insurgents to strike detracts from its legitimacy in proportion to the terrorists’ capacity
to inflict harm. Thus, given the immense destructive power in the hands of modern
terrorists, those combating terrorists are compelled to seize the offensive by discover-
ing, disrupting, and destroying terrorist cells before they can strike. Yet a perception
by the public, whose support the insurgents are seeking, that official authorities are
unfairly using excessive force, violating the generally accepted rules of the game (for
example, by disregarding guarantees of civil liberties in a democratic society), or
inflicting collateral damage on innocent bystanders also damages the legitimacy of
the established order. This is especially true when the fight against the insurgents is
seen as being conducted by or on behalf of outsiders, as was once the case with colo-
nial powers fighting liberation movements and is now the case with U.S. antiterrorist
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operations on foreign soil. Insurgent groups often try to goad governments and out-
side forces into attacking them in ways that further alienate potential terrorist sympa-
thizers from the established order.

While the use of violence by the state (or by a foreign power) tends to erode the
user’s legitimacy, the opposite is usually true for the insurgents themselves (see figure
2–3). Resorting to violence is seen as demonstrating seriousness of purpose, and the
greater the level of violence inflicted by an insurgent group, the more credible it ap-
pears as an alternative to a state incapable of fulfilling its most fundamental responsi-
bility: providing security. Since the insurgents begin by rejecting the rules of the game,
they tend to be held less accountable by a disaffected public for the consequences of
their actions. In fact, in the case of international terrorists, the targets are often outsid-
ers to the society on whose support the success of the insurgency depends. From their
own point of view, the only side that appears to be causing damage to the population
is the side seeking to combat the terrorists.

There are two important exceptions to this general pattern. It is sometimes pos-
sible for the government to apply force overwhelmingly, skillfully, accurately, and
efficiently, thereby inflicting a decisive blow against the insurgents with minimum
effect on the surrounding population. It is also occasionally the case that insurgents
overplay their hands. They may misjudge the degree and types of violence the society
is prepared to countenance, as did the Armed Islamic Group in Algeria, or they may
undertake a particular campaign that has a disproportionately negative impact on the
people in whose name they pretend to act, as did the terrorist group Islamic Jihad
when it destroyed the tourist industry by attacking Westerners in Upper Egypt.

FIGURE 2–3. VIOLENCE-LEGITIMACY PARADOX IN INSURGENCIES
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Similarly, the April 25, 2006, bombings in the Egyptian resort town of Dahab, appar-
ently the work of al Qaeda, drew sharp condemnation from across the Muslim politi-
cal spectrum, including the leadership of the Egyptian Muslim Brotherhood and the
Hamas government of the Palestinian Authority. Important strategic implications de-
rive from both the general pattern and the exceptions.

Cold War Analogies?
Of course, the matter of legitimacy does not depend entirely on questions of use of

force. Inasmuch as an insurgency is about winning popular support, it is a campaign
of persuasion, and in this campaign, ideas matter. In this sense, as President Bush has
noted,12 our struggle bears a certain resemblance to the great ideological struggle of
the 20th century, the struggle against communism. As in the Cold War, the battle of
ideas will have to be conducted over many decades. Just as the jihadists of today offer
a unified theory that purports to account for the ills facing their target audience and
use that theory to co-opt fundamentally nonreligious conflicts into the global jihad, so
the communist ideologists of the last century offered a unified theory—Lenin’s doc-
trine that imperialism arose from the inevitable economic competition between capi-
talist states—to co-opt national liberation movements into the communist orbit. But
the resemblance is deceptive, given six fundamental differences between the Cold
War experience and the present conflict.

First, the ideological conflict between East and West during the Cold War mani-
fested itself in large part—although not exclusively—as a struggle to gain or hold
geographic territory by force. While ideological subversion played an important role
in the conflict, it was nevertheless significant that one could trace the front lines be-
tween the two sides on a map. This is not the case with the jihadist insurgency, in
which, despite theoretical claims lodged by Islamists to the whole of the territory ever
governed by Muslims, the forward edge of the battle area cannot be found on a map
but rather along the nongeographic cleavage lines existing in a multitude of states.

Second, liberal democracy and Marxist communism were closely related intellec-
tually, both flowing from the same secular, rationalist 18th-century spring called the
European Enlightenment. That the West could provide freedom, prosperity, and equality
more effectively than the communist East was ultimately decisive because both sides
measured their performance against the same yardstick. That is not the case in the
struggle against violent, radical Islam.

Third, despite much of the rhetoric, the threat posed to the West by the jihadist
insurgency is not truly existential in the sense that the jihadists could put an end to the
Western world as it exists today. Part of the reason that this struggle has not taken a
predominantly geographic form is that the jihadists lack military forces capable of
territorial conquest. Even if they were to obtain weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
they would not be able to wipe out the United States or its way of life the way the Soviet
Union could have done. This is not to minimize the danger posed by the jihadist move-
ment; its capacity for damage to the United States and its people may be less than was
the Soviet Union’s, but the probability that it will use that capacity is much greater.
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Nevertheless, it would be an exaggeration to say that the physical survival of Ameri-
can society is at stake the way it was during the Cold War.

Fourth, because the ideas espoused by radical Islamists are so antithetical to those
held almost universally within Western societies, there is also no significant danger
that the jihadists and their allies will be able to subvert Western societies from within.
While radical Islamist ideology does have significant appeal in unassimilated Muslim
communities in some European countries, in no European country does the Muslim
population exceed about 8 percent of the total, and far from all Muslims are drawn to
radical solutions.13 On this side of the Atlantic, there seems to be even less support for
the ideology espoused by al Qaeda, or even for political Islam in its more moderate
forms. All this is in sharp contrast to the presence in Western countries, throughout
most of the Cold War, of large, well-organized communist parties, some of them con-
sistently enjoying the support of 30 to 40 percent of the electorate.

Fifth, in the geographic areas where Muslim populations dominate and sympathy
for the jihadist cause is substantial, the insurgents and their ideological allies still do
not bear the burden, as the Soviet communists did, of having to put their ideas into
practice by running an actual country. As long as radical Islamists are not required to
act on their teachings, there will be no practical contradictions to undermine the cred-
ibility of the theory. The radical Islamist ideology can remain an elegant, self-con-
tained construct, like Marxism before the Bolshevik Revolution. Seen in this light, al
Qaeda’s and the Taliban’s loss of control over Afghanistan may not have been an
unmitigated failure for the Islamists; they can once again project an image that is
untainted by practical failures of governance. Of course, the fact that the jihadists are
not in power also makes them more difficult to deter; compared to the government of
a conventional territorial state, they have little to lose that a power seeking to deter
them can hold at risk.

Finally, the standards by which to judge strategic victory or defeat in the struggle
against Islamist terrorism are much less clear than was the case during the Cold War.
It is, of course, possible to identify near-term victories and defeats; another successful
major terrorist attack on the United States would be a defeat, while the destruction of
a terrorist network, as in Afghanistan, would be a victory. Over the longer term, how-
ever, such categories become less useful, if only because the meanings of victory and
defeat are themselves unclear. The United States and the West are unlikely to “lose”
the long-term fight with jihadism in the sense that they might have lost the Cold War;
the inexorable progress of the global information revolution almost guarantees that
the propagation of Western ideas and values will continue, for better and for worse.
Interaction between the West and the Islamic world is simply not going to cease, as
the jihadists and other radical Islamists demand. Nor would the ills afflicting Muslims
suddenly be cured if it did. In short, it is extremely difficult to conceive of what any
plausible scenario of defeat would look like.

It is no easier to identify what plausible outcome would constitute a genuine victory.
Absent an enemy that occupies a given territory or commands regular military units, it
is difficult to imagine how an enemy capitulation would appear. It may therefore be
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preferable to think not in terms of victory or defeat but rather of the success or failure
of a counter-jihadist strategy. Long-term hostility, a pervading sense of “us versus
them” between the Islamic world and the rest of the world, with all the dangers and
disorder that such hostility implies, would clearly be failure. U.S. antiterrorist policy
would obviously be judged to have failed if U.S. citizens are constantly at risk of
being struck by mass-effects terrorism far into the future. The country would pay a
high cost in money, manpower, and morale if it were forced to remain in a state of
elevated terrorist alert for decades on end. Even if the U.S. homeland could be kept
safe, American citizens would not be immune from the consequences of chronic dis-
order afflicting more than a billion people—people who own half or more of the
world’s proven natural gas supplies and over two-thirds of its oil, and who, thanks to
demographic and immigration trends, comprise a growing share of the population of
U.S. European allies and trading partners. Such an outcome would also represent a
policy failure.

A STRATEGIC CONCEPT FOR THE WAR ON JIHADIST TERROR
One of the most difficult dilemmas confronting the United States in dealing with

jihadist terrorism is that it may be possible to win an unbroken series of tactical victo-
ries and never suffer a tactical defeat, yet still find ourselves in the end confronting a
strategic failure. This conundrum, hinted at by Secretary Rumsfeld’s questions to his
staff, is also implicit in the vast literature on combating insurgencies dating back to
the 1960s: the use of force to eradicate insurgents, including terrorists who enjoy
popular sympathy, can fuel long-term hostility unless it is adroitly managed in the
context of a strategy for addressing the broader political and social aspects of the
struggle.

Once the jihadist terrorist movement is understood as a global insurgency, the
need to approach the struggle against it with a counterinsurgency mindset becomes
obvious. U.S. strategy must work toward two objectives at once. It must prevent ter-
rorists from acting effectively now and in the future. At the same time, it must break
the connective tissues between the terrorist-insurgent movement and the population
from which it draws its strength.

The use of military force remains an essential, but not the only, element for pursu-
ing the first objective. Obviously, as illuminated by the force-legitimacy paradox dis-
cussed above, the use of excessive force can damage the legitimacy of the United
States, strengthen that of the jihadists, and lead to strategic failure. Yet underutilization
of force can yield the same result. Obviously, to allow the American people to remain
at high risk of a mass-casualty terrorist attack into the distant future would be a strate-
gic failure in its own right. But not suppressing existing terrorists would have other
strategic consequences as well. Each terrorist success has the effect of burnishing the
insurgency’s credibility among Muslims who are alienated from the status quo. The
jihadists become heroes for standing up to an enemy that appears muscle-bound in its
powerlessness against them. Meanwhile, the continuing sense of threat felt by target
societies and the defensive measures they adopt in response are an effective way of
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persuading Muslims who are not already sympathetic to the jihadist cause that the
Islamist vision of the world as divided into two irreconcilably hostile camps is an
accurate depiction of reality.

Excessive or inadequate use of force in a counterinsurgency conflict can lead to
strategic failure, but even the proper balance of force cannot promise strategic suc-
cess. Insurgents can thrive politically, even in the face of utter military rout. Ultimate
success against insurgents depends on dividing them from their base of popular sup-
port. What Robert Taber wrote of guerrilla insurgencies in 1965 applies equally to the
jihadist insurgency 40 years later:

Without the consent and active aid of the people, the guerrilla would be merely a ban-
dit, and could not long survive. If, on the other hand, the counterinsurgent could claim

this same support, the guerrilla would not exist, because there would be no war, no
revolution. The cause would have evaporated, the popular impulse toward radical
change—cause or no cause—would be dead.14

A strategy to combat jihadist terrorism must therefore provide for simultaneously
carrying out two fundamentally different sets of tasks that are not merely different but
often in tension with one another. The war on terrorism will see American leaders—
and the leaders of other states resisting the jihadist insurgency—repeatedly called
upon to balance the operational benefits of active attacks on terrorist leaders and net-
works against the strategic risk that such attacks will reinforce the appeal of the jihadist
cause. Meanwhile, the process of severing the tissue connecting jihadists with their
popular base is bound to be a prolonged one. The crisis of legitimacy from which
sympathy for jihadists arises did not develop overnight and will not be resolved over-
night. As with any effort to alter social attitudes and behavior, progress will be diffi-
cult to gauge, and many initiatives that at first seem to have great potential for break-
ing those key linkages between the people and the insurgents will turn out to be over-
ambitious, inappropriate to the culture in which they are attempted, or simply derived
from flawed premises.

Suppression of Terrorists: Minimum Effective Force
How can terrorists be prevented from acting, and how can their capabilities to

strike in the future be eliminated without generating an even greater flood of new
terrorists? The answer derives from recalling what the jihadists are trying to achieve
with their terrorist strategy: to galvanize their own support base, weaken the legiti-
macy of the existing order, and draw ever more Muslims into their ideological orbit.
Accordingly, the most strategically potent approach to the suppression of jihadist in-
surgents is exactly the reverse of the conventional approach, in which overwhelming,
decisive force is used after all other remedies have been exhausted. Instead, as illus-
trated by one of the exceptions to the force-legitimacy paradox described above, the
minimum effective force should be used at a point early enough that it can still be effec-
tive, before the insurgents have a chance to move up the violence ladder themselves.



32 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

This means a strong emphasis on the use of diplomatic, intelligence, financial, and
law enforcement tools for destroying terrorist capabilities in preference to even the
most carefully calibrated uses of military means. Furthermore, these tools should be
wielded wherever possible by local authorities, for several reasons. First, reliance on
local authorities to maintain order in the territory under their nominal control rein-
forces local government legitimacy; outside intervention undermines it. Second, host
country authorities, however flawed, usually have a better chance than outsiders of
penetrating the social networks that enable and protect insurgent operatives, making
the need to resort to overt violence less likely. This is especially important in opera-
tions against the jihadists’ active support base of fundraisers and apologists, who will
be seen by many of their countrymen as law-abiding citizens against whom the use of
military force would be beyond the pale.

Of course, however useful and important such nonviolent instruments of statecraft
may be, there will still be times when violent means must be employed. In these cases,
given the impact the use of force will have on perceptions of legitimacy, this use of
force, whether overt or covert, must be sharply focused at times and places where it
can be rapidly effective, intensive rather than extensive, avoiding prolonged engage-
ments and reducing the probability of unintended casualties that will further alienate
the populace on which the jihadists depend.

This means that major conventional operations should not be the norm in future
military action against jihadist terrorism. Any efforts to achieve regime change by
military force should be pursued with particular care. If the jihadists play on the exist-
ing order’s lack of legitimacy for their popular appeal, then the perception that new
governments are being installed at the point of foreign, let alone infidel, guns will
only fan the flames of the transnational insurgency. Furthermore, as the cases of
Afghanistan and Iraq demonstrate, a regime change strategy can easily require subse-
quent employment of substantial numbers of combat troops—in the tens of thou-
sands—for years at a time. This is a situation tailor-made for radical Islamist propa-
gandists, as the U.S. experience in Iraq has painfully proven.

Instead, the employment of force should focus on eradicating specific terrorist
assets or capabilities that pose a clear and present danger and cannot be dealt with by
other means. For the same reasons that nonviolent means should be favored over vio-
lent ones, host country forces should be in the lead if possible when violence must be
used. Failing that, the United States should look for ways to act in concert with host
country forces or at least with the host country’s knowledge and consent. However
deficient host country forces’ legitimacy may be in the eyes of their people, it is al-
most always greater than that of U.S. forces.

Criteria for Use of Force
Ultimately, there will be situations in which immediate action is imperative but the

host government either cannot or will not act. In such cases, the United States should
consider whether a third party with a modicum of local legitimacy might be able to
conduct the operation with less blowback than direct U.S. involvement might trigger.
Finally, when no other option exists, the United States must have the capability to
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apply force itself. When that is necessary, three considerations should be kept para-
mount in the design of the operation.

First, force must be employed quickly, effectively, and precisely. Second, conduct-
ing such operations effectively, while minimizing the damage done to the political
half of U.S. strategy, necessarily requires exquisite intelligence about the location and
identity of targets. Each use of force comes at a political cost; U.S. officials cannot
afford to miss, let alone to hit, a target that turns out to be wrong. Finally, the visibility
of the operation should be minimized, even more so when the host government is
complicit in the U.S. action and could have its legitimacy undermined by public knowl-
edge of its cooperation with foreign forces.

Since each use of force in this war comes at a cost, it is important that shots hit
their mark. The nature of the enemy means that the calculus involved in these deci-
sions will be quite different from that used in targeting a conventional adversary. Where
it might be more cost-effective when fighting a conventional state to focus on the
enemy’s will rather than his capabilities, this is not the case when fighting a terrorist
insurgency. Operating against the enemy’s will to fight requires a high confidence in
one’s ability to affect the enemy’s strategic calculus, not simply his military calculus,
through the application of what is by nature a very blunt instrument. This level of
confidence in the fight with the present enemy is lacking. Indeed, there is every pos-
sibility that terrorist organizations foresee that anything the United States might do in
the military sphere will ultimately redound to their advantage.

This is not to say that the jihadists are correct in this assessment; in fact, there may
well be things the United States can do militarily that can inflict serious political
damage on them. Nevertheless, it cannot be assumed that jihadist leaders believe this
to be so. Certainly, if their political strategy centers around the creation of high-profile
martyrs to galvanize the Islamic umma to action, they will respond to U.S. attempts at
coercion quite differently than would the rulers of a conventional state with power
and resources to preserve. A U.S. strategy that involves the use of force should focus
on destroying capabilities, not affecting enemy calculations.

Finally, structuring the use of force in this war requires deep skepticism about the
possibility that a single operation or even a single campaign could bring down the
jihadist enemy in the way that Clausewitz taught that the destruction of the enemy’s
center of gravity could bring down a conventional foe. The potency of the jihadist
threat arises from the ability of those who inspire the movement to link widely sepa-
rated groups on the basis of a common agenda without a centralized command and
control structure. Much of the recent military operational theory that focuses on at-
tacking an enemy’s decisionmaking capabilities is therefore of limited applicability.
Moreover, the ties among different members of the terrorist networks are informal,
constantly shifting and adapting, making it both difficult and pointless to attack those
linkages militarily in the way one might attack nodes connecting the members of a
traditional alliance or a national command structure. Finally, even if these links could
be severed, the jihadists’ global reach stems not only from the connections among
terrorist bodies, but also from the ability of each separate organization, and increas-
ingly of each individual, to apply the fruits of globalization to the common cause. In
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the 21st century, a local terrorist with a global agenda is a global terrorist, and the elusive
network of which he is a part does not present opportunities for single-point-failure
attacks. Rather, a counterinsurgency strategy must focus on the enemy’s strategy.

Insurgents and People: Cutting the Ties that Bind
At its root, an insurgency strategy is about establishing connections between the

insurgents and the populations from which they draw sustenance and whose political
support they seek to win. Successful counterinsurgents must sever these connections.
The task of designing an effective strategy to separate the insurgents from their popu-
lar base of support is even more complex than designing an effective strategy for the
use of force. No single approach can achieve the rupture between insurgents and popu-
lation everywhere in the Islamic world. What makes any given Muslim sympathize
with the insurgents varies from place to place, group to group, and person to person.
The fact that people support violent insurgencies because they reject the legitimacy of
the existing order does not mean that all who are receptive to Osama bin Laden’s
appeal share the same discontents or that they see the complex questions of legitimacy
the same way. A Berber villager may be perfectly satisfied that King Mohamed VI is
the legitimate ruler of Morocco by virtue of biological descent from the Prophet yet
might still reject the legitimacy of an international system that permits militarily stronger
countries to “impose” their social values through the process of globalization. A Saudi
student may reject the status quo in his country not because of disagreement with how
the present rulers came to power but because these rulers have not been able to act
effectively to end the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories or prevent the
American invasion of Iraq.

Some of the discontents that make people susceptible to the jihadist appeal are
obviously common to much of the Islamic world—unhappiness at the relative weak-
ness of Islam vis-à-vis the West, resentment against the intrusion of alien ideas into tradi-
tional societies, a sense of powerlessness in the face of relentless globalization. Other
discontents, however, are peculiar to individual countries, and even the grievances
that are more widely felt manifest themselves in different ways from place to place.

Neutralizing the jihadist appeal to Islamic populations, therefore, depends on fol-
lowing the injunction on the popular bumper sticker: “think globally, act locally.” In
effect, the global insurgency must be unraveled through a series of local
counterinsurgency campaigns, using classical counterinsurgency approaches, address-
ing each specific combination of global and local grievances and concerns that drive
popular support for the insurgency. Rather than assuming the existence of a single
universal solution, whether it be democracy, peace, development, or education, U.S.
planners must analyze the factors that lead specific groups to support, sympathize
with, or tolerate terrorist activity. The strategy should seek to affect those factors, case
by case, along six mutually reinforcing lines: building capacity for governance,
strengthening systemic legitimacy, defusing regional flashpoints, controlling cultural
confrontation, addressing material discontents, and countering the jihadist ideologi-
cal appeal.
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Building capacity for governance. The jihad at the center of this globalized in-
surgency challenges the validity of the entire international state system. The very ide-
ology of jihad focuses on overcoming that system, whether explicitly or implicitly, in
its quest to restore a rightly guided caliphate. A fundamental requirement of combat-
ing jihadism, then, is to bolster the international order, a task most readily fulfilled by
reinforcing the institutions—the states—comprising that order. Strengthening states,
and then working cooperatively with them to fulfill the responsibilities of sovereignty,
can greatly complicate the jihadists’ mission.

There are two aspects to this effort: increasing the capacity of states to govern, and
increasing their will to fulfill the responsibilities of statehood. States must control
their own territory, including the control of physical ungoverned spaces, in ways that
prevent it from being used to incubate threats to other states. At worst, persistent
inability to exercise control over the national space is a manifestation of actual or
impending state failure. In other instances, governments have made conscious deci-
sions to stay out of tribal quarrels and similar conflicts, assuming that as long as such
disputes could be geographically contained, they would pose no danger to the rest of
the population. But this is no longer the case. Outside organizations with broader
agendas take advantage of the disorder in places such as Pakistan’s Federally Admin-
istered Tribal Areas, Bangladesh’s Chittagong Hills Tract, and Yemen’s Hadhramaut
to find sanctuaries where they can organize, train, and plan—and where they can
work to co-opt these local conflicts into the wider transnational struggle.

The United States must therefore help other governments generate the political
will, physical capability, and conceptual creativity to take responsibility for what tran-
spires in such areas. It is a primary task of a counterinsurgency strategy to identify
those areas and to assist the state in question in coming to terms with its responsibili-
ties. It goes without saying that this effort is neither a fast nor an inexpensive one, and
it will require significant insight to embark upon such extensive foreign work in places
where U.S. interests are not immediately obvious.

States face the even more complicated task of finding ways to gain control of less
obvious sanctuaries. Some of these sanctuaries resemble the ungoverned spaces of
failing states in that they are definable geographic zones in which state authority is
limited, such as the immigrant-populated suburban ghettos surrounding many major
European cities. Others derive from the basic social contract characteristic of the modern
West, especially in urban areas, under which people generally respect one another’s
privacy and tolerate even the most diversely unorthodox attitudes and behaviors. Still
other sanctuaries exist within the web of legal protections and constitutional rights
upon which democratic polities are founded. Dealing effectively with these virtual
lacunae in governance is easier said than done, even more so in a well-governed coun-
try than in a badly governed one. Navigating the tangle of tradeoffs between civil
liberties and security is enormously tricky, and it is a rare country that would en-
deavor to tackle these issues without imminent concern. The United States must be
very careful how it pushes its partners in this regard; while steps must be taken, the
potential for them to backfire is enormous.
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Increasing capacity for governance also means improving the ability of key states
to deliver the services expected of them by their populations. To some extent, the
problems of uncontrolled spaces and unserviced spaces overlap; it is hard to induce
construction workers, power line repairmen, teachers, and doctors to work in areas
into which even the army and police are unprepared to venture. But the problem is not
merely geographic. Many regimes in the Middle East and South Asia have failed, for
various political and bureaucratic reasons, to provide such basic institutions of gov-
ernment as functioning courts of law. Citizens seeking the most modest action by
local administrations often meet with prolonged delays. The same applies, only more
so, to the social services—housing, health care, education—that 21st-century govern-
ments, even in the Third World, are expected to furnish.

Across the Islamic world, radical organizations increasingly are moving into the
political vacuum created by these governmental shortcomings. In some areas of Paki-
stan, the state’s failure to provide an adequate system of public education has been
offset by the provision of madrassas by Islamic political parties and affiliated organi-
zations.15 In many Egyptian villages, the only functioning clinic is run not by the
health ministry but by an Islamist nongovernmental organization. In the legal area,
recognizing that justice delayed is justice denied, people turn away from the slow,
inefficient, and often corrupt official judicial system and turn instead to informal arbi-
tration, often provided, once again, by radical Islamist groups.16 This process weakens
even further the ability of state authorities to control the national space; they become
outsiders in their own land, and jihadists and other radicals occupy the void.

The United States must refocus a major portion of its foreign assistance programs
on correcting such governance deficits, an initiative that would overlap significantly
with the task of addressing material discontents. At the same time, it is also clear that
reinforcing other states’ will to use capacity once it is built is as critical as building the
capacity itself. To do this, the United States must foster an atmosphere that recognizes
terrorism as mala in se—evil in itself—establishing the fundamental illegitimacy of
the tactic.

Second, a broader consensus must emerge on the nature of the danger that terror-
ism presents to the general global welfare. This will take careful consultation through-
out the world, and likely some level of abstraction: how does the U.S. Government
convince Slovaks of the threat it thinks they face? On the other hand, the international
community has already officially recognized many of the damaging consequences of
terrorism. United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolution 1377, adopted in the
months following 9/11, pointed out that terrorism not only endangers innocent lives
and challenges the international state system but also “threaten[s] social and eco-
nomic development . . . and undermine[s] global stability and prosperity.” The more it
can be shown that the tactics of the jihadists harm the people on whose behalf they
claim to act, whether economically (as in Upper Egypt) or physically (as at the World
Trade Center and in terrorist attacks in Saudi Arabia), the more leverage there will be
to turn the Muslim populace against the jihadists. There is evidence that this process
has already begun to some extent; even the leaders of Egypt’s al-Gama’at al-Islamiyah,
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the hard-line militant group formerly headed by Shaykh Umar Abd ur-Rahman, have
condemned al Qaeda for the damage it has inflicted on the Islamic umma by provok-
ing the United States to war.17

Finally, there must be a global effort to stress the responsibilities of statehood,
rather than the rights that have been more heavily emphasized in the postcolonial
period. If the United States and its partners can develop a global grassroots consensus
that terrorist methods are evil in themselves and demonstrate at the mass level the
tangible damage done in the terrorist cause, perhaps popular pressure can be brought
to bear on governments reluctant to fulfill those responsibilities.

Strengthening legitimacy. Given that insurgencies are intrinsically about the le-
gitimacy of the established order, it follows that one way of combating an insurgency
is to reinforce the legitimacy of the system that is under challenge. But what exactly
does legitimacy mean, and how might one go about strengthening it?

The concept of legitimacy was introduced into modern social science by the Ger-
man sociologist Max Weber. He described legitimacy as the attitude, shared by people
subject to a particular set of social relationships, that the order within which those
relationships exist has binding moral authority behind it. Legitimacy may derive from
a variety of sources—tradition, religious belief, logical deduction from abstract prin-
ciples, conventional acceptance of a tacit social contract, and others. The key to whether
a particular social order is legitimate is not the source upon which its legitimacy is
based. In fact, most social orders derive their legitimacy from a combination of pre-
scription, revelation, convention, and legality.18 The key is whether the order derives
its powers, in Thomas Jefferson’s formula, “from the consent of the governed,” keep-
ing clearly in view that the formal mechanisms of democracy are far from the only
means by which consent is expressed.19

Ordinarily, one thinks of governments as the entities that are legitimate or illegiti-
mate. A legitimate government is able to induce compliance with its rules without the
constant use of overt coercion. Conversely, an illegitimate government is frequently
threatened with disorder, instability, and domestic turmoil. As Weber used it, how-
ever, the concept of legitimacy is relevant to all sorts of social relationships, not just
political ones. In a globalized world, in which economic, intellectual, and other social
relationships increasingly transcend cultural and political boundaries, it is only rea-
sonable to expect that how people perceive the legitimacy of the wider international
order will become increasingly important. If large numbers of people in a variety of
countries view the global order as illegitimate, it should not be surprising if the result
is the growth of a transnational insurgency.

Arguably, that is precisely what is now manifest. Most Muslims clearly do not
view the U.S.-led international order as legitimate. By large majorities, they believe
that it is wrong for the United States to possess unrivalled and unchecked power and
that the United States uses that power, as in the war on terrorism, in an attempt to
dominate the world.20 Even more widespread is the view that traditional cultures ought
to be protected against the impact of globalization.21 In some measure, Muslims and
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others who feel their lives affected by forces they do not accept as having moral au-
thority over them are perceived as lending support to groups that promise to combat
what they see as an illegitimate international order. One cannot target the international
order in the abstract, however. Instead, one targets the dominant force in that interna-
tional order—the United States.

Efforts to alleviate a perception that the international order is illegitimate undoubt-
edly will be complicated by differences in how the international order itself is under-
stood. Many in the Islamic world, like most Europeans, have come to reify the “inter-
national community” as something that has an existence and significance above and
beyond that of the sovereign states that comprise it. Americans, by contrast, tend to
view international organizations as instruments through which sovereign entities pur-
sue and harmonize their respective interests, not as entities in their own right. The
issue is complicated by the fact that America’s preponderant power, and its own claims
to a special historical mission, often lead to expectations that it will behave other
than simply as another state among states pursuing its own interests. When it does not
live up to these constructs, the United States is judged more harshly than other
states are.

Nevertheless, there are steps aside from purely rhetorical ones that the United States
can take to alleviate perceptions that its international role is illegitimate. Most obvi-
ously, it can pay greater heed to the UN function as a validating mechanism in the
eyes of foreign public opinion. While the political benefits of giving greater attention
to the United Nations would certainly not be as dramatic as some might contend, they
would not be negligible, either, particularly in regions such as Europe, where suprana-
tional organizations are widely seen as vested with legitimacy in their own right. The
payoff would be less clear in the Islamic world, where regard for the UN is quite low,22

although the disrepute in which the body is held among Muslims may be driven by
their perception that it functions mainly as an instrument of U.S. policy. In addition,
therefore, the United States should seek to promote the development of more—and
more effective—multilateral institutions in which Arab and Muslim interests can be
articulated and represented within both regional and functional contexts. This effort
should include shaping a regional security landscape that includes multilateral institu-
tions of varying degrees of formality, structures by which Arab and other Islamic
states could interact collectively with the Group of 7 (similar to the Group of 8 ar-
rangement by which Russian interests and concerns are represented), and other initia-
tives through which predominantly Muslim states can be integrated into institutions
that transcend the Islamic/non-Islamic divide.

Weak legitimacy contributes to the jihadist phenomenon at the national level as
well. The tendency of Arab regimes to lack legitimacy has been commonplace among
regional specialists ever since Michael Hudson in 1977 described this lack as “the
central problem of government in the Arab world today.”23 It was to this legitimacy
deficit that Hudson attributed the pervasive instability, unpredictability, and repres-
sion that characterize Arab domestic and international politics. The same problem
exists in many non-Arab Muslim countries as well.
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This legitimacy deficit stems in part from the lack of a strong sense of shared
identity within many Arab states; loyalty to the wider Arab “nation” on the one hand
and to subnational tribal, ethnic, sectarian, and local affinity groups on the other often
overwhelms loyalty to the territorial nation-state that theoretically exercises sover-
eignty. It is partly a result of internal inconsistencies within the popular political value
systems of many Arab countries; decades of progressive rhetoric extolling democ-
racy, equality, liberation, and unity have been overlaid on centuries of religious rheto-
ric extolling justice, tradition, and the importance of rightly (that is, religiously) guided
government. The combination produces a mix of inflated expectations that any gov-
ernment would be hard pressed to fulfill. Also responsible is the transplant into the
Arab (and wider Muslim) context of postcolonial and anticolonial political structures
that not only do not match well with underlying social structures but also were in
many instances expressly designed to destroy traditional modes of social organiza-
tion. The influence of classical theories about the nature of the Islamic state, which
generally deprecate the concept of multiple, independent sovereigns within the com-
munity of believers, also is a contributing factor. Finally, it stems in part from the
failure of the region’s governments to keep up with evolving expectations, driven by
the information revolution, about the role ordinary people should play in determining
their own destiny.

These sources suggest several areas in which U.S. efforts to enhance systemic
legitimacy should be focused. Most obviously, it is important for regional states to
develop political systems that are congruent with existing values and expectations and
that have processes built in that can shape these expectations over time while building
a sense of national loyalty and solidarity to supplement—and perhaps supplant—the
higher and lower order loyalties that now characterize many Muslim societies. Such
systems must also find ways to accommodate public demands for participation that
are not only effective but also consistent with each society’s dominant beliefs and
attitudes.

Obviously, this means that one size will not fit all. The notion of what constitutes
legitimate governance varies with culture. This variance can be seen in how different
populations value competing ideals. Asked to choose whether it was more important
for the government to guarantee that no one was in need or to leave people alone to
pursue their own goals, Lebanese participants in the Pew Global Attitudes Project
opted for noninterference by a margin of 52 to 47 percent. Yet in neighboring Jordan,
social protection was valued over individual freedom by nearly two to one. In South
Asia, Muslim Pakistan and predominantly Hindu India both opted for noninter-
ference, while Muslim Bangladeshis lined up overwhelmingly in favor of social pro-
tection.24

Furthermore, public perceptions in different countries are sharply at odds with
many Americans’ assumptions. For example, a 2002 Pew report found that citizens of
Pakistan and Uzbekistan, two countries considered by Americans to be dictatorships
with little legitimacy, had overwhelmingly positive views of their governments (72
percent and 88 percent, respectively). Meanwhile, the government of Jordan—which
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Americans tend to view favorably—got positive marks from less than half of its people.25

Moreover, from an American perspective, Muslim attitudes on right governance may
seem internally inconsistent. As has been widely remarked, majorities in almost all
Muslim countries say they want democracy. In Jordan, according to the Pew research,
68 percent believed democracy can work in their country, yet only 28 percent thought
it was very important to have honest, contested elections.26

Not only must U.S. strategy accept that “all politics is local,” it must also recog-
nize that any system that is construed by the public as externally imposed will likely
be perceived as illegitimate ipso facto. Given the strongly negative attitudes now ex-
isting toward the United States, this is especially true of concepts that are perceived as
“made in the USA.” Pew surveys have found a strongly positive reaction throughout
most of the Islamic world to the proposition that democracy is a good system, but the
support falls off sharply if the question is rephrased to specify “American-style de-
mocracy.” Even if the source is not the United States, however, foreign models will be
viewed with intense suspicion. As the British discovered in the wake of their disap-
pointing efforts to mobilize the Arab masses against the Ottoman Empire in World
War I, disliking the government one has is a far cry from welcoming an alternative
imposed from without.27 Any efforts the United States and other outsiders make to
promote political reform must therefore be as low-visibility as possible and painstak-
ingly deferential to local popular (although not necessarily regime) sensitivities.

Western efforts should therefore focus on fostering the process of political devel-
opment rather than on establishing fixed benchmarks of democracy and freedom against
which every country will be graded. Moreover, U.S. planners must recognize, as Tho-
mas Carothers has pointed out, that “there are very real, deeply rooted, historical,
sociopolitical, and economic reasons why the democratization of Arab societies will
prove unusually slow, difficult, and conflictive.”28 An early order of business must be
nurturing the grassroots skills necessary for sustainable democracy: aggregating di-
verse individual interests into politically effective coalitions; ascertaining constituent
desires and needs and converting that knowledge into effective action; managing con-
tention without having it devolve into enmity; developing budgets that reconcile com-
peting needs; and so on. The West should assist in the formation of both political and
nonpolitical organizations and networks that cut across existing social groups as a
means of building a broader sense of identity and loyalty as well as to reinforce the
skills of self-rule just discussed. Finally, U.S. policy should promote the development
of indigenous cadres of political and constitutional scholars who can take a leading
role in shaping political arrangements that satisfy the many competing needs peculiar
to each country.

Initiatives to strengthen the legitimacy of regimes that are under insurgent assault
must go hand in glove with efforts to build their capacity and will to control their
national space. Since the very question in dispute in an insurgency is the legitimacy of
a regime, it might be counterproductive to enhance the capability of a questionably
legitimate regime to use force against its own population, unless one can be sure that
force will be used judiciously and wisely. If U.S. policy can encourage steps that
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enhance domestic legitimacy, however, there would be less concern that the capabili-
ties that are provided at the same time will be used counterproductively.

At the same time, there are tradeoffs to be made between good governance, under-
stood as effective administration in a technocratic sense, and good politics, under-
stood as the effective representation of public needs, values, and desires and their
reconciliation into public policy. For example, while embezzlement and extortion to
line the pockets of politicians are undeniably corrosive, other forms of behavior that
are conventionally defined as corrupt, such as those practiced by old-fashioned urban
political machines in the United States, may in fact play an important role in integrat-
ing otherwise marginalized groups into the political process.

Defusing regional flashpoints. For the same reason, assertive U.S. diplomacy to
seek resolution of the conflicts that characterize what some have called the arc of
instability has a vital role in the political component of a strategy against jihadist
terrorism. Conflict resolution is particularly important with respect to the chronic
hotspots on the periphery of the Islamic world—Israel-Palestine, India-Pakistan-
Kashmir, and Russia-Chechnya, to name three—but also with respect to smaller wars
and potential wars (see figure 2–4).

Such conflicts are related to the war on terrorism in three ways. First, as the earlier
discussion of the relationship between violence and legitimacy noted, high ambient
levels of violence favor the political agenda of insurgent groups. Given that the inter-
national community confronts a transnational insurgency, the dynamics of which are
heavily influenced by the phenomenon of globalization, it will be apparent that vio-
lence between Muslims and non-Muslims anywhere will have a political effect on
Muslims everywhere. There was a time when Muslims in Indonesia or Mali would
have been relatively indifferent to what was happening to Muslims in the Balkans or
the Caucasus; that time has passed. The growth of 24-hour satellite television news
and the availability of the Internet guarantee that wars will be heavily reported. Mean-
while, a growing sense of Islamic solidarity, fueled in part by this reporting, creates a
heated political environment that is ripe for exploitation by jihadist ideologues.

Second, wars, especially small wars that do not involve disciplined regular forces,
are perfect breeding grounds for co-optable discontents. Atrocities are relatively fre-
quent, and the cataclysm of armed conflict is personalized to a great extent, a phe-
nomenon amplified by the fact that these wars often center on deep identity markers
such as race, ethnicity, or religion. Furthermore, the societies involved frequently lack
the social development and infrastructure to mitigate the effects of war. People come
into contact with their deepest emotions and are then left with little explanation or
recourse for the tragedy that has befallen them and continues to burden them. This is
fertile ground for the seductively simple ideology of the jihadists. Moreover, the tar-
geted population is already armed and has crossed the line into the application of
violence.

Third, dissatisfaction with the way these conflicts are playing out is persistently and
overwhelmingly cited in public opinion polls as a principal reason for anti-American
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FIGURE 2–4. MAJOR CONFLICTS AND TENSIONS IN THE MUSLIM WORLD
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sentiment in the Islamic world. Which conflict specifically generates the most intense
anti-American attitudes varies from place to place. Pakistanis look to Kashmir, Turks
to the Balkans and Chechnya, while Arabs cite the plight of the Palestinians.29 It mat-
ters little that blaming the United States is in many instances totally at odds with the
facts of the war concerned. What matters is that the conflicts exist, Muslims identify
with their coreligionists whom they see as being killed or oppressed, and jihadist
ideologues convert that volatile mix of emotions into opposition to America.

This is not to argue that even successful conflict resolution will quickly or auto-
matically solve the terrorism problem. Experience has shown that those who are irrec-
oncilably opposed to peaceful compromise tend to step up violence whenever a nego-
tiated settlement seems promising, precisely for the purpose of derailing further
progress. They will not automatically stand down once a resolution is reached if it
does not satisfy their maximalist demands. Nevertheless, fair solutions that are ac-
cepted by the bulk of the community concerned will cause the insurgents to lose po-
litical traction over time. A key part of a global counterinsurgency must therefore be
to deprive the insurgents of the raw material that war zones provide. Prompt media-
tion of extant conflicts, as well as preventive measures in zones of potential conflict,
is imperative.

Although this effort is largely diplomatic, it may likely come to require the occa-
sional provision of peacekeeping or monitoring forces as a confidence-building mea-
sure. Obviously, coalition-based burden-sharing is indicated, as well as a careful analy-
sis of which conflicts in fact contain the raw ingredients to feed Islamist extremism;
there is a balance to be struck in the extent to which U.S. forces get involved in such
operations. Nevertheless, it is clear that U.S. forces require greater capability in this
area, and force structure and training should be substantially adjusted with the prob-
ability of such operations in mind. Even so, the scale of this effort could swell quickly
beyond the U.S. ability to sustain it, and careful diplomacy would be needed to keep
expectations in line with what the United States sees to be the key problems on which
its influence can be decisive.

Controlling cultural confrontation. Fueling a broad intercivilizational confron-
tation between Islam and the West is a key goal of the jihadists. Creating a state of
enduring hostility would validate the radical interpretation of the world as perma-
nently divided into two irreconcilable camps between which there can be nothing but
hatred and violence. If the radicals can plausibly characterize this confrontation as
“Islam in danger,” they can play on the widely accepted doctrine that every believer is
under a personal obligation to participate in what is known as “defensive jihad,” a
struggle not to spread the faith to new areas but to protect the umma against assault
from without.30

Americans may understand the world as a non–zero-sum system in which the safety,
prosperity, and liberty of some need not come at the expense of the safety, prosperity,
and liberty of others. But this understanding is not as widely shared as one may wish.
Many in the Islamic world and elsewhere, including those most susceptible to the
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jihadist appeal, take for granted that if some are powerful, others must be helpless;
that if some are rich, others must be poor. Radical Islamist propagandists are expert at
ensuring that the some in this formulation is the United States and the West, while the
others are the Muslims.

It is therefore directly contrary to U.S. interests to stoke the fires of cultural con-
flict. American policy should avoid any validation of the jihadists’ portrayal of Islam
as a culture under siege. There are at least five areas where the heat should be lowered.

In first instance, the United States must seek to prevent the emergence of condi-
tions that could precipitate its own overreaction. A WMD attack on the United States,
for instance, could prompt massive and perhaps unfocused retaliation. A variety of
attacks, or even simply the persistent fear of attacks, could trigger a significant alter-
ation of the legal status of Muslims in America or Europe and provide putative evi-
dence of the civilizational nature of the conflict. Despite the intense and continuing
negative reaction they provoked in the Islamic world, the immigration restrictions on
visitors from selected Muslim countries imposed in the wake of 9/11 are a relatively
mild prototype of what might come in the aftermath of another, more deadly attack. In
a sense, therefore, the United States must protect itself and its allies against attack as
much to prevent the ignition of wider conflict as to fulfill the more immediate require-
ment to defend the lives of its people.

Second, officials must be exceptionally careful of their rhetoric about the conflict.
Statements that heighten the level of confrontation play into the hands of the jihadists
and undermine the U.S. position. Even the terminology used to describe the conflict
becomes part of the way it is fought out in the public discourse of the region. In this
chapter, for example, we have used the term jihadists to identify the terrorist enemy
because jihad is what they themselves claim to be pursuing. But it is important to be
aware that both jihad and its derivative, mujahideen (those who fight in a jihad), are
words that have positive, not negative, connotations in Arabic. Thoughtless use of
them can easily reinforce the radicals’ message that fighting the United States is in-
deed a sacred duty. Moreover, words can not only fan the flames within the Islamic
world, but also, to the extent that they harden American perceptions that the country
faces the archetypal clash of civilizations, make it more difficult domestically to fol-
low the subtle political strategy necessary to quash the insurgency in the long run. The
Bush administration has generally shown an excellent understanding of this dynamic
in its carefully phrased characterizations of the nature of the conflict, although the
same cannot be said for the inflammatory statements of other prominent Americans,
which jihadists seize upon as evidence that Islam truly is under assault.

The U.S. Government has been less sensitive, however, to the way that pronounce-
ments on the universality of American values, the superiority of American ways (such
as the U.S. style of democracy), and the importance of American power sound through
the zero-sum, us-versus-them filters described above. The problem here is not what
Americans say to Muslims but what Americans say to each other that is overheard in
a world of instant global communications. The eschatological vision of history im-
plicit in much American political rhetoric can inadvertently create the impression that
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the United States is delivering the world to a cataclysmic moment in history. Perhaps
this kind of sweeping, visionary rhetoric seems useful for arousing Americans’ politi-
cal will to conduct preventive diplomacy and capacity building, but its effect when
heard through Muslim ears is to create precisely the overheated sense of history in the
making that reverberates with the jihadist narrative.

Third, although there are no easy ways to control it, what is widely perceived as
American cultural imperialism often becomes part of the general picture of confron-
tation between Islam and the West. Obviously, all U.S. cultural contact with the Is-
lamic world cannot and should not be curtailed. American popular culture is at the
same time one of the most popular U.S. exports—and a multi-billion-dollar busi-
ness—as well one of its most unpopular. At the other extreme, it would be out of tune
with fundamental U.S. values to prohibit American Christian organizations from un-
dertaking missionary activities in the Muslim world as they do elsewhere. Neverthe-
less, both the decadence of American rock videos and the perceived heresy articulated
by American missionaries fuel the flames of jihad, and it is important not to lose sight
of that fact.

Fourth, at home, the sense of confrontation should be alleviated by encouraging a
level of intercultural education and understanding that allows policymakers and citi-
zens alike to see past stereotypes and preconceptions that could ensnare Americans in
the trap of jihadist intentions for intercivilizational conflict. This, of course, involves
significant upgrading of the quality and quantity of university-level programs in Is-
lamic studies and related fields. It also involves continued efforts to foster intercul-
tural dialogue and contact. This simple goal is complicated greatly by the natural
impulse to assure security by limiting contact. Nevertheless, the requirements of secu-
rity and intercultural dialogue can and must be squared.

Finally, a U.S. military presence in any predominantly Muslim country has be-
come an easy target for jihadist ideologues to generate sympathy for their insurgency.
Given the transnational nature of this insurgency, it does not even matter if people in
the host country welcome the American presence; that U.S. troops are on Muslim soil
is enough to stoke the propaganda furnaces elsewhere. The potential this presence has
to exacerbate intercultural tensions is magnified by the U.S. insistence—well-founded
as it may be—that American troops enjoy extraterritorial immunity from host country
legal jurisdiction, a policy that to most people in the Islamic world recalls the hated
capitulations imposed on the Ottoman Empire by the British, French, and Russians
during the age of imperialism. Misconduct by U.S. forces under these circumstances—
even misconduct far short of what occurred at Abu Ghraib prison or Haditha in Iraq—
has a dramatically negative effect on American interests in the war on terrorism.

This is not an argument for eliminating the U.S. forward presence in the Middle
East or South Asia, certainly not until the situations in Iraq and Afghanistan are sub-
stantially more stable. It is an argument for lowering the visibility of U.S. forces to the
greatest possible extent commensurate with mission accomplishment. As the transfor-
mation of the U.S. Armed Forces described in chapters seven and eight moves for-
ward, high priority should be given to steps that would permit the delivery of effective
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power from longer range, enabling U.S. military planners to return to thinking of the
Middle East primarily as a place to which American forces occasionally deploy, not as
one from which they routinely operate.

Addressing material discontents. One of the most acrimonious debates in U.S.
policy circles since 9/11 has been over whether poverty is related to terrorism. One
side sees social injustice as the root of all terrorism—the imagery is usually of the
slums of Cairo and Karachi as breeding grounds for terrorists—and contends that
only through a massive investment in economic development can there be real progress
in solving the underlying causes of the problem. The other side points, accurately
enough, to the fact that neither the 9/11 hijackers nor most other jihadist terrorists
come from desperately poor families. On the contrary, they say, Osama bin Laden is
an enormously wealthy man, scion of perhaps the richest family in Saudi Arabia after
the House of Saud itself, while the leading ideologists of the jihadist movement are
physicians, professors, and lawyers from reasonably affluent backgrounds.

Both sides are missing three key points. First, as scholars of rebellion and insur-
gency have known for at least three decades, it is not absolute deprivation but, in Ted
Robert Gurr’s classic formulation, “discontent arising from the perception of relative
[emphasis added] deprivation [that] is the basic, instigating condition for participants
in collective violence.” Gurr defines relative deprivation as a discrepancy between
what people actually have and what they think they are rightly entitled to have. A
sense of relative deprivation may arise if objective conditions fall and expectations
stay the same, if objective conditions stay the same and expectations increase, or even
if objective conditions improve but expectations increase faster.31

Second, a person may be inspired to political violence not because he personally is
relatively deprived, but because he feels a sense of vicarious aggrievement on behalf
of those who are objectively downtrodden.32 This concept seems to be a powerful one
in explaining why relatively well-educated men planned and conducted the 9/11 at-
tacks, just as it was university students and recent graduates who were responsible for
the left-wing terror campaigns in Europe and North America in the 1960s and 1970s.
Individuals learn to sympathize with others unlike themselves through formal educa-
tion. Educated people are more likely than uneducated ones to read newspapers, to
watch and listen to news of the outside world on television and radio, and to be able to
access modern communications technologies like the Internet. With this awareness
comes a sense of identification with the poor and deprived that is only strengthened if
the principal markers of one’s identity—religion, race, or ethnicity—are held in
common with the downtrodden.33 In other words, just because poor people do not
rebel does not mean poverty does not cause rebellion.

Third, to ensure that the measures taken to build capacity for governance and to
enhance systemic legitimacy become self-sustaining, it will be necessary to develop
the economic base to support them. Without educational systems that prepare citizens
to think critically for themselves, participatory political systems will be easy prey
for radical demagogues. Without economies in the success of which people feel
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themselves to have a stake, it will be difficult to obtain the kind of collective sacrifice
for the sake of the common good that successful self-government demands.

Addressing material discontents is a corollary to political reform, not a substitute
for it, but it is a particularly important corollary considering that people in much of
the Islamic world have been conditioned for 40 or more years to measure the perfor-
mance of their governments in terms of material benefits delivered. This was the basis
of the social contract that Gamal Abdel Nasser struck with the people of Egypt to
justify his authoritarian Arab socialist state, and it was the justification by which King
Faisal of Saudi Arabia secured public support to overrule the conservative religious
establishment in the cause of modernization.34 Ultimately, this is a fragile basis on
which to construct a system of government, and indeed a major objective of U.S.
efforts to enhance systemic legitimacy must be to help regional states construct more
enduring affective foundations for their polities. But if the evolving political systems
cannot do a better job of delivering what people expect in the short term, there may be
never be an opportunity to lay this lasting foundation.

The Bush administration has recognized the connection between terrorism and
lack of development and has made a start on applying resources to the problem, but
much more remains to be done. To be sure, the foreign operations budget has in-
creased by more than 50 percent since fiscal year 2001, with $23.7 billion in fiscal
year 2007 compared with $14.9 billion in the last Clinton administration budget (see
figure 2–5). But most of that increase is attributable to two programs, the HIV/AIDS
Initiative and the Millennium Challenge Corporation. The latter, although heralded in
part as a response to the terrorist threat, in fact does little to address the core issues,
since it provides economic assistance only to countries that already achieve high marks
on quality of governance. As noted earlier, the most pressing developmental needs in
connection with countering terrorism lie precisely in countries where good gover-
nance is wanting. Beyond these two initiatives, substantial resources have been de-
voted to Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Iraq, but largely at the expense of existing pro-
grams. Even the Middle East Partnership Initiative, the flagship program for dealing
with legitimacy and governance deficits, is funded at only $120 million in the 2007
budget, roughly one-twentieth what Israel receives in foreign military financing
alone.

Of course, throwing money at the problems in the Islamic world will not solve
them. What is needed is to look closely, country by country, province by province, at
initiatives that can contribute to the development of a political and economic environ-
ment hostile to jihadist terrorism. U.S. planners should explore mechanisms for moving
these funds to where they can contribute the most decisively to this objective, includ-
ing direct transfers to civil society groups and even nonradical faith-based organiza-
tions that can use the resources effectively. While simply increasing spending is not a
sufficient response, it is a necessary one. If budgetary realities make it impossible to
increase the foreign operations top line, then radical changes within the existing allo-
cation will be essential, including breaking the iron grip that Israel and Egypt have on
more than 25 percent of the budget.
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Countering the jihadist ideological appeal. In a sense, every U.S. action to coun-
teract the population’s toleration, sympathy, and support for the jihadists can be con-
strued as “countering the jihadist ideological appeal.” More narrowly defined, how-
ever, this term refers to efforts to undercut support for terrorists by discrediting the
ideological justification for their actions.

The ideological appeal of jihadist rhetoric operates on various levels: as diagnosis,
as motivation, and as prescription. The diagnosis it offers of the world’s ills is broadly
congruent with fundamental beliefs and attitudes held by many Muslims, while the
symbolism and historical allusions it uses as motivation resonate deeply in the Islamic
psyche. This means there is a very real danger that direct critiques of the jihadist
ideology—especially by outsiders—will be interpreted even by people who are in-
clined against terrorism as attacks on Islam itself. It also calls into question the idea
that problems in communicating the anti-jihadist message can be overcome by better
marketing or by sharper logical arguments.

Better strategic communication is not the elegant solution to the ideological threat
that it is often assumed to be for two reasons. First, the underlying assumption of a
communications-centered strategy is that the target population is fundamentally re-
ceptive to the U.S. message—that if they truly understood the United States and its
ideals, they would approve of them. To assume this is tantamount to assuming that
cultural differences either do not exist or do not matter. The United States prides itself
on being a tolerant society in which everyone is free to express beliefs without inter-
ference from the government. But the American commitment to tolerance stems in
part from the premise, memorably expressed by Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, that
“the best test of truth is the power of the thought to get itself accepted in the competi-
tion of the market.”35 It is delusional to think that the best communications strategy in

FIGURE 2–5. U.S. FOREIGN OPERATIONS BUDGET, 2001–2007
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the world is going to persuade believing Muslims that the “marketplace of ideas” is a
better test of moral truth than the revelation contained in the Koran.

Moreover, effective strategic communications across cultural boundaries are ex-
traordinarily difficult. The best possible translation of a message originally crafted in
a spare, logical, Anglo-Saxon rhetorical style will not resonate among people whose
rhetoric is exuberant and emotive and whose educational experiences emphasized
rote memorization over logical deduction and critical analysis.36 When American com-
mentators lament the lack of media outlets in the Arab world that take a “dispassion-
ate, analytical approach to news,”37 they are revealing an important cultural blind spot;
Arab television and radio stations do not take this approach because no one would
watch or listen.

Even if U.S. Government agencies could deliver effectively crafted messages in
the appropriate rhetorical style, they could never isolate the Muslim world from
the welter of other communications emanating from American society. The very na-
ture of Holmes’ marketplace of ideas guarantees that viewpoints contrary to the care-
fully crafted administration message will continue to be expressed, publicized, and
seized upon by foreign audiences. Finally, planners must recognize that insofar as
strategic communication is intended to burnish the image of the United States, it must
overcome an enormous degree of cognitive dissonance among the target audience.
Muslim perceptions of the United States are now so overwhelmingly negative that
even the most favorable information is immediately discounted, while unfavorable
information is automatically accepted and incorporated into the anti-American
canon.

Defeating the jihadists ideologically is an essential component of ensuring their
demise, but Muslims themselves must accomplish it. Radical Islamist ideology must
be attacked, but if it is the United States that does the attacking, the radicals will only
gain greater credibility within their target audience. The only way Muslims will be
able to get on with the vital task of sorting out how Islam will deal with modern
realities is for external players to stay out of the open debate. If non-Muslims take
sides, the argument becomes one between the indigenous defenders of the faith and
the lackeys of infidel powers. The more visibly the United States is involved in the
question of what Islam means and what Muslims ought to believe, the more the debate
is about America and not about Islam.

Ideally, as in the case of political reform discussed above, what Muslims need are
authentic voices from within the Islamic community offering alternative visions by
which they can understand the world and interact with it. Muslims need to find their
own ways to come to terms with the challenges of modernity, and they need to dis-
cover for themselves, through their own logical processes, that jihadist solutions are
untenable. The visions articulated by these voices need not be congruent with U.S.
desiderata to serve the broader purpose of undermining the vision expounded by the
jihadists. A traditional mainstream religious perspective or even a salafi (fundamen-
talist) perspective that eschews violence would probably be more effective than a
highly Westernized secular perspective in drawing the susceptible away from the apoca-
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lyptic world view of the jihadists. In fact, growing numbers of salafi intellectuals are
articulating the view that Osama bin Laden and his followers constitute a deviant sect,
a development whose significance should not be underestimated.38

As survey data have consistently shown, most Arabs, and possibly most Muslims,
seem to accept the jihadists’ diagnosis of the ills besetting their world. The jihadists’
emotional, religion-based rhetoric resonates strongly, motivating people to believe
that action is needed to right these wrongs. But there is as yet no consensus beyond a
small portion of the world’s Muslim community that the jihadists’ prescription—the
call for jihad to reestablish the caliphate—is the right action to take. If the jihadist
ideology is to be successfully undercut, alternative diagnoses of the problem need to
be developed and reinforced by equally compelling motivations to action, and the
jihadist prescription needs to be replaced by one more congruent with the inclinations
of the mass of the Islamic umma.

The United States may be able to facilitate this process to ensure that these alterna-
tive indigenous voices can be heard and that the jihadist diagnosis is questioned and
debated, but it must do so in a way that is neither visible nor attributable. For example,
adapting the original concept of Radio Free Europe (RFE) in the early stages of the
Cold War, the United States could make available broadcast facilities, Web servers,
and other distribution media for the free use of commentators and scholars offering
alternative ideas to those propagated by the jihadists and their sympathizers. Unlike
Voice of America and other overt U.S. strategic communications media, the content of
these RFE-like operations would be developed by people from the region with mini-
mal U.S. policy restrictions placed upon them. Foundations could be established, ap-
propriately distanced from the U.S. Government, to fund research and writing and to
assist non-jihadist scholars in forming their own intellectual and political networks
across the region. A corporation could be formed to subsidize indigenous film and
television production reflecting non-jihadist values.

By itself, an effective critique of the radical movement (assuming one could be
developed) articulated by Muslims who oppose its goals and methods would not be
decisive in countering the jihadist ideological message. The insurgency is about the
legitimacy of the status quo, not of the insurgents. Discrediting the radical vision
ideologically is a good thing, and all the better when the radicals discredit themselves
by rejecting concepts, such as democracy, that demonstrably have wide appeal within
the Islamic world. However, no amount of tarnish on the reputation of the insurgents
can rectify the legitimacy deficit from which support for the insurgency arises. That
must be addressed separately.

Furthermore, while the internal debate about what it means to be a Muslim in the
21st century moves ahead over a period of years, the international community is still
faced with the immediate problem of keeping the people of the region from becoming
terrorists, supporting terrorists, and tolerating terrorists. This is not a matter of chang-
ing their values and beliefs. Altering values is extraordinarily difficult, even over the
extended timeframe in which the war on terrorism must be fought. Moreover, a deliberate
attempt to alter Muslims’ understanding of right and wrong will inevitably provoke a
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defensive reaction that can only aggravate their sense of being a culture under siege,
playing directly into the hands of the insurgents. Instead of calling into question fun-
damental elements of religion and culture—trying to prescribe what Muslims ought
to be—U.S. policy should look for opportunities to proscribe certain things they must
not do. As The National Military Strategic Plan for the War on Terrorism correctly
observes, the United States has no problem with mainstream Muslims “who may dif-
fer from each other and from the average American in any number of ways,” provided
that they oppose the use of violence against noncombatants.39 The key, therefore, must
be quietly empowering and facilitating the messages, articulated by people inside the
Islamic umma, that Islam considers terrorism evil in itself and that the insurgents are
incorrectly construing what the Prophet and his successors said on the subject of jihad.
The aim should not be a quantum shift in the ideological center of gravity of the entire
Islamic community but rather a series of relatively small shifts in Muslims’ attitudes
toward what the faith means for specific practical behaviors.

As part of this effort, U.S. strategists should identify and seek to reinforce the
elements within each of the diverse cultures comprising the Islamic world that tend to
favor peaceful coexistence and tolerance against those elements that are amenable to
violence. Obviously, most Muslims most of the time do not participate in the global
campaign of violence called for by al Qaeda and its allies. What leads them to stay in
their neighborhoods and villages, quietly going about their lives?

Some of the factors that affect any person’s receptivity to the call to religiously
justified violence are themselves religious in nature. For example, most mainstream
Muslims, and even many within the radical salafist movement, fear and abhor fitnah,
or disorder. Traditional Islamic political philosophy holds that governments exist partly
to implement the holy law and partly to suppress fitnah within the Islamic community.
It may be possible for opponents of violence to relabel the self-proclaimed supporters
of jihad as supporters of fitnah instead. It is also important to recognize that in most of
the Islamic world, with the principal exception of Saudi Arabia, traditional, conserva-
tive Islam is bound up with a number of cultural practices, especially the Sufi-influ-
enced veneration of saints and their tombs, that radical Islamists are determined to
eradicate. Reinforcing people’s emotional commitment to traditional ways, and high-
lighting the salafist radicals’ own promises to destroy those traditions, may be an
effective way to undercut the radical appeal.

In addition, while a person living within a particular society may perceive his
religion to be part of an integrated whole with the rest of his social life, an outside
observer can see that in fact many forces besides religion shape how the members of any
society conduct themselves. Moreover, the dictates of religious belief itself are under-
stood and interpreted quite differently from one Muslim country to another. To sepa-
rate publics morally from the insurgents, U.S. strategy needs to identify these positive
factors and find ways to reinforce behavior that conforms to them. For example, it is a
widely shared belief among Muslims that men have a religious obligation to ensure
the safety and well being of the women and children in their families. Can this belief
be played upon to discourage suicide terrorism? Tribal peoples in South Asia and
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Arabia have strong cultural imperatives of hospitality. Can the obligation of hospitality be
used, in conjunction with the traditional Islamic teaching that permits and protects
non-Muslim “guests” within the “House of Islam,” to counter insurgent calls for at-
tacks against foreigners in these countries?

At the same time, U.S. planners also need to be aware of the prejudices and jealou-
sies that divide communities within the Islamic world and how they might discourage
participation in the transnational insurgency. For example, many Afghans believe that
the Arabs who dominate al Qaeda were “dismissive and abusive of Afghans, consider-
ing them unsophisticated ‘hicks.’ Afghans, for their part, resented the imperiousness
evinced by al Qaeda in Afghanistan and felt increasingly exploited by them.”40 De-
spite decades of rhetoric about Arab solidarity, negative stereotypes about other groups
remain rampant throughout the Arab world, with northern Arabs from Syria and Iraq
tending to see Gulf Arabs as lazy and uncultured, and Gulf Arabs seeing those to their
north as abrasive and obnoxious. These antagonisms could well serve to help unravel
the transregional ties that unite the insurgent movement.

Finally, curbing the jihadists’ ideological appeal includes not only countering it
directly but also countering its effects, particularly in the area of recruiting new terror-
ists. U.S. planners need to understand better, country by country and district by dis-
trict, what leads people to join terrorist organizations. How do they first come under
jihadist influence, and what can be done to thwart the jihadist recruiters?

For example, research in rural Pakistan has shown that parents often send their
children to Islamic madrassas because there is no functioning state school, or because
they realize that graduates of state schools cannot find jobs unless they enjoy the
patronage of someone wealthy or powerful, or because they cannot afford even the
modest fees charged at government schools, let alone the cost of uniforms and sup-
plies. In contrast, many radical madrassas operate free of charge. Not only do they cover
room and board, they even pay a subsidy to the child’s parents to cover the value of his
lost labor. The madrassas’ sponsoring groups often take on the responsibility for finding
employment—perhaps as a teacher in another madrassa—for the otherwise unem-
ployable graduate.41 If these madrassas contribute to public sympathy for jihadist
organizations, then it would make sense to take steps through targeted assistance to
make state schools (as well as madrassas sponsored by less extreme religious com-
munities) more competitive.

Effectively blocking extremist fundraising efforts can also make an important con-
tribution to undercutting the jihadist ideology. Americans generally think of a finan-
cial contribution to a cause as a manifestation of an existing commitment, but as com-
mentator and former political operative Christopher Matthews points out, “The most
effective way to gain a person’s loyalty is not to do him or her a favor, but to let that
person do one for you.”42 Making a tangible contribution to a movement gives the
contributor a psychological stake in its success and therefore conditions him to make
ever greater sacrifices on its behalf. Inducing the states where fundraising takes place
to prohibit such activities is one way of undercutting this dynamic; another is to foster
the creation of alternative organizations to which people can contribute and in which
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they can make the concomitant psychological investment, but to a more benign purpose,
such as bona fide philanthropic and political action groups.

A third example: it has been suggested that the sense of drift and ennui that afflicts
young men in places like southwestern Saudi Arabia (from which 12 of the 9/11 hi-
jackers originated) leads them to seek companionship in organizations such as al Qaeda,
which give them a sense of purpose. If this is the case, are there things that could be
done to offer alternative outlets and opportunities? Could something as seemingly
trivial as organized sports leagues or youth organizations divert at least some portion
of potential terrorist recruits to other outlets? The answer obviously depends on what
young men in each culture have been taught to value. But the U.S. Department of
Defense is one of the world’s most proficient institutions at figuring out what moti-
vates males between the ages of 17 and 23 and using that knowledge to influence their
behavior. The same methodologies used to encourage U.S. recruiting efforts—although
not the same specific incentives—should be equally applicable to thwarting jihadist
recruiting efforts.

IMPLEMENTING THE STRATEGY: PRACTICAL CHALLENGES
For even the best of strategies, the devil is in the details of practical implementa-

tion, and this is no less true in the war on terrorism. While it would be possible to
develop a long list of challenges that must be overcome to carry out our proposed
approach, the most serious of them fall into three major categories: balancing military
and political actions, integrating and harmonizing the instruments of national power,
and managing shifting coalitions.

Balancing Military and Political Actions
The success of the strategic concept outlined here depends on achieving synergy

between actions designed to eradicate jihadist terrorists and their structures and those
designed to isolate jihadists from the wider Muslim population. The two sets of ac-
tions are inextricably linked with one another. The kinetic actions the United States
takes in the name of eradicating terrorists will inevitably affect public attitudes toward
the United States, its partners, and the jihadists. The poorly planned or ineptly ex-
ecuted use of force can put U.S. planners squarely on the horns of the Rumsfeld di-
lemma, generating new terrorists faster than the old ones can be killed. Conversely,
progress in severing the bonds that connect jihadists to the local community will not
only complicate the terrorists’ own operations but also make it easier for the United
States and its partners to employ force against them accurately, effectively, and early.
Keeping actions along these two lines in balance and ensuring that they are mutually
reinforcing will therefore be the most important and demanding practical challenge in
the years ahead.

U.S. and allied leaders must continuously weigh the near-term benefits to be gained
from using force in pursuit of the first objective of the strategy against the long-term
benefits to be gained from the political and economic initiatives employed under the
second. This is emphatically not an argument for eschewing the use of force in the



55Countering Global Terrorism

name of “addressing root causes.” It is rather an argument for seeking what theorists
of nuclear war call escalation dominance. As suggested by the historic experiences
with national insurgencies mentioned earlier, using intense, proactive, precisely
targeted force over a relatively brief time span can yield a net decrease in the overall
level of violence—thereby advancing the political element of the strategy—if it has
the effect of preventing jihadists from taking actions that rally their supporters and
provoke the United States to more visible, less discriminate retaliatory measures of
longer duration. This is particularly true if force can be used decisively before the
insurgents have a chance to develop an initial level of credibility.

At the same time, all actions—both kinetic and nonkinetic—do have rhetorical
consequences in any struggle for hearts and minds. Policymakers must remain mind-
ful that ultimate success in the war on terrorism hinges on being able to change the
way people in the Islamic world perceive the legitimacy of the U.S.-led international
order, the legitimacy of their own governments, the credibility of the jihadist diagno-
sis and prescription for the problems facing the Islamic world, and the viability of
alternative solutions to those problems. Despite the reservations expressed above about
the potential of strategic communications for fundamentally altering attitudes and
beliefs in a foreign culture, they must nevertheless play an important role in the struggle.

To borrow from the old anarchist vocabulary, strategic communications are “pro-
paganda by word”; the messages that are sent through U.S. actions are “propaganda
by deed.” For either type of propaganda to be effective, however, the deeds and the
words must reinforce each other. Jihadist leaders understand this; an intercepted letter
from Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi apparently intended for Osama bin Laden envisioned
Iraq as “an arena of jihad in which the pen and the sword complement each other.”43

The interplay between word and deed must also be clearly understood. If deed and
word cannot always reinforce each other, they should at least be mutually consistent,
and when that is not possible, the deeds must be conducted in such a fashion as to
minimize the exploitable differences. All too often, U.S. strategic communications
have been focused on explaining away apparent inconsistencies between American
words and American actions. U.S. decisionmakers will therefore need to develop a
process to ensure that the long-term political effects of kinetic actions, and the strate-
gic communications challenges involved in persuasively linking actions and objec-
tives, are taken into account throughout the planning and decision process. The need
for such integration between the elements of the strategy necessarily leads to the sec-
ond challenge.

Integrating and Harmonizing the Instruments of Power
The two critical components of the strategy outlined here—attacking the enemy’s

leadership, operatives, and support systems while winning or maintaining the support
of the population—require the application of diplomatic, informational, political,
military, intelligence, law enforcement, and foreign assistance instruments, all of which
must be utilized simultaneously and with unity of effort on both the national and
international levels.
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Unfortunately, the U.S. Government is not organized to pursue these two goals
effectively and to balance the tensions that will emerge between them. In an organiza-
tion so large and complex, an infinite number of organizational permutations can be
generated to correct these shortcomings, and this is not the place to explore them
all. However, some enduring principles could help inform choices among various
options.

Unity of effort. A primary goal of any reorganization must be to establish and
maintain unity of effort in the application of the relevant elements of national power
in this global counterinsurgency. A single entity or process must be established to set
goals and procedures; orchestrate, harmonize, and deconflict actions; and receive feed-
back and modify plans accordingly. This entity or process must include means to
compel participation and compliance among agencies. It is quite clear that the leader-
ship of all the departments and agencies involved in fighting the war against terrorism
abroad appreciate the importance of unity of effort and cross-agency cooperation and
coordination. Yet actually achieving this unity of effort remains elusive. The entire
history of the Department of Defense from 1947 to the passage of the Goldwater-
Nichols Act in 1986 demonstrates that traditional processes of coordination are not
good enough, so the U.S. Government must develop legal vehicles for officers and
officials to exercise operational control of assets across departmental and agency bound-
aries. This will include, under some circumstances, giving officials of other agencies
operational control of military personnel, and vice versa.

Echelonment. At the same time, any organizational solution must recognize that
local insurgencies—the co-optation of which must be prevented—begin and grow for
reasons as varied as their number. A global counterterrorism strategy must therefore
develop and execute specific solutions tailored to local conditions. Moreover, since
each of these local solutions will involve a combination of military, diplomatic, infor-
mational, intelligence, and other measures, they must be subject to the same local and
regional unity of effort as exists at the national strategic level. Entities or processes
that correspond to the strategic organization described above must be established at
operational and tactical levels.

As a matter of reality, such interagency cooperation is typically better at the tacti-
cal level than at higher levels, provided that it can be practiced “off the scope” of
higher headquarters. Institutionalizing such flexibility would require overcoming the
pressures parent agencies put on individuals’ conduct as well as a willingness on
Washington’s part to devolve authority and responsibility to lower levels. In other
words, the U.S. Government needs to make its own organizations function more like
a network of networks and less like a series of rigid hierarchies.

Authorities for overseas operations. An effective counterinsurgency will also
require accepting that even local insurgencies operate freely across international bor-
ders. There will be times when high-priority regional efforts in support of national
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strategy must trump the country-specific concerns of reluctant chiefs of U.S. diplo-
matic missions. Maintaining unity of effort across these lines will likely require
reexamination of the legal mandate that chiefs of mission be in charge of all U.S.
Government activities in their countries other than military operations under combat-
ant commanders. Not all such interagency operations will be led by military forces,
and therefore in many cases it may be necessary for cross-border unity of effort to be
under the control of an official who is neither the American Ambassador nor the re-
gional combatant commander. Chief of mission oversight of U.S. activities in a par-
ticular country serves the national interest well in most circumstances, but it is easy to
see that in the war on terror, there will also be situations where it does not. The nature
of the terrorist challenge demands that agencies be open to new modes of organiza-
tion to meet and defeat new threats.

Agility. As the threat in the global insurgency changes, the U.S. Government must
be able to build, modify, and dismantle quickly the organizations established to con-
tend with it. No single solution to organizational challenges can last; the threat will
mutate too rapidly. It is not necessarily clear in advance which organizations will be
valuable and which will not. This implies that any new organizations should begin
as temporary structures; as they prove their worth, they can be made permanent.
The speed with which the threat can change also suggests that interagency policymaking
structures need to be more flexible. At the national level, having a deputies committee
that replicates the duties of the principals committee, with subordinate groups mostly
confined to making recommendations for deputies’ or principals’ approval, may
be an excellent structure for making deliberate policy; however, as a crisis manage-
ment mechanism, let alone a warfighting one, it is cumbersome and risks being unre-
sponsive.

Interagency culture. Ultimately, organizational structures will not help much unless
there is a culture of true interagency cooperation in planning and execution, not only
for the global counterinsurgency but also for other complex contingencies. Programs
must be developed to create and perpetuate such a culture. This could include inter-
agency training and education; more cross-agency career paths, such as the National
Security Officer Corps envisioned in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review Report;44

and evaluation and promotion systems that reward interagency work.

Specialization. The two main elements of the proposed global counterinsurgency
strategy require competencies that are not likely to be found in any single organiza-
tion. As the discussion of unity of effort suggests, these skill sets must be applied
under the direction of a single process or entity. That does not mean, however, that the
different organizations in which they are found should be cobbled together merely on
the grounds that the people involved are all engaged in achieving a common national
objective. Organizational cultures and biases exist because they promote the compe-
tencies that the organization requires to do its job effectively. What is needed is an
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interagency philosophy comparable to the military concept of jointness properly under-
stood—that is, the effective application of specialized skills, wherever they may be found,
toward a common strategic objective.

Managing Shifting Coalitions
Success in the struggle against jihadist terrorism will depend in large part on the

ability of the United States to marshal and manage the support of an array of other
governments. Thus, while it is important to ostracize states that intentionally support
or harbor terrorists, it is also vital to encourage and empower potential partners and
focus their efforts on the common cause. This is not a simple task under the best of
circumstances. Doing it in the context of the war on terrorism is particularly difficult
because threat perceptions differ so radically from one state to another, and for good
reason. While the rulers of many Muslim states share the U.S. perspective on jihadist
terror—indeed, they see it as even more of an existential threat—they may well see
some of the proposed political cures as worse than the disease. Meanwhile, the United
States and many of its European allies have surprisingly different perspectives about
the origins of the threat. For the United States, the danger of jihadist terror is an exter-
nal threat; the terrorists come from somewhere else, so it makes sense to try and fight
them as far away from U.S. shores as possible. For many European countries, the
danger is an internal one, leading them to treat it less as a matter of national defense
and more as a domestic policy issue. Other countries see little danger to themselves
except insofar as they are perceived as collaborators with one side or the other.

These differing perspectives mean that the antiterrorist coalition will not be a neat,
united alliance but a series of overlapping groupings that shift from time to time and
mission to mission. Such groupings will only be viable, however, if participants be-
lieve a general commonality of purpose connects the various missions served by them;
attempts to de-link completely one coalition from the context of other missions will
be perceived as cavalier treatment of the national interests of members. Keeping coa-
lition partners on board will therefore require a variety of political actions, including
a major effort to rebuild the international public consensus, outside as well as inside
the Islamic world, that a war on terrorism is justified. It will also require genuine two-
way dialogue with potential partners on the nature, implications, and causes of the
terrorist threat, conducted well in advance of specific requests for assistance. This dia-
logue must take place on both the military and civilian sides of U.S. bilateral and mul-
tilateral relationships.

The United States also needs to reexamine the benefits that it looks to gain from
having coalition partners in the war on terrorism. In the past, exercises in coalition
building have often emphasized the public image benefits in the U.S. political context
(maximizing “flags in the sand”) over the military contribution coalition partners can
make. The political drive for more countries to be involved often clashes with military
effectiveness and leads to the underutilization of capabilities that are offered. Further-
more, U.S. policymakers tend to tap the same countries over and over, often beyond
the point that they can realistically contribute. This approach may undermine the most
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important contribution some partners can make: to ensure that terrorists cannot oper-
ate within their own national space. Moreover, it may sometimes be more important
for a key country not to condemn or oppose something the United States needs to do
than to make a troop contribution of marginal value. Adroit coalition management,
especially the inclusion of the concerns, capabilities, and goals of partner countries in
U.S. strategic calculus, is a sine qua non of success against a global threat.

CONCLUSION
It has become commonplace to say that the war against global terrorism will be

prolonged and that progress will be hard to gauge and victory difficult to ascertain.
That is all true, perhaps more so than many who repeat the words fully realize. A
struggle conducted along the lines we have laid out, which we believe to be the only
way it can be successfully conducted, will be fought largely out of public view. The
American public as well as people in other countries will gradually lose sight of the
progress of the war.

As a result, American leaders may find it difficult to muster support for the mea-
sures necessary to prevail in the political side of the conflict. This will be all the more
difficult considering that what we are recommending is, in effect, a number of local
counterinsurgencies being conducted in parallel as elements of a grand transnational
counterinsurgency. As in any counterinsurgency, success is most probable if the insur-
gency is nipped in the bud before violence gets out of hand. As a result, it will be
important for the United States to take action in a number of seemingly obscure places
long before the problems attract the attention of humanitarian pressure groups and the
international media.

In the case of nonkinetic actions, leaders will face the challenge of getting Ameri-
cans to care about solving problems whose connection to the terrorist threat may not
be immediately obvious. In the case of kinetic actions, Americans and foreigners alike
will occasionally be shocked when news of a U.S. operation against terrorists in some
faraway place suddenly appears on the front pages. When that happens, many will
reflexively criticize America’s supposed preference for force over peaceful conflict
resolution or the relentlessness of its supposed war against Islam. To mitigate the
criticism, U.S. leaders should ensure that, when action is necessary, it takes place in
the environment of the grassroots global revulsion against terrorist methods for which
the President has called. The United States must continue working assiduously toward
the creation of such an environment, even as it combats jihadist terrorists militarily
and jihadist terrorism politically. As long as it may take, the task is not hopeless. With
prudent defensive measures and regenerated international support and cooperation, it
is possible to prevent terrorists from doing catastrophic harm to U.S. citizens and
interests and from raising the temperature of intercultural confrontation to the boiling
point.

Samora Machel, the head of the Front for the Liberation of Mozambique in the
1970s and 1980s, was once asked how he could conduct a guerrilla war in a country
almost devoid of natural geographic sanctuaries, such as mountains. He replied, “Our
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people are our mountains.” By strengthening control over inadequately governed
spaces, helping other countries correct the legitimacy deficits under which their gov-
ernments labor, lowering the ambient level of violence by working to resolve regional
conflicts, and seizing the initiative to provide better solutions to tangible grievances
than those offered by the jihadists, U.S. strategy can sever the bonds between the
terrorists and their mountains—the very people they seek to mobilize to their cause.
When that happens, the eradication of the terrorists that remain will not be long in
coming. And if, by that time, U.S. efforts have altered the environment in which jihadism
flourishes, choking off the support that keeps it alive and eliminating the conditions
that breed future jihadists, they will have ensured that jihadist terror organizations,
once eradicated, do not revive.



Combating WMD Threats
Chapter Three

CHARLES D. LUTES

The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—and the specter
of these weapons falling into the hands of terrorists—defines what may well be

America’s gravest strategic challenge in the years ahead. At a time when partisan
debate over national security has become more commonplace, no one seriously dis-
putes the stakes in this case.1 While Cold War–era WMD threats were enormous, they
also were kept at bay, mainly through a posture of deterrence, buttressed by alliance
commitments and arms limitation. However, in today’s security environment with a
diversity of threats, this combination of policies no longer suffices. In the post-9/11
era, we cannot escape the fact that for certain types of actors, the acquisition of WMD
may inevitably equate to the use of such capabilities, most likely targeted against the
United States and its interests, either at home or abroad. Faced with this central prob-
lem and a pernicious mixture of aggravating factors—most notably, the lack of secure
control over the former Soviet Union’s far-flung WMD complex; continued pursuit of
WMD capability by North Korea, Iran, and other pariah regimes; and the growth of
shadowy networks of terrorists and nonstate suppliers—the United States finds itself
at a crossroads. The path to greater security requires a more holistic, comprehensive
policy to deal with these strategic threats.

President George W. Bush’s first National Security Strategy,2 released in the fall of
2002, provided a clear shift in the way the U.S. Government views the WMD threat.
Further articulated in the subsequent publication of The National Strategy to Combat Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction,3 the U.S. approach to WMD represented a fundamental change
from past reliance on deterrence and passive defensive measures. These documents were
the result of an evolution in thinking more than a decade in the making: from deter-
rence to defense to an active offense in combating the threat of WMD by any adversary.

This chapter assesses the looming challenges in the WMD policy area from the per-
spective of the paradigm change over the last decade. As emphasis has shifted from a
traditional Soviet-style threat to one of rogue states and terrorists, U.S. policy responses
have adapted. While undergoing this transition, the United States has dealt with some
nettlesome WMD-related problems with a mixed degree of success. The containment
policies of the 1990s may have kept some adversaries in check but were also marked
by significant intelligence gaps, which eventually led to the 2003 Iraq invasion. Libya’s
renunciation of WMD marked a triumph for the international community but also

61
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illuminated the extensive nature of the network of suppliers led by Pakistani scientist
A.Q. Khan. Rising to the forefront of concerns are Iran and North Korea, whose nuclear
aspirations challenge not only the United States, but also the future of international
nonproliferation regimes. Additional challenges are raised by the problems of “loose
nukes” and “failed states”—that is, how to secure worldwide stockpiles of fissile ma-
terial and how to protect such material in the event of a failure or adversarial shift of
governance in current WMD states. Underlying all these concerns are the ultimate
danger and unpredictability of WMD-armed terrorists and the need for a tailored de-
terrence strategy to counter the variety of actors on the proliferation scene. This chap-
ter argues that the policy options for all of these issues must not be constrained to a
single paradigm; instead, U.S. policy must include a comprehensive toolkit of options
that leverages all capabilities and instruments of national power. At the same time, new
and flexible responses must be developed in conjunction with the international com-
munity to prevent catastrophic consequences.

THE PARADIGMS OF PROLIFERATION
The strategic challenge of adversaries with weapons of mass destruction has been

with us since the end of World War II, and until 1990 the perception and management
of this threat varied little, given that it emanated from one principal peer state adver-
sary—the Soviet Union—that shared with the United States similar principles of mu-
tual deterrence. With the fall of the Berlin Wall, followed closely by the 1991 Persian
Gulf War and the collapse of the Soviet Union, U.S. strategic planners shifted atten-
tion away from the Soviet threat to one posed by the acquisition of WMD by so-called
rogue states that rejected international norms of behavior. The post–Cold War period
proved to be a transitional one, as U.S. policy drifted in its understanding of and
concern for the problem of rogue states. However, the mass destruction that occurred
on September 11, 2001, by terrorist-hijacked commercial airliners galvanized atten-
tion on how globalization had facilitated the emergence of a new set of strategic,
nonstate actors and the potential catastrophic consequences that could arise should
they gain access to WMD.

During each of these periods, U.S. policy has been marked by unique assumptions
and emphases to address the perceived threats of greatest concern, often with mixed
success. In today’s security environment, WMD threats represent a diverse set of chal-
lenges that require a full range of response options. Figure 3–1 depicts the shifting
paradigms of U.S. WMD policy by considering both the challenges and responses in
the Cold War, post–Cold War, and post-9/11 periods. Taken individually, each para-
digm tends to suffer from a certain policy myopia by overemphasizing particular threats
and responses, and discounting or ignoring others.

The Cold War Paradigm
The Cold War paradigm was formed by the U.S. peer competition with the Soviet

Union and its vast nuclear arsenal. In the great power context of that era, it is not surpris-
ing that the traditional nation-state was the primary unit of analysis for considering
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adversaries and other actors. Those with nuclear capabilities were generally treated as
either friend or foe: the nuclear capabilities of Britain and France were considered
additive to that of the United States in countering those of the Soviet Union and China.
Deterrence, with its attendant mutually assured destruction strategic calculus, was big-
stakes poker that only great powers could play. To ensure it remained that way, the U.S.
deterrence shield was extended to reassure major allies (for example, Japan and West
Germany), and extensive diplomatic efforts via nonproliferation negotiations were
mounted in order to restrict through consent the continued spread of the fearsome
power of the atom, as well as chemical and biological capabilities with mass destruc-
tion potential.

Overall, the Cold War paradigm was a system based on a fragile notion of stability.
As long as all the actors remained more or less frozen in place, the system worked.
The Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT), signed in 1968, was an attempt to freeze the
then-current system of five nuclear powers. Its apparent success was felt so strongly,
in fact, that the need for defense was considered not only unnecessary, but actually
dangerous. With the signature of the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty, the
only defenses that remained in the United States were the increasingly neglected popular
civil defense shelters and the exhortation to “duck and cover” in case of nuclear at-
tack. Despite periods of intense competition between the major powers, the Cold War
period was marked by relatively few fundamental challenges to this system: the world
held its breath as South Africa developed, then rejected, nuclear weapons; and it did
little to thwart India, Pakistan, and Israel from quietly developing such capability
without signing the NPT.

FIGURE 3–1.  CHALLENGES AND RESPONSES:
THE STRATEGIC PARADIGMS OF WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION
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The Post–Cold War Paradigm
The collapse of the Soviet Union subverted the Cold War system’s stability. In the

post–Cold War euphoria, some thought the threat of large-scale destruction had been
averted forever. Calls for a “peace dividend” assumed Western nuclear arsenals to be
irrelevant. Yet despite the initial optimism, new WMD challenges emerged. The spread
of WMD to other nations again became a heightened issue. Where once there had
been one (Soviet) nuclear power, now there were four, as the newly independent states
of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan were “born” nuclear. Furthermore, the security
and stability of the stockpile in the former Soviet states created a new concern that
loose nukes could find their way to aspiring nuclear powers or perhaps even terrorists.
New creative approaches were needed to address the changing nature of the nuclear
threat. Successful diplomatic strategies led to the return of nuclear weapons to Russia
by Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan. Another success was the Nunn-Lugar Act of
1991, which established cooperative threat reduction as a method for securing nuclear
material in the states of the former Soviet Union.

Yet with the demise of the traditional peer nuclear competitor, new adversaries
appeared on the horizon. Rogue regimes, notably in North Korea and Iraq, dared to
defy U.S. supremacy and viewed weapons of mass destruction as the means to do so.
Exploiting weaknesses in the nonproliferation regimes, these rogues developed secret
nuclear programs and intentionally worked to thwart the efforts of inspectors from the
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA), as well as of U.S. diplomats. By the
early 1990s, a new sizeable forward deployment of U.S. conventional forces in South-
west Asia (in the wake of the 1991 Gulf War), along with the longstanding defense
arrangements in Northeast Asia, sought to contain both the regional and nuclear appe-
tites of these rogue states.

While nuclear ambitions proved difficult to satisfy, the rogues, specifically Iraq,
Iran, North Korea, Syria, and Libya, acquired chemical capabilities as a means to gain
leverage against their regional enemies and potentially against the deployed military
forces of the United States. Despite overwhelming coalition success in Operation Desert
Storm, the United States realized its battlefield vulnerability against the potential of
Scud-delivered chemicals. The ability to execute regional war plans, designed to con-
tain the rogue states and prevent their aggression, was considered at risk by the asym-
metric threat of chemical weapons and, to a lesser extent, biological weapons. To
protect against this, the U.S. military began to emphasize passive defense measures in
the mid-1990s by investing in more capable chemical suits and medical countermea-
sures. The objective of this investment was to increase confidence in the U.S. ability
to fight through a chemical or biological attack so that the military would not have to
rely on a noncredible nuclear retaliation to counter such use.

In 1993, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin announced a major policy shift in creat-
ing the Defense Counterproliferation Initiative (CPI) to increase military response to the
WMD problem.4 Aspin suggested that the United States would maintain its emphasis
on proliferation prevention through the standard nonproliferation and arms control
policies, but that it would add “protection” against weapons of mass destruction as a
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major policy goal. Aspin viewed protection in the broadest sense and believed the CPI
would be a means to, in his words, “deal with Saddam Hussein with nukes,” either in a
reactive or a preemptive mode—primarily the former, but also the latter when no
other option provided a better means of defense.5 After Aspin’s short tenure, the em-
phasis of the CPI soon devolved to a focus on passive defense capabilities, reinforced
in 1994 when Congress mandated the consolidation of all Department of Defense
(DOD) chemical and biological defense programs in order to “allow military forces of
the United States to survive and successfully complete their operational missions—in
battlespace environments contaminated with chemical or biological warfare agents.”6

Yet with all this emphasis on protection of military forces, little investment, outside of
a research and development effort in missile defense aimed at future rogue state capa-
bilities, was made to protect the U.S. populace, as WMD attacks on the homeland
seemed improbable in the foreseeable future.

The Post-9/11 Paradigm
The post–Cold War paradigm was violently shattered on September 11, 2001, by

terrorists who found a new way to inflict mass casualties by hijacking commercial
airliners and crashing them into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon. Following
the 9/11 attacks, the United States suffered a series of random anthrax attacks, the
perpetrator of which has yet to be determined. With these acts against the homeland,
the rules that defined the new world order changed. A new type of adversary had
jumped to the front of the pack, and with it, a new nightmare scenario invaded the
public conscience: a determined terrorist network armed with weapons of mass de-
struction attacking U.S. cities.

Meanwhile, the threat from rogue states became conflated with the terrorist threat.
The “axis of evil” (Iraq, Iran, and North Korea) presented not only a direct threat, but
also an indirect one through support to terrorist networks. The fear that these states
might develop WMD capabilities and provide them to terrorists who are deemed de
facto “undeterrable” represented a significant shift in thinking. No longer would rogue
states be content with a few nuclear weapons as bargaining chips to gain international
prestige; the concern was that they would be irrational enough to use them through
their terrorist surrogates. Alternatively, such irrationality coupled with a burgeoning
ballistic missile program could hold hostage the United States or regional competitors
with just a handful of weapons.

The initial assumption was that an apparent disregard for self-survival by rogue
states and terrorists invalidated the concept of deterrence and the entire Cold War
paradigm. With the realization that the threat may be as great or greater against the
populace than that against operating military forces, the emphasis on defensive mea-
sures from the post–Cold War paradigm seemed inadequate. The decision by the Bush
administration was to go on the offensive: “We must be prepared to stop rogue states
and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass
destruction against the United States and our allies and friends.”7 The policy choice
was to deal proactively with adversaries before they acquired WMD rather than have
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to deal with them reactively after acquisition when the threat of use may become
imminent. This new emphasis on preventive action translated to a spectrum of measures
from interdiction of WMD shipments on the high seas to the invasion of Iraq in April
2003. It colored the way in which America approached the world after September 11.

The post-9/11 paradigm is important for understanding the Bush administration
policies against the WMD threat since 2002. Evaluating the successes and setbacks
during that time also requires an understanding of the Cold War and post–Cold War
paradigms and assumptions upon which the majority of preexisting military and inter-
agency capabilities were built. In today’s security environment, remnants of each para-
digm may exist in programs and concepts of operations tailored for legacy threats. In
evaluating WMD strategies for the future, it is important to consider the multidimen-
sional nature of the threat as it has evolved over the years, and the various responses
that have been designed for dealing with WMD challenges. The task for decisionmakers
is to employ the right mix of policies for each unique challenge, all within a compre-
hensive strategy.

SUCCESSES AND SETBACKS
In the post-9/11 context, the Bush administration, wary of “a perfect storm” of

rogue regimes, terrorism, and WMD, has employed a muscular approach to eliminate
the conditions before the storm fully matures. The record has been decidedly mixed.
Iraq, the centerpiece of the new strategy, has yet to establish a viable democracy, and
regime change there has neither enhanced stability nor inspired political transforma-
tion of the broader Middle East. One thing seems certain: the estimation by the United
States of the Iraqi WMD threat was vastly off the mark. On the other hand, the Libyan
renunciation of its WMD program appears to vindicate aggressive policies. The intel-
ligence windfall from the Libyan program has exposed the depth and breadth of the
proliferation problem, and particularly the role of Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan, fur-
ther bolstering the concern that the threat may be greater than originally anticipated.
The following sections look in greater detail at the recent record with Iraq, Libya, and
the Khan network with an eye toward lessons that might inform looming policy choices
vis-à-vis Iran, North Korea, and others.

Iraq
 The 2002 National Security Strategy explicitly articulated a long-held yet rarely

discussed policy option—the preventive use of force against gathering threats and
preemptive use of force against imminent threats:

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

sary, act preemptively.8
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For the Bush administration, the threat that had been gathering for over a decade
was the WMD programs of Saddam Hussein. Weary of the containment policies of the
previous decade that enabled Iraq to play shell games with United Nations inspectors,
the United States employed its new strategy of preventive war by invading Iraq in the
spring of 2003. In the swift completion of major combat operations followed by a
protracted insurgency and stability operations, the original rationale for war seems all
but forgotten. The long and fruitless search for evidence of an ongoing WMD pro-
gram leaves the United States with more questions than answers. With the benefit of
retrospective intelligence, it seems clear that the Iraqi WMD program did not pose an
immediate threat to U.S. interests. What is less clear are the different options the
United States might have pursued with the benefit of perfect knowledge of Iraqi capa-
bility and intent. The choice of preventive war, predicated on the interpretation of
prewar intelligence establishing Iraq as a grave danger, has both positive and negative
consequences that have yet to fully play out. The full lessons from the Iraq experience
are still to be written, but this section discusses two WMD-related issues: the impor-
tant role of intelligence in informing policy options to counter WMD programs, and
the preparedness of U.S. military forces to deal with WMD once encountered.

In the run-up to Operation Iraqi Freedom, the U.S. Intelligence Community judged
that Iraq had “chemical and biological weapons as well as missiles with ranges in
excess of UN [United Nations] restrictions; if left unchecked, it probably will have a
nuclear weapon during the decade.”9 Some key judgments from that 2002 National
Intelligence Estimate (NIE) were as follows: 10

Since inspections ended in 1998, Iraq has maintained its chemical weapons effort, en-

ergized its missile program, and invested more heavily in biological weapons; most
analysts assess Iraq is reconstituting its nuclear weapons program.

How quickly Iraq will obtain its first nuclear weapon depends on when it acquires sufficient
weapons-grade fissile material. If Baghdad acquires sufficient weapons-grade material
from abroad, it could make a nuclear weapon within a year. Without such material from

abroad, Iraq probably would not be able to make a weapon until the last half of the decade.

Baghdad has begun renewed production of chemical warfare agents, probably includ-
ing mustard, sarin, cyclosarin, and VX.

All key aspects—[research and development], production, and weaponization—of Iraq’s

offensive BW [biological warfare] program are active and most elements are larger and
more advanced than they were before the Gulf War. Iraq maintains a small missile force
and several development programs, including for a UAV [unmanned aerial vehicle] that
most analysts believe probably is intended to deliver biological warfare agents.

Although the Intelligence Community predicted with high confidence the ongoing
nature of Iraq’s nuclear, chemical, biological, and missile programs, it acknowledged
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that it had low confidence in its ability to assess when Saddam might actually employ
WMD, whether he would engage in a clandestine attack against the U.S. homeland, or
whether, in desperation, he would share chemical or biological weapons with al Qaeda.
From this intelligence, the imminent threat was that Iraq would soon acquire a signifi-
cant WMD (especially nuclear) capability. In line with the post-9/11 paradigm, the
Bush administration chose to eliminate this threat before it became an imminent threat
of use.

As was subsequently revealed, the October NIE, and most all intelligence esti-
mates—to include those of our allies—were wrong. The postwar Iraqi Survey Group
(ISG), despite nearly a year and a half of investigation, found almost nothing to
support the prewar estimates. Several specific key findings were as follows:11

ISG discovered further evidence of the maturity and significance of the pre-1991 Iraqi
Nuclear Program but found that Iraq’s ability to reconstitute a nuclear weapons pro-
gram progressively decayed after that date.

While a small number of old, abandoned chemical munitions have been discovered,
ISG judges that Iraq unilaterally destroyed its undeclared chemical weapons stockpile

in 1991.

In practical terms, with the destruction of the Al Hakam facility, Iraq abandoned its
ambition to obtain advanced weapons quickly. ISG found no direct evidence that Iraq,
after 1996, has plans for a new BW program or was conducting BW-specific work for
military purposes.

The ISG report did assess that Saddam Hussein had the desire and intent to recon-
stitute a WMD program after sanctions were lifted, but that he had neither a strategy
nor perhaps even the means to do so. In hindsight, the state of Saddam’s weapons
program was not an imminent threat to acquire WMD capability (much less use WMD).
The program was in fact moribund.

The issue of why the Intelligence Community was so far off the mark has been the
subject of at least six separate inquiries or investigations; the most notable is the White
House–appointed Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States
Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, chaired by former Senator Charles Robb
(D–VA) and Judge Laurence Silberman. The commission’s assessment was stark: “We
conclude that the Intelligence Community was dead wrong in almost all of its prewar
judgments about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction. This was a major intelligence
failure.”12 As these inquiries point out, a key lesson of the Iraq experience is the fragil-
ity of intelligence in determining capability and intent in the post-9/11 world.

Such fragility was demonstrated before in the midst of another major international
transition: the end of the Cold War. The Intelligence Community was originally organized
to monitor, assess, and combat a relatively static Cold War adversary. The deterrence
concept required extensive knowledge of Soviet capabilities and an appreciation of
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their role in its communist society. And yet, even with all that analytical focus, the
Intelligence Community was unable to predict the Soviet collapse.

As the intelligence agencies turned to post–Cold War threats, most notably Iraq
and North Korea, they were ill equipped to infiltrate a closed society with human
intelligence capabilities. Ambiguities about actual WMD capabilities were dealt with
by extrapolating assumptions concerning Saddam’s intent. With relatively few hard
facts, intelligence assessments about WMD can be a lens that either magnifies (as in
the case of Iraq) or diminishes (as in the case of al Qaeda) the actual threat according
to the assumptions and beliefs of the policymakers. The desire for “exquisite intelli-
gence” will never be fully satisfied, and the range of policy options for dealing with
WMD programs must be able to account for that fact.

Just as the Intelligence Community was a product of the Cold War and post–Cold
War environments, so too was the military that went to war in Iraq. To paraphrase
former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, it was the military we had, not the
one we wish we had. Since the end of Desert Storm, the U.S. military had main-
tained a moderate presence in the Persian Gulf region designed to contain and
marginalize the aspirations of Saddam. As Iraq continually tried to outwit the United
Nations Special Commission on Iraq, charged with verifying its compliance with post-
war UN Security Council Resolutions to disarm, this force became the stick to keep
Saddam in line. U.S. Central Command (USCENTCOM) had been refining war plans
for dealing with the regime since Desert Storm. The original design of Operation Plan
(OPLAN) 1003, the plan for the invasion of Iraq, was primarily a plan for regime
removal. As refined for Operation Iraqi Freedom, the revised version, OPLAN 1003V,
had dual purposes: regime change and WMD removal.13 In the new paradigm, WMD
had become the objective, not just a condition, yet the military was ill equipped to
deal with it.

Initially, USCENTCOM planners assumed they could neutralize the most threat-
ening of Iraq’s WMD through direct attack and defer elimination of the remainder
until after major combat operations.14 Yet with a force developed primarily to fight
through a WMD attack on its way to Baghdad, General Tommy Franks was faced with
a dilemma: “We could defend our troops, but we would never preempt regime use of
WMD, because intelligence on the threat was not actionable: We knew the Iraqis had
WMD, but we didn’t know where it was being hidden.”15 In the fall of 2002, military
planners began to realize that many of their assumptions regarding the removal of
Saddam’s WMD were wrong: that it was “somebody else’s mission”; that it could be
deferred to post-hostilities; or that it was a secondary objective. The Department of
Defense scrambled to put together a WMD elimination capability that could operate
both during and after major combat operations.

Despite the technical nature of exploiting, disabling, and eliminating nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical weapons, a field artillery brigade was chosen as the core com-
mand and control element to conduct this mission. An ad hoc team of experts to support
this element did not come together until March 2003, just before hostilities commenced.
A separate special operations task force was also involved in finding WMD, but the
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coordination between these units was minimal.16 As operations commenced, the WMD
problem proved to be more complex than anticipated. Insufficient forces were avail-
able to guard sensitive sites as major combat elements drove rapidly to Baghdad.
Many suspected sites were found to have no clear connection to WMD programs.
Integrated command and control over the disparate elements in the WMD hunt be-
came a problem. By April, it was apparent that a new approach was needed to focus
more on forensic analysis in finding clues to the vanishing WMD program. The Iraqi
Survey Group was formed as an intelligence mission and devoted the next year and a
half to finding traces of the program.

The military forces and Intelligence Community that planned and executed Op-
eration Iraqi Freedom, with culture and capabilities formed in the Cold War and post–
Cold War era, were ill equipped to deal with WMD removal as a major objective of the
war plan. The lack of a significant Iraqi program avoided any serious consequences.
However, it also means that to date, progress has been slow in correcting these defi-
ciencies. The Defense Department has taken initial steps to better define the counter-
WMD mission and has charged U.S. Strategic Command with the responsibility to
implement it. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) has set the Department
of Defense on course to remedy the deficiencies in the WMD elimination area. In
addition to emphasizing the capabilities required to conduct such a mission, DOD
will create a standing joint task force charged with preparing for and conducting such
missions in the future.17 The Intelligence Community is in the early stages of imple-
menting reforms advocated by the 9/11 Commission. Today, however, the U.S. capac-
ity for detecting and removing a nation-state’s WMD capability is little better than it
was before 9/11. In dealing with terrorists, it is virtually nonexistent.

An epilogue to the Iraq experience: the policy choice of forcible regime removal
has ramifications in our efforts to deal with other WMD challenges. Clearly, the threat
in Iraq has been removed where it once was contained. The true efficacy of this ap-
proach lies not only in what happens in post-Saddam Iraq, but also what happens in
other countries. Policymakers must pay close attention to the individual lessons learned
by Libya, Iran, and North Korea.

Libya
One person who took careful note of the fate of Saddam Hussein was Libya’s

Muammar Qadhafi. Feeling the effect of years of economic sanctions following the
downing of Pan Am Flight 103 over Lockerbie, Scotland, Qadhafi was anxious to
seek rapprochement with the West. In 2002, he initiated diplomatic relations with
Great Britain. In March 2003, with U.S. troops about to roll toward Baghdad, Qadhafi
decided he did not want to be next. He sent his son Saif to engage British intelligence
officers on Libya’s weapons programs.18 The Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) soon
joined in covert negotiations. The final impetus to striking a bargain was the October
2003 interception of a German-registered ship, the BBC China, bound for Libya with
thousands of centrifuge parts. This operation was the first major success under the
rubric of the new Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), developed by the Bush adminis-
tration as a muscular multilateral approach to preventing proliferation by interdicting
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critical WMD components in shipment. Faced with indisputable evidence of an
active nuclear program, Libya invited British and U.S. intelligence into the coun-
try to discuss terms of a possible disarmament. While accounts vary as to how much
negotiation took place, there was at least an implicit agreement that in exchange for a
complete and verifiable disarmament, the United States would not seek to remove
Qadhafi as it had Saddam, and the potential existed for the lifting of sanctions.

In late December 2003, the Libyan government announced its intention to elimi-
nate its nuclear, chemical, and long-range missile programs in order to rejoin the
community of nations. Since that time, the CIA has reported the extent of Libyan
cooperation in four key strategic areas:19

Nuclear: Libya admitted to ongoing fuel cycle projects at 10 sites intended to support a

nuclear weapons program. Libya pledged voluntarily to relinquish its nuclear weapons
program, abide by the NPT (to which it had been a party since 1975) and its 1980
safeguards agreement with the International Atomic Energy Agency, and submit to in-
trusive inspections called for by the NPT Additional Protocol. Furthermore, Libya dis-
closed the involvement of the Pakistani A.Q. Khan network in providing centrifuge and
component designs.

Chemical: Libya revealed a chemical weapons plant at Rabta, which produced signifi-
cant quantities of sulfur mustard gas, and stored equipment for a possible second fac-
tory for manufacturing mustard and nerve agent. Libya agreed to abide by the Chemi-
cal Weapons Convention and requested assistance in destroying chemical warfare
stockpiles.

Biological: Libya had at one time acquired equipment and developed capabilities re-
lated to biological weapons, but now claims the program is extinct.

Ballistic Missiles: Libya provided extensive information concerning its Scud missile
inventory and revealed the assistance it received from North Korea in an effort to de-

velop longer-range missiles.

The Libyan renunciation was clearly a windfall for advocates of a hard-line em-
phasis in U.S. policy. Although judging the effect of the soft power of economic sanc-
tions and possibly years of British diplomacy on Qadhafi’s decision is difficult, there
is little doubt that he understood the hard power of the U.S. invasion in Iraq and the
PSI interdiction of his critical centrifuge components. In the end, Libya’s lesson was
that the price of pursuing WMD was just too high. When George W. Bush surveyed
the components of the Libyan nuclear program at Oak Ridge National Laboratory in
July 2004, he rightfully credited both diplomacy and action:

Libya is dismantling its weapons of mass destruction and long-range missile programs.

This progress came about through quiet diplomacy between America, Britain, and the
Libyan government. This progress was set in motion, however, by policies declared in
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public to all the world. The United States, Great Britain, and many other nations are
determined to expose the threats of terrorism and proliferation—and to oppose those
threats with all our power. We have sent this message in the strongest diplomatic terms,
and we have acted where action was required.20

Economic and political developments have been largely positive for Libya since
its WMD renunciation. In June 2004, Washington reestablished diplomatic relations
with the opening of an independent liaison office in Tripoli. Sanctions were lifted in
September 2004. Since then, foreign investment and tourism have risen, brightening
Libya’s economic prospects.

The critical lessons learned by U.S. and British intelligence experts once again
exposed the fragility of information concerning adversaries’ WMD programs. Libya
was much farther along in the uranium enrichment process than anyone had previ-
ously known. With attention and resources diverted to monitoring Iraq and North
Korea, the Libyan program was hardly more than a blip on anyone’s radar screen.
More troubling was the extent and breadth of the A.Q. Khan supplier network as
revealed through this intelligence windfall. So while the positive side lies in how much
we have learned through the Libyan experience, the downside is discovering how
little the Intelligence Community knew previously. In the words of the Silberman-
Robb Commission: “We conclude that collection and analytic efforts with regard to
Libya’s weapons programs and in support of the U.S./U.K.-led efforts represent, for
the most part, an Intelligence Community success story.”21 However, based on this
experience, the commission also offered a warning: “It is apparent to us that the Com-
munity is not well-postured to replicate such successes.”22

A.Q. Khan Network
The same incident that caused Libya to change its strategic calculus uncovered an

extensive network of WMD proliferators. In October 2003, Italian coast guard cutters,
operating within the PSI framework, pulled alongside the BBC China, a German-
flagged cargo vessel bound for Libya.23 Upon inspection, authorities found precision
machine tools, aluminum tubes, molecular pumps, and other components for building
approximately 10,000 P–2 gas centrifuges designed for enriching uranium to specifi-
cations required for a nuclear weapon. These components were traced back to a pub-
licly traded Malaysian engineering company called Scomi Precision Engineering.
Scomi had manufactured the parts at the behest of a Sri Lankan middleman name
Buhary Sayed Abu Tahir. From his front company in Dubai, SMB Computers, Tahir
arranged to deliver the parts to Libya for its nascent nuclear weapons program. Tipped
by British and American intelligence, the Italian authorities ensured the cargo never
arrived at its destination. The seizure of the BBC China’s cargo began the chain of
events that led Muammar Qadhafi to “come in from the cold” and renounce his WMD
programs in December of 2003. Just as significantly, this interdiction operation was
the strand that unraveled the shadowy proliferation network of Tahir’s boss and men-
tor, A.Q. Khan.
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The godfather of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program, Khan is a legendary and
celebrated figure around Islamabad for his years of secretive work in developing the
first “Islamic bomb.” As a scientist working in the Netherlands for the European nuclear
services firm Urenco in the 1970s, Khan had access to blueprints for uranium enrich-
ment technology, which he stole and brought back to Pakistan. Khan was appointed
by Prime Minister Ali Bhutto to run Pakistan’s nuclear research program, with the
goal of countering India’s nuclear aspirations with a weapon of its own. Running
counter to the nonproliferation norms of the international community, Khan was forced
to pursue this goal with the utmost secrecy. However, Pakistan’s indigenous scientific
and engineering infrastructure was underdeveloped for the task. So Khan did what
any good entrepreneur would do: he outsourced. He developed a contact list of suppli-
ers and manufacturers, many of whom did not realize the ultimate objective of the
science project undertaken at the Khan Research Laboratories. By 1998, however,
there was no doubt. To the surprise of the international community, Pakistan com-
pleted five underground nuclear tests and joined an elite club of nuclear weapons
states.24

For A.Q. Khan, the patriotic fervor surrounding this achievement was not enough.
A shrewd businessman, he realized a match between his network of suppliers and a
burgeoning market for nuclear arms. North Korea, Iran, Iraq, Syria, and Libya were
foremost on a list of countries at least window-shopping for such capability. Continu-
ing investigation into the Khan network points to a significant role, beginning in the
early 1990s, in the development of Iranian and North Korean enrichment technology.
In exchange, North Korea appears to have shared its ballistic missile technology with
Pakistan.25 The investigation of the Libyan program continues to reap an intelligence
bonanza uncovering the extent of Khan’s cooperation with rogue regimes worldwide.

While there is considerable debate over the role of the Pakistani government with
regard to Khan’s activities, it is unlikely that officials in Islamabad had full knowledge
of the scope and scale of the Khan network. As it continues to be exposed, the web of
alleged Khan sponsors and suppliers is breathtaking. Starting with the stolen centri-
fuge designs from the Netherlands and augmented by weapons designs from China,
the syndicate also included engineering assistance from Britain; vacuum pumps from
Germany; specialized lathes from Spain; furnaces from Italy; centrifuge motors and
frequency converters from Turkey; enrichment parts from South Africa and Switzer-
land; aluminum from Singapore; and centrifuge parts from Malaysia, all orchestrated
from an administrative hub in Dubai. Despite mounting evidence, however, it is un-
likely that the full extent of the network that IAEA Director General Mohamed
ElBaradei dubbed the “Wal-Mart of private-sector proliferation”26 will ever be fully known.

Now that A.Q. Khan is under house arrest in Pakistan but unavailable to Western
authorities for interrogation, vexing questions remain. It is clear that Khan met with,
and possibly sold components to, officials in a number of aspiring nuclear states. In
addition to the traditional rogues in the axis of evil, published reports have linked
Khan to potential customers in Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Sudan, Malaysia, Indonesia, Al-
geria, Kuwait, Burma, and Abu Dhabi. Not known is whether these or other customers
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represent more problematic clients: terrorists or other nonstate actors with nuclear
desires. What is known, regrettably, is that a man who did so much to damage nonpro-
liferation efforts remains a hero in his own country.

LOOMING ISSUES AND CHOICES
Against the backdrop of Iraq, Libya, and the exposure of the A.Q. Khan network,

the United States faces some tough choices in dealing with proliferation issues over
the next decade. The remaining rogues—Iran, North Korea, and, to a lesser extent,
Syria—seem to have learned a different lesson than Libya and appear to be accelerat-
ing their drive toward WMD capability. The questionable safety and security of nuclear
material in the former Soviet Union and the potential for instability in countries with
WMD present perplexing challenges. Most daunting of all is the nexus of WMD and
terrorism, where most of the traditional policy tools have little to no effect. In dealing
with this wide range of problems, policymakers cannot be wedded to a particular
paradigm. President Bush himself recognizes that “different threats require different
strategies.”27 To address these challenges will require coordination of all elements of
national power as well as those of the global community.

Rogue Realism: Iran and North Korea
Watching from the sidelines, the remaining members of the axis of evil have taken

their cue from the U.S. invasion of Iraq: they could be next. North Korea accelerated
its program while Iran shifted gears, putting its weaponization program on hold but
continuing its pursuit of weapons-grade material. Mohamed ElBaradai observed, “The
fundamental issue is that countries look at know-how as a deterrent. Once you get into
areas of deterrence, you get into security and insecurity. If you have nuclear material,
the weapon part is not far away.”28

During the Cold War, the nuclear club remained exclusive. Technology barriers
certainly were a factor. However, it may have been the global norms set by the non-
proliferation regimes, and the ability of the United States and the Soviet Union in the
bipolar geopolitical environment of the Cold War to secure compliance (with France
and China being the notable exceptions), that played more strongly in avoiding Presi-
dent John F. Kennedy’s fear of a world with 20 or more nuclear powers. When the
Non-Proliferation Treaty was signed in 1968, only the “big five” had nuclear weap-
ons: the United States, Soviet Union, Great Britain, France, and China. Later they
were joined by India, Pakistan, and Israel, the only nonsignatories to the NPT. With
North Korea’s acknowledgment in October 2002 that it possessed highly enriched
uranium, followed in January of 2003 by its withdrawal from the NPT, the world saw
its first crack in the nonproliferation armor. With Iran close behind, the prospect is
that the entire set of norms could unravel.

Consequences could be dire. U.S. allies and partners South Korea, Japan, Taiwan,
Turkey, Egypt, and Saudi Arabia, among others, may no longer feel sufficiently com-
fortable under the U.S. nuclear umbrella and may be tempted to convert their fuel
cycle technology to security purposes. In fact, investigations into undeclared nuclear
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activity in South Korea,29 Taiwan, and Egypt30 may be just the tip of the iceberg. At
least 18 countries have had nuclear programs at one or another time, most abandoning
them before signing the NPT.31 But that means that many countries may be able to
develop nuclear technology if the NPT fails.

From the U.S. perspective, the unwillingness or inability of the IAEA, the United
Nations, and the world community to hold North Korea and Iran accountable for their
NPT obligations means that the treaty may already be irrelevant. In February 2004,
President Bush announced proposals to close loopholes in the NPT and other nonpro-
liferation regimes, such as the Nuclear Suppliers Group, by strengthening IAEA in-
spections and safeguards; improving restrictions on export of sensitive technologies
to include criminal penalties for transfer to nonstate actors; advancing the PSI;
and expanding the G–8 Global Partnership to eliminate and secure sensitive materi-
als, which builds on U.S.-Russian Cooperative Threat Reduction activities.32 He
also challenged the IAEA and the international community to enforce global norms,
particularly in the cases of Iran and North Korea. The response has been disap-
pointing.

Handling a proliferating rogue state does not consist, as is often portrayed, of
making a choice among discrete courses of action: diplomacy or force, carrots or
sticks, soft or hard power. It is instead a delicate balancing act along a spectrum of
responses. Diplomacy in the absence of credible threats of force can lack effective-
ness, as a proliferating nation would be more than happy to take advantage of per-
ceived overflexibility. On the other hand, an overreliance on forceful responses risks
alienating the proliferating nation, as well as allies and the larger international com-
munity, and may cause negotiations to break down altogether. The difficulty in achieving
such balance continues to plague U.S. strategy in dealing with the nuclear ambitions
of North Korea and Iran. As the chessboard of negotiations and strategic capabilities
continuously changes, the United States and its allies must constantly reexamine their
tactics and adjust their responses to unfolding realizations.

The Bush administration has opposed separate bilateral talks with North Korea
and Iran on nuclear issues. The administration’s position was that previous bilateral
talks with North Korea had been counterproductive and allowed Pyongyang to raise
extraneous issues and more easily drive wedges between Washington and its allies.
Moreover, U.S. officials noted, the Iranian and North Korean nuclear programs threaten
many countries, and multilateral talks bring the weight of the wider international com-
munity to bear on Pyongyang and Tehran. Some in the Bush administration view such
engagement as a Cold War artifact, ill suited to the post-9/11 realities, in that it re-
wards countries that fail to live up to their international obligations.

Regarding Iran, Washington chose to pressure the IAEA to refer Iran to the UN
Security Council for possible sanctions. However, the opposition of the United King-
dom, Germany, and France (the EU–3), who separately negotiated two agreements
with Iran to suspend their uranium enrichment program, initially stymied that effort.
Iran soon violated the first agreement and in February 2006 broke the second by an-
nouncing it had resumed uranium enrichment, claiming it had a right to a peaceful
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nuclear program without interference. Abandoning its diplomatic tact, the EU–3 joined
the United States in spearheading a call by the IAEA Board of Governors to refer the
matter to the UN Security Council. Reluctance by Russia and China to support puni-
tive sanctions has diminished the effect of this endeavor. However, Beijing and Mos-
cow did support imposition of UN Security Council sanctions on Iran in December
2006 and March 2007 that prohibited trade with Iran in nuclear materials and ballistic
missiles, froze assets of individuals and institutions involved in Tehran’s nuclear pro-
grams, imposed an embargo on Iranian weapons exports, and barred nations and banks
from making any new loans to Iran. Some in the United States believe that the engage-
ment efforts by the EU–3 have merely allowed Iran to buy time and perhaps get closer
to developing the technology it needs to make a weapon. Indeed, neither the EU–3
negotiations nor political developments in Iran over the past few years have diverted
Tehran from its systematic pursuit of nuclear technology that could contribute to a
weapons program, including uranium enrichment and a heavy water reactor.33 The
Bush administration has conditioned initiation of any bilateral talks with Tehran on
nuclear issues upon Iran’s suspension of its nuclear enrichment and reprocessing
activities.34

This skeptical view toward negotiation is understandable, given the U.S. experi-
ence in North Korea. In 1994, the United States and North Korea signed the Agreed
Framework, which called upon Pyongyang to freeze operation and construction of
nuclear reactors suspected of being part of a covert nuclear weapons program in ex-
change for two proliferation-resistant nuclear power reactors. The agreement also called
upon the United States to supply North Korea with fuel oil pending construction of
the reactors. Many charge that this agreement simply allowed the North Koreans to
continue to work clandestinely on a uranium enrichment program while attempting to
reap benefits offered (but not always delivered) by the United States.

Despite this, the United States has been willing to engage with North Korea through
the framework of the Six-Party Talks involving the United States, North Korea, South
Korea, China, Japan, and Russia. In this forum, the United States initially insisted on
the unconditional demand of complete, verifiable, and irreversible disarmament
(CVID), which China, South Korea, and Russia viewed as inflexible and counterpro-
ductive. During the round of talks in June 2004, Washington softened its stance on
CVID as a measure of good faith, yet no agreement was reached. North Korea re-
jected a planned meeting in September 2004, citing the revelation of South Korea’s
experimentation with uranium processing. This was clearly a cover for Pyongyang’s
desire to wait out the U.S. elections in hopes of gaining a more favorable position with
a different administration. After the election, North Korea first agreed to another round
of talks, but later declared that it had nuclear weapons capability and again pulled out
before talks began.

Following a 13-month boycott by North Korea, the fourth round of talks opened
in July 2005 with hints of new flexibility by Pyongyang and Washington. However,
longstanding differences—including over North Korea’s demands that they retain
nuclear plants for power generation and that the U.S. nuclear guarantee to South Ko-
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rea be part of the negotiations, as well as over the timing of North Korea’s disarma-
ment and the compensation it would receive in return—clouded the prospects. Fi-
nally, in September 2005, the discussions yielded agreement on a joint statement of
principles for denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula, improvement of bilateral
relations, and regional cooperation. The statement was immediately subject to differ-
ing interpretations, particularly by the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK).
The U.S. Government made clear its view of the main tenets, which were generally
endorsed by all the other parties: all nuclear weapons and all elements of the DPRK’s
nuclear programs will be declared and completely, verifiably, and irreversibly dis-
mantled; the DPRK will return, at an early date, to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Treaty and come into full compliance with International Atomic Energy Agency safe-
guards; and various benefits, particularly the right to pursue nuclear energy for peace-
ful purposes at the “appropriate time,” will only accrue to the DPRK when it has met
these two obligations, demonstrated a sustained commitment to cooperation and trans-
parency, and ceased proliferating nuclear technology.35

Continued North Korean intransigence, including a failed July 2006 test of the
long-range Taepo Dong II missile and a successful October 2006 test of a nuclear
device, further dimmed the prospects for another 18 months. However, Pyongyang’s
nuclear test galvanized diplomacy, and in February 2007 the six parties reached agree-
ment on initial steps to implement the joint statement of principles, wherein Pyongyang
agreed to disable its main nuclear facility at Yongbyon and the United States under-
took bilateral talks on normalization of relations with North Korea.36

Kim Jong Il’s motivations are difficult to judge, although he clearly is trying to
enhance the survival of his regime and gain some economic rewards. How much the
United States and the other participants in the Six-Party Talks are willing to offer in
terms of economic incentives or security guarantees remains to be seen. The partici-
pants have differing interests that have precluded development of a unified strategy in
dealing with North Korea and are sometimes at odds with one another. To date, this
has strengthened the North Korean position in being able to play against these fissures.

Future prospects are, as a rule, difficult to predict. From its post-9/11 viewpoint,
the Bush administration is concerned that either North Korea or Iran would be willing
to use a nuclear weapons capability not to deter the United States, but instead to hold
it hostage. The growing ballistic missile program in each country provides grist for
those who maintain that these unstable regimes would actually use these weapons as
a means for deterring the United States or others from responding to local aggression
or subversion. As former Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz commented con-
cerning the President’s decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and develop de-
fenses against long-range ballistic missiles:

To those who say the threat is still a remote one far in a distant and uncertain future, the
fact is that the short-range threat is here with us today even as we worry about the
dangers of a possible conflict in the Persian Gulf or on the Korean Peninsula. And

while a longer-range threat may still be a few years away, thanks to the historic change
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that the President was able to achieve, we may now be in a position to be able to respond
before that threat emerges.37

Even more troublesome is the possibility of a terrorist link and the potential for
nuclear capabilities to migrate from rogue states to terrorist organizations. Terrorists
may not be deterrable, and they also may provide a means for rogue states to attack
the United States or other adversaries with WMD with little or no attribution.

Thus, as the efficacy of diplomacy has been greatly challenged in recent years, the
option of forceful action has been a subject of ongoing discussion. Throughout its
dealings with Iran and North Korea, the United States consistently has not ruled out
the use of force. In line with its post-9/11 approach, the Bush administration retains the
right to use force as a tool to prevent the further development of a rogue nuclear program.
Yet with more than 185,000 troops tied down in counterinsurgency and stability op-
erations in Iraq and Afghanistan, how much and what kind of force can be used? For
instance, a large-scale military operation by the United States would face consider-
able difficulty. Not only would formidable military capability in either Iran or North
Korea make this task difficult, but also the task of reconstruction, particularly on the
Korean Peninsula, would be staggering. Even if the troops were available, it is question-
able that the international community would tolerate another American adventure.

What about a long-range strike against WMD facilities? The Israelis were success-
ful in striking the Iraqi Osirak reactor in 1981, which delayed, but did not eliminate,
Iraq’s quest for nuclear weapons. Both Iran and North Korea took note, choosing to dis-
perse and hide many components of their programs. The United States has difficulty
finding and striking hard and deeply buried targets, especially given the dearth of
human intelligence in these closed societies. Punishment strikes against better charac-
terized regime sources of power would be easier to execute but probably would en-
gender unintended consequences. In North Korea, it would likely trigger hostilities on
the peninsula, beginning with a hail of artillery on Seoul. In Iran, such strikes may not
touch off an immediate retaliatory response, but they would likely inflame moderates
and students against the United States. Furthermore, Iran might use surrogates, such
as Hezbollah, to launch terrorist counterstrikes against U.S. interests around the world
or military operations against U.S. allies in the Middle East—a capability illustrated
quite starkly by Hezbollah’s attacks against Israel from Lebanon in August 2006. Iran
is also quite capable of further complicating the U.S. efforts to stabilize Iraq.

A milder form of preemption, such as a stepped-up interdiction campaign under
the auspices of the Proliferation Security Initiative, could have some positive effect in
stemming the shipment of materials to and from these countries. However, if, as some
believe, Iran and North Korea already have all the components they need to continue
their programs, interdiction is unlikely to slow them down. As can be seen, acts of
force are riddled with complications and therefore must be approached delicately.

Safeguards: Deterrence and Assurance
What, then, are the prospects? No single paradigm will work here. To develop a

comprehensive strategy, the United States must maximize all available tools to
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convince North Korea and Iran to renounce their programs. In looking at the range of
solutions, we must consider the ramifications to the worldwide nonproliferation
regime, the efficacy of engagement, and the threat of force in eliminating nuclear
challenges.

However, another consideration remains: what to do if worldwide efforts to stem
Iranian and North Korean WMD programs fail. Despite the rhetoric that a nuclear-
armed rogue state is not acceptable, the United States must consider the reality that it
might occur.

To prepare for this eventuality, the Bush administration is developing a strategy of
tailored deterrence.38 Traditional Cold War deterrence breaks down in the face of ex-
tremist governments, state-sponsored terrorism, and nuclear arsenals with fragile se-
curity infrastructures. A policy of tailored deterrence would include a set of military,
economic, and political measures designed to stem proliferation within and from the
rogue state and to other states; deter the rogue state from using WMD; and insulate the
United States and its allies from blackmail. Certain measures may have to recognize
the reality of rogue state possession. For instance, though contrary to the official U.S.
nonproliferation stance, assuring that the rogue state’s WMD arsenal is secured and
safeguarded from unintentional use and from theft would also be in the interest of the
United States.

Inherent to the idea of tailored deterrence is the need to adjust U.S. measures to the
unique situation posed by each proliferating state. North Korea and Iran serve as good
examples. While a military strike on North Korea’s facilities may evoke the grave
consequence of retaliation, the price of isolating North Korea would be small. Its
economic ties to neighboring states are minimal, and as long as vigilant eyes are
kept on North Korea’s WMD program, proliferation to other states or nonstate actors
could be managed. This contrasts with Iran, however, which has strong economic
ties to other countries, particularly China, through its oil reserves. Isolation is less
likely an option, and the issues of terrorism and extremist agendas among the
heads of state complicate the prospects of stemming proliferation and guarding against
blackmail.

A policy of tailored deterrence would be needed to deal with these contingencies.
Regarding North Korea, maintaining sanctions while keeping diplomatic channels
open via the Six-Party framework or other means could prove to be a capable policy,
at least for the short term. On the other hand, dealing with Iran would require a differ-
ent deterrent strategy. Economic sanctions may have only limited value due to many
nations’ reliance on Iranian oil. Using military force should be kept as an option,
though the level of threat the United States voices to Iran will need to depend on
Tehran’s perceived willingness to regulate its WMD programs and responsibly attend
to diplomatic gestures. In the end, much will depend on assumptions: what credence
do we give to extremist rhetoric, such as demands for Israel to be wiped off the map,
and what do we believe Iran’s capability and/or willingness is to keep WMD out of the
hands of terrorists?

For tailored deterrence to work effectively, the United States must have a much
deeper and richer base of understanding of its adversaries’ motivations and the
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contexts for which decisions are made.39 As mentioned before, in cases beyond the
Cold War with the Soviet Union, traditional intelligence methods have proven ill
equipped to provide this kind of understanding. As the Intelligence Community develops
the ability to incorporate deeper cultural and social analyses in its assessments, tailoring
deterrence to specific adversaries can begin to become reality.

In facing the reality of a nuclear North Korea or Iran, the United States will also
have to consider a tailored assurance strategy to ensure that global proliferation does
not spiral out of control. North Korea’s October 2006 nuclear test has led some Japa-
nese and South Korean political leaders to reconsider their countries’ nuclear options.
In the Middle East, a nuclear Iran may change the calculus of Turkey, Saudi Arabia,
and Egypt. U.S. nuclear guarantees to these key allies may no longer be sufficient to
prevent the nuclear dominoes from falling. Should that occur, regional balances of
power will be forever altered in unpredictable ways.

As Senator John McCain (R–AZ) has contended, “There is only one thing worse
than military action, and that is a nuclear-armed Iran.”40 Though his view is certainly
debatable, his statement cuts right to the heart of the matter. If Washington perceives
diplomatic actions to be failing, it must decide to either use force or learn to live with
a WMD-armed rogue state. Once a rogue state attains WMD capability, the conse-
quences of using force multiply exponentially. In the cases of North Korea and Iran,
the countries at greatest risk for retaliation would be South Korea, Japan, and Israel,
staunch U.S. allies. Developing a policy of tailored deterrence must therefore be ad-
dressed now in order to realistically assess the consequences of a WMD-armed North
Korea and Iran and whether the use of force is justified and necessary.

Stemming Supply: Loose Nukes, Bugs, and Failed States
The U.S. strategy for combating weapons of mass destruction is designed to ad-

dress both the demand and supply problems represented by the rogue states and ter-
rorists. A supply problem requiring urgent attention is that of unsecured nuclear and
biological materials. In Russia, which holds half of the world’s plutonium and highly
enriched uranium, safeguards and security are insufficient to prevent terrorist theft or
diversion. The Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program, devised in
1991 as a nonproliferation “Marshall Plan” to deal with the breakup of the Soviet
Union, has had some notable success. Specifically, it secured all weapons in the former
Soviet republics of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan; ensured the deactivation of
some 6,382 nuclear warheads; decommissioned or destroyed more than 1,400 deliv-
ery systems; eliminated over 200 metric tons of highly enriched uranium; and shifted
more than 22,000 nuclear scientists to peaceful endeavors.41 Yet even with that progress,
success remains elusive: up to two-thirds of Russia’s weapons-grade material remains
inadequately secured.42 To be sure, securing nuclear material is dangerous, difficult,
and expensive. Bureaucratic disputes and lingering mistrust between the United States
and Russia have not helped. For instance, a disagreement with Russia over worker
liability has caused some parts of the program to languish.

President Bush reaffirmed his support for CTR and proposed expansion of the
program beyond the former Soviet space. To do so, in February 2004, the Department
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of Energy announced the creation of its Global Threat Reduction Initiative (GTRI) to
bring several programs under one umbrella with a mission to remove or secure high-
risk nuclear and radiological materials and equipment around the world.

In 2002, the United States enlisted its G–8 partners to form the Global Partnership
against the Spread of Weapons and Materials of Mass Destruction. The G–8 pledged
more than $20 billion through 2012: $10 billion from the United States, with another
$10 billion being sought from other donor nations. With goals of expanding the num-
ber of donor nations and contributing to threat reduction efforts in Russia, the Global
Partnership also places a priority on the destruction of chemical weapons, dismantle-
ment of decommissioned nuclear submarines, disposition of fissile material, and em-
ployment of former scientists. At the 2005 Gleneagles summit, 13 additional donor
countries joined the partnership, and Ukraine joined Russia as a recipient.43 While
international pledges have been lagging, U.S. contributions have totaled about $1 bil-
lion annually in recent years, with about 40 percent of those funds coming from DOD
CTR programs and 50 percent from DOE GTRI activities. 44

FIGURE 3–2. APPLYING COOPERATIVE THREAT REDUCTION TECHNIQUES TO

THE GLOBAL NUCLEAR PROBLEM
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Cooperative threat reduction techniques can be applied globally to the nuclear
proliferation problem beyond the former Soviet countries. Figure 3–2 provides ex-
amples of the type of tasks that should be accomplished.

In recent years, the CTR has emphasized the securing and destruction of biologi-
cal and chemical weapons in the former Soviet Union states. The fiscal year 2006
CTR Annual Report to Congress stated the following objectives:

• dismantle FSU [Former Soviet Union] states WMD and associated in-
frastructure

• consolidate and secure FSU WMD and related technology and materials
• increase transparency and encourage higher standards of conduct
• support defense and military cooperation with the objective of preventing

proliferation.45

The stress placed on securing and preventing the proliferation of all forms of WMD
was a notable shift from the original CTR concern on the destruction of nuclear materials.

A nontrivial subset of the loose nukes problem is the nightmare scenario of major
instability in a nuclear weapons state. Pakistan is the most cited case. President Pervez
Musharraf has dodged several assassins’ bullets to date, and the fate of Pakistan’s
nuclear weapons should he lose his grip on power is unknown. While Pakistan may be
a center of gravity in the war against terrorism and WMD proliferation, the United
States must carefully navigate its policy options to ensure Islamabad does not become
the “center of catastrophe.”

A possible failure of governance also could occur in North Korea. Although the
self-induced elimination of Kim Jong Il’s regime would certainly be seen as a positive
development, it could become a nightmare if the international community did not
react quickly enough to find and secure whatever stockpiles of weapons the regime
may have been hiding. Doing so is imperative to ensure that WMD does not fall into
the hands of terrorists or nonstate proliferators.

Shadow Networks: Terrorism and WMD Suppliers
The most distinguishing feature of the post-9/11 paradigm is the emergence of

radical Islamist extremism. Substate transnational terrorism represents a perplexing
new security challenge, one exacerbated by the potential acquisition of WMD. Osama
bin Laden has proclaimed the acquisition of WMD a “religious duty,” but no one believes
al Qaeda would stop there. It is almost universally assumed that radical terrorists are
pursuing WMD to inflict as many casualties as possible against the United States or its
interests. With this assumption, the line between adversary acquisition and attempted
use has been erased. Prevention must occur before the terrorists obtain weapons, tech-
nology, or know-how to achieve this goal. This narrows the range of options avail-
able to the United States and is a fundamental reason for the more aggressive
WMD policies of the post-9/11 period.

Existing nonproliferation regimes may be inadequate to deal with the emerging
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threat of nonstate proliferation. International norms, the basis of these regimes, are
predicated on an assumption that only states have the requisite resources to develop
nuclear weapons. The Khan experience, viewed through a new set of assumptions in a
post-9/11 world, indicates that this basic premise is flawed. For this reason, the Bush
administration has begun prodding the international community to move from a posi-
tion of cooperative agreements to one of cooperative action.

In keeping with its changed worldview, the United States has developed a more
proactive approach to attack both ends of the problem. To curb demand, the war on
terrorism seeks to defeat terrorist groups in the short term while undermining terrorist
ideology and support over the long term. Against rogue states, international pressure
backed by threat of force is aimed at isolating outlaw regimes. However, the experi-
ence in Iraq shows the complications of such policy, especially conducted with lim-
ited international consensus.

The Bush administration has pursued parallel strategies for combating terrorism
and weapons of mass destruction and for ensuring homeland security.46 At the nexus
of WMD and terrorism, these strategies converge to emphasize the role of state spon-
sors in providing terrorist networks the material, technology, and know-how to build
nuclear, radiological, chemical, and biological weapons. As a result, the policy op-
tions have focused on reducing the supply originating from rogue states, “loose WMD”
in traditional states, and potential failed states.

The nexus of WMD and terrorism has clearly colored Bush administration policies
on Iraq, Iran, North Korea, and Libya, with mixed results. Perhaps the lesson is that
not all WMD problems can be viewed exclusively through the terrorism lens. Like-
wise, all WMD solutions cannot be viewed exclusively as state solutions. Yet there
have been some successes in this state-centered approach that can have a real and
positive effect on the terror problem. One, discussed earlier, is the idea of securing the
world’s nuclear material through initiatives like CTR. Another is the creative new
policy option of interdiction as embodied in the Proliferation Security Initiative.

Announced in May 2003, the PSI initiative quickly gained momentum to target
shipments of WMD materials and technology en route from proliferators to consum-
ers. Billed as “an activity, not an organization,” PSI has eschewed the bureaucratic and
political trappings of traditional international regimes. By engaging with like-minded
nations, the United States has been able to rapidly engender cooperation designed to
isolate WMD proliferators. Within a few months of its first announcement, PSI held suc-
cessful maritime exercises. By October 2003, PSI had its first major success with the
interception of the BBC China, which isolated Libya as a WMD consumer and helped
convinced Qadhafi to come in from the cold. By building a global network dedicated
to stop WMD transshipment, the United States has developed an effective tool in defeating
transfers between proliferating states. The jury is still out on how effective it may be in
dealing with nonstate proliferation networks, but the concept holds promise.

This model of cooperative action should be extended to other global efforts to
prevent WMD from reaching terrorists. Clandestine WMD development outside of
state auspices will be the most difficult to detect, particularly in areas other than nuclear.
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To further build an antiproliferation network, the United States will need to engage a
range of nonstate actors to include corporate enterprises, financiers, and scientists.
Extended collaboration among these network partners will enhance awareness of those
seeking or developing dangerous capabilities. This type of cooperation can also serve
to isolate terrorist groups and proliferators by reinforcing international norms and
denying critical technological expertise required to create such weapons.

TOWARD A NEW PARADIGM
The paradigms of proliferation are useful in highlighting the changing threat per-

ceptions from the Cold War through today. According to Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice, “after 9/11, there is no longer any doubt that today America faces an existential
threat to our security—a threat as great as any we faced during the Civil War, the so-
called ‘Good War,’ or the Cold War.”47 The post–Cold War period proved to be a tran-
sitional interlude allowing minimal breathing space to deal with new dangers. The
success of the post-9/11 period will be judged by our ability to use these paradigms as
a guide, to recognize that most of the capabilities to combat WMD were designed
during the Cold War and post–Cold War world. Some may still be viable for today’s
problems; others may not. Today’s policymakers will need the acumen to understand
the context in which they were developed: to discard those that are irrelevant for cer-
tain contexts, but not to throw the baby out with the bath water. Looking across the
paradigms provides a rich set of tools for dealing with WMD in today’s context of
state and nonstate actors, competitors, rogues, terrorists, proliferators, suppliers, and
middlemen. Bridging the paradigms will require a robust strategy of cooperative ac-
tion to enhance the commitment of the international community to deal with its WMD
problems, while isolating the intransigent few.

The U.S. Government is showing signs of addressing the complexity and depth of
the WMD problem in a more holistic manner. For example, the final report of the 2006
Quadrennial Defense Review recognizes the strategic shifts that have taken place since
the last QDR in September 2001.48 Combating WMD, a topic that was lightly addressed in
the 2001 report, has been elevated to prominence in the department’s strategic calcu-
lus. DOD has placed priority on efforts to detect, track, interdict, and eliminate WMD,
capabilities that were clearly deficient judging by the experiences with Iraq, Libya,
and A.Q. Khan. It envisions a future force that is “organized, trained, equipped, and
resourced to deal with all aspects of the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction.”49

The concept of tailored deterrence has also been introduced into the military’s
strategic lexicon as a nod to the realities that, despite our best preventive efforts, rogue
or nonstate adversaries may in fact develop WMD capabilities. In its vision for tailored
deterrence, the 2006 QDR suggests:

The Department is continuing to shift from a ‘one size fits all’ notion of deterrence
toward more tailorable approaches appropriate for more advanced military competitors,
regional WMD states, as well as nonstate terrorist networks. The future force will provide a

fully balanced, tailored capability to deter both state and nonstate threats—including
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WMD employment, terrorist attacks in the physical and information domains, and op-
portunistic aggression—while assuring allies and dissuading potential competitors.50

Yet critics of the report believe that it does not go far enough in making the funda-
mental choices and prioritization that are necessary for a comprehensive WMD strat-
egy.51 The concern is that the QDR did not make adequate guidance on the department’s
full range of combating WMD responsibilities. For example, critics point out that too
much of the current effort is focused on detecting and defending against weapons
once they are in an adversary’s possession, rather than developing a strategy for deny-
ing adversaries access to fissile materials and weapons in the first place.

Despite its critics, the QDR at least rhetorically begins to address the combating
WMD mission in a more holistic manner than in previous attempts. The extent to
which priority and resources are developed around this vision for combating WMD,
and the extent to which it is embraced by the rest of the interagency and international
partners, remains to be seen. However, there is promise in the 2006 QDR and other
U.S. Government efforts that the lessons of the past have begun to merge with the
realities of today in building a new, broader-based paradigm for dealing with WMD-
armed adversaries.



Protecting the American Homeland
Chapter Four

THOMAS X. HAMMES, JAMES A. SCHEAR, AND JOHN A. COPE

America’s sense of vulnerability has grown enormously in recent years, pro-
pelled initially by the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and again by

Hurricane Katrina’s devastating impact upon the city of New Orleans and the gulf
coast in September 2005. Granted, these two disasters could not have been more dif-
ferent. One was an armed attack; the other was a natural catastrophe. One caught the
country by surprise; the other was a foreseeable event, tracked by forecasters prior to
impact. One brought the country together in the face of a newly perceived threat from
a foreign source; the other aggravated domestic social divisions and bitter discontent.
Despite these differences, both events illustrated very starkly the all-too-human falli-
bility of public institutions charged with protection of the U.S. homeland.

The attacks of 9/11 were more than just treacherous and tragic—they were novel.
Within the span of 90 minutes during an otherwise normal morning rush hour, 19
terrorists armed with box cutters commandeered 4 commercial aircraft and struck at
the symbolic pinnacles of America’s economic and military power, inflicting mass
casualties, emboldening Islamist extremists worldwide, and bringing the U.S. civil
aviation system to a screeching halt. The events revealed the shocking extent to which
public thinking about how to defend the country had become out of step with modern
threats. Hurricane Katrina, by contrast, struck at a large urban area whose susceptibil-
ity to massive flooding had long been well established. What it revealed was the shock-
ing extent to which disaster responders at all levels of government and in the private
sector, even with the benefit of timely warning and a known vulnerability, were inca-
pable of mounting a coherent response.

Without question, the spectacle of governmental disarray in the face of catastrophic
threats, whether natural or manmade, is an unnerving one for the American public,
and the traumas of the past several years have spawned a massive effort to analyze
past mistakes, promote reform, and ensure better preparedness.1 Even so, the para-
mount strategic challenge on homeland security for the George W. Bush administra-
tion and its successor is not to turn America into an impregnable fortress but to iden-
tify and aggressively close avoidable gaps in how the U.S. disaster management
community attempts to prevent or respond to catastrophic threats.

The road ahead will not be easy. Overall, the ability of the Federal Government to
adapt to changing circumstances has been sluggish, uneven, and mired in bureaucracy. In

86
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fact, the very nature of a U.S. Government response to any public problem is bound to
be bureaucratic. The federal form of government, as discussed below, complicates the
problem because it creates distinct cultures at and within the various levels of govern-
ment as well as significant legal and organizational restrictions that often impede the
provision of assistance to state and local law enforcement, emergency management,
and public health organizations. The net result is a response impeded by institutional
checks and balances—as was intended by the framers of the Constitution.

On the terrorist front, future efforts to attack the American homeland are a virtual
certainty. Al Qaeda and its affiliates, at the very least, clearly have the motive. Can
they be deprived of the means and opportunity? The greater public vigilance that has
accompanied post-9/11 homeland security enhancements very likely has raised the
bar to certain kinds of opportunistic attack options. Any future hijackers, for example,
whether bent upon suicide missions or not, would have to reckon with the defiance of
commercial airline passengers, such as those on United Flight 93 who rushed the
cockpit after learning of the other attacks via cell phone conversations. The traumas
of 9/11 have forever changed the rules of behavior during a hijacking. But as old
attack options recede, newer ones may come to the fore; terrorists will seek new ways
to cause massive damage. Therefore, it is essential that U.S. leaders focus on those
kinds of attacks that would cause the most damage to U.S. citizens and economy.

Over the next few years, one of the most pressing challenges confronting the Na-
tion will be dealing with threats posed by attacks of catastrophic scale, involving
weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and weapons of mass disruption (WMd). In
doing so, it may not be possible to prevent all forms of attack on the United States, or
even all WMD/d attacks, but there is much that public institutions at all levels can do
to improve the security of the Nation and its air, land, and maritime approaches within
the constraints of a democratic, federal government. Furthermore, the focus should be
directed at those efforts that have dual benefits: ones that defend/mitigate against more
than one form of catastrophic attack and also improve the ability of all levels of gov-
ernment to prevent/respond to daily emergencies throughout the country.

Enhancing preparedness in the face of natural disasters is a somewhat different
challenge. Truly catastrophic events with a regional or national impact—say, another
massive gulf coast hurricane, a west coast earthquake, or a pandemic flu outbreak—
are going to happen sooner or later, but they also constitute a small subset of all the
emergencies that occur in any given year—emergencies for which America’s long-
standing approach of relying on local and state responders, with Federal responders
acting in support, works reasonably well. Deterrence or prevention are not the issues
here, but rather the approach of having local responders lead until they get overwhelmed
by disasters that exceed what multiple jurisdictions or states can handle. The Katrina
experience raises difficult questions that apply to all kinds of hazards: under what
kinds of extreme circumstances should the Federal Government shift its posture from
one of reactively assisting state and local levels to one of proactively supporting or
leading a disaster response, and how should such a shift be achieved?

This chapter assesses the challenges of thwarting catastrophic attacks and coping
with human impacts of megadisasters, whether natural or manmade. It begins by
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exploring the distinctive problems of WMD/d attacks, highlighting the difficulties in
building stronger defenses against such threats. Following that, it turns to an examina-
tion of the organizational and operational problems of mitigating the effects of mas-
sive damage. It concludes with a balance sheet that weighs recent improvements against
continuing shortfalls and identifies a number of key areas where innovation is needed.

PREVENTING CATASTROPHIC ATTACKS
There are two major components to protecting the homeland from catastrophic

damage. The first is prevention, which applies in the case of possible terrorist attacks.
The second is minimizing the consequences of the damage that a successful attack or
a large-scale disaster can inflict. Minimizing damage must include not only the emer-
gency response capabilities that mitigate immediate damage to life and property but
also rapid recovery to curtail long-term economic damage. The Bush administration’s
National Strategy for Homeland Security highlighted each of these as an essential
element in mounting stronger defenses against catastrophic threats, while also ac-
knowledging—correctly—that capabilities for detecting such threats were “modest”
and that U.S. response capabilities were “dispersed throughout the country, at every
level of government.”2 The following sections take a closer look at each area to see
why these missions are so challenging and where the critical gaps remain.

Preventing WMD Attacks
Weapons of mass destruction are generally defined as chemical, biological, radio-

logical, nuclear, and high-yield explosives (CBRNE) weapons. While this label is
appropriately inclusive, its implicit hierarchy does not reflect the level of hazards
involved in the various types of attack. The actual hierarchy should be biological,
nuclear, chemical, and high-yield explosive. Radiological devices are treated here as a
weapon of mass disruption rather than mass destruction and will be analyzed in that
context.

Biological threats. A well-thought-out biological attack has the potential to be, by
far, the most destructive form of attack—in terms not only of casualties but also of
adverse economic and financial impacts. If such an attack were conducted with a
contagious agent such as smallpox or plague, it could kill tens of millions worldwide
and effectively shut down global trade for a significant period of time. Such an attack
could involve the near-simultaneous release of the agent or volunteers infected with
the agent in major population centers worldwide. Under such a scenario, the use of a
contagious agent combined with the high mobility of today’s society would ensure
the spread of the disease over most of the globe before the symptoms were identified.
The intent would be to overwhelm the public health system in every nation simulta-
neously and thereby stymie international assistance. Such an attack would almost
certainly bring about a sudden drop in international travel and commerce—a pattern
that would be powerfully reinforced if movement control restrictions or quarantines
were imposed by national authorities as a public health necessity.
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It is beyond the scope of this chapter to discuss the sources of biological agents,
but a quick survey of a library or the Internet will confirm the availability of a number
of biological agents, even infectious ones. The use of anthrax and ricin in attacks on
Capitol Hill in 2001 and 2003 indicates both are available. In addition, anthrax and
plague are available in many university labs. In fact, not until after the Capitol Hill
attacks did some states even pass laws requiring that such agents be registered. North
Carolina, for instance, passed its law in November 2001.3 Documents captured in
2003 revealed that al Qaeda was close to producing anthrax bacteria in labs in
Afghanistan.4

The very nature of a biological attack makes it nearly impossible to prevent and
often even to identify the perpetrators. U.S. law enforcement authorities still do not
know who conducted either the 2001 anthrax or the 2003 ricin attacks on Capitol
Hill. While efforts at preventing proliferation of biological weapons must continue,
the exceptional advances in the biological sciences and biotechnology will change
the world even more radically than did the last two decades’ advances in computer
sciences. Today, graduate students using a well-equipped university lab can do bio-
logical research that used to require government sponsorship.

The actual effect of the advances in the biological fields is to create the conditions
where small networks can create and disseminate contagious agents. The only way to
prevent such an attack is to penetrate the small group necessary to conduct it. Thus, it
pits U.S. human intelligence (HUMINT) collection ability—the shortcomings of which
were highlighted by the 9/11 Commission—against what may be the toughest target
in the HUMINT world, a small group of close friends bound by an ideological belief.
Like nearly all terrorist cells, such a cell is easy to arrest if identified. But the chances
of identifying it prior to an attack are not good. Therefore, the single biggest step in
preventing biological attack is to recognize its potential and focus intelligence organi-
zations on identifying and tracking key indicators of research/production of such weap-
ons. This will require innovative outreach programs to tap into the broad, diverse, and
scattered biological research field worldwide. However, the rapidly lowering techni-
cal and financial barriers to such research, combined with its exceptional potential
profit and need for secrecy, make it virtually impossible to track all the entities in-
volved in such research. Thus, defense against this most dangerous of threats must
include a heavy emphasis on mitigation of the impact of such an attack. This will be
discussed later in the chapter.

Nuclear threats. The next most dangerous type of WMD attack is a nuclear at-
tack. Such an attack in a heavily populated urban area could result in hundreds of
thousands of casualties, displacement of hundreds of thousands of people, and bil-
lions of dollars in economic losses.5

Despite numerous media reports to the contrary, the difficulty of building such a
device precludes all but a major organization with extensive facilities from doing so.
If a terrorist group cannot make a nuclear device, it would have to steal or purchase
one on the black market. Besides the basic difficulty of buying and transporting the
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device, there is the problem of detonating it. The safeguards in such a device are
specifically designed to prevent it from going off except when delivered as designed
and properly prepared for detonation. Still, it is well established that various terrorist
groups, al Qaeda in particular, have been trying hard to obtain such a device.6 Despite
the great difficulties inherent in obtaining and using a nuclear device, the fact that al
Qaeda has made it a priority combined with the devastating effect of a nuclear detona-
tion means the United States must orchestrate all available resources to defend against
such a contingency.

A nuclear weapon generally can be delivered in two ways. A conventional military
attack would deliver the warhead by missiles or aircraft; an unconventional attack
would deliver the weapon by hand, truck, or ship. There has been a great deal of
discussion of suitcase nuclear weapons, but small size is not a requirement. Terrorists
are not restricted to very small weapons. If they obtain or build a larger weapon, they
can simply deliver it by truck or ship rather than by hand.

The United States has been spending approximately $10 billion annually for mis-
sile defense and by some estimates could substantially increase this amount over the
next 10 years.7 This is despite the fact that the missile system being placed in opera-
tional status has not undergone the normal Department of Defense (DOD) testing
process to determine if it works. Further, this money is being spent against a rogue
state threat that has not yet emerged. By contrast, the United States is spending only a
fraction of that amount to defend against existing delivery systems: ships and trucks
entering the United States. Intercepting this type of threat requires a layered effort that
increases control of existing nuclear weapons and material, fights nuclear prolifera-
tion, and scans transportation methods to ensure weapons do not enter the country. In
contrast to major increases on spending for missile defense, the combined spending
on the U.S. Government’s nonproliferation and Cooperative Threat Reduction pro-
grams (better known as the Nunn-Lugar legislation) continues to be only just over $1
billion per year and may be facing reductions in the future.8

The last layer of defense, cargo screening, must be funded out of the Department
of Homeland Security (DHS) budget. That budget, only $34.8 billion for 2007,9 must
cover all aspects of operating the second largest organization in the U.S. Government.
The fact that police and intelligence operations around the world have yielded several
successes against those attempting to sell material has injected a vital element of un-
certainty into the trade in nuclear materials. Since 2002, the United States has enlisted
the support of major trading partners for the Container Security Initiative (CSI).
Launched by the U.S. Customs Service (now U.S. Customs and Border Protection, or
CBP), CSI seeks to identify and prescreen high-risk seaborne containers before they
are shipped. As of fall 2006, roughly 90 percent of all transatlantic and transpacific
cargo imported into the United States has been subjected to nonintrusive CSI
prescreening. However, the system still lacks truly global reach and is necessarily
dependent upon CBP officials and host nation customs administrations being able to
agree upon and implement criteria for identifying high-risk cargo containers before
these containers leave ports heading for the U.S. homeland.10
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 Osama bin Laden sees “CBRN weapons as ‘war winners’ and intends to use them
to pin a strategic defeat on Islam’s foes.”11 He or likeminded fanatics would clearly
deliver them by unconventional means. The entire problem of unconventional deliv-
ery of nuclear weapons is receiving only a fraction of the resources it should. U.S.
public officials should rethink priorities on defense against nuclear attack and focus
on those enemies who have actually conducted major attacks against the United States
and are actively seeking nuclear weapons.

Chemical threats. Chemical attacks pose graver threats than do high-yield explo-
sives, not so much because of their greater potential for creating casualties but simply
because of the widespread presence of hazardous chemicals in modern society. The
evidence of al Qaeda’s attempts to develop chemical warfare agents uncovered by
seizure of documents and videotapes in Afghanistan received great publicity, but the
fact is they had created only small quantities of chemical agents. Further, those chemi-
cals were in Afghanistan and would have required both movement to the United States
and some form of dissemination device before they could be used. In contrast, there
has been very little coverage of the extensive network of hazardous chemicals that are
a part of daily life in every major U.S. city. The potential for a terrorist attack using
commercially available chemicals is much greater than that from the use of synthe-
sized chemical warfare agents. The accident at the Bhopal chemical plant in 1984
caused more casualties than the combined 9/11 attacks. According to a BBC News
report on the 20th anniversary of the accident, 3,500 died immediately; 15,000 subse-
quent deaths have been attributed to it; and up to 500,000 people have been adversely
affected physically.12

In the face of such a pervasive threat, the U.S. response has been spotty at best. On
the plus side, many cities have begun using a nontoxic chemical for water purifica-
tion, thus removing a potential source of toxic chemicals. In other areas, such as re-
routing large, hazardous material shipments around major population areas, the over-
all record is unacceptably poor. In fact, as recently as April 2007, public officials were
still debating the feasibility of rerouting freight trains carrying toxic chemicals away
from downtown Washington, where they pass within a few hundred yards of the U.S.
Capitol and the National Mall.13

Clearly, defense against a chemical attack lies mainly with the commercial con-
cerns that own the chemicals, the plants, and the transportation assets. The problem is
that they have no incentive for raising the security levels unless it is made mandatory.
The firm that spends the extra money on security must pass those costs along to con-
sumers, who are free to purchase the same materials from firms that have not spent the
money on security. The U.S. Government thus far has failed to come up with an effec-
tive, equitable way to ensure that all commercial firms and government agencies that
produce, store, transport, and use these chemicals provide effective security for
them.

The first step in an effective defense against chemical attack is to understand the
country’s vulnerability to such attacks and then establish the necessary regulations to
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ensure the safeguarding of the production, storage, and transportation of these chemi-
cals. Given the natural tension between businesses that do not wish to deal with (often
absurd) government regulations and the requirement for those regulations to protect
the American people, this will be an exceptionally difficult step.

High-yield explosives. High-yield explosives have the potential to cause tens of
thousands of deaths. If the 1993 al Qaeda attack on the World Trade Center had been
better executed, it could have brought Tower One down in the middle of the business
day and killed upwards of 35,000 people. All of the materials needed for that attack—
1,500 pounds of urea nitrate fertilizer, a timer, and a delivery van—were purchased or
rented in the United States from commercial sources.14

In fact, the potential for much larger explosive attacks—even on the scale of nuclear
yields—exists in the United States. In 1947, the Texas City disaster occurred when a
ship filled with ammonium nitrate fertilizer caught fire, exploded, and ignited another
ship, which also exploded.15 The surrounding area was devastated to a distance of
about three-quarters of a mile with major damage occurring to residential neighbor-
hoods 1½ miles from the site. This explosion was clearly an accident but caused dev-
astation equaling that of a low-yield nuclear weapon. The Oklahoma City bombing,
which used ammonium nitrate mixed with fuel, was not an accident. Yet even in the
face of these experiences, only a few states restrict the sale of ammonium nitrate,
require large quantity sales to be reported, or even regulate how large quantities are
transported.

While many government facilities have been hardened against truck bombs, it is
not practical to harden most large commercial buildings or port facilities against this
type of device. Nor is it possible to harden bridges and port facilities against the power
of a ship-sized high-yield explosive. The critical aspect of defense against this kind of
attack is to protect the production facilities, check who buys the materials, and require
security for them while in transit. Once again, the tension between business practices
and government regulation will have to be balanced, but regulation will have to be
tightened.

Preventing Mass Disruption Attacks
Weapons of mass disruption are those designed mainly to cause major political,

economic, or social disruptions. While these attacks will cause some casualties, the
focus is not on killing people but on disrupting the lives of as many as possible and
inflicting as much economic damage as possible. These would include attacks on trans-
portation systems, agriculture, and communications networks as well as the use of radio-
logical weapons. While attacks on other systems such as water and food can result in
a high degree of anxiety in the general population, the effort required to create a major
disruption in either greatly exceeds that of attacking the more vulnerable networks.

As the bombings in Madrid in 2004 and London in 2005 starkly illustrated, trans-
portation systems are the most obvious and accessible targets. By their very nature,
they are open to surveillance by would-be attackers. Many such systems have entire
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books written about them that are readily available at public libraries. Increasing
amounts of information are also available on the Internet. Further, the potential
impact of the attacks can be gauged by observing what happens when an accident
closes a particular chokepoint. Finally, the normal fear of heights and water ensures
that an attack on one bridge or tunnel will initially reduce traffic on similar venues.
Like the 9/11 attacks, such an attack will create enormously disruptive demands for
increased security on similar facilities nationwide. While such attacks will not kill
thousands, they will intimidate hundreds of thousands.

A second form of attack upon the transportation system would not target a node
but instead use an explosion inside a standard shipping container in an attempt to shut
down the system. By creating distrust concerning the contents of containers, ships,
rail cars, and trucks, the terrorists can hope to immobilize the U.S. transportation
network for a period of time to achieve economic rather than physical damage.

In the same way, attacks on agriculture will be about inflicting economic damage.
The most effective and easiest attacks on agriculture would be those conducted against
livestock herds with agents such as anthrax bacteria and foot and mouth virus.16 Any-
one who observed the extensive disruption and huge economic cost of naturally oc-
curring mad cow disease or anthrax can easily understand the impact of an attack
widely disseminated across the feed lots of the Midwest. Further, the biological agents
necessary for such an attack are present in many university laboratories since they are
the subjects of important scientific research.

The U.S. communications system is also very vulnerable and subject to both cyber
and kinetic attacks. While the U.S. Government has extensive experience in dealing
with cyber attacks, it has no experience in dealing with a kinetic attack that targets key
nodes specifically to cause maximum disruption. In particular, the country’s increas-
ing reliance upon fiber optic networks combined with the vulnerability of those sys-
tems and the lack of redundancy in certain segments of the paths make these networks
attractive targets. The information concerning the location of these networks is not
classified. In fact, in one reported case, a graduate student mapped the entire net-
work in the United States, loaded it on his laptop, and was able to drill down to
determine the vulnerability of any part of the system.17

The impact of another form of communications-related attack has already been
demonstrated by the anthrax attacks on Capitol Hill. Although the attacker apparently
took precautions to target the attack on specific offices (even including a warning in
the envelopes sent to Capitol Hill), he or she apparently was unaware the envelopes
would contaminate the postal system as they passed through. As a result, the attacks
shut down the U.S. postal system serving Capitol Hill and other government offices.
If the attacker had instead chosen to shut down the postal service nationwide, this
could have done by mailing a larger number of contaminated letters from various
locations so as to ensure maximum coverage of the U.S. Post Office and commercial
carriers’ systems of distribution centers. Then, by notifying the media, he or she could
have forced testing on all sites with probable positive results and the subsequent costly
and time-consuming cleanup. The $27 million cleanup cost for the single attack on
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Capitol Hill did not include the economic cost of disruption, such as renting office
spaces while waiting for the cleanup.18 The combined cost of cleanup and disruption
of service could easily climb into the billions.

As previously noted, radiological attacks are designed to deny specific areas rather
than to create massive casualties or direct damage. Radiological devices cause dam-
age by creating a long-term radiological hazard. The radiological material can be
disseminated by a small bomb and will contaminate the immediate vicinity. Such an
attack will most likely be against a symbolic target such as the Lincoln Memorial or a
key transportation node such as the Metro Center subway station in Washington, DC.
The objective is to deny access to the site until an extensive, expensive, and time-
consuming cleanup is completed. Very small terror cells can carry out WMd attacks
with little expertise or support. Thus, this type of attack can also only be disrupted by
penetrating those small cells.

Preventing an attack with either WMD or WMd requires that U.S. intelligence and
security assets remain inside the terrorists’ Observe-Orient-Decide-Act Loop.19 This
is an exceptional challenge. The contest matches hierarchical Federal, state, and local
bureaucracies against a networked enemy. The U.S. Government was specifically de-
signed with a separation of powers to slow down action. Networks are specifically
designed to speed action. Despite substantial efforts at reform, including the estab-
lishment of the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and National
Counterterrorism Center, it is by no means clear as yet whether or how much these
efforts will in fact improve the performance of U.S. intelligence services against ter-
rorist cells.20 One key requirement is to ensure all elements focus on the needed capa-
bilities to deal with this enemy rather than with the internal processes and bureau-
cratic turf battles that are an inevitable part of any major reorganization.

MITIGATING CATASTROPHIC DAMAGE
Mitigating threats to life and property ranks among the highest responsibilities for

public officials at all levels of government. No matter how skillful the United States
becomes at thwarting catastrophic attacks, the country could never have absolute pro-
tection against terrorist violence. Nor can the country escape its inherent vulnerabili-
ties to other types of large-scale disasters—be they floods, wind storms, earthquakes,
pandemics, toxic materials spills, or major power failures—that could expose hun-
dreds of thousands of citizens to life-threatening perils and bring disaster-prone re-
gions to a standstill. The really hard question is how the instrumentalities of govern-
ment can best be organized and operated in a fashion to ensure they will aid and
abet solutions, not simply compound problems.

When catastrophic threats are the issue, certain features of the U.S. constitutional
framework, as well as differing authorities and practices of Federal, state, and local
government agencies, can pose serious obstacles to the effective management of
megadisasters.

One aspect of the U.S. system is both a strength and a weakness: the constitution-
ally mandated principle of state sovereignty. States and their local municipalities tra-
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ditionally assume the role of leading the response to threats to public safety, with the
Federal Government providing assistance in a supporting mode. State governors, in
particular, by law and customary practice must be the ones to request Federal involve-
ment in matters of law enforcement or public safety.21 By law, governors also
command the National Guard assets of their states when these are not federalized for
national or overseas missions, and conversely the President’s use of Active duty mili-
tary forces for disaster mitigation in the homeland requires the affirmative request of
the governor(s) of the affected states.22 This is normally seen as a strength, since local
first responders and political leaders are vastly better informed about their communi-
ties than a distant Federal response system is. Yet it can also be a problem when local
assets are overwhelmed and the governor requests Federal assistance, since it sets up
a tension over command responsibility when significant Federal assets come into play.

The second complicating feature of U.S. disaster response capabilities at the Fed-
eral level is its highly distributed character. At the heart of this system sits the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, which has the lead in building a nationwide approach to
domestic incidents, regardless of cause, size, or complexity, and in administering the
National Response Plan (NRP). The NRP provides the overall agreed roadmap Fed-
eral response, striving as it does for a comprehensive all-hazards approach to manage-
ment of domestic incidents; it forms the basis of how the Federal Government coordi-
nates with state, local, and tribal governments and the private sector during incidents;
and it establishes protocols for prevention and consequence management activities.23

Having a roadmap is one thing; exerting real directive power is another. Core re-
sponsibilities under the NRP are parceled out to those Federal departments that pro-
vide or regulate critical services (such as health care and transportation) in day-to-day
life. The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), as a component of DHS,
acts as a headquarters element, relying heavily on commercial procurement and inter-
governmental coordination protocols in order to mobilize and direct Federal disaster
assistance to those who need it. In so doing, FEMA is empowered to act as the Federal
Government’s main point of contact with state and local emergency managers, and it
provides training and quality assurance for certain types of missions. However, the
agency does not itself possess legions of garrisoned emergency personnel, fleets of
trucks or aircraft, or stockpiles of critical assistance. The involvement of so many
agencies at the Federal level compounds the challenge of empowering local first re-
sponders. Assistance from Washington often arrives in fragments, with no coordina-
tion even among Federal assets and each wanting to be in charge of their particular
part of the mission.

The third attribute is the multimission character of America’s most muscular disas-
ter responder: the U.S. military. With their own robust transportation, communica-
tions, planning, personnel, and logistics infrastructures, and with an expeditionary
orientation, the U.S. Armed Forces possess enormous capacity to conduct rapid, deci-
sive disaster relief operations. Yet they also, unavoidably, have a predominantly over-
seas orientation, focusing on missions aimed at deterring or defeating foes, reassuring
friends, and dissuading would-be adversaries. Consequently, only a fraction of U.S.
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forces are dedicated to homeland missions—a factor that necessarily impedes any
extensive reliance on them for disaster response contingencies.

Taken together, the cumbrous quality of this system’s architecture is striking. It
has a horizontal layered structure (Federal, state, and local levels) that is also rife with
vertical stovepipes (between Federal agencies). It would not be an optimal system
design even if disaster management were the sole function of government or if public
resources were not a practical constraint. In reality, of course, elected officials and
public bureaucracies have to balance competing priorities all the time. It also needs to
be emphasized that the current U.S. response system, complex as it is, works well for
the majority of the disasters that occur in any given year; and it is built upon the
sensible proposition that state and local responders will have the best knowledge of
the needs and vulnerabilities of the communities in which they serve. The issue, again,
is whether the United States can meet the challenge of truly catastrophic disasters
mainly by enhancements to the current system, or whether a new paradigm is
needed.

To consider this question, we first look at the distinctive operational challenges
posed by large-area threats, and then at the organizational challenges, and finally at
the implications of putting the military in charge of this mission.

Large-Area Threats

Biological mitigation. As stated earlier, biological threats have by far the most
potential to kill or injure Americans. Either contagious or noncontagious attacks or
naturally occurring pandemics could have devastating effects. In the wake of the 9/11
attacks, public concerns were heightened by a widely publicized game simulation—
dubbed Dark Winter—that postulated a smallpox attack occurring simultaneously in
three states. Before the end of the 13th game day, the outbreak had spread to 25 states
and 15 countries.24 It highlighted the fact that U.S. authorities were woefully unpre-
pared to deal with the effects of a biological attack. The two most effective counter-
measures—immunization and isolation—could not be carried out for a number of
reasons. In particular, there was no decisionmaking process that allowed local, state,
and Federal officials to coordinate critical actions in dealing with the outbreaks. The
result was uncoordinated action. In the after-action brief, it was noted that even if the
relevant officials had been able to decide quickly whom to immunize, there were
neither sufficient doses of vaccine nor a process to rapidly distribute and administer
the stocks on hand. Isolation was also impossible because most states no longer had
quarantine laws on the books or procedures for establishing and enforcing such laws
if they existed.

Since 2001, the Federal Government has been able to acquire sufficient doses of
smallpox vaccine to cover the entire population of the United States—roughly 300
million. This notable achievement, however, is marred by several shortfalls: the coun-
try still lacks well-developed processes for mass immunization; the U.S. public health
system has atrophied badly in many parts of the country; and there are no vaccines
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available for many other biological threats including plague, tularemia, and Marburg.
In addition, little or no progress has been made on quarantine laws, procedures for
quarantine, or training for public safety officials in establishing and enforcing quaran-
tine measures. Finally, there is inherent uncertainty about the extent of likely public coop-
eration. A 2003 national survey in Canada found that “only 55.8 percent of respondents
would take ‘whatever vaccine was promoted by the national government and its medi-
cal advisors.’”25 Americans trust their government even less than Canadians. Thus,
while the vaccine to deal with smallpox is available, there is no guarantee the Ameri-
can people will take it, even if the system to distribute it effectively were fully devel-
oped. Similarly, medicines for other biological agents have been stockpiled, but if the
confusion witnessed after the anthrax attacks is any indication, it remains unclear
whether the U.S. public health system would be able to clearly inform the public what
medicine is appropriate, effectively distribute available stocks, or ensure that citizens
take their prescribed dose when they get it.

After the command, control, communication, and trust issues, the most frequently
noted deficiency in the U.S. biological defense system is the weakened state of the
public health systems. While some jurisdictions have made progress in integrating
their medical systems into an early warning system of the onset of an attack, most
have not. Further, public health systems have little capability to respond even if they
do receive timely notice. They lack medicines, equipment, personnel, and procedures
to deliver a surge capacity to meet the health care needs of affected populations over
the period of time characteristic of a contagious disease crisis.26

Nuclear effects mitigation. The same lack of a preplanned or coordinated re-
sponse will limit U.S. ability to minimize casualties from a nuclear attack. Organiza-
tions already exist that can analyze a blast quickly, determine the downwind hazard,
and make recommendations to evacuate or shelter in place. However, those organiza-
tions are neither distributed around the country, nor do they regularly exercise with
the decisionmakers who must validate and disseminate their recommendations. Fur-
ther, much like the inability to isolate, there is little or no ability to organize and
execute a mass evacuation or to effectively promulgate and enforce a shelter in place
decision. This is a critical deficiency, since a very large percentage of the casualties
caused by a nuclear event will result from post-blast radiation exposure.

Finally, disaster responders have very little capability to enter a contaminated area
and extract casualties. First responders will enter, but most lack individual radiation
dosimeters to ensure they do not receive so much radiation that they themselves be-
come casualties.

Chemical effects mitigation. Mitigating the effects of the third major form of
attack—toxic chemical agents—also requires an effective and rapid decision on whether
to evacuate or shelter in place. Some areas of the country that are collocated with
chemical plants have effective, rehearsed plans; they have an immediate incentive to
develop and rehearse the plan. However, most communities that lie along major
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transportation routes used by bulk chemical haulers and some communities with ma-
jor chemical plants still do not have evacuation plans.

Thus, the country lacks effective responses to most potential chemical attacks.
Further, those areas that have rehearsed consistently identify shortages in equipment,
personnel, and medical facilities necessary to locate, extract, decontaminate, and treat
the massive casualties such an attack will create. After the decision and capability to
evacuate a contaminated area, the two biggest challenges are extraction/decontamina-
tion of casualties and treatment when they arrive at medical facilities. More than a
decade after the sarin gas attacks on Tokyo, the United States still does not have ad-
equate capability to deal with the casualties created by such an event. Surprisingly,
there are no established standard operating procedures for dealing with those victims
who self-evacuate from the scene. Key questions remain unanswered, such as how
these victims can be treated while preventing them from contaminating medical fa-
cilities. Individual hospitals have worked through some of the procedures, but a lack
of investment in on-site decontamination facilities means the hospitals may be forced
to simply close their doors and try to keep people out. Thus, they will not be able to
treat the casualties who are decontaminated and transported to the hospital. This is
only one of the as-yet unresolved challenges in dealing with a chemical attack.

High-yield explosives. High-yield explosive devices will create many of the same
problems that a nuclear device would: massive casualties, extensive fires, monitoring
requirements, extraction from a hazardous environment, and extensive infrastructure
damage. While there would be no requirement to monitor for radiation, monitoring
for air quality would still be essential. The only major difference is that large-scale
evacuation will not likely be necessary except for those areas where monitoring deter-
mines the atmosphere is dangerous.

Mitigating Mass Disruption Attacks
Mitigation of attacks designed to achieve mass disruption is a different kind of

problem. The very nature of these attacks makes them unusually difficult to defend
against. However, if prior planning has been done, it also makes the consequences
somewhat easier to deal with than weapons of mass destruction. What is needed is a
coherent plan for what actions to take in the event of such an attack. For instance, the
widely postulated example of an explosion in a shipping container should not be al-
lowed to shut down every port in the United States. Preplanning is needed to deter-
mine which, if any, ports should be closed and what other actions should be taken.
Whether the attack is a single container explosion or multiple explosions, if the re-
sponse is immediately closing all ports, the terrorist has achieved his goal.

Each type of WMd attack needs to be talked through in a tabletop exercise, deci-
sion points determined, and decision trees developed and then rehearsed with the elected
officials who will have to make those choices. Homeland Security Presidential Directive
8 of 2003 directed DHS to establish a National Exercise Program (NEP) that identi-
fies and integrates national-level exercise activities in order to enhance collaboration
among all levels of government and with the private sector. The cornerstone of the
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NEP is the biennial Top Officials (TOPOFF) exercise series. TOPOFF 3 in April 2005,
which simulated a coordinated terrorist attack involving biological and chemical weap-
ons, was the most comprehensive terrorism exercise ever conducted in the United
States. It involved a broad range of Federal authorities, officials from the states of
Connecticut and New Jersey, as well as officials in the United Kingdom and Canada.27

It is essential that decisionmakers understand the implications of their decision before
the crisis occurs. In particular, they must carefully prepare a public information pro-
gram that will minimize the disruption the terrorists achieve.

Mitigating Other Types of Catastrophes
Intuitively, the job of mitigating megadisasters caused by events other than WMD/d

attacks ought to be less stressing. For instance, gaining access into affected areas,
assuming the means, should be easier for emergency personnel. While the risk of
hazardous materials exposure could be an impediment to movement within storm- or
earthquake-damaged areas, the most likely locations of toxic substance contamina-
tion could be easier to pinpoint in advance (chemical storage facilities, industrial plants,
and so forth) and would not be as pervasive as with widespread dispersion of nuclear,
radiological, or chemical-biological agents in large-scale attack scenarios. The de-
contamination of evacuated victims ought to be much less of an issue as well.

That said, some missions may still prove to be Herculean in their scope. Hurricane
Katrina was enormous in terms of its geographical range, human costs, and associated
impacts, triggering in its wake the largest mass dislocation on the U.S. homeland
since the 1930s (see table 4–1).28

TABLE 4–1. HURRICANE KATRINA: THE IMPACT

Affected area (square miles)

Fatalities

Homes damaged or destroyed

Property damage

Displaced people

Oil spills (gallons)

Federal assistance(as of August

2007)

93,000

1,330

300,000

$96 billion

770,000

8 million

$8.3 billion

Sources: The White House, The Federal Response to Hurricane Katrina Lessons Learned

(Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 2006); Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency Fact Sheet, August 27, 2007, available at <http://www.fema.gov/pdf/haz-
ard/hurricane/2005katrina/gc_fs_pa_2_year_anniversary.pdf>.
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Hurricane Katrina destroyed or irreparably damaged some 300,000 homes and
triggered the exodus of over 700,000 people from affected areas—the largest mass
dislocation on the U.S. homeland since the 1930s.29 While most disaster relief
planning and operational concepts proceed from a strong preference to move assis-
tance into populations sheltering in place, precisely to avoid human dislocations, mass
evacuation and relocation proved to be absolute necessities in this particular case.
And yet these operations—despite the knowledge of flooding threats—were impro-
vised and chaotic.30 For those trapped by flood waters, search and rescue operations
also proved to be extremely difficult to mount over expansive urban areas. And amidst
all these other problems, the breakdown of public order overwhelmed local police,
who were reeling from the displacement of personnel and their families and the loss
of equipment. In fact, the inherent strengths of local emergency responders (knowing
the local terrain, living in the communities) suddenly became a liability; they were
victims, too.

The System’s Inherent Weaknesses
On paper, the current U.S. disaster response system has clear pathways that should

enable it to function coherently when stressed by higher levels of damage. Applicable
laws and regulations prescribe the sequence of steps: local jurisdictions expend their
own resources, then request state assistance if the disaster exceeds their capacities; the
states in turn do the same until the point at which they—via the governor—request the
President to issue a major disaster declaration, thereby making Federal aid available,
when the disaster is of “such severity and magnitude that effective response is beyond
the capabilities of the State and the affected local governments.”31 Clear though this
sequence is, however, the system’s adaptability is highly dependent upon a number of
variables that have proved troublesome in real-world situations.

First, there is a certain presumption that local jurisdictions on the cusp of being
overwhelmed can still coherently identify their needs and direct incoming state or
Federal assistance to where it is needed most. However, experience shows that being
overwhelmed in megadisasters consists of more than simply running out of supplies—
it also encompasses individuals losing their ability to identify needs, establish priori-
ties, and communicate them promptly. One can well imagine the futility of the dia-
logue that ensues when frustrated higher authorities exhort the local responders to
“tell us what you need” and the locals in desperation reply: “Send us whatever you
can!” When first responders no longer know what they need or where the assistance
needs to go, the result can only be disabling confusion. The current Federal system is
not well configured to provide immediate, small-scale help to assist local authorities
in evaluating the magnitude of a particular disaster. U.S. Northern Command
(USNORTHCOM) has made progress in training liaison teams for early deployment,
but the sheer number of jurisdictions within the United States means these teams can
only exercise with a small fraction of their local counterparts.

Second, operational exigencies under the present layered system place a huge bur-
den on FEMA, as the main Federal point of contact, to build and sustain close working
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relationships with state and local responders. This, in turn, requires FEMA to main-
tain a robust regional presence to assist states in disaster planning, exercising, and
anticipating necessary actions when a particular crisis erupts. However, after FEMA’s
incorporation into DHS in 2003, the size and quality of the agency’s field staffs spread
across its 10 regional offices reportedly atrophied, as DHS in some cases moved key
programs and personnel back to Washington and reallocated staff and resources to
other priorities.32 The result on balance has been to make FEMA a more distant, less
effective partner. Nor is FEMA, DHS, or any other individual or agency below the
President empowered under the National Response Plan to direct actions across the
various Federal departments or agencies that actually provide the assistance. This is a
third significant weakness in the current system.

FEMA by design is less a provider of operational capability than a supply broker,
mediating between demands for relief assistance from the state and local level and
Federal sources of supply. In a given crisis situation, when key suppliers are identified
under the NRP’s various emergency support functions, they fall into alignment within
the National Incident Management System. There is good reason to question how
adept this interagency structure is at managing really catastrophic situations. One criti-
cism of the system is that if Federal agency field staff find themselves dissenting from
instructions they receive from senior officials on the spot, they will tend to refer the
matter up their own supervisory chain back to Washington to get the decisions re-
versed, compounding the coordination problem.33

This vertically stovepiped system also inhibits rapid action even when local and
Federal personnel could liaise directly between field elements. As a former commanding
officer of the Marine Corps Chemical Biological Incident Response Force (CBIRF),
this chapter’s principal author can attest to the Federal bureaucracy’s frustrating in-
ability to transmit a request quickly or clearly. When responding to the anthrax attacks
of October 2001, the Capitol Police requested CBIRF assistance in conducting bio-
logical sampling of office buildings on Capitol Hill. Due to a longstanding relation-
ship between CBIRF and the Capitol Police, the request was coordinated at the local
level while the official request was being routed through the bureaucracy. When it
finally emerged from the formal system, the official tasking bore no resemblance to
the capabilities requested and needed by the Capitol Police. Had CBIRF responded
with the forces directed, they would have been of very little use in the crisis. In this
case, the chain of command was able to ignore the formal tasking and simply did what
was necessary to get the job done. However, close relationships between Federal and
local assets are rare, and in most instances, U.S. citizens must count upon the bureau-
cracy to get the requirements right.

Fourth, and most significantly, the current U.S. disaster response system fails to
grapple directly with the touchy issue of when or how, if at all, command of relief
operations should be handed off in catastrophic disaster situations. The general prin-
ciple that the Federal level gets involved as and when the state or local authorities
become overwhelmed and request the assistance does not translate well into specific
guidance for how and when to transfer command responsibility—a prerogative that
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state governors are loath to cede. Due to the wide spectrum of local and state capabili-
ties, this decision will almost have to be made on a case-by-case basis. There is no
reason to presume a priori that when Federal personnel arrive on site in significant
numbers, they should be in charge. Decisionmaking will have to factor in the degree
of the disaster, capabilities and capacities of local responders, and even personalities
of key local authorities.

Ultimately, what compels consideration of a command transfer is the mounting
human cost of a faltering response: the lengthening food lines, lack of potable water,
inadequate shelter, spreading disease, and, in the worst cases, escalating violence as
desperate victims turn predatory. By then, however, critical time has been lost. As the
bipartisan House Select Committee on Hurricane Katrina put it: “How can we rely on
the overwhelmed to acknowledge they are overwhelmed, and then expect them to
direct and manage the process of coming to their rescue?”34 To every extent possible,
the focus must be on developing the kinds of organizations and standard operating
procedures that can provide immediate assistance to local authorities but in a fashion
that keeps them effectively in charge of the effort.

Should the Military Be the Lead Responder?
In the wake of Hurricane Katrina, President Bush asked whether the U.S. military

should be assigned the lead role in responding to certain extremely dire disaster situ-
ations. Though he took some heat from various governors, the President was right to
raise the question. 35 In addition to the capacities mentioned earlier, the Armed Forces
certainly possess a lot of relevant experience. They have long conducted these types
of missions overseas: the Asian tsunami relief effort in 2004–2005 and more recent
operations in Pakistan’s earthquake-devastated areas are good examples. At the same
time, giving the job to the military will not necessarily make things easier.

First, given its other primary missions, the U.S. military is never going to be more
than the responder of last resort (after others have tried and failed), so there is still the
problem of figuring out when to call for military assistance—a trickier task than it
might first appear, given that a disaster’s full magnitude and impact may not always
be initially apparent.

Another challenge is that, clearly defined roles notwithstanding, nonmilitary Fed-
eral agencies may well be prey to countervailing pressures to underfund key disaster
preparedness programs if they know a muscular second responder is waiting in the
wings. In some past migration emergencies, U.S. immigration agencies were all too
quick to seek a lead role for DOD, not necessarily because a particular problem had
reached a catastrophic level, but simply because they had run out of money. To help
guard against this tendency, executive branch managers and their congressional over-
seers need to work toward more clearly defined capabilities goals up to which civilian
first responders can build and against which the U.S. Armed Forces can plan, and by
so doing help to foster better awareness of what each sides brings to the table.

Beyond this problem, it is worth stressing that military disaster responders are not
uniformly strong in all areas. Disaster assessments are a case in point. U.S. forces
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have unparalleled intelligence and reconnaissance capabilities, but they also pay clos-
est attention to current or future battlefields, not necessarily to disaster-prone regions;
on occasion, key systems or people were not where they needed to be when disasters
struck.

For disasters occurring on the U.S. homeland, getting personnel on the ground
should be much easier than in overseas cases. The trickier part will be in translating the
assistance distribution assessments into agreed decisions concerning the type, desti-
nation, and mode of delivery for assistance flowing in. In some past disasters, civilian
and military logisticians have found themselves at loggerheads over what Pentagon
planners clinically refer to requirements validation. In a disaster of this magnitude,
the requirements validation should be used only to prioritize assets, not to restrict
them. In a disaster, the American people need effectiveness more than efficiency.

Finally, no military disaster response mission can succeed without direct civilian
involvement. Mass evacuations and quarantine-like restrictions of mass movement
are two such cases. There is a world of difference between rescuing a family from a
rooftop of a flooded house or restricting contagious victims to a hospital ward, and
moving thousands of stranded people from a stadium complex or, conversely, cordon-
ing off an entire community or refugee camp. Enabling movement on a mass scale
may exceed what even the military can provide, prompting a Dunkirk-like mobiliza-
tion of all the civil transportation assets that a region can muster. Correspondingly, in
establishing large-scale restrictions on movement, which may be necessary in some
refugee situations and conceivable in certain biomedical emergencies, military en-
forcement of perimeter controls will be hard or impossible to sustain without civil law
enforcement operating inside the restricted zone.

In such situations, the National Guard, operating under Title 32 authority (under
the command of a state governor), is the appropriate instrument to use for these types
of missions, given that guard units will have law enforcement authority and extensive
prior contact with and knowledge of local communities. What are plainly needed are
improved procedures to reduce the time interval for mobilization from days to hours.

Ultimately, the military is no panacea for America’s catastrophic response needs.
National leaders cannot presume to solve the country’s megadisaster response prob-
lems simply by calling upon a force that is not optimized for the job and that has other
core missions. However, in the context of specific planning, and with the prior agree-
ment of all parties, giving the military a clear lead in certain truly desperate situations
may be the best course to ensure a rapid response and avoidable loss of life.

ASSESSING THE BALANCE SHEET
 As the foregoing suggests, homeland security’s two highest priorities—prevent-

ing mass destruction and disruption attacks and responding to catastrophic hazards of
all kinds—are enormously demanding missions, both conceptually and in terms of
available resources. A number of gaps in America’s approach are painfully apparent.
Even so, it would be wrong to infer that no progress has been made over the past half-
decade. America is undoubtedly a tougher target to hit now than it was on September
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10, 2001. The question is how to balance advances and successes against areas plagued
by persistent, yet fixable, shortfalls.

On the plus side, improved efforts can be seen across a wide range of areas, both
large and small:

• The single most important advance has been the deepening understanding of
terrorist threats to the United States. After the initial massive disruptions from
9/11, leaders have begun to make more rigorous, detailed evaluations of the
actual vulnerabilities and capabilities of their communities.

• Most potential target areas have conducted vulnerability assessments that
allow their leaders to determine how best to apply their resources to defend
actual rather than assumed vulnerabilities. Further, the studies have helped
them understand the magnitude of a potential attack and begin preparations
for mitigation and recovery. Conversely, the studies have shown that some
assumed vulnerabilities are not actually problems and do not need resources
expended to protect them.

• Due to a massive focus on civil passenger flight, many vulnerabilities in U.S.
civil aviation systems have been reduced. Improved screening of passengers,
strengthened cockpit doors, and passenger awareness all make it more diffi-
cult for terrorists to hijack another aircraft.

• Federal stocks of smallpox vaccine stocks have grown to the point where
nationwide coverage is now attainable.

• Many states have established 24-hour command centers. Those that have not
done so have made arrangements to quickly man such a center in a crisis.
The most encouraging aspect of the command centers is the efforts to inte-
grate the wide range of local, state, Federal, and private resources available
in a crisis. Most have integrated National Guard Bureau crisis managers to
speed the response of local guard forces and provide a vital communications
and translation node between Federal and other response agencies.

• In the wake of Katrina, the Pentagon has given expanded authority to
USNORTHCOM to stage forces and equipment prior to the onset of a cata-
strophic disaster. As a result of its 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review, DOD
also has launched a $1.5 billion initiative to improve medical countermea-
sures against genetically engineered biohazards, as well as new programs for
improved interagency communications.36

• The National Counterterrorist Center (called the Terrorism Threat Integra-
tion Center when it was established in 2003) has enabled a much greater
degree of fusion of intelligence from all elements of the government.

• Terrorist information has been consolidated into a single integrated watch
list via the new Terrorist Screening Center.

These steps are rightly viewed as major advances in America’s effort to secure the
homeland. On the downside, however, a number of glaring shortfalls still need to be
remedied:
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• America’s public health infrastructure remains woefully unprepared to deal
with a major biomedical emergency. The flu shot fiasco during the winter of
2004–2005 is an indication of some of the issues; even the doses that were
available were not distributed quickly and effectively. While preparedness
activities have been spurred on by the administration’s Implementation Plan
for the National Strategy for Pandemic Influenza, issued in May 2006, the
pace of progress remains modest in relation to the threat. 37 The U.S. public
health system is not yet capable of executing a nationwide crash immuniza-
tion program, even though, at least in the case of smallpox, sufficient stocks
of vaccine are now available. Effective epidemiological monitoring should
be developed nationwide by investing in public health offices at the local and
state levels.

• Given the increasing probability of genetically modified biological agents,
the current system of developing and producing vaccine remains entirely
inadequate. Though increased spending on the defense side may help, and
amidst some encouraging advances in this field, research is not being funded
at anywhere near the level of that targeted against other, much less deadly
threats. In this respect, investments in the public health system provide a
double benefit. The United States will be better prepared not only for attack
but also for the inevitable naturally occurring outbreaks of new forms of flu
or other viruses. Given the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention esti-
mate that flu kills an average of 36,000 Americans per year, investment in
public health systems has enormous payoff.38

• Even if steps are taken to rapidly create, manufacture, distribute, and admin-
ister vaccines, the United States still lacks a fully effective, nationwide sur-
veillance system to provide the critical early understanding that an attack has
occurred. Once again, the long-term failure to fund the U.S. public health
system caused a previously functioning system to atrophy badly.

• Despite improvements, bureaucratic inflexibility is all too often the norm,
not the exception. This is true across all Federal agencies that are designated
to respond in a crisis. While government personnel have shown the ability to
adapt rapidly in a crisis, all planning, coordination, and interagency work is
still conducted by vertically stovepiped agencies, while state and local first
responders wrestle with a lack of transparency. As a result, the critical train-
ing and coordination necessary to be ready to respond in a crisis are often
stifled. Training events are not executed due to bureaucratic inertia or objec-
tions concerning areas of responsibility.

• The national security bureaucracy continues to pose obstacles to the sharing
of information with state and local authorities. The incredibly slow and cum-
bersome system required to obtain security clearances has severely restricted
the number of people with whom the Intelligence Community and the De-
partment of Defense can share information. Further efforts are required to
ensure wider dissemination of national intelligence to state and local au-
thorities, and conversely, to ensure that those same authorities provide
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Federal agencies with timely tactical information that might provide early
warning of a major attack.

• On the military side, there is still strong reluctance to build a dedicated op-
erational capability for catastrophic response. The Department’s 2005 Strat-
egy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support asserts that homeland defense
is the department’s number one priority.39 On the counterterrorism side, it
acknowledges that civil authorities will have the lead in defending against
and mitigating most WMD and WMd attacks. However, it then assigns sup-
port to civil authorities as only a secondary mission; no DOD assets will have
the primary mission of going to the aid of civil authorities. While the depart-
ment has created an Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense,
U.S. Northern Command, a Joint Task Force Civil Support, two Response
Task Forces (East and West), and the Guardian Brigade to command the de-
fense of America, DOD has not actually created any new units specifically
trained, equipped, and tasked to provide support to civil authorities in a crisis
since the creation of CBIRF in 1996.40

The single biggest weakness is that the U.S. homeland security approach relies
upon large, slow, highly bureaucratic organizations that are designed to ensure every-
one works—and stays—in their own lane. Perhaps a dense bureaucratic landscape is
inevitable, given the Federal form of government and the value Americans attach to
state and local sovereignty, but it also puts us at a serious disadvantage. America’s
enemies face no similar problems; they are arrayed in agile, flat networks.

LOOKING AHEAD
Over the next several years, the United States must face up to a large number of

challenges if it is to sustain momentum on homeland security. As discussed earlier,
the most difficult long-term problems are structural. The consolidation of 22 agencies
into the Department of Homeland Security was a step toward integrating U.S. secu-
rity. However, each agency was a bureaucracy in its own right, and bureaucracies are
very good at resisting change. For example, the creation of the Department of De-
fense in 1947 required the consolidation of only two departments—the War Depart-
ment (land and air forces) and the Navy Department—and both had the same mission:
protect the United States from outside enemies. Yet it took 40 years and several changes
of the law before the various Services actually learned to fight jointly.

The challenge is much more difficult at DHS. The missions of some of the agen-
cies are actually in conflict with each other. Further, there is no incentive in the origi-
nal legislation to develop genuine interagency operations. Everyone knows they are
necessary, but there is no formal process or reward system to encourage actions that
improve interagency cooperation and training. In response to the nationbuilding prob-
lems encountered in Iraq and Afghanistan, there is increasing discussion of “Beyond
Goldwater-Nichols” legislation to unify Federal agencies for counterinsurgency and
nationbuilding operations. In working through these issues, consideration should be
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given to how the United States can improve its domestic response and coordination as
well, starting with those agencies now located inside the formal DHS structure.

 A second critical area is the lack of integration between Federal agencies not in-
side DHS. Federal interagency response currently is at a similar level to where joint
operations were in the early 1980s. Thus, any new legislation must include incen-
tives for increased jointness not just within DHS, but also between all Federal
agencies involved in preventing and responding to catastrophic events. Rethinking
this legislation would provide dual benefits in that it prepares us better for both
homeland security and overseas operations. The 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review
Report highlights this shortfall, but the problem is not fundamentally the Pentagon’s
to solve.

A third critical area, highlighted by Hurricane Katrina, is improving crisis com-
munication and coordination, not only among all levels of government but also with
the American public. All too often, first responders and affected communities do not
know what the Federal Government (and in some cases even their state governments)
will provide in a catastrophic event. This problem has been consistently identified in
major exercises. The very nature of the federal form of government means this will be
a continuing problem and will only be overcome by well-funded, regular training and
exercises involving all levels of government. Local responders will only be able to
count on those assets with which they have planned and trained. In the absence of that
planning and training, they will have to assume they are on their own and duplicate
Federal and state resources to ensure they have them when they are needed.

An issue separate from the problems of coordinating among different levels of
government is the failure to clarify the division of responsibility between private and
government sectors for security, response, and recovery. This is an issue across the
board for biological, chemical, nuclear, and high-yield explosives responses.

There is a final key feature of the U.S. homeland security architecture sorely in
need of strengthening—the international dimension. Consistent with the defense-in-
depth concept embedded in the National Strategy for Homeland Security, a fresh look
should be given to various ways and means of bolstering defensive barriers along the
most likely geographic approaches to the American homeland.

To the north, defense in depth builds upon a mature security relationship with
Canada and benefits from its depth of at least 2,000 miles. The North American Aero-
space Defense Command (NORAD), collocated with USNORTHCOM, coordinates
airspace warning and response. In May 2006, the United States and Canada agreed, in
connection with indefinite renewal of their bilateral air defense cooperation under the
NORAD agreement, to initiate integrated surveillance of the continent’s maritime
approaches and internal waterways to improve warning of terrorist and other threats.41

U.S. and Canadian authorities will retain responsibility for acting on warnings of threats
in the maritime domain or along inland waters. The Canadian government has a single
operational military headquarters, Canada Command, to manage air, ground, and na-
val responses to domestic emergencies and crises and expedite defense collaboration
with the United States. While the lengthy U.S.-Canadian frontier would be impossible
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to seal off against penetrations by criminal or terrorist networks, two-way communi-
cation and coordination are good.

Looking south, the picture is more complex and difficult. The United States has
not one but many neighbors—Mexico, Cuba, Colombia, Venezuela, and the Central
American and Caribbean states—spread across a vast area that is prone to weak or
capricious governance, rising crime, permeable borders, and the corrupting effects of
chronic smuggling, trafficking, and associated transnational problems. Moreover, the
quality of bilateral cooperation between these countries and the United States varies
greatly, ranging from firm partnerships to outright hostility. The region as a whole
lacks a strong geostrategic identity and a commonly held perception of threats and
ways to mitigate them.

There are no easy paths toward improved security cooperation in the greater Car-
ibbean basin, and simply to assert that protection of the U.S. homeland should be the
organizing principle underlying such cooperation is a surefire way not to elicit it.
Concerns about terrorism on their own are not enough to galvanize cooperation; what
is needed is a two-way effort that links U.S. antiterrorism priorities with their overrid-
ing anxieties about public order and criminal activities. On its face, this ought to be
possible. Proceeds from transnational crime are known to support terrorist organiza-
tions, and their members exploit the lines of flow used by traffickers. If countries in
the greater Caribbean zone are able to improve public safety and the capacity to con-
trol and diminish trafficking and smuggling, that will also shrink whatever opportuni-
ties terrorist networks may have to exploit these permeable zones for ingress into the
U.S. homeland.

Given its size and proximity to U.S. borders, Mexico’s role will be pivotal. How-
ever, instead of trying to integrate Mexico into a U.S.-centric scheme—which will
simply fuel Mexican neuralgia over subordination to U.S. command—Washington
should find ways to encourage Mexico’s leadership in the development of a Carib-
bean basin initiative on security and disaster response. The goal would be an agree-
ment that provides a legal basis for separate, “locally owned” air, maritime, and land
surveillance and response systems covering both geographic corridors and the Carib-
bean Sea. The heart of the partnership could be a “Mexico-Caribbean Basin Surveil-
lance System,” as described in more detail in chapter seven, based in and led by Mexico
and staffed by military, police, and intelligence officers from participating countries.
Once established and strengthened, this system could collaborate with NORAD as an
equal command, providing a southern hub for international information-sharing and
coordinated national enforcement actions.42

SUMMING UP
Given the evolving threat environment, homeland security enhancements should

rank at the very top of the priority lists of all levels of government in the United States
through and beyond the end of this decade. Yet it is also true that U.S. public attitudes
toward homeland safety and security are by no means constant. As a continent-sized
country separated from most others by vast oceans, Americans have long been prone
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to the complacency derived from an exaggerated sense of the protection that geo-
graphical distance affords. Occasional doses of reality—whether on December 7, 1941,
or on September 11, 2001—have not fully immunized us from that tendency. The
national mood thus tends to vacillate between periods of casual distraction and bouts
of heightened, sometimes panicky, vigilance.

The good news is that United States clearly has become a much tougher target for
terrorist attacks since 9/11. The sobering news is that the existing U.S. disaster re-
sponse system is not yet robust enough to deal effectively with catastrophic attacks or
megadisasters. Nor, it should be stressed, are there overwhelming pressures at this
point to fundamentally redesign the country’s current preparedness architecture. If
there were, one would be hearing public voices arguing that the prerogatives of city
mayors or governors should be usurped by the Federal Government, or that FEMA
should be transformed into an operational field agency with embedded logistics, or
that the U.S. military should become something other than, in USNORTHCOM par-
lance, the “heavy lifters of last resort.”43

Absent any new political pressures for a major expansion of Federal authority, the
only real public policy option strategy available is to remedy shortfalls, as noted pre-
viously, with a view to making the current cumbersome system more robust. Such a
strategy could well prove effective, provided the result is more genuine two-way com-
munication between Washington and the states, based on a clearer mutual understand-
ing of the kinds of circumstances that could trigger a massive Federal response. Such
developments, however, take time, patience, and sustained effort—and the interval
until the next disaster strikes is anyone’s guess.



Defusing Conflicts in Unstable Regions
Chapter Five

JAMES A. SCHEAR

The United States faces no tougher strategic challenge in the coming years
than to develop more effective ways of fostering stability in regions plagued by

chronic violence and disorder. The strategic imperative for doing so can be summed
up in one word: vulnerability. More Americans than ever before recognize the grow-
ing connection between their own welfare and the fate of war-torn lands that lie be-
yond the frontiers of the developed world.1 Ironically, just as the community of glo-
balized nations is expanding, the pathologies that its frontiers used to fence out no
longer seem so distant. A British diplomat summed up this sense of anxiety quite well:
“We may not be interested in chaos but chaos is interested in us.”2

Indeed, few people today profess a laissez-faire attitude about corrosive regional
violence in the developing world. For much of the latter 20th century, upheavals in
Asia, Africa, and Latin America were overshadowed by the East-West nuclear con-
frontation. As Cold War rivals, the United States and the Soviet Union each mounted
interventions to check the other’s influence in the geopolitical space left by retreating
European colonial powers. A whole generation of aspiring Third World leaders and
insurgent fighters sustained itself in part by trading anticommunist credentials or non-
aligned loyalties for assistance from Washington or Moscow. Since the Cold War’s
demise, it has become possible to analyze these regions much more on their own
merits, without the distorting effects of great power rivalry. Unfortunately, historical,
political, and cultural differences still cloud the prism through which Americans try to
comprehend the forces shaping stability and conflict in these volatile areas.

Al Qaeda’s attacks of September 11, 2001, have become the paradigmatic ex-
amples of the kind of hazards that the United States seeks to thwart in its efforts to
help build stability in turbulent areas. In that case, it was Taliban-ruled Afghanistan
that provided an auspicious environment for the growth of a lethal force that could
reach halfway around the globe with devastating effect. “Afghanistan,” as then-CIA
director George Tenet put it, “was less a state sponsor of terrorism than a state spon-
sored by terrorism.”3

As argued in chapter two of this volume, al Qaeda strength since 9/11 has been
mainly inspirational, and the group represents only one strand of militancy now prey-
ing upon various parts of the Muslim world.4 But therein lies a core strategic problem:
the growth of violent nonstate actors emboldened by a coherent worldview that can
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parasitically latch on to and fuel geographically disparate “fault-line conflicts,” 5 be-
sieging or subverting weak governmental structures and impeding their access to out-
side support. The fact that such groups can thrive in the high ambient temperature
created by violent conditions has forced a wholesale reexamination of the dangers of
letting certain regional conflicts fester without active efforts at remediation. The 2002
U.S. National Security Strategy’s stark observation that “America is now threatened
less by conquering states than we are by failing ones” has echoed throughout official
speeches and policy pronouncements of the past few years.6

To be sure, Islamist militancy is not the only driving force behind heightened Ameri-
can concerns. The world’s most chronically insecure regions also tend to generate the
bulk of global population displacement. They are the prime source of massive illegal
flows of narcotics, arms, human trafficking, and, potentially, disease pandemics. They
also are—in extreme cases—venues for genocidal violence, as witnessed in Rwanda more
than a decade ago and, more recently, in the Darfur region of western Sudan. Finally,
these regions are home to the majority of global energy reserves; they exert great
influence on both the supply and demand sides of the market for weapons and technolo-
gies of mass destruction. In some cases, they lay astride vital lines of global commerce.

Confronted with diverse and converging threats, the first impulse of any respon-
sible policymaker is to take remedial action—a fair enough reaction, since denial is
never a good option. But what kinds of action make the most sense? It is fanciful to
imagine that under one policy rubric, one could devise a universally applicable for-
mula for defusing ethnosectarian conflict in Iraq, or pacifying the remote provinces of
southeastern Afghanistan, or dislodging Hezbollah from southern Lebanon, or thwarting
genocidal violence wherever it may flare up. Rejecting the discredited strategies of
bygone eras—be they isolationism, appeasement, or imperial-style dominion—is much
easier than developing strategies worthy of sustained support. Achieving stable, demo-
cratic governance is a worthy objective, but it too lacks a clear roadmap for successful
exportation or incubation.

As this chapter argues, the problems plaguing unstable regions are too diverse and
interwoven to lend themselves to a single, generalized approach. The principal tools
for dealing with them are not all that mysterious. Good intelligence is essential for
gaining a clear understanding of combustible situations and the spillover hazards they
pose. Diplomacy has an indispensable role to play in clarifying the extent of common
ground, if any, among key parties and inducing their cooperation while mobilizing
international support for the remediation effort. Military capabilities may also be cru-
cial as a buttressing element for diplomacy or, in strictly operational terms, as an
instrument for suppressing or disrupting the most immediate threats or helping to
stabilize a fragile, postconflict environment. A range of reconstructive and develop-
mental instruments—humanitarian relief, infrastructure repair, essential public ser-
vices, development aid, and macroeconomic stimulation—may be equally essential,
along with security assistance, to help quell insurgencies and enable local leaders to
provide responsive governance and public safety for their citizens over the long term.
The challenges lie in tailoring strategies that incorporate these various instruments to
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the distinctive features of individual regions and in orchestrating their cooperative
and coercive elements in a compatible fashion.

Nowhere are the obstacles to conflict stabilization more forbidding than in present-
day Iraq and Afghanistan. While the latter clearly is better off in 2007 than it was in
late 2001, when the U.S.-led intervention toppled the Taliban regime, the country’s
transition out of civil war has failed to achieve the momentum toward normalcy for
which many had hoped. In contrast, Iraq’s future looks very uncertain.  Although the
belated “surge” of U.S. forces into Baghdad, coupled with a greater emphasis upon
population protection, has helped tamp down communal violence, Iraq’s fledging
national government appears incapable of bridging the ethnic and sectarian divisions
that have embroiled the country and imperiled its reconstruction. Both sets of experi-
ences teach sobering lessons about the difficulties of building stability in the wake of
intervention. Whether these lessons will translate into improved U.S. performance
over time remains an open question. While the Iraqi and Afghan experiences have
shown deficiencies in the U.S. approach, they also risk draining away high-level at-
tention and political support from institutional reforms that could better prepare the
United States for deciding when and how to undertake such missions in the future.

To gain better perspective on the challenges of defusing regional conflicts, this chapter
starts by considering the magnitude of the problem. Specifically, from a U.S. perspective,
how should we assess the hazards of regional violence? Second, this chapter looks
closely at the question of response. What strategies present themselves in coping with
the problem of regional conflict? Third, it explicates the lessons of recent experiences.
What do Afghanistan, Iraq, and other interventions teach about the perils and oppor-
tunities of conflict stabilization? Finally, this chapter turns to the all-important question
of capacity building. Based upon past and current experiences, what are the key ingredi-
ents in getting America’s house in order?

CURRENT TRENDS: HOW OMINOUS?
Stretching from the Andean ridge of Latin America to sub-Saharan Africa and

across a vast arc from the Maghreb to Southeast Asia, a large portion of humanity—
upwards of 2 billion people—lives in the shadow of instability and episodic violence.
Dubbed variously as the “transitional world,” a “premodern world,” “a zone of tur-
moil and development,” a “nonintegrating gap,” a “southern belt of strategic instabil-
ity,” or a “neo-Hobbesian world of turmoil,” this region defies easy labeling.7 Within
it one finds many stark contrasts: widespread poverty interspersed with pockets of
wealth and commercial vibrancy; globally connected urban areas amidst remote rural
expanses; quiescent tribal areas alongside zones of chronic communal strife; centers
of culture tolerance close by oppressively patriarchal societies; and radicalized groups
bent upon violence within moderately inclined communities. However, two broad
generalizations about this area hold true.

Twin Challenges: Irregular Warfare and State Weakness
The first concerns the character of warfare. Whenever conflicts erupt in this region,

they are typically irregular in character (an ironic twist on Western military lexicon, as
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if the commonplace is somehow less regular than our expected norm). These wars are
called irregular because they are not waged between large mechanized armies, navies,
or fleets of strike aircraft. Their most common variant is substate conflict, waged by
insurgent or militia groups against a central authority or each other. Whether in
Monrovia, Mogadishu, Baghdad, or Kabul, the graphic imagery of conflict is all too
familiar: looted storefronts, bullet-scarred buildings, bombed-out cars, mass graves,
booby traps, widely scattered landmines, or unexploded ordnance. Suicide attacks
may also become commonplace, especially (though not only) where Islamist fighters
are engaged in the fighting; and where one of the warring parties presents large mov-
ing targets, such as convoys, remote-controlled improvised explosive devices (IEDs)
planted along roadsides also become a weapon of choice.

The landscape of irregular warfare is densely populated. Among its most visible
victims are fleeing civilians, dead livestock, destitute farmers, child soldiers, and com-
munities bereft of young men and essential services. Less visible are groups threat-
ened by targeted violence—be they Darfurian villagers, Afghan teachers, or urban
professionals in Baghdad. As for the fighters and their enablers, it is a diverse mix.
Transnational terrorists who flock to a local conflict to inflate their global agenda will
be the focus of greatest concern to the United States, but they are only one constitu-
ency. One also finds rapacious warlords and rebel groups that conduct terror and/or
guerrilla campaigns to advance local agendas; predatory militias—land pirates, es-
sentially—that kill or extort for a living rather than for a cause; despotic state leaders
who repress their citizens or threaten neighbors; and criminal syndicates that engage
in the smuggling/trafficking of a wide range of commodities—narcotics, people, small
arms, timber, diamonds, weapons of mass destruction (WMD) components—usually
in tandem with one or more of the above mentioned groups.

A second commonplace feature of this region is the prevalence of weak state struc-
tures with limited reach and, as a consequence, large tracts of rural or urban space that
are essentially ungoverned. Although state collapse—most often in the midst of grinding
civil war—is the most severe form of the phenomenon, that remains comparatively
rare. The more typical situation is not the absence of a government, but rather a dys-
functional or corrupted state authority. In some cases, governmental institutions never
existed or were merely the artifact of empires; in other cases, they have been hollowed
out by years of chronic civil war. Whatever the circumstances, when a government’s
practical reach extends no farther than the suburbs of its capital city, if that, it might be
considered sovereign as a matter of international law but not in control of very much
at home. Other, more subtle forms of dysfunction are paralyzed decisionmaking or
public service deficits.8 However the weakness is manifest, the question is always the
same: who fills this vacuum?

The answer varies considerably. In some locales, tribes and clans fill the gover-
nance gap, enforcing traditional codes and employing local methods of dispute reso-
lution. Heightened tribal authority may result from escalating internal threats; Kamajor
hunters in Sierra Leone, for example, were mobilized by village chiefs to fend off
predatory militia during that country’s civil war. In other cases, the mobilizing threat
has been external: the Pashtun tribes in Pakistan’s tribal areas have stoutly resisted
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encroachments by Islamabad, as they had done with the British Empire that preceded
it. Yet tribal authority has fared less well in other situations. Warlords siphoned away
power from tribal elders in the Afghan war in the years prior to the Taliban’s ascent.
Elsewhere, communally based mass organizations have emerged as primary nonstate
authorities, often supported by armed paramilitary loyalists—for example, the Jaysh
al-Mahdi in Iraq or Hezbollah in south Lebanon—that mobilize against a local enemy
(Ba’athists, Israel, and so forth) while also providing social services, albeit closely
tied to a militant agenda. A rekindled neo-Taliban movement appears to be seeking to
do just that in southeastern Afghanistan’s contested zones. In still other cases, urban
gangs or drug traffickers will act as de facto authorities, providing social services,
protection, and favors in return for loyalty.9 Consequently, whatever civic or national
identity a local population may possess resides uneasily or even pales in comparison
with other, possibly more authentic, popular loyalties based on kinship, culture, or
religion.10

Severity of the Impact
How significant is this overall pattern of irregular warfare and state weakness for

global stability? There is clearly grist for an argument that cautions against an overly
alarmist assessment.

To start with, recent survey data indicate that the numbers of conflicts and battle
deaths and the frequency and intensity of genocidal violence worldwide have de-
clined markedly, albeit unevenly, since the height of the Cold War, along with atten-
dant population displacement.11 While indirect casualties (for example, war-induced
privation as a distinctive causation) should not be ignored, they are difficult to mea-
sure; and the low-intensity conflicts characteristic of irregular warfare simply will not
produce the scale of casualties seen in major conventional wars of the past century.
Second, while mass casualty terrorism poses an unambiguous threat, the weak states
that could serve as attractive incubators for long-range terrorist attacks may not
be all that numerous. A state abutting vast areas of remote space (such as Chad) is
going to be less of a hazard than one (such as Afghanistan) that has a stronger
neighbor (in this case, Pakistan) that is plugged in to global transportation and infor-
mation networks.

A third reason not to feel undue alarm is found in great power relations. When
compared with previous eras, these relationships are relatively unpolarized by ideol-
ogy or fettered by the kind of rigidly opposed, interlocking alliance structures that
plagued previous eras, in one instance catapulting an assassin’s tragically lucky break
into a world war.12 In particular, no emerging or great power aspires to overturn the
existing global economic system, which has generated unparalleled growth.13 These
powers, along with the larger community of modern, well-governed states—which
includes many U.S. allies and partners—recognize that they are stakeholders in a
globalizing economy. True, geopolitics is not free from rivalry, resentment at Ameri-
can preeminence, or the presence of legacy conflicts that could explode in places like
the Taiwan Strait or the Korean Peninsula. But no current or aspiring great power
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would be immune from damage inflicted by its own capricious acts; and surely none
has an ideological disposition that would blind it to these realities.

Finally, it would be unwise to hype unduly the distinctive power of nonstate ac-
tors. They are enabled by larger trends—Internet communications, global trafficking
networks, and the like—and may attract strong local allegiance, but not all nonstate
actors are capable or equally problematic. While some are sustained by the black
market or illicit transactions, such as the drug trade, others clearly rely on state spon-
sors. Hezbollah’s sizable missile stockpile, as evidenced by its bombardment of Israel
during the summer of 2006, as well as its battlefield skills and the rapid assistance it
delivered to Lebanese communities after the war, exceeded what it could muster on its
own. Moreover, to the extent that a nonstate entity takes on roles as a public service
provider to local populations, the more state-like it will tend to become, which opens
opportunities to maneuver it into the larger political structure. Those pressures have
been evident with Fatah, the longest governing party in the Palestinian territories.
Whether the same tendencies would ultimately affect the behavior of the more ex-
tremist groups, Hamas or Hezbollah, remains an open question.

The arguments against undue alarm need to be weighed carefully, but they are not
ultimately dispositive. With regard to nonstate actors, the United States remains pri-
marily concerned with the subset of militant Islamist groups that are unequivocally
irreconcilables, having a global target set and a propensity for suicidal violence and
mass casualty terrorism. While the number of attractive state hosts for such groups
may not be numerous, it is the lethality of their attack options, not the location of their
cadre, that remains the core issue for policymakers. The threat is real enough.14 Jihadism
has not lost its magnetic qualities for certain sizable disaffected constituencies since
9/11. While it is not the only manifestation of violent militancy within the Muslim
world, it continues to provide a coherent worldview for committed operatives as well
as a powerful magnet vis-à-vis pools of would-be recruits, especially in diaspora com-
munities scattered throughout Europe.

As noted earlier, such groups thrive in the climate of widespread ethnosectarian
conflicts. For them, the struggle is a war of civilizations, pitting defenders of Islamic
faith, culture, and identity against either “apostates” within the Muslim world or non-
Muslims elsewhere. Their propensity to latch on to and leverage local conflicts—
whether in Somalia, Kashmir, Indonesia, Chechnya, or Iraq—for their own larger
purposes is well established. Less clear is the extent of additional means and opportu-
nity they gain through active involvement in these conflicts—namely, some combina-
tion of a safe haven and financial backing that enables them to hide, train, and equip
themselves, possibly with WMD, and to put into effect operations that place high-
value targets at risk.

Beyond the continued threat of mass casualty terrorism, there is no a priori reason
why the number of conflicts, battle deaths, or acts of mass violence against civilians
will continue to decline as patterns of warfare evolve. The planet has not yet wit-
nessed major conflict between two nuclear-armed regional adversaries in the develop-
ing world, but the continued spread of the enabling technologies increases the odds
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that it will happen someday. As for instances of large-scale genocide, they are com-
paratively rare. Several key ingredients—ethnic hatred, interspersed populations, and
a predator-prey relationship where one side is disproportionately vulnerable to tar-
geted mass violence inflicted by the other—must all be present simultaneously. Still,
if those conditions coalesce, mass killing can certainly erupt and spread rapidly. No
observer of the Rwandan genocide, in which hundreds of thousands of people were
massacred, largely with machetes and small arms in little more than 100 days, could
reasonably conclude it was a low-intensity conflict.

Systemic vulnerabilities? To obtain a clearer overall perspective on the interna-
tional system’s vulnerability to regional violence, it is worth assessing the risks along
the vertical and horizontal axes.

Vertical escalation consists of regional crises or conflicts that pit a regional power
against a global intervener. The potential combinations here are comparatively few
but well known, and WMD proliferation is the most likely catalyst: the familiar sce-
narios posit either a radical state (for example, Iran) “going nuclear” or a nuclear
weapons state (such as Pakistan) “going radical.”15 From the regional stability view-
point, the most troublesome aspect of nuclear (or WMD) proliferation is when a state’s
motivation for acquisition is to gain a deterrence cover for its own aggressive designs
against neighbors. This is not to say proliferation for other reasons—national pres-
tige, financial profit, global influence, or regime survival—is any less problematic,
only that the most immediately threatening variant is one in which WMD directly
enables the conduct of other forms of warfare. Imagine how the world might be differ-
ent if an aggressive, oil-rich and nuclear-armed Iraq had invaded Kuwait in 1990
under the cover of its own deterrent umbrella. Precisely that kind of specter would
amplify pressures for preventive action by outsiders.

Vertical escalation hazards also arise in the desperate acts of possible victims, not
just would-be aggressors. In today’s international system, one can discern a cohort of
states and state-like entities that senses existential threats and whose countervailing
actions would risk drawing the United States or other great powers into confronta-
tions, or worse, with the threatened state’s nearby foes or with each other. The list here
is diverse: Israel (vis-à-vis Iran, Syria, and Palestinian Islamists), Georgia or Ukraine
(vis-à-vis Russia), the Kurdish areas of northern Iraq (vis-à-vis Turkey or Iran), Tai-
wan (vis-à-vis China), or, in some scenarios, Pakistan (vis-à-vis India). Here, too, the
threat of reverberating instabilities or fears of an unbroken cycle of onward prolifera-
tion could factor into the calculations of a great power intervener.

Though vertical escalation would be the most dramatic pathway to regional vio-
lence—witness the invasion of Iraq, or possibly a future confrontation with Iran—the
greater vulnerability in today’s system is horizontal escalation. Captured well by
Chester Crocker’s concept of regional “conflict systems,” horizontal escalation oc-
curs when instabilities and tension between states are enflamed by substate violence
spreading across permeable borders; when flows of refugees, rebel groups, criminals,
arms traffickers, or illicit goods—the symptoms of conflict in one arena—become
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causal or aggravating factors for turmoil in another; and where a “regional patchwork
of ethnic or communal minorities adds critical tinder to the mix.”16 The result can be a
“hybrid” conflict, which has regional as well as internal dimensions and, in the most
extreme cases, in which anarchy has approached a level in which no entity (not even
contending militia groups) can fully secure its own turf.17

Such conflict systems already are deeply embedded in parts of Africa and Eurasia.
Among the most notable ones are the Horn of Africa (around the Somali hub), West
Africa (spreading eastward from Liberia and Sierra Leone), Central Africa (spanning
the Democratic Republic of Congo and most of its neighbors), and Central/South Asia
(covering parts of Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Central Asia). Close behind these zones
are two other regions sitting on the cusp of major lateral escalation: Southwest Asia/
Middle East, where Iraq’s sectarian violence could be the trigger for a widening intra-
Islamic conflict, and the pan-Sahel area, where genocidal violence in western Sudan
threatens to spill over into neighboring Chad and Central African Republic. On the
other hand, one can also find examples of regions that have survived and begun their
long climb out of the abyss. Indochina, Central America, and Southern Africa were all
disfigured by violence in the late 1980s, and the wars of Yugoslav succession domi-
nated the Balkan landscape during much of the 1990s. That these formerly war-ravaged
regions have achieved considerable (if not necessarily complete) success in conflict
mitigation may hold valuable lessons for similar efforts today.

Competing yardsticks. In the end, the vulnerabilities afflicting international or-
der are not hard to identify. More controversial is the task of weighing the costs and
impacts of these conflicts when they threaten to break out or actually explode. The
initial yardstick for impact assessment is bound to be humanitarian—the numbers of
lives lost, people displaced, livelihoods disrupted, and so forth—but decisive policy
actions rarely hinge upon such measures alone. Were it otherwise, history might have
recorded different outcomes to the mass slaughter of Cambodians, Rwandans, Bosnians,
or Kurds, or to the starvation of North Koreans.18 What usually drives, and frequently
embroils, policy decisions on response is the question of spillover impacts. Will a
failure to act somehow imperil U.S. national security or regional interests? Will it
disrupt global prosperity? The challenge here is to move beyond a generalized recog-
nition of a spillover hazard toward a more nuanced approach that can tackle indi-
vidual types of concerns, be they terrorism, energy, crime, or disease pandemics.19

It is not impossible to imagine the spread of regional violence on a scale sufficient
to disrupt the liberalizing global order. The current system relies upon unimpeded
routes of supply and distribution across the entire globalizing world, not just for en-
ergy and other resources but also increasingly for distributed production and consumer
markets. Several kinds of events could disrupt that. An outbreak of pandemic disease
certainly could do so, though a contagion’s source would be just as likely to spring
from a region experiencing rapid growth, like Southeast Asia, than one torn apart by
ongoing conflict. Another kind of disruption would be spreading civil unrest in a
major regional state—Mexico, Brazil, Egypt, South Africa, Turkey, Nigeria, Saudi
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Arabia, Venezuela, Indonesia, or Pakistan, among others—whose destabilization would
trigger reverberations well beyond its borders. These are, for the most part, moderniz-
ing but still internally fractious countries that, by virtue of their location, resource base,
demographic size, or socioethnic composition, already play a substantial role in glo-
bal stability. China and India no longer fit within this cohort, though in some extreme
scenarios they could fall back into it. A crash of a major state could no doubt inflict
economic harm—skyrocketing energy prices, trade disruptions, and the like—as well
as broader geostrategic damage, if its implosion made it a conveyer belt for displaced
populations or bad actors. The international system has not faced such a collapse since
the demise of the Soviet empire and the rise of the post–Cold War global economy.

Ultimately, no one could predict the exact sequence of events that might trigger
disruption on a scale that could fragment the globalizing community and stymie its
progressive tendencies. But the fear of fragmentation—of being taken off “the grid”—
is bound to be palpable for any fragile country struggling to stay afloat.  “Disconnect-
edness defines danger,” as Thomas Barnett aptly summed it up.20 What a senior U.S.
military commander once observed about Afghanistan holds true in a more global
sense: “Show me where the road ends, and I’ll show you where the Taliban begins.”21

CHALLENGES OF DEVISING STRATEGY
U.S. policymakers have struggled mightily since the Cold War to devise sensible

options for meeting the myriad challenges posed by chronic regional volatility and
episodic violence. The journey has been a rocky one. Major remedial actions have
more often reflected a kneejerk response to immediate crises brought to prominence
by continuous media coverage than some larger strategic design. Working in tandem
with coalition partners or via international organizations is inevitably complicated
and time-consuming. And good roadmaps have been hard to find, given that each case
always has some unique attributes.

Rhetorically, the term exporting stability has great cachet in current policy and
international circles. But what does it really mean? The label conveys a sense of gen-
eral intent, but little more. For some audiences, especially among U.S. allies, provid-
ing stability is primarily about the orchestration of diplomatic mediation, consensual
peacekeeping, humanitarian aid, or development assistance. For others, the term is
shorthand for more ambitious and at times coercive measures—for example, no-fly
zones, aerial bombardments, ground assaults, occupation, or democracy promotion in
the wake of ousting dictatorial regimes. To one degree or another, all of these (and
other) tasks represent gradations of foreign intervention, an undertaking that for the
United States poses great irony. No great power has been more interventionist in mod-
ern times than the United States, and yet none arguably has been more ambivalent
about the mission.

America’s Approach
Three factors stand out in explaining this ambivalence. 22 First, the United States

has always seen the geographical terrain in question as peripheral to its core interests.
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America’s formative preoccupations were with the great powers of Europe, not with
weak or undeveloped regions. Indeed, from the late 19th through the mid-20th century,
the United States saw itself as a counterweight to European imperial aggrandizement
and, later, as a defender of international order against aggressive great powers like
Nazi Germany or imperial Japan. One can forgive some understandable dissent on
this point by Haitians, Nicaraguans, Panamanians, Filipinos, Mexicans, and the U.S.
Marine Corps, but the U.S. national psyche has never been greatly influenced by its
experiences in those places where Americans dug canals, chased bandits, secured trad-
ing routes, sent missionaries, or otherwise exerted a degree of colonial influence.23

Consequently, U.S. diplomatic and military institutions never really absorbed the civil
administrative and “foreign legion” traditions of that bygone era—traditions that were
deeply engrained in Europe’s counterpart institutions during the 20th century, though
less so today.

Second, America’s latter-day experiences in unstable regions are dominated by
two overwhelmingly negative cases: Vietnam and Somalia. For many Americans, es-
pecially on the political left, Vietnam stands for the proposition that counterinsurgency
can never be won and should never be waged. While the cases of Malaya (the 1950s),
Cambodia (1991–1993), Sierra Leone (2000–2002), or the Andean region (mid 1990s–
present) could be cited as evidence that counterinsurgency strategies can work, if
done properly, these are not—except for the Philippines, in an earlier era (1899–1902)—
primarily American experiences. Somalia, on the other hand, convinced many that
nationbuilding could never be a realistic objective for outside interveners. Again, one
can cite contrapuntal cases—southern Africa and Central America (1990s), Southeast
Asia (1960s), not to mention postwar Japan, Germany, and South Korea—but these
examples tend to be overlooked or questioned for relevance.

A third factor contributing to U.S. neuralgia about foreign interventions is the
presence of so many diaspora communities in modern America, be they Cuban, Jew-
ish,  Arab, Somali, Chinese, Armenian, West African, Haitian, Vietnamese, or others.
In a nation built largely by immigrants, interest-group politicking based on ethnic
heritage and loyalty to homeland is hardly a new phenomenon. Such constituencies
can be instrumental in achieving longer-term solutions, especially if they have the
wherewithal to contribute economic revitalization through remittances and direct in-
vestment. But they also, inevitably, bring their own set of historical grievances into
debates surrounding U.S. policies affecting their countries of origin, at times giving
those debates a sharp partisan edge.

While by no means the only ones in play, these factors nonetheless go some dis-
tance toward explaining why the United States has found it so difficult to keep a
steady hand in its dealings with unstable regions. They have fed into, and amplified,
larger divisions among contending schools of thought about America foreign policy
and made national consensus elusive.24 The results show up in certain recurring pat-
terns of U.S. behavior: a strong preference for decisive applications of force against
clearly defined enemies; concern about the costs of prolonged involvement; risk aver-
sion in some (though not all) cases; limited patience with indigenous actors and foreign
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partners; eagerness to retain freedom of action; and sensitivity to fleeting political
support at home. All of these traits are bound to influence subjective judgments about
when and how to respond to dire regional circumstances whenever objective condi-
tions (for example, terrorist attacks, looming WMD proliferation, or genocidal vio-
lence) coalesce in a way that confronts the country with hard choices.

Which Priorities?
Which priorities, then, should the United States try to advance when responding to

regional violence? The 2002 U.S. National Security Strategy stressed the need for
multinational collaboration: “[R]egional crises can strain our alliances, rekindle rival-
ries among the major powers, and create horrifying affronts to human dignity. When
violence erupts and states falter, the United States will work with friends and partners
[emphasis added] to alleviate suffering and restore stability.”25 In its 2006 update of
the strategy, the Bush administration stressed the central role of indigenous actors:
“Outsiders generally cannot impose solutions on parties that are not ready to embrace
them, but outsiders can sometimes help create the conditions under which the parties
themselves can take effective action.”26 While these particular themes are sensible, the
authoritative policy statements from which they are drawn shy away from articu-
lating a larger strategic logic for conflict stabilization or enumerating specific priori-
ties. Instead, everything is portrayed as important: Liberia is highlighted as well
as the West Bank and Gaza; Venezuela is cited as well as Uganda; Nepal as well as
Darfur.27

 And therein lies a basic predicament for the United States. More than anything
else, strategy is about making hard choices—specifically, about how one should ap-
portion finite resources (the means) against an array of desired goals (the ends). In the
case of conflict management, two challenges arise. First, any overall strategic design
will have to rank-order hazards and thus must give some regions higher priority than
others. In a unipolar world, Washington’s disinclination to play regional favorites is
understandable, especially when the transcendent priority of U.S. national security,
defeating global terrorism, already inclines the United States toward an intense pre-
occupation with the Islamic world—a fact not lost on friends or adversaries in East
Asia, sub-Saharan Africa, and Latin America.28 Secondly, conflict stabilization strate-
gies are usually viewed as instrumental to other priorities (countering terror, building
democracy, expanding prosperity), and their distinctive value (beyond getting the guns
to fall silent) is often hard to read.

It was not always this way. Cold War–era regional stabilization efforts had a clear,
distinctive theme: preventing escalation that would embroil hostile, nuclear-armed
superpowers. Deterrence remained the principal anchor for stability, to be sure, but in
places like Cyprus, the Golan Heights, and Kashmir, international peacekeeping mis-
sions composed largely of neutral or nonaligned countries deployed under a United
Nations (UN) banner to shore up precarious ceasefires between hostile parties. Al-
though small by today’s standards, these so-called interposition missions achieved
important calming effects along contested front lines in a bifurcated interstate system.
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Yet absent any diplomatic follow-through, these missions also had a calcifying effect,
for the most part freezing rather than resolving conflicts.

By the late 1980s, escalation prevention had given way to another strategic objec-
tive: the strategic disengagement of the superpowers and their proxies. With the Cold
War’s subsidence, a window opened for internationally brokered disengagements or
peace settlements: as peacekeepers flowed in, foreign combatants (for example, the
Cubans in Angola, the Vietnamese in Cambodia, and the Soviets in Afghanistan) flowed
home; and local adversaries turned toward the negotiating table as their outside pa-
tronage slowly dried up. This phase of regional stabilization produced mixed results:
it aided and abetted positive transitions in Central America, sub-Saharan Africa, and
Southeast Asia, but it failed to halt new or continued turmoil in places like Afghani-
stan, the Balkans, the Caucasus, Central Asia, or the Horn of Africa, where the ebbing
of Cold War tides and, ultimately, the collapse of the Soviet empire exposed shaky
regimes or pent-up animosities.

Since the late 1990s, and more particularly since 9/11, the focus has shifted yet
again, toward the goal of stabilizing countries in the midst of violent transitions. The
circumstances are by now familiar ones: an oppressive regime is evicted from a con-
tested region (Kosovo, East Timor) or toppled altogether (the Taliban in Afghanistan,
Saddam and the Ba’athists in Iraq) by an intervening coalition of foreign and local
actors, or conversely, a fledging internationally recognized government attempts to
consolidate its authority in the face of violent spoilers (Sierra Leone in 2000, Demo-
cratic Republic of Congo since 2003, Afghanistan since 2004–2005, Iraq since 2005).
Either way, the overriding task facing outside interveners and their local beneficiaries
is to shape a new political dispensation in which public security, economic develop-
ment, accountable government, and the rule of law can all be built over time.

As it has unfolded, this new phase—transconflict stabilization—has been a re-
sponse to situations where underlying conflicts of interest generally were not ripe for
settlement as a consequence of a stalemated civil war or superpower disengagement.
Not surprisingly, for international actors, the biggest obstacle to success in these situ-
ations has been political: war or state collapse tends to be everyone’s second choice at
the local level, certainly not as attractive as winning outright but preferable to a na-
tional unity government where factions would have to get along and distasteful ac-
commodations would be necessary.29 And for the United States, as discussed below,
the depth of investment and patience required for successful reconstruction, nation
building, and counterinsurgency activities has been hard to muster.30

Recalibrating the Paradigm
What is the next step in this progression? Is history a prologue for the future, or

should the United States consider a radical change in its approach to regional stabili-
zation? Candidly, neither path will be easy.

The problem with a “stay the course” approach is the number of criticisms that have
accumulated over time. Nation building is a quagmire, the argument goes; these missions
are just too ambitious a goal when the recipient is a large, fragile state; moreover, the
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U.S. track record is mixed at best and in Iraq is verging on a major failure; in any case,
the mission of American soldiers is to fight and win wars, not act as “social workers”;
and finally, our allies and partners are stretched thin and losing their enthusiasm for
the mission. On the other hand, a radical shift away from active involvement in re-
gional stabilization could be dangerous and self-defeating. Here, too, the litany of
arguments is familiar: the key to winning wars (as opposed to battles) is securing the
peace that follows victory; chronic regional violence empowers extremists and crimi-
nals, undermines partners, and propels incentives for further WMD proliferation; and,
finally, as a democratic country with the capacity to act, the United States has a moral
duty to confront genocide when it flares and a national interest in deterring its out-
break elsewhere.

Building a new strategic design for U.S. regional stabilization activities amidst
these conflicting impulses will not be easy, but it is essential. No matter how events in
Iraq and Afghanistan ultimately unfold, the prevailing threat conditions set forth above
will continue to generate pressures for large-scale stabilization activity. Conceivably,
a few such actions might occur on the heels of wars of necessity, akin to the invasion
of Afghanistan following al Qaeda’s 9/11 attacks. Most will likely be more volitional
in nature—that is, actions taken in response to third-party crises where U.S. leaders
sense that significant national security or humanitarian interests would be imperiled
unless someone acts. Those interests can best be advanced by shaping U.S. regional
stabilization efforts around three overarching objectives:

• Mitigating “fault-line” conflicts. A central task of the strategy must be to
defuse the kinds of ethnosectarian conflict that impart energy and fervor to
transnational terrorist groups or that threaten to spur the spread of WMD
capacity. To the extent that ethnosectarian conflict involving Muslim com-
munities can be defused through locally focused efforts aimed at resolving
specific grievances, these conflicts can gradually be decoupled from each
other and from the global struggle that jihadist groups seek to advance, thereby
shrinking the latter’s recruiting pool and their geographical room for maneu-
ver.31  In this sense, conflict stabilization contributes very directly to the larger
counterterror campaign.

• Strengthening “anchors,” plugging “gaps.” The aim here is to assist modern-
izing states whose collapse would trigger massive human displacement, ma-
jor disruptions to global commerce or transportation, or the spread of mili-
tants with irreconcilable agendas. These states often, though not always, sit
along volatile ethnosectarian boundaries that bisect Afro-Eurasia.32 This ap-
proach has a clear preventive posture, directed mainly toward countries with
whom the United States is at peace (or even allied) but where threatening
nonstate groups seek sanctuary. The locus of such activity would be the pro-
vision of capacity-building assistance that can help the national governments
and near-neighbors secure their own territories and win the trust and confi-
dence of local populations.33
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• Building humanitarian protection. Finally, the strategy must give a strong
impulse to international capacity-building measures aimed at thwarting mass
violence or acts of genocide that invariably implicate U.S. humanitarian con-
cerns but at times fall short of engaging U.S. national security interests. In
these cases, there is no real internal capacity to build, at least initially; the
states in question are usually fractured, if not failing, or are part of the prob-
lem. The focus should be mobilizing international capacity for protective
action as a first step toward rolling back the violence.34

Taken together, these priorities do not point to a radically new paradigm; threats
that could metastasize into direct assaults upon the United States or its allies and key
partners will still receive paramount attention. What these priorities require is a
recalibrated approach that seeks a better balance between direct intervention and indi-
rect action, between U.S.-led operations and regionally led actions where the United
States plays an enabling role, between a heavy military footprint and a lighter, more
diverse, and sustained presence, and between the direct provision of essential stabili-
zation assistance to affected populations and indigenous capacity building.

None of these adjustments will be effective without a stronger foundation for coa-
lition building. The old adage “we can’t go it alone” is sensible enough but suggests the
only problem is burdensharing. In fact, a large American presence, military or civil-
ian, is just plain counterproductive in certain locales, especially where our embrace of
local allies can stigmatize them as puppets and our adversaries can be drawn together by
the common bond of anti-American sentiment. Like it or not, the United States has
become a highly polarizing power: attracting some, repelling others. Consequently,
intelligent choices about when and how to intervene require a thoroughgoing knowl-
edge of not only the conflict dynamics that roil a given region but also how American
involvement would alter those dynamics.

MODES OF STABILIZATION
While the priorities set forth above might represent a reasonable point of departure

for a recalibrated regional stabilization strategy, there remains the critical question of
methods. How should such complex activity be orchestrated? Weighing the benefits
and limitations of various approaches begins, as it must, with a brewing crisis situa-
tion—specifically, its causes and threatening consequences and how to mitigate both.
Then there is the challenge of helping to build an indigenous base for stability suffi-
cient to prevent the reoccurrence of conflict after international interveners have de-
parted. And finally, policymakers must ask themselves: how do we strengthen U.S.
capabilities needed for each of these tasks? The first two issues are considered below,
before turning to the latter in a subsequent section.

Three Options
Any number of instruments may be useful in dealing with threats to stability, but

specific policy actions usually boil down to three basic choices. One can try to contain
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the problem, in part by denying attack options and/or material support to the various
parties. Alternatively, one can try to engage the problem, initially with diplomacy,
alleviating both symptoms and causes in a generally (but not always) consensual way.
Finally, one can attempt to compel a desired outcome, most often through direct or
indirect use of force. These are not exclusive choices, to be sure; for instance, engage-
ment may also involve a degree of pressure, and compellence may involve the use of
inducements. Let us consider how each would support the broader objective set forth
above.

Containment: erecting barriers. A posture of containment has enormous appeal in
crisis situations, especially in the early phases. From the policymaker’s perspective, the
logic runs something like this: “This crisis is still unfolding; direct intrusions into the
conflict now would be costly, and it’s not clear who would benefit or what the end result
would be; in any case, the belligerents have far greater stakes in this fight than we do.
What we want, above all, is to stop this thing from escalating or spreading.” Employed
in the right way, containment/denial should not preclude more ambitious measures.
There is also, always, the hope that restricting the conflict in some fashion might lead
to a stalemated situation, wearing the parties out over time and inducing a negotiation.

Recent history is replete with examples of containment. Multilaterally imposed
sanctions—aimed at cutting off outside support—have been commonplace during
phases of active conflict. Since the 1980s, the UN Security Council has imposed com-
prehensive sanctions against Serbia and Montenegro and Iraq, as well as more tar-
geted arms embargos against all of the other former Yugoslav republics, Afghanistan,
Sudan, Somalia, Liberia, Sierra Leone, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Rwandese rebels, and the
Democratic Republic of Congo.35 Sanctions come into play most often in situations of
threatened or actual cross-border aggression, civil war, genocide, regime collapse, or
as punishment for acts of terrorism (for example, the air embargo against Libya after
the bombing of Pan Am 103).  In cases where an internationally recognized govern-
ment finds itself fighting one or more rebel groups, such as in Colombia or Sri Lanka,
they tend to be seldom used.

A more stringent form of containment involves efforts to deny certain attack op-
tions. No-fly zones have been employed in places such as the former Yugoslavia and
Iraq, usually with the intention of trumping the capability of the stronger belligerent(s)
or protecting vulnerable populations or associated international operations. Maritime
interception operations, employed in parts of the Mediterranean, the Gulf of Aden, the
Persian Gulf, and the Indian Ocean since 9/11, can be useful in denying aggressive
states or terrorist groups easy transit or staging opportunities. In a different way, the
reflagging of Kuwaiti oil tankers during the Iran-Iraq war of 1980–1988—in effect,
sailing these vessels under American protection—was an attempt, albeit not a com-
pletely successful one, to achieve the same general objective: namely, to put oil transit
activity off-limits to the belligerents through a localized form of deterrence.

Containment concepts also have been attempted directly on the battlefield, draw-
ing upon the well-established humanitarian concepts of neutral areas or undefended
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locations to which noncombatants and war wounded could be evacuated.36 Thus, safe
areas were designated during the war in Bosnia-Herzegovina in the early 1990s, and
in Colombia, a mutually agreed demilitarized area was set up as a place where civil-
ians in rebel areas could find safety. Such measures may provide some immediate
relief, but they are enormously difficult to sustain. And if they actually provide impor-
tant attack options to one side or are abused as a sanctuary for the other’s forces, they
will unravel sooner or later.

Equally difficult to sustain is the protected relief of civilian populations, in effect
containing the hardships that civilians would otherwise suffer. Used most visibly un-
der UN auspices in Croatia and Bosnia in the early 1990s, this technique of contain-
ment became embroiled in the belligerents’ conflicting war aims and finally collapsed
as the Bosnian war reached a culminating point in late 1995. In other venues, how-
ever, humanitarian assistance has played a more useful containment role. Food deliv-
eries, including by air, to civilians during the Kosovo conflict in 1998–1999 enabled
many to shelter in place rather than flee, greatly containing refugee-related impacts in
neighboring countries until the very end, when Belgrade finally upped the ante and
began mass cleansing throughout the province. The United States also on occasion
has mounted major foreign disaster relief operations out of concern in part that natu-
ral disasters could generate political instabilities in fragile areas.37

What is required to make containment work? Without question, diplomacy is an
indispensable tool, not only for the establishment of a sanctions regime, but also for
the onerous job of prodding countries to comply once the sanctions are agreed. Op-
erationally, the range of instruments suitable for containment missions tends to be
fairly heavy on the intelligence and military sides. Surveillance assets are needed to
monitor compliance with internationally agreed sanctions. Combat aircraft are needed
to police no-fly zones, and naval assets would be used to police maritime approaches.
Civilian and military observers on the ground are extremely valuable, if they can be
protected, as well as logistics units, light infantry, and mechanized units to provide
escort to relief supplies or undertake preventive, protective, or interpositional operations.

From the stabilization standpoint, the value of containment is mainly indirect: to
interpose barriers or filters that control how a conflict interacts with its external envi-
ronment. Containment’s greatest benefits, clearly, are that it can be a responsive first
step, a natural complement to more ambitious steps, a vital means for collaborating
with friendly actors and stigmatizing bad actors in the immediate region, and the
foundation for multinational actions that enjoy broad legitimacy. Especially signifi-
cant in some cases could be the provision of capacity-building assistance with a con-
tainment orientation at the operational level—for example, the training, equipping,
and mentoring of border control elements—that can help regional “anchor” states to
exert greater control over their territory.

On the other hand, containment can also be very onerous to implement. In fault-
line conflicts, as seen in Iraq and Afghanistan, physically interdicting the ingress of
foreign fighters has proved practically impossible when they blend in with or are
drawn from an ethnosectarian group that spans both sides of a given border. More
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generally, there is a risk that containment will result in open-ended commitments
(such as on the Korean Peninsula, 1953–2007) and political stalemates, and the job of
sustaining widespread adherence to sanctions is frustratingly hard. It also can, if done
maladroitly, hamper other options.38

Finally, containment presumes a degree of detachment from the conflict that may
be difficult to sustain in practice. Often, the population, rather than the leadership,
suffers the most under large-scale sanctions. Indeed, from the humanitarian protec-
tion standpoint, there is a “let the fires burn” quality to this posture that can prove
controversial unless it provides an agreed measure for more ambitious action as and
when the violence begins to overwhelm whatever containment barriers have been set up.

Engagement: building bridges. The essence of the engagement option is the deal.
Faced with an outbreak or escalation of mass violence, the United States and other
outside parties may decide that the spillover consequences are sufficiently high to
warrant active involvement. This, in turn, raises two questions: what should the char-
acter of the “intervention” be—partisan, impartial, diplomatic, military, or other—
and would some investment in mediation help pave the way?

In any given conflict situation, the character of the intervention will depend criti-
cally upon judgments concerning the claims and objectives of the combatants. If, for
example, there is a national government that can plausibly claim to represent the le-
gitimate aspirations of the people, an intervention will most often take the form of
military or economic assistance to that entity. From the U.S. standpoint, Colombia, the
Philippines, and Georgia, among other countries, all fit this model. Post-Taliban Af-
ghanistan and post-Saddam Iraq would shift toward this model, too, if the transitions
now under way in each country eventually yield more stable, representative govern-
ments. The job of diplomacy in this “partisan” mode is narrowly tailored to the task of
ensuring that external assistance achieves its intended impact of helping to defeat or
marginalize rebel forces, shoring up local public support for the government, and build-
ing state structures in contested areas that will deliver a modicum of public security and
essential services to the people.39

The more complicated form of third-party intervention is a more evenhanded one,
where no single party has both the means and legitimacy to lay uncontested claim to
outside support. In these cases, the job of diplomacy is settlement brokerage. In theory,
the belligerents can deliver something that the outsiders want: peace and the restora-
tion of civil order. The outsiders in turn have the wherewithal to deliver on things that
the belligerents may want: legitimacy, resources, access, and security guarantees. The
terms of the trade will be a cessation of hostilities, at least, in exchange for external
commitments. The belligerents then each have to decide whether they are better off
with the deal at hand or the prospect of continued fighting, while outsiders will look
hard at what their commitments can buy. As an international mediator once put it, “A
little peace, a little commitment; a lot of peace, a lot of commitment.”40

Engagement definitely implies a more activist stance than containment. For the
policymaker, the logic goes something like this: “Suppressing this conflict through
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force would be too risky and complicated, but we can’t sit passively by and let this
thing boil over; let’s work the entry conditions diplomatically, which will reduce both
the scale of the force we need to send and the risks it will face in helping to reestablish
a durable peace.” Translating this general impulse into action requires a clear sense of
both how the diplomatic process should be orchestrated and which operational con-
cepts and resources would be required to implement the deal.

There is no standard model for negotiating settlements. The most streamlined ar-
rangement involves one mediator and two parties, on the model of Henry Kissinger’s
“shuttle diplomacy” following the 1973 Yom Kippur War between Egypt and Israel. A
more recent example is the U.S. mediation of the 1998–2000 Eritrea-Ethiopia con-
flict, where lead negotiator Anthony Lake, in close coordination with the United Na-
tions, brought both sides to a package deal involving border demarcation, phased
disengagement, the interposition of a peacekeeping force, and the restoration of local
control in disputed areas. A more complex mechanism is the Six-Party Talks on North
Korea’s nuclear programs, in which Beijing is playing the pivotal, bridging role be-
tween Pyongyang, Washington, Tokyo, Seoul, and Moscow. Even more elaborate
models include the 1995 Dayton negotiations orchestrated by U.S. mediator Richard
Holbrooke that produced the settlement of the conflict in Bosnia-Herzegovina, as
well as the French-Indonesian co-chaired multinational negotiation (involving 19 states)
that produced the Cambodia peace agreement of 1991.

The toughest initial question when structuring a settlement process is whom to
include beyond the immediate belligerents. The answer is not all that hard (though
the politics often is): anyone with the ability to implement, support, or spoil the
deal needs to be involved. In civil wars, especially, interactions between the factions
and their external patrons can be a decisive factor in determining outcomes. It is
hard to imagine success at the Dayton negotiations without direct involvement of
Bosnia’s immediate neighbors, and occasional tormenters, presidents Slobodan
Milosevic and Franjo Tudjman, as well as the backing of Russia and European Union
members of the so-called Contact Group. Similarly, Cambodia’s peace process prob-
ably would have ground to a halt without active intercessions by the Thai and
Chinese governments to keep the reluctant Khmer Rouge engaged. In the Middle
East context, the Baker-Hamilton Iraq Study Group pushed hard for a new interna-
tional support group to include all parties that have a stake in preventing the country
from “falling into chaos.”41 Of course, not all outsiders may be willing or able to
secure their clients’ forbearance—something that the offer of inclusion may help to
expose and stigmatize.

As for the settlement itself, the contours of the deal usually clarify themselves
fairly quickly. In civil wars, the central trade often involves power sharing for demo-
bilization: those with the greatest hold on power—for example, Hun Sen in Cambo-
dia, José Eduardo dos Santos in Angola, Alhaji Ahmad Kabbah in Sierra Leone—will
agree to share power under a transitional formula, often leading to national elections,
while rebel groups disarm, demobilize, or merge into a new unified army. In separatist
conflicts, the overriding question is how much political autonomy there will be: either a
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loose confederation (Bosnia, possibly a future Iraq), or a reversion of territory to its
original owner (Eastern Slavonia to Croatia) or outright independence (East Timor,
possibly Kosovo). Where the final destination is agreed, these arrangements can work
fairly well; where the outcome is not clear, the process can quickly bog down.

A distinctive challenge for engaging “fault-line conflicts” is devising ways to pull
apart, rather than drive together, potentially reconcilable militants, their irreconcil-
able allies, and external patrons. Whether in Iraq’s Anbar province, south-central So-
malia, Pakistan’s tribal areas, or Indonesia’s Aceh province, success lies in a combina-
tion of pressures and inducements attractive enough to incline indigenous actors to-
ward a cooperative posture, leaning away from elements that seek to leverage the
conflict for their own larger purposes.42 This is best done through a bottom-up ap-
proach, keyed to addressing local issues, though buttressed wherever possible by the
alluring prospect of a pathway to trade, development, and greater coupling to centers
of economic growth within the region.43

As for local issues, while no two negotiations are alike, there are inevitably some
problems that stand in the way of agreement. Wherever forced displacement has oc-
curred, the repatriation of refugees or internally displaced persons to areas from which
they were cleansed—in the Balkans or Afghanistan or possibly a future confederated
Iraq—will have to be resolved. In some cases, the verified withdrawal of foreign fighters
(as in Cambodia, Angola, Afghanistan, and elsewhere) can prove troublesome, as have
demands for amnesty for past crimes. Another chronic problem is the reform of dys-
functional or repressive police forces, whether in Central America or Iraq. And in
many chronic conflicts, securing central control over, and fair distribution of, natural
resources (diamonds, oil, timber, and so forth) in a fashion that binds the country
together and denies would-be spoilers independent access to revenue sources looms
large.44

Whichever way the process is structured, a central question is the proper role of
international institutions, both global and regional. Three roles are most visible. At
the global level, international legitimization of the process via endorsement of a UN
body, normally by means of a Security Council resolution, is always highly desirable.
The second possible role is mediation/facilitation, usually provided by the Secretary-
General or his representatives, either as the mediator (for example, Cyprus) or as an
independent troubleshooter assisting a national mediator by reaching out to difficult-
to-engage constituencies (for example, Lakhdar Brahimi’s intercessions with Shi’a
clerics in Iraq in 2004). The third function is the provision of field services, ranging
from things as straightforward as border demarcation by the UN cartographer, to more
extensive types of support in the form of peacekeepers, electoral assistance, food, and
refugee assistance provided by the World Food Program, the UN High Commissioner
for Refugees, or World Bank funding for national reconstruction programs.

For the United States, there is no preset formula for involving international organi-
zations in conflict remediation. Burden sharing is always desirable, but the United
Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the Organization for Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe, the African Union, and the Association of Southeast
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Asian Nations are all actors in international conflict resolution, and their value-added
should be weighed in relation to the kinds of advantages (such as operational capacity
or local legitimacy) they might bring in responding to a particular crisis. Inevitably,
choices will be influenced by the strength of the international consensus favoring the
use of one institution over another, how a specific organization is viewed within the
country or region under threat, and the availability/desirability of alternate modes of
supply, such as states acting in coalitions of the willing. What is clear, however, is that
major mediation would probably rule out anything but a background role for the United
States except in a few improbable cases (for example, Israel and the Palestinians).

In finalizing the package, a genuinely hard issue for mediators is the problem of
establishing local ownership of the process. Whenever the parties fail to agree on how
to do something, or who should do it (policing, elections management, and so forth),
a default tendency is the international provision of a domestic service.45 The basic
principle that outsiders should assist rather than govern whenever possible is straight-
forward enough, but drawing the line is difficult. Too little support can cause the
remediation effort to falter; too much support breeds an unhealthy dependency.

As the foregoing implies, the tools of engagement are necessarily diverse.  Diplo-
macy is an absolutely vital instrument, one that should include all parties with a stake
in the outcome but also be structured with a clear division of labor in mind.46 On the
operational side, the military capabilities for stabilization or peace support operations
draw heavily from what in U.S. parlance are called combat support elements—logis-
tics, transportation, communications, and engineering units, as well as contingency
planners, military police, civil affairs, forensic specialists, medical units, and their
protective cover.

Compared with a containment posture, the civilian-led field activities for engage-
ment are much more extensive: humanitarian relief, reconstruction, public security,
and governance assistance, to include the justice sector/rule of law reform, civil ad-
ministration, human rights monitors/trainers, and elections specialists.  Such contri-
butions come through governments, international organizations, and large nongov-
ernmental organizations. Task-built organizations with a civil-military character also
play valuable roles in areas such as humanitarian demining and unexploded ordnance
removal, and disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration programs.

The synchronization of these instruments can be complex and prone to friction.
To greater or lesser degrees, the stabilizing elements of the posture will exist in ten-
sion with their more remedial elements, which can be quite destabilizing. Electoral
processes create winners and losers, as do reconstruction projects. War crime tribu-
nals and even truth and reconciliation commissions involve assigning culpability. A
freed-up media can stir public anger. All this amplifies pressure upon the military and
police elements to have the necessary capacity in place to react quickly to problems.
For their part, the military components will also seek to forge a close link in the eyes
of local communities between their presence and the provision of humanitarian and
developmental assistance. As a former U.S. commander observed: “You need to ad-
dress development to offset some of the negatives when you bring a modern force into
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a third world country that is just getting by day-to-day.”47 This linkage (discussed
below) becomes even more vital in situations of active insurgency.

Ultimately, engagement efforts succeed or fail on their ability to establish through
diplomacy a reasonable set of entry conditions for an international presence in a war-
torn region. That is not to say that conditions must be benign, only manageable. The
key is whether the consent that the (former) belligerents give at the strategic level
proves durable enough to withstand resistance within their ranks at lower levels. If it
does, then the interveners—or better yet, the locals themselves—can enforce disci-
pline by applying measured force against spoilers. If it does not, then the interveners
are no longer operating in an engagement mode.

For the policymaker, the upsides of engagement are considerable. Done selec-
tively, under auspicious circumstances, engagement has a better chance of alleviating
the causes of violence than a containment posture, and it correctly puts the onus upon
the parties to cooperate as a condition for international involvement. Even so, several
downsides are clear. It takes time to work the conditions diplomatically. If the conflict
does not lend itself to the calming effects of diplomacy—say, it is genocidal, with a
predator-prey dimension—or if the spillover effects cannot be contained, engagement
will just be a wheel-spinning exercise. Also, the conditions for a consensual transition
and international assistance may not prove durable. Parties can hedge their bets or
change their minds. Local consent can erode. The choices then are rather inauspi-
cious: an ignominious withdrawal or a quagmire.

Compellence: wielding the hammer. Compellence as a method of stabilization is
best viewed as a high-risk, high-payoff approach, one that usually comes to the fore
when other options have been tried and found insufficient.48 For a besieged policymaker
contemplating the step, the reasoning runs something like this: “We’ve tried other
options, to no avail. The threats are serious and growing; we cannot afford to let this
situation fester. Time is not on our side. Let’s alter the political and military landscape
through coercive pressure or force to gain a positive outcome.”

Several questions flow from this line of reasoning. Given that force does not lend
itself to impartial application, against whom or what does one act? And who or what
is the beneficiary? Do the benefits justify the costs and risks? And what must be done
to safeguard our investment?

In the current climate, the use of coercive means to achieve regional stabilization
is regarded as synonymous with the toppling of aggressive or dictatorial regimes. In
fact, the applications have been more diverse:

• On the lower end of the ladder, externally enabled indigenous force has been
targeted against spoilers in order to bring them into compliance with an in-
ternationally agreed transition process. Thus, the British-trained Sierra Leone
army, supported by U.S.-trained West African troops (the latter operating
under UN command), pushed back and eventually marginalized the rogue
elements of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) in 2001–2002, pulling
Sierra Leone out of a downward spiral.
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• Higher on the ladder are instances in which external force has been applied
against spoilers with the consent of their patron. Thus, for example, with Jakarta’s
(reluctant) consent in the face of strong outside pressures, an Australian-led
intervention into East Timor secured that region (now country) from ram-
paging pro-Indonesian militias after a referendum there in August 1999 yielded
a pro-independence outcome. Similarly, in the wake of the Dayton Accords,
UN-assigned troops in Croatia’s Eastern Slavonia region drove hostile Serb
militia out of the Djeletovci oil fields with the tacit consent of Belgrade, once
it was clear that the region would revert to Zagreb’s control.49

• Still higher are coercive campaigns, involving initially (or mainly) airpower,
that have been aimed at reversing aggression or breaking an untenable stale-
mate. The classic examples are the U.S.-led Operation Desert Storm (1991),
which helped to evict the Iraqis from Kuwait; NATO’s Operation Deliberate
Force (1995), which eventually brought the Bosnian Serbs to the Dayton
Accords; and NATO’s Operation Allied Force (1999), which compelled the
withdrawal of the Serb army and militias from Kosovo province.

• Finally, at the highest level are forced-entry campaigns, utilizing airpower
along with ground expeditionary forces, which have been conducted with
the explicit aim of deposing a threatening regime. The U.S.-led Operation
Enduring Freedom (OEF) in the wake of the 9/11 attacks toppled Afghanistan’s
Taliban regime and scattered its al Qaeda sponsors, and Operation Iraqi Free-
dom (OIF), begun in March 2003, ousted Saddam Hussein.

If these cases are noteworthy for the diversity of force applications they illustrate,
they also show that the utility of a given action hinges very much upon the context in
which it is used. Defeating a rebel group that has no popular following (say, the RUF
in Sierra Leone) will be much easier than attempting to suppress insurgent groups that
enjoy support among some segments of the population (for example, Ba’athists in
Iraq). Coercing a spoiler into a compliant posture may be easier if he has lost a patron’s
support than if he has not. Forcing a party to evacuate territory (for example, Kosovo)
or halt egregious behavior may be easier if compellence is focused more on those
objectives than on posing an existential threat to the perpetrator. Broadly speaking,
when compellence removes obstacles to a settlement whose outlines are already vis-
ible, stabilization is going to be much easier to achieve than in cases where the use of
decisive force simply upsets a status quo and triggers a scramble for power and influ-
ence. The fundamental consideration for policymakers must always be whether force
solves more problems than it creates. Even when problems are solved, there are con-
sequences that have to be anticipated or offset.

One such consequence is an upsurge in crime and civil disorder in the wake of
decisive force. In communal settings, especially, looting and retributive attacks will
tend to flare up as soon as organized combat subsides. This progression has unfolded
repeatedly—in Sarajevo, Port au Prince, Baghdad, and other places. Partisans of the
side being suppressed or deposed will begin to disperse; local police will have already
disappeared; hostile crowds begin to form; stores and public buildings come under
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attack. All this poses hard choices for outside interveners: what can be done to halt the
looters? Should lethal force be used? Whose cooperation will be needed to calm things
down? Unless outsiders can muster forces of truly intimidating size, they will always
be reluctant to intervene in mass looting. The violence, after all, is not directed at
them, and trying to stop it will only draw fire and alienate the public.50 It is more
tempting to try to ride out the violence in hopes that the public’s steam will get vented
than to get caught in the middle.

Beyond this problem lies the larger issue of malign adaptation by either foes or
friends. For the foes—against whom force is used—there is always the option of fighting
asymmetrically. While Iraqi Ba’athists and the Taliban provide the best current ex-
amples of this, one can find less celebrated (and less successful) attempts by ousted
regime elements to reconfigure themselves as guerrilla fighters: pro-Indonesian secu-
rity forces in East Timor, the Haitian armed forces under ousted dictator Raoul Cedras,
or the so-called Armed Forces Revolutionary Council in Sierra Leone are three apt
cases. To make the transition requires several ingredients—access to resources, an
influx of fighters, recruiting networks, communal loyalty, safehavens, and, at times,
outside backing—that may not always be available.

As for the friends (more aptly, the beneficiaries of compellent action), the princi-
pal hazard is falling prey to a winner-take-all mentality—a natural impulse, especially
in communal conflict. Having endured (in many cases) years of repression and the
deprivations of conflict, the decision whether to accommodate former tormenters, or
elements thereof, is never going to be an easy choice, even if dispassionate calcula-
tions might show it to be the best option. Indeed, in the absence a Nelson Mandela–
like unifying figure, and in the midst of continued deep-seated grievances, any act of
reconciliation may well prove impossible. This leaves outside interveners with few
options than to try to rein in the winners—for example, the Kosovo Liberation Army,
or the Northern Alliance in Afghanistan, or the Shi’a militia in south-central Iraq—
while attempting to maneuver them and their erstwhile enemies into a posture of for-
bearance, a predicate for building durable postconflict institutions.

Generally, effective compellence requires all of the tools required for effective
engagement. It also requires combat-capable expeditionary forces for the entry phase
of operations, as well as forces sufficient to maintain a safe and secure environment
until security functions can be handed back to local actors. Depending on the situa-
tion, this latter mission may entail a major investment in human intelligence gathering
and the training of indigenous forces, to harden postconflict recovery against attacks
by spoilers. Finally, a creative blending of international military and civilian assets
may be required for the purpose of assisting indigenous actors in revitalizing rural
economies and extending new forms of security and civil administration into war-torn
areas—a classic element in counterinsurgency.

Without question, compellence ranks as the most ambitious and costly choice on
the menu of remediation. Its upside is the possibility of decisively halting dangerous
situations that generate threats to national or global security interests and that careful
diplomacy cannot attenuate. It also can have a salutary dissuasive value vis-à-vis a
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range of dangerous actors in unstable regions. Its main downsides are the complications
that arise from the ownership that intervening parties assume for a messy situation
when they take this dramatic step. Having entered the fray as “partisans” unavoidably
complicates the interveners’ subsequent ability to reengage politically with communi-
ties (such as the Pashtuns in Afghanistan, Sunnis in Iraq, or Serbs in Kosovo) that
found themselves on the other side of the fight. In addition, international organiza-
tions that trade on their presumptive neutrality as a means of obtaining safe access
into unstable areas—which is to say, most nongovernmental aid providers, particu-
larly the International Committee of the Red Cross—find they have less independent
room for maneuver in situations where they are viewed as tools of the interveners.
Accepting the protective cover of the interveners limits their access to affected popu-
lations; eschewing the protection exposes them to risk, at times with potentially dev-
astating consequences.51

AFGHANISTAN AND IRAQ: DISTILLING THE LESSONS
Each in its own way, Afghanistan and Iraq have come to symbolize cautionary

tales about the challenges of mounting effective compellent action as a remedy for
looming regional threats. While definitive judgments regarding these two U.S.-led
interventions will rest ultimately with future historians, the extensive chronicling of
both endeavors provides more than enough grist for reaching preliminary conclusions
about the choices that policymakers and field commanders made at various stages
and the consequences of their actions. The challenge, not surprisingly, lies in distill-
ing applicable lessons—amidst inevitable debate over what the “right” lessons are—
and figuring out how these ought to be reflected in the U.S. approach to regional
stabilization.

The Afghan Intervention: Treading Lightly
For much of the 1990s, the Afghan civil war seemed too distant and complicated

for the international community to do much about. The departure of Soviet forces in
1989 under the terms of a UN-brokered disengagement agreement had led to the fighting
among the mujahideen factions, the rise to power of the Taliban movement, and a
growing al Qaeda presence in the country. Following al Qaeda’s attacks on U.S. Em-
bassies in eastern Africa in 1998, Washington struck al Qaeda sites with cruise mis-
siles and imposed financial sanctions on the Taliban, but a major intervention to root
out the problem was never viewed as a realistic option. The 9/11 attacks changed that
perception fundamentally, and barely a month later, on October 7, 2001, the United
States launched Operation Enduring Freedom to overthrow the Taliban.

The early phases of OEF and Afghan postwar stabilization have been well chronicled
and need not be recounted here in detail.52 Using mainly airpower and small groups of
Special Operations Forces and U.S. Marines, the intervention succeeded in tipping
the balance decisively in favor of the Taliban’s principal opponent, the Northern Alli-
ance, which seized Kabul in early November. Al Qaeda was dislodged, although Osama
bin Laden and his immediate cohort escaped. The intervention benefited greatly from
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timely diplomatic and political initiatives. With strong support from the United States
and other Security Council members, the United Nations brokered the so-called Bonn
Agreement among major Afghan factions that established an interim administration
and a UN assistance mission, and called for the deployment of an international peace-
keeping force (the International Security Assistance Force, or ISAF). A moderate
Pashtun leader, Hamid Karzai, emerged as a consensus choice to lead the new transi-
tional administration, itself a precarious balance between the Northern Alliance (mainly
Tajiks, Uzbeks, and Hazaras) and the more numerous Pashtun tribes, whence the Taliban
had first emerged.

These developments imparted much-needed early momentum to the Afghan tran-
sition process. Between 2002 and 2005, the Bonn Agreement’s roadmap—to include
the adoption of a new constitution as well as presidential and parliamentary elec-
tions—was followed, and a new, internationally recognized Afghan government came
into being. The initial deployments of ISAF troops into Kabul, criticized by some as
too timid, helped to counterbalance the Northern Alliance’s armed presence there,
inducing stability in a tense capital city—something many desperate Baghdadis could
only yearn for in the subsequent conflict in Iraq.53 Meanwhile, President Karzai, backed
by occasional U.S. muscle-flexing, succeeded in sidelining a number of warlords,
thus reducing the prospect of factional infighting that had loomed so large immedi-
ately after the Taliban’s fall. The U.S.-led effort to build a new Afghan national army
achieved some significant milestones toward creating an indigenous force with na-
tional loyalty. Finally, ISAF’s subsequent outward expansion in 2004–2005 under the
NATO banner helped to extend a presence to less volatile areas of the countryside.

 Underlying these positive developments were two basic factors that have clearly
worked in favor of the transition. The first was (and remains) a favorable comparison
with the situation that preceded it. Difficult though current circumstances might be,
very few Afghans yearn for the days of seemingly endless civil war or harshly repres-
sive rule by Talibs. The second positive factor is a distinctively Afghan sense of na-
tionhood. Despite the country’s interethnic and tribal tensions, its remote impover-
ished regions, neighbors with a penchant for meddling, and provincial suspicion of
strong central government, there are no longstanding separatist or irredentist claims
weighing against the concept of national unity among Afghans. Thus, while each of
the contending groups might in principle wish to dominate its competitors, leaving
the Afghan union seems to be no group’s second choice—a fact that works in favor of
indigenous nation building.

Unfortunately, neither these factors nor the auspicious start of the transition pro-
cess more generally has been able to prevent a progressive loss of momentum since
2006. The principal obstacles are easy to spot: the inherent weakness of state institu-
tions, the death of human capital, inadequate international resources, and a lack of
visible progress at the local level to give Afghans hope. As a senior U.S. official put it:
“There’s no transmission belt that goes between Kabul and the local government. You
lost a whole generation of . . . people that can take a government plan and make it real
on a local level.”54 Hence, while warlords and other negative actors have been dis-
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lodged in some cases, the fact remains that they and their backers in the illicit economy
still exert disproportionate influence on the fledging government and aggravate divi-
sions at the provincial level and in the security forces, which are already struggling
with corruption.55

By far the most daunting problems, however, are found in southeastern Afghani-
stan and parts of neighboring Pakistan, where turbulent local conditions have abetted
the resurgence of a neo-Taliban opposition that is upping the size and frequency of
attacks and utilizing tactics honed in the Iraq war.56 Amidst the violence, the halting
pace of reconstruction and economic development and the nonexistent or corrupt gov-
ernment services have frustrated public expectations and provide no real alternative to
a booming illicit economy, anchored by the opium trade as well as cross-border smug-
gling of all kinds and mercenary employment. Ironically, NATO’s 2006 expansion
into these areas has been greeted less as a sign of international resolve than of weak-
ness, given the widespread perception that the alliance was filling a void in lieu of
more capable American units. Overall, one detects an uncomfortable sense that the
Afghan transition is losing momentum and public support. Its trajectory is very un-
clear, and its fate is inextricably linked to Pakistan’s ability to curtail the exploitation
of its frontier regions as sanctuaries and staging areas for Taliban attacks.

Toppling Saddam: Treading (Too) Lightly
On March 19, 2003, barely 17 months after the invasion of Afghanistan, the United

States embarked upon Operation Iraqi Freedom, a campaign that, in the President’s
words, was intended to “disarm Iraq, to free its people and to defend the world from
grave danger.”57 In one sense, OIF marked the end of an era: a messy 12-year stale-
mate following a ceasefire in the 1991 Gulf War characterized by acrimony over sanc-
tions, Iraqi obstruction of UN disarmament resolutions, and periodic confrontations
between Iraq, the United States, and its allies over enforcement of two no-fly zones
designed to protect Iraq’s Kurdish and Shi’a populations from air assaults by Baghdad.
In ending one era, however, OIF also ushered in a new chapter in the turbulent history
of Iraq, whose destiny in the near term—either a weak, barely unified state that man-
ages to hold together, or an imploding failed state—is not yet clear.

As a target for compellent action, Iraq could not have been more different from
Afghanistan (see table 5–1). Though weakened by years of tyranny, sanctions, agri-
cultural and industrial mismanagement, and the regime’s exploitation of tribal politics
in Saddam’s later years, the Iraq of 2003 had not suffered extensive damage from
uncontrolled civil strife. The Kurdish areas were largely left alone, thanks in large part
to the northern no-fly zone; and the Shi’a rebellion of 1991 had been put down merci-
lessly by Saddam’s Republican Guards. The country possessed large, accessible oil
reserves, a highly urbanized society, a public education system, and an extensive,
albeit decaying, infrastructure. It also, notably, occupied a prime cultural and
geostrategic position: the cradle of Mesopotamian civilization, the sacred heartland of
Shi’ite Islam, and the crossroads between the Arab and Persian worlds. Unlike Af-
ghanistan, no one could fairly claim that Iraq was some remote hinterland.
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Yet ironically, Afghanistan turned out to be a guidepost for Iraq postwar planning.
In a highly publicized speech a month before OIF was launched, then–Secretary of
Defense Donald Rumsfeld lauded the merits of a “tread lightly” approach: “The ob-
jective is not to engage in what some call nation-building. Rather it’s to try to help [the
Afghans] so that they can build their own nation. This is an important distinction. . . .
[I]t can really be a disservice in some instances because when foreigners come in with
international solutions to local problems . . . they can create a dependency.” He went
on to observe: “Some ask what lessons our experience in Afghanistan might offer for
the possibility of a post-Saddam Iraq. . . . The President has not made any decision
with respect to the use of force in Iraq, but if he were to do so that principle would
hold true.”58   Iraq, Rumsfeld added, offered several advantages not available in the
Afghan case that would help keep America’s postwar role limited. One was resources—
specifically, a solid economic infrastructure and oil wealth. The other advantage he
cited, somewhat surprisingly, was time to prepare for the contingency.59

In retrospect, this view clearly dominated U.S. planning for postwar Iraq, as exten-
sive chronicling makes clear. First, the overall size of the coalition ground invasion
force—roughly 150,000 troops—was much lighter than U.S. military planners had
foreseen for such a contingency during the 1990s, when substantial stabilization tasks
were assumed. Reinforcing units that could have been used for such missions were
withheld once it became clear that Saddam’s forces would quickly capitulate.60

TABLE 5–1. IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN: A COMPARISON

Population

Life expectancy (years)

Literacy rate (percent)

Urban population (percent)

Shi’a Muslim (percent)

Sunni Muslim (percent)

Size (km2)

Roads (km)

Paved roads (km)

Iraq

27,500,000

69.31

74.1

66.9

60–65

32–37

437,072

45,500

38,500

Afghanistan

31,890,000

43.77

28.1

22.9

19

80

647,500

34,500

8,000

Sources:  CIA World Factbook, “Afghanistan,” available at <https://www.cia.gov/library/

publications/the-world-factbook/geos/af.html>, “Iraq,” available at <https://
www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/iz.html>; United Nations
Department of Economic and Social Affairs Population Division, “World Population
Prospects, 2005,” available at <http://esa.un.org/unpp/>.
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Second, the postwar planning office, the Office for Reconstruction and Humanitarian
Assistance (ORHA), operated essentially as a coordination hub with contracting and
advisory capacity; it had no specific plan to restore law and order and certainly no
ability to tap operational capacity to do so. Nor did ORHA or its more prominent
successor, the Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA), have any capacity to deliver
administrative services in lieu of functioning ministries. The core assumption was that
while Iraq’s leadership would be toppled, the government’s ministries could be kept
intact.61 Consequently, on both the military and civilian sides, the United States and its
partners lacked sufficient size and strength to take on stabilizing missions more de-
manding than those presumed in a relatively straightforward restoration of Iraqi au-
thority.62 Throughout this period, the Pentagon’s civilian leadership had strongly con-
tested any suggestion that more troops might be needed to stabilize postwar Iraq than
to topple Saddam.63

As is now known, realities on the ground soon belied any hope of an easy or straight-
forward transition. The institutions of government simply did not hold. Once the Iraqi
army was defeated, its soldiers fled. The weaker and less professional police simply
dissolved. Looting broke out in Baghdad and quickly spread. Militia organizations
began to fill the public security vacuum. On the Sunni side, the Fedayeen Saddam, a
paramilitary force loyal to the regime and constituted to blunt any Shi’a uprising in
southern Iraq, had surprised coalition forces with their harassing attacks in the drive
to Baghdad. This had not been the Fedayeen’s primary mission, but their tactics within
a few months became hallmarks of a growing Sunni insurgency in the central and
western parts of the country. Meanwhile, the armed elements of the victorious Shi’ite
groups—the Badr Brigades and the Jaysh al-Mahdi—were expanding their presence
in Baghdad and southern Iraq, while Kurdish peshmerga fighters consolidated their
positions in the three predominantly Kurdish northern provinces.

Despite these disorders, the first few months of the postwar phase were fairly per-
missive for the U.S. presence. During this timeframe, the CPA launched some of its
most ambitious initiatives. On the institutional front, it issued decrees in May 2003 to
evict Ba’ath party members from the management layers of public employment and
to formally dissolve the Iraqi army and national police. On the political front, it ap-
pointed an Interim Governing Council to draft a transitional administrative law—
essentially, an interim constitution—that laid out steps leading to adoption of a new,
permanent constitution. Operationally, U.S. forces began a drawdown and consolida-
tion phase, leaving large tracts of Sunni-dominated Anbar province and the borders of
western Iraq essentially uncovered, while U.S. commanders wrestled with the issue of
how OIF forces should organize for the conduct of postwar missions. In specific hot
spots in central and northern areas, large security sweeps or reported instances of
cultural insensitivity or excessive force by U.S. military units triggered a public out-
cry that played into the hands of the resistance, as would the detainee abuse scandal at
Abu Ghraib prison a year later.64

Some of these actions were controversial even at the time; others had reverbera-
tions that only became clearer in hindsight. The CPA’s orders on de-Ba’athification
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and formal dissolution of the Iraq army fell into the former category. Emblematic of
an ambitious “tear-down, rebuild” strategy, they were driven largely by concerns that
merely rehabbing Saddam-era institutions would not go nearly far enough to satisfy
Iraq’s long-repressed Shi’ite community.65 This concern was not unfounded, to be
sure, and the strategy they came to symbolize might have worked had the United
States and its coalition members been prepared to play the role of a direct, if interim,
provider of public security and services. Absent that willingness, however, these tear-
down steps greatly aggravated an already tense situation. Government ministries and
the public service sector, already only barely functional, simply hemorrhaged skilled
personnel.66 Tens of thousands of bureaucrats and former soldiers joined the ranks of
the unemployed and disaffected precisely as underground dissident groups were ex-
panding their influence in the Sunni heartland.

The steady growth of Sunni insurgent elements, and the marriage of convenience
of some of them with jihadist terrorist groups, reinforced already strong American
instincts to ramp up a major security capacity-building effort during 2004–2005. Iraqi
forces, it was assumed, would be more adept at operating in the local environment
than U.S. forces could ever be; they would be in a much better position to earn public
trust and confidence, progressively depriving insurgents of an attractive target. But
the requisites of this strategy—a truly national security force and a fully representa-
tive government that would rise above ethnosectarian loyalties—have been enormously
difficult to achieve in practice. The so-called Iraqi Civil Defense Corps (essentially,
local militia) proved unreliable in cross-sectarian situations, and even the more pro-
fessional Iraqi national army that has since come into being has been plagued by
questions about its sectarian sympathies and ability to operate effectively in all ar-
eas.67 More broadly, the Herculean task of forging an inclusive national government
introduced its own turbulence. The two legislative elections during 2005, required as
they were to move the country from a CPA-appointed interim government to a transi-
tional administration (under Ibrahim al-Jaafari) and ultimately a permanent govern-
ment under Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki by May 2006, opened the door to a politi-
cizing, sectarian presence in the (de-Ba’athified) public sector as newly appointed
ministers filled the void with their own loyalists. The result has been a fractious gov-
ernment that is hard pressed to dispel suspicions that it lacks an even-handed ap-
proach to questions of security and civil protections.

For Sunni insurgent groups, the prospect of a new, genuinely national Iraqi gov-
ernment must have been an unsavory prospect, since it would close the door to any
return of a Sunni-dominated regime. This may well explain the clear shift—a malign
adaptation—in their targeting of Shi’a communities during 2006. Provoking the Shi’a
into a sectarian war would drive a huge wedge through a fragile national government,
isolate Sunni collaborators from their base of support, make any national reconcilia-
tion effort much more problematic, and force an already Shi’ite-dominated govern-
ment into a more partisan posture. Such conflict had been a consistent goal of the Iraq
war’s most visible jihadist, Jordanian terrorist Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawi. With the Febru-
ary 2006 bombing of al-Askari Mosque in Samarra, one of Shi’a Islam’s most revered
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shrines, the door to cross-sectarian violence swung open and, ironically, outlived its
principal architect, who died violently in June 2006.

Even so, to label Iraq’s conflict as merely an ethnosectarian conflict or a civil war
is to greatly oversimplify the reality.68 Quite apart from Sunni-on-Shi’a violence, the
country’s major ethnic and sectarian communities are all highly factionalized. Thus,
Sunni tribal groups and former Ba’athists have taken up arms against jihadist ele-
ments in Anbar province; and the militia of contending Shi’ite factions appeared locked
in a spiral of escalating strife in southern cites such as Basra. Meanwhile, Kurdish,
Arab, and Turkmen groups are vying for control in and around Kirkuk. Criminal gangs
extort, kidnap, and plant bombs for a living. Within Iraq’s major contested areas, the
violence has been too chaotic to be labeled as war.

Critical Lessons for Stabilization?
For better or worse, American experiences in post-Taliban Afghanistan and post-

Saddam Iraq will have a decisive influence upon how the United States chooses to use
its power and influence in the years ahead, and with what practical effect. Develop-
ments in each country are going to be shaped by a variety of factors: internal power
balances within each of the governments in question, as well as the behavior of their
opponents, neighboring states, and the larger international community. How these
factors will interact is anyone’s guess.

Both Afghanistan and Iraq now have democratically elected and internationally
recognized governments—a notable achievement but one that comes at a price, for
those who would undermine or overthrow these governments are numerous and diffi-
cult to dislodge. By late 2007, President Karzai was attempting to forge greater tribal
collaboration along Afghanistan’s rugged frontier with Pakistan—a difficult task in
light of Pakistan’s own internal instability—while NATO’s ISAF contributors were
confronting flagging domestic support for a sustained counterinsurgency campaign in
Afghanistan’s contested zones.69 In Iraq, meanwhile, the path of events, at least in the
near term, was pointing toward somewhat greater stability. The U.S. military surge
appeared to be having some beneficial effects in and around Baghdad, while a spread-
ing Sunni tribal “uprising” against al Qaeda–inspired violence, most notably in Anbar
province, was expanding with the assistance of U.S. forces.70 Yet the great unknown
associated with a strategy of empowering armed Sunni elements at the provincial
level was how to accomplish this goal without also sowing the seeds of future con-
frontation between those tribes and a Shi’a-dominated national government.71 Over-
all, the political track of Iraq’s stabilization—dominated by bitter division among its
ethnosectarian communities—provided scant reason for optimism about the country’s
ability to survive as a unified entity. 72

Of the two cases, Iraq’s situation has been much more burdensome for the United
States, and the extent of America’s involvement there has deprived Afghanistan of
critical U.S. attention and resources at a moment when its own transition appears to be
flagging. The cruel irony is that the Iraqi campaign took flight on the wings of good
intentions and the buoyant effect of initial success in Afghanistan; it was seen more as
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a strategic opportunity to transform the Middle East region than the huge liability it
would become.  Had President Bush, his leadership team, and the U.S. Congress known
then what they know now, it is hard to imagine the United States would have made the
same, fateful decision to launch the war in 2003, let alone to prosecute it in the man-
ner that it was.

What lessons do these contingencies teach? Surely the most obvious one is that the
United States risks losing wars if its postintervention stabilization activities are not
accorded a priority commensurate with the task at hand, in much the same fashion
that the United States considers the options and capacities of its foe when preparing to
fight and win battles. There is good reason to believe that this essential insight, even if
not yet fully acted upon, is at least more widely appreciated.73

Another critical lesson is the need to keep the quality of “ripeness” in mind when
considering compellent action of any type. Not all conflicts are equally ripe from the
standpoint of postconflict stabilization. It is commonplace for the United States to
judge how easy or hard an armed intervention might be when humanitarian concerns
are paramount. By contrast, when interventions are launched mainly on national secu-
rity grounds, there is a tendency to accept a difficult postconflict stabilization mission
as a cost of doing business. That may well be inevitable, even justifiable, so long as
policymakers and commanders are clear-eyed about the kinds of problems the coun-
try is likely to encounter once the action is launched. In the case of Iraq, key planning
assumptions were overly optimistic; the tenor of public statements prior to OIF accen-
tuated the factors conducive to rapid stabilization; and potential problems, such as
widespread looting and sabotage, were late in being highlighted or even acknowledged.74

In comparing these two cases, the great irony is that the intervention of necessity
in Afghanistan turned out to be far more amenable as a target for postconflict stabili-
zation than Iraq, often dubbed the intervention of choice. True, the Afghan war had
not reached a “mutually-hurting stalemate,” to use William Zartman’s famous term,
where victory appears so impossible to achieve that all sides opt for a cessation of
hostilities as their preferred outcome.75 Even so, most Afghans had grown weary from
years of endless fighting, and the Taliban’s hold on power was very tenuous. Not
much force was needed to dislodge them. The key factors abetting the stabilization
effort in 2001–2002 were Pakistan’s quick about-face, abandoning the Taliban in sup-
port of the U.S. action; the emergence of Hamid Karzai as a unifying leader from
within the very Pashtun community that had produced the Taliban; and the fortuitous
fact that the capital city, Kabul, did not become a contested zone.76

By contrast, Iraq was anything but ripe for stabilization. The act of toppling Saddam
was akin to prying the lid off an overheated pressure cooker, one in which a number of
unresolved ethnosectarian pressures bubbled just below the surface. Inevitably, these
pent-up tensions were going to be released—tensions that in the Afghan case had
been consumed by years of civil war. What is more, any real effort to build democratic
order in Iraq would mean shifting the reins of power to a long-repressed majority, in
effect convincing the winners to be generous in their victory and the losers to be
gracious in accepting their minority status in a new dispensation. In Afghanistan, this
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kind of far-reaching adjustment was not required. It was required in Iraq, but the
psychological hurdles on both sides have been enormous. General Anthony Zinni was
prescient when he observed in 1999, “Saddam is going to go. . . . it will be sooner than
anyone thinks. The trouble is that the problem begins when Saddam goes.”77

The “unripeness” of Iraq or any other case is not an argument against intervention
per se; decisive force may need to be used when the stakes really are high. But it is an
argument for planning that includes rigorous alternative scenarios, realistic assump-
tions, and, above all, a preparedness to commit necessary resources to the mission.
This is a third important lesson that clearly was not observed in Iraq. There was sub-
stantial planning for a contingency that did not occur—a humanitarian crisis on the
scale of the 1991 Gulf War aftermath—but much less for the contingency that actually
did occur—the collapse of Iraqi state institutions. Moreover, an ambitious tear-down
and rebuild strategy was very much at odds with U.S. preferences for a modest and
diminishing postwar military presence, aimed mainly at capacity building, a prefer-
ence driven (not unreasonably) by concerns about a large Western force quickly tak-
ing on the trappings of an occupier in a Muslim nation.78

A fourth lesson—apt in both cases—concerns the regional environment. Stabiliza-
tion efforts have little hope of success unless neighboring states see it as being in their
interests to buy into the process. If they have reason to be hostile, or if their own
abutting territory is remote and difficult to govern, spoilers will seek sanctuary, and
the presence of refugee populations will serve as a ready recruitment pool. What is
needed from the stabilizers’ perspective is a strategy of counterleverage and induce-
ment aimed at driving wedges between spoilers and their external patrons. This kind
of wedge-driving strategy has been accomplished in the past, but it takes time, inge-
nuity, and a major investment in painstaking diplomatic engagement.79

The fifth lesson concerns coalition management in the context of regional stabili-
zation. U.S. policymakers have long approached the coalition-building challenge with
a degree of ambivalence; while multinational coalitions can help to distribute bur-
dens, symbolize international resolve, and provide sustained presence, they can also
reduce flexibility when national caveats are invoked that produce internal frictions
over rules of engagement and concepts of operation. Whether the benefits outweigh
costs in any given case is not always a straightforward calculation. To compound
matters, neither Iraq nor Afghanistan fits the more typical post–Cold War model of a
regionally led stabilization mission in which the United States provides vital enabling
assistance but not the bulk of the troops. In these cases, in fact, the Americans pro-
vided the mass and the partners assisted by filling key niches.

The implications of this role reversal have not been so apparent in Iraq, where OIF’s
contested international legitimacy and the absence of major Islamic troop contribu-
tors have relegated coalition partners, with a few exceptions, to purely supporting
roles. In Afghanistan, however, ISAF has assumed growing significance, starting in
Kabul and then expanding into relatively secure areas to the north and west. It also has
piloted novel ways of bringing developmental and diplomatic expertise to its headquar-
ters. Unfortunately, its progressive expansion to more turbulent areas of southeastern
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Afghanistan has been widely seen as a cover for U.S. disengagement and hence as a
sign of weakness—a perception that resurgent Taliban elements have been eager to
exploit. The lesson here is straightforward: in nonpermissive environments, multina-
tional coalitions—even relatively robust ones—function best when their mission is to
secure rear areas. Casting them as substitutes for U.S. military power in contested
areas is bound to be a gamble.

This brings us to the final lesson: the need to prepare for the future. The Iraqi and
Afghan experiences have illustrated clearly that relative to high-intensity combat, the
United States remains underinvested in capabilities that are critical to the task of sta-
bilizing war-torn countries or regions. If circumstances arise in which the United States
must bear the main burden, even within a multinational context, what steps must Wash-
ington take to better utilize its resources and people to conduct these difficult opera-
tions, now and in the future?

GETTING AMERICA’S HOUSE IN ORDER
In conflict stabilization missions, success hinges upon harmonizing and, ulti-

mately, integrating the activities of many different departments and agencies. Chang-
ing the way governments operate is never easy, but it is absolutely essential for two
reasons. The first is America’s uneven post-9/11 track record. The United States finds
itself bogged down in two highly significant and expensive missions that have not
gone as well as expected. There is plenty of scope for legitimate debate about the
factors that drove the country to intervene, particularly in the case of Iraq, but less
room for dissent on the proposition that failure in either case, or both, would carry
hugely negative consequences for the United States and for regional and global secu-
rity more broadly.

Second, the road is not likely to end with Iraq and Afghanistan. As this chapter’s
earlier discussion of trends indicated, the United States will almost certainly face fu-
ture situations where it deems that large-scale stabilization operations are warranted,
either for reasons of national security or because significant diplomatic and humani-
tarian interests are at stake. If so, that will usher in tough decisions on whether and
how to lead or support such missions, and in concert with which international part-
ners. The past, in short, is a prologue.

Given these imperatives, why then should reform be such a daunting task? The
answer is simple: it is not just about resources. America’s military, diplomatic, intelli-
gence, and development assistance communities have viewed their primary missions,
to greater or lesser degrees, in ways that give short shrift to this complex endeavor.
Consequently, any effort at real reform must seek to alter deep-set institutional identi-
ties, cultures, and mindsets, and to do so in a larger political climate that harbors
ambivalence toward anything resembling Vietnam-like counterinsurgency or Soma-
lia-like nation-building excursions. For every advocate who would see greater U.S.
investment in these missions as a safeguard against ill-considered or wasteful inter-
vention, one could find a critic who would see such activity as simply opening the
door to new quagmires.
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Charting a New Course
In the wake of OIF’s initial setbacks, the Bush administration took some notable

steps to launch a process of reform within the Executive Branch. It created a new State
Department office to focus specifically upon regional stabilization. This entity—the
Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS)—received
explicit tasking by the President to serve as a coordinating hub for interagency work
on country-specific risk assessments as well as on conflict prevention, mitigation, and
mission planning, including the integration of civilian and military contingency plans.80

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice also launched a larger initiative on “transforma-
tional diplomacy” as a vehicle for repositioning and retooling America’s diplomatic
capacity to lend greater assistance to developmental, stabilization, reconstruction, and
democratic reform activities in the world’s most populous and turbulent regions.81

Meanwhile, the Pentagon’s leadership was already pressing ahead with a new depart-
mental directive that identified stability operations as a “core” U.S. military mission
that “should be given priority comparable to combat operations.”82

Taken collectively, these initiatives represent a positive and commendable impulse
for reform. The hard question is how effectively the vision animating the policy can
be implemented.83 Clearly, those leading the effort on these initiatives find themselves
buffeted by strong cross currents. While the Iraq and Afghanistan contingencies have
created pressures for change and provide a venue for testing new operational con-
cepts, the sheer size and complexity of these missions distract high-level attention,
energy, and resources from systemic reform efforts. The Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization has had difficulty gaining visibility or funding, de-
spite some useful piloting efforts. What is more, the designation of the State Depart-
ment as interagency lead for this mission has not settled the larger problem of build-
ing a productive civil-military division of labor. Defense leaders have expressed their
unhappiness over the State Department’s inability to recruit adequate numbers of field
personnel for civilian missions in Iraq and Afghanistan.84 State officials, for their part,
have been uncomfortable with the presumption in Defense guidance that the U.S.
military should be prepared to carry out reconstruction and governance activities when
civil capacity is not available.

Without question, the barriers to reform are enormous. One of the most unyielding
remains the civilian community’s dearth of qualified personnel—as a U.S. military
officer observed, its lack of “bench strength.” The State Department and its U.S. Agency
for International Development (USAID) are still feeling the effects of major post–
Cold War personnel cuts. USAID’s numbers alone dropped from a peak of 15,000
during the height of Vietnam War to less than 2,000 by 2002.85 While it has recovered
slightly, the agency continues to grapple with skyrocketing retirement eligibility within
its ranks and has had to rely heavily on private contractors for its field work as well as,
more problematically, for the management and oversight of its programs.86 Beyond
the human resources problem, the prevailing development philosophy of the past two
decades—enshrined in the so-called Washington Consensus87—has focused largely
on reducing state barriers to trade and investment, while official aid flows for poverty
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alleviation, public health, and other priorities have steered increasingly toward ser-
vice delivery via nongovernmental implementing partners. While these steps were
logical responses to excessive regulation and corruption risks, comparatively little
attention was paid to areas where the public administration of recipient states needed
to be strengthened.88 Hence, beyond the ambit of democracy reform—which itself is
viewed as more promotional than developmental priority—governance building has
been a neglected area.

The Pentagon is not without its own problems. The U.S. Armed Forces certainly
took their share of post–Cold War cutbacks. During the 1990s, the prevailing man-
tra—derived largely from the Army’s doctrinal perspective—was “train for war, adapt
for peace.” The skills needed for peacekeeping or stabilization missions, it was ar-
gued, could be honed with “just-in-time” training because they constituted a lesser
included case of military operational art. Left unclear, however, was exactly within
which larger category these skills were included. Multipurpose light infantry units
traditionally have covered “operations other than war” contingencies (for example,
peacekeeping and humanitarian assistance), but the equipment necessary for stabili-
zation operations in today’s environment may need to be heavier (more armored) and
more mobile than the light infantry possesses, while the specialty skills are more akin
to those embedded in U.S. Special Operations Forces (SOF): civil affairs, psychologi-
cal operations, cultural and regional expertise, or unconventional warfare. Not only
are these SOF capabilities more specialized and require longer lead times to build, but
they also typically are scarce resources that are pulled in competing directions and,
oftentimes, zealously guarded for other missions, such as strategic reconnaissance
and direct action in the counterterror campaign.

For the Pentagon’s stability operations reformers, then, the question is where to
embed the expertise. To say everyone plays a part is analytically correct. Bureaucrati-
cally, however, firm ownership of the mission needs to be established, or else it will
founder. That has not yet occurred.

A Down Payment on Reform
The job of achieving major institutional change will require a long-term commit-

ment that bridges administrations and elicits sustained congressional support. This
surely will not happen overnight. Within the next few years, the optimal reform strat-
egy is to find the right combination of near-term steps that can provide pressure points
for larger changes. Seven priorities deserve close attention:

Improving situational awareness. Despite the controversies swirling around the
U.S. Intelligence Community in recent years, it need not be a Sisyphean task to im-
prove American understanding of regional instability or conflict dynamics. Substan-
tial pressures are already being felt by the community to improve its utilization of
open sources, its human collection, and its analytic work on sociocultural phenomena
and transnational threats. Improved performance in all these areas will work to the
benefit of stabilization priorities. The State Department’s effort, led by S/CRS, to pilot
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more rigorous conflict assessments is a positive initial step and, if institutionalized,
could serve as an important baseline for progress. The key ingredient is consistent
consumer (that is, policymaker) demand that focuses analytic attention on the right
kinds of information requirements.89 Improved situational awareness would help greatly
in shaping choices regarding the terms of entry (for example, forceful or negotiated)
in particular contingencies, and in anticipating how U.S. presence would reshape con-
flict dynamics within a given country or region. It would also help in recapturing the
concept of ripeness as part of the calculus policymakers must go through for mobiliz-
ing expeditionary operations that will have stabilization or reconstruction mission
elements.

Building balanced planning expertise. Arguably, no chasm between the defense
and civilian parts of the Executive Branch is wider than in the sphere of planning. The
U.S. military is steeped in a culture that demands extensive planning activity and has
dedicated staffs devoted to this task, especially in the joint community. Civilian agen-
cies do not abjure planning (in contrast to the stereotype that most military counter-
parts have of them), but their planning focus is largely programmatic, not expedition-
ary, and it is typically performed by the same (often understaffed) Embassy teams that
carry the burden of implementation. The tempo of stabilization activities across gov-
ernment is closing this gap. However, there have long been mutual inhibitions regard-
ing the involvement of interagency partners in the Defense Department’s so-called
deliberate and adaptive planning processes, and the current Presidential directive on
this topic conveys the clear intent that civil and military planning ought to be inte-
grated but assigns no ultimate responsibility.90 There is no a priori reason why mere
coordination cannot suffice, provided the principals are in sync and two-way commu-
nication is good. The key element for stabilization planning, at either the strategic or
operational level, is to ensure the process includes regional experts who know a given
region’s sociopolitical environment, program managers and specialists who know the
instrumentalities to be utilized by the mission, and strategists who can bridge both
worlds and offset the parochialism of the other two communities.

Meeting doctrinal, equipment, and force sizing needs. Stability operations have
never fit comfortably under the rubric of high-intensity conventional warfare, except
possibly when employed to separate large hostile (but consenting) armies in places
like the Golan Heights. In today’s less permissive environments, stabilization is best
viewed as a subset of irregular warfare, and it shares with counterinsurgency, another
species of irregular warfare, many similar doctrinal precepts: to wit, a focus on win-
ning over civil populations rather than simply suppressing enemies; establishing a
safe and secure environment; the requirement for good intelligence and cultural aware-
ness; keeping use of force to a minimum effective level; and assisting in building local
self-reliance. From this standpoint, the U.S. Army–Marine Corps collaboration on
developing new counterinsurgency doctrine provides a valuable assist to education
and training on stabilization methods throughout the land forces more broadly.91 In
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addition, many of the systems that are critical for irregular warfare—armored ve-
hicles, nonlethal weapons, rapidly deployable demining/explosive ordnance disposal
capacity, and air defense countermeasures—are also quite relevant for stability opera-
tions, especially in urban settings, and chronic equipment shortfalls in these areas
need to be remedied. The big challenges associated with counterinsurgency are less
about the principles by which it is conducted than about recognizing the circumstances
when it may be warranted, and how in particular to prevent one’s operation from
becoming hostage to faulty or deliberately misleading intelligence in situations where
local actors attempt to manipulate the outside intervener for their own purposes. As
for force sizing and shaping, the key issue is determining how much interagency ca-
pacity can reliably be counted on in future contingencies. The State Department rec-
ognizes that it cannot maintain the full spectrum of skilled personnel that might be
needed for various aspects of stabilization or counterinsurgency missions, and it has
been looking at ways to develop a civilian reserve corps that could tap into expertise
in and outside of government. How best to prepare, field, and protect these civilians in
nonpermissive environments and to care for injured or wounded personnel remain
difficult unresolved questions.

Assisting governance-building activity. The United States has poured enormous
energy into the training and equipping of indigenous military and police organiza-
tions as a vital part of the stabilization repertoire, not only in Iraq and Afghanistan but
also in the Balkans, West Africa, and East Asia. While this capacity-building mission
has encountered its share of serious strains—including a tempo of activity well in
excess of what U.S. Special Operations Forces, as the traditional training resource,
could provide—it is outpacing the more difficult process of assisting the growth of
indigenous governance and rule of law institutions. This governance effort needs to
be strengthened at two levels: top-down assistance at the level of national ministries,
in the form of embedded advisors, and bottom-up assistance where government is a
local service provider, in the form of district or provincial-level reconstruction teams
(PRTs). Afghanistan has been a useful venue for experimentation with the PRT con-
cept, but U.S. and coalition partners have had less success in assisting ministerial
consolidation. Both approaches are key to ensuring that an enabled indigenous secu-
rity sector does not overwhelm the government it is meant to support.

Civil-military training. Once it became clear that the forces committed to OEF
and OIF would have to stay in the field much longer than expected, it would have been
logical for civilian and military agencies to consider ways to develop joint
predeployment education and training opportunities for new echelons of personnel
rotating into theater. In fact, such efforts have lagged considerably, impeding early
familiarity with the mission’s civil-military division of labor at the field level and
missing an opportunity to shorten the timeframe in which newly arriving personnel
begin to contribute more than they are absorbing. The highest priority for joint train-
ing would be for personnel to be embedded in ministries and deployed in civil-mili-
tary settings such as PRTs.
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Forging closer links to international and regional organizations. While the United
States remains preoccupied with the conduct of its own operations, it has significant
interests across a growing range of multinational stability operations. The NATO sta-
bilization effort in southeastern Afghanistan is a vital endeavor, and the alliance has
staked its credibility on a successful outcome. Less well understood is an ongoing
surge in UN field operations, driven in part by new or expanding peacekeeping mis-
sions in southern Lebanon, Nepal, Haiti, and Sudan, and the likelihood of new starts
in Chad, Somalia, and the Central African Republic. These missions rely upon a coa-
lition of troop-contributing countries from the developing world—most notably in
South Asia—as well as the financial and enabling assistance of major funders in Eu-
rope and North America. Washington has a clear security interest in working with
both communities to strengthen the capacity of the United Nations and key regional
organizations to meet expanding commitments, and it has a number of ongoing initia-
tives, such as the Global Peace Operations Initiative, that might be optimized for this
purpose.

Strengthening lessons learned. For its educational value, nothing compares to
operational experience. Greater priority should be accorded to innovating new meth-
ods for distilling experiences of previous as well as ongoing operations. In fact, al-
though the lessons learned enterprise has been a perennial favorite for reformers,
strengthening the process has been hard to accomplish in practice. Parts of the U.S.
military perform this mission exceptionally well, but efforts across the defense com-
munity—let alone the interagency community—are uneven. Moreover, on the mili-
tary side, the analytic work has focused mainly at the tactical level, which—although
clearly a necessary element in unit training—is not sufficient for judging the impacts
of practices in key areas like governance, development, or reconstruction.92 Finally, it
has been difficult to capture insights from non-U.S. stabilization efforts, and building
stronger channels of communication for such purposes with the United Nations and
regional organizations remains a work in progress. U.S. Joint Forces Command is
playing a useful role as a locus for integrated efforts, and it benefits from collabora-
tive relations with civilian agencies; but the learning process overall is only as strong
as its constituent parts, beginning with collection and ending with acceptance, absorp-
tion, and dissemination by commanders and policymaking levels of government.

A FINAL WORD
Can these reforms succeed? It is too early to say. The foregoing list of priority

areas is only a starting point—a reasonable line of attack against the institutional,
political, and other barriers that currently stand in the way of major enhancements in
U.S. stabilization capabilities. And those barriers are truly formidable. With so much
turbulence in present-day Iraq and Afghanistan, and yet with so much at stake in those
transitions, America’s traditional ambivalences about this issue will be on display for
a long time to come: driven, on the one hand, by a palpable sense of weariness with
costly, open-ended entanglements but anchored, on the other hand, by an abiding
concern with the threatening or disruptive potential of uncontrolled regional violence.
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Taken together, the three key tasks outlined above—mitigating “fault-line” conflicts
that could bolster transnational terrorist groups or spur the spread of WMD, strength-
ening modernizing states whose collapse would have ripple effects, and building stron-
ger humanitarian protection capability—provide a hierarchy for sorting through pri-
orities but not a detailed guide to action. A posture of selective engagement built
around these priorities may have the best chance of generating a broad consensus
within an increasingly restive American body politic in the foreseeable future. That
means, unavoidably, a greater stress upon building the capacity of would-be partners
to act, coupled with a heightened concern for how U.S. involvement might alter the
conflict dynamics in a given situation. It does not mean passivity or risk aversion, but
it does mean greater caution. While Iraq may have insulated the Nation from future
contingencies whose necessity is less than immediately clear, the experience has not
changed the larger realities that require the United States to be prepared to lead or
support major regional stabilization efforts in the face of spreading instability or esca-
lating violence.



Engaging Other Major Powers
Chapter Six
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China, Russia, and India each play major roles in the international system, and
each one presents unique foreign policy challenges for the United States and

other countries. All three exert substantial influence beyond their borders, due in varying
degrees to geographic or demographic size, economic clout, or military capabilities.
While China and India are increasingly confident, rising powers, an uncertain, declin-
ing Russia is looking for ways to preserve its international influence.

Each of these three powers faces greater challenges at home than abroad. Any
external threats they will have to confront are likely to be exceeded by the challenges
of social, economic, and political modernization brought on by domestic pressures
and globalization. Their ability to tackle these challenges successfully should not be
taken for granted. The failure of any one of these countries is likely to be fraught with
far-reaching consequences for all of them and their neighbors, as well as the United
States. All three countries are, in some sense, evolving states—aspiring to be, but not
yet in the camp of, modern, well-governed states that are deeply integrated into the
global economy and clear about which international norms they will embrace. This
leads to some uncertainty about their role in the international system over the next
decade and how to best encourage their evolution in positive directions.

A NEW MAJOR POWER DYNAMIC
During the latter half of the 20th century, ideological differences kept U.S.-Soviet

relations implacably hostile, U.S.-China relations hostile to circumspect, and U.S.-
Indian relations distant and sometimes strained. Today, there is no fundamental polar-
izing issue among the great powers. How well the United States manages its relations
with each will be a major test for American leadership in the years ahead. As the 2006
U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS) observed, “We must seize the opportunity—
unusual in historical terms—of the absence of fundamental conflict between the great
powers. Another priority, therefore, is preventing the reemergence of great power ri-
valries that divided the world in previous eras.”1

U.S. stakes in China, Russia, or India should not be mistaken for identical interests
and priorities—far from it. Despite substantial mutual dependencies—trade, energy,
and certain global and regional security concerns—that the United States has to take
into account in its dealings with these countries, each of these relationships represents
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a mix of cooperative and competitive elements that require continuous and careful
balancing. While important strides have been made over the past decade in major
power cooperation to combat terrorism, thwart proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD), and stabilize certain regional conflicts, differences over the proper
handling of some of these issues as well as divergent national interests on these and
other matters (particularly the role of democratic governance) could limit effective
joint action.

For the United States, working effectively with these powers will not be easy. All
three bilateral relationships are in flux. There is no tradition of stable relations and
regular consultations to fall back upon. All three countries are wary of U.S. domi-
nance in the international system, have criticized the U.S. exercise of its military power,
and have concerns that the U.S. military presence in neighboring regions (for ex-
ample, Japan, Georgia, and Pakistan) is aiding or abetting local problems. All three
remain unconvinced that adapted U.S. alliances and security partnerships in their re-
gions (as discussed in chapter seven) can be used to advance mutual security interests.

As a matter of sheer economic power, dynamism, and geopolitical ambition, China
represents the biggest challenges and opportunities for U.S. policy. Successful be-
yond belief in its historic task of modernization, with two decades of rapid economic
growth, it is quickly emerging as the only potential peer competitor to the United
States in Eurasia and the world. Neither Russia nor India is likely to match China in
the years to come in terms of their geopolitical ambition or impact on U.S. interests.
Its appetite for energy alone, projected to continue to grow at very high rates for the
foreseeable future, is bound to make China an ever more ambitious player in global
energy markets.

As China continues to reassert its great power status, the challenge for U.S. diplo-
macy is likely to be far more complicated than Cold War–style containment or straight-
forward great power competition for resources, access, and influence. The complicat-
ing factor here is that China’s future growth and social cohesion are not to be taken for
granted. A China that stumbles in its pursuit of economic and political modernization
would be fraught with numerous negative consequences, both economic and strate-
gic, for the United States.

Russia, buoyed by high energy and commodity prices after a period of economic
decline, domestic turmoil, and international contraction in the 1990s, is resurgent and
seeking to capitalize on its newfound prosperity as an energy superpower. This con-
cept, articulated by President Vladimir Putin, implicitly acknowledges the loss of
Russia’s superpower status. But the country’s wealth, legacy, and size make it more
than just a mere regional power, and Moscow thus seeks to carve itself a special place
in the international system. Whether Russia succeeds at this remains to be seen, but
the competitive spirit has returned to U.S.-Russian relations throughout the regions
around Russia’s periphery, as well as in several global hotspots—the Persian Gulf, the
Levant, and the Korean Peninsula.

For the United States, growing tensions with Russia pose a difficult foreign policy
challenge. Russia retains considerable ability to act as a spoiler, able to undercut any
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number of important initiatives—from solving Kosovo’s final status to stopping Iran’s
pursuit of nuclear weapons. But U.S. efforts to contain or punish Russia not only
would be of questionable effectiveness, but also would risk undermining Russia’s
still-fragile recovery. The consequences of a stumbling Russia would adversely affect
a variety of U.S. interests—from renewed concerns about WMD proliferation to glo-
bal oil shocks to impact on Russia’s neighbors—Ukraine, Georgia, or Kazakhstan.
Moreover, U.S. pressures on Russia in retaliation for its policy vis-à-vis Ukraine,
Kosovo, Iran, or Central Asia could unintentionally undermine Russia’s already pre-
carious position relative to China. The United States would punish Russia but at the
same time would deny itself the potential opportunity for delicate geopolitical balanc-
ing between the two Eurasian powers.

India’s status as a relative newcomer to the club of major powers and the absence
of geopolitical rivalries with the United States make it the most likely of the three
Eurasian great powers to become a U.S. partner. But these very same factors that
make the relationship between the United States and India so promising also represent
significant constraints on this nascent partnership. India’s status as a great Eurasian
power cannot conceal the nation’s poverty, uneven development, and growing pains
that indicate that it is far from realizing its full potential. Moreover, just as with China,
India’s impressive recent progress is encouraging, but sustainment of that progress is
hardly guaranteed.

India’s domestic modernization requirements in turn impose a series of constraints
on its policies, both domestic and international, as well as on its ability to act as a full-
fledged partner to the United States. While U.S.-Indian relations do not suffer from
any inherent contradictions, India’s needs, from defense and security to energy and
trade, could on occasion trump considerations of strategic partnership with the United
States. The question, then, is how those elements of competition and cooperation will
balance each other. In situations requiring tradeoffs in relation to the United States
and third parties—Iran, China, Pakistan, or Russia, to name just a few countries that
figure quite differently on respective U.S. and Indian agendas—the United States is
unlikely to be in a position to take India’s partnership for granted.

Thus, for the foreseeable future, U.S. relations with these three major powers will
not be as adversarial and zero sum as in the past. Given U.S. global reach and other
power asymmetries, each of these countries has more at stake in promoting relations
with the United States than in joining with each other to counterbalance U.S. power.
Achieving balance is the main challenge for the United States as it strives to promote
its interests with regard to these major powers while protecting and advancing its
principles.

This chapter assesses the key strategic challenges that the United States confronts
in managing relations with the three main centers of global power—China, Russia,
and India. The outlook for the individual powers in the next 10 to 15 years is ex-
plored, with a focus on domestic factors as drivers of international behavior; the un-
certainty surrounding the outcome of domestic change in these countries and its im-
pact on their international behavior; the relationship of mutual dependency each has
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with the United States; and the resulting constraints on U.S. ability to influence their
behavior at home and abroad through pressure or incentives.

CHINA: THE RISING POWER
Of all the major powers, China poses the most difficult challenges for the United

States. Yet concerns about potential future conflicts have not stopped economic, po-
litical, and military interactions from deepening over the last two decades. China has
become important to a wide range of U.S. interests, from the management of North
Korea to the availability of cheap consumer goods. For its part, the United States is a
key market and is uniquely positioned to facilitate or obstruct Chinese goals such as
Taiwan unification and China’s emergence as a great power.

China’s increasing global economic role has created concerns that economic growth
is underwriting an ambitious military modernization program that threatens Taiwan
and that may alter the balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region. These concerns are
reinforced by China’s growing influence in Asia and increasing economic and diplo-
matic involvement in regions such as Latin America and Africa. Some Americans
worry about the ability of U.S. firms and workers to compete with goods produced by
inexpensive Chinese labor and with state-owned firms that have access to capital at
below-market rates.

To complicate matters further, China’s progress has been uneven. Political reforms
have lagged and economic development has benefited some regions more than others,
thus adding to internal pressures and raising concerns about the country’s long-term
stability.

The view from Beijing is equally ambivalent. Leaders and scholars recognize the
importance of the United States for China, and Beijing seeks stable, cooperative rela-
tions with Washington. Yet many Chinese elites believe that the United States seeks to
subvert the Chinese political system and to contain the country’s economic and mili-
tary potential. Evidence cited includes U.S. economic sanctions, efforts to limit Chi-
nese acquisitions of military and dual-use technology, alleged tacit support for Tai-
wan independence, and even the accidental bombing of the Chinese embassy in
Belgrade in 1999.

RECENT TRENDS IN U.S.–CHINA RELATIONS
Given these concerns, most observers have been surprised by the stability in Sino-

U.S. relations during the George W. Bush administration and give it relatively high
marks for its handling of China. During the 2000 presidential campaign, then-Gover-
nor Bush and prominent campaign advisors called for treating China as a “strategic
competitor” rather than a “strategic partner.”2 The new administration’s regional ap-
proach deliberately deemphasized China’s importance relative to U.S. allies in Asia
and sought to improve ties with democratic India as a potential counterweight. The
collision between a U.S. EP–3 reconnaissance plane and a Chinese fighter in April
2001 might easily have sent relations into a tailspin, but the incident was resolved
diplomatically and did not leave a broad negative impact on relations. By the time
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Secretary of State Colin Powell visited China in July 2001, the Bush administration’s
references to “strategic competitor” were replaced by statements about “constructive,
forward-looking relations” with China.3

The shift toward a more cooperative relationship with China was under way prior
to the September 11 terrorist attacks on the United States. The reordering of U.S.
security priorities following 9/11 reinforced this trend, as the war on terror displaced
China as the top concern on the U.S. security agenda. Chinese leaders exploited the
opportunity to improve relations by declaring support for the war on terror. Bush
administration officials praised Chinese leaders for choosing the right side and pur-
sued a series of summit meetings with them, including one in October 2002 with
Jiang Zemin at President Bush’s ranch. The shift in the U.S. agenda made it easier for
China to cooperate with the United States and has shielded China from U.S. demands
that are harder to satisfy. China has not emerged as a target of the Bush administration’s
campaign of democracy promotion. In 2003, the administration declined to support a
United Nations Human Rights Commission resolution calling for investigation of
human rights conditions in China.

The Bush administration’s overall approach to China reflects considerable conti-
nuity with the policies in place by the second term of the Clinton administration.4

Rather than defining China as an ally or an adversary, the United States has tried to
reap the economic and security benefits of cooperation while hedging against the
potential emergence of China as a threat.5 This approach reflects uncertainty about
China’s political and military evolution.

The U.S. strategy has two elements. The first emphasizes cooperation and integra-
tion into global institutions (including the global economy) as a means of influencing
Chinese behavior and political evolution in positive directions. The second empha-
sizes maintenance of U.S. military capabilities and alliances as a hedge against the
possibility of China becoming aggressive or threatening. The challenge is to keep the
two elements in balance, so that overemphasis on cooperation does not leave the United
States in an unfavorable position and overemphasis on the military dimension does
not stimulate nationalism and push China toward confrontation. One additional concern is
that treating China as an inevitable threat could become a self-fulfilling prophecy.

Whereas the Clinton administration’s approach to China downplayed the military
dimension of U.S. strategy and employed ambiguity and quiet diplomacy rather than
sanctions to address concerns such as Chinese proliferation activities, the Bush
administration’s approach reflects the view that differences should be expressed frankly
and that clear statements of U.S. commitments and capabilities reinforce deterrence
and reduce the likelihood of challenges to U.S. interests.

The Bush administration has frequently used sanctions against Chinese firms for
violations of U.S. nonproliferation laws and has been vocal about disagreements on
issues such as missile defense and space weapons. It has also been more open than the
Clinton administration about efforts to improve U.S. military capabilities in Asia and
to increase security cooperation with Japan, India, and Taiwan. In addition to autho-
rizing the sale to Taiwan of advanced weapons (including diesel submarines that had



154 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

been denied by previous administrations), President Bush clarified the U.S. security
commitment by declaring that the country would do “whatever it takes” to help Tai-
wan defend itself.

Within the context of a hedge strategy, the Bush administration has sought to in-
crease cooperation with China on a range of important economic and security issues,
including energy security, nonproliferation, and counterterrorism. It has also sought
to shape Chinese thinking about its own long-term interests by proposing the vision of
China as a responsible stakeholder that helps maintain the current international sys-
tem. This concept, elaborated in a 2005 speech by then-Deputy Secretary of State
Robert Zoellick, recognizes China’s increasing impact on the international system
and seeks to obtain Chinese support in sustaining the global institutions and norms
that have contributed to its remarkable economic success.6 It represents an effort to
expand the scope of U.S. and Chinese common interests and to place potential con-
flicts of interests within a larger framework of cooperation.

China’s options in dealing with the United States are limited. The traditional strat-
egy for middle powers to constrain a dominant power is to seek formal or informal
allies to create a balance of power. However, the current U.S. position is so powerful
that other countries are reluctant to align themselves overtly against the United States.

The failure of China’s 1999–2001 campaign to mobilize international opposition
to U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) plans shows the limits of such a strategy. For
China, its “strategic partnership” with Russia was a crucial means of dissuading the
United States from pursuing BMD. Yet Russia ultimately made its own arrangements
with the United States by signing the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty in May
2002, without taking China’s strategic interests into account. Other countries may
also be concerned about U.S. dominance, but their unwillingness to oppose the United
States limits China’s options. Chinese leaders also recognize that provocative behav-
ior is likely to backfire and result in a more confrontational U.S. policy toward China.

Hence, China apparently has decided to accommodate the United States and ac-
quiesce to U.S. policies that run counter to Beijing’s preferences. China has accepted
a number of U.S. actions with minimal or pro forma complaint, including sales of
advanced weapons to Taiwan, deployment of U.S. military forces to Central Asian
bases not far from China’s borders, diplomatic pressure on North Korea and Iran, and
the U.S. invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq.

The decision to accommodate Washington has had a positive impact on the tone of
bilateral relations. Chinese official media have moderated criticism of the United States;
Chinese officials have participated in dialogues with their U.S. counterparts on a range
of economic and security issues; and China has increased security cooperation where
U.S. and Chinese strategic interests coincide (such as counterterrorism and in joint
efforts to respond to the North Korean nuclear weapons crisis). Zoellick’s speech
sparked widespread debate in China about how to translate the concept of responsible
stakeholder and whether it was in China’s interests to accept the current rules and
norms of the international system. Chinese president Hu Jintao eventually endorsed
the concept during his April 2006 summit with President Bush, agreeing that “China
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and the United States are not only stakeholders, but they should also be constructive
partners.”7 Hu’s phrasing highlighted China’s view that both countries have global
responsibilities and placed acceptance of the stakeholder concept within the context
of an ongoing, positive U.S.-China relationship.

While avoiding direct confrontation with Washington, China has sometimes pur-
sued policies such as economic assistance to North Korea and efforts to limit U.S.
influence in Central Asia that complicate U.S. diplomatic strategies and make it harder
for the United States to achieve its objectives. China has also accelerated efforts to
improve its military capabilities; its military budget rose by approximately 17 percent in
2001 and 2002, with double-digit real increases continuing in 2003, 2004, and 2005
(see table 6–1). The official 2006 military budget was approximately $35 billion, but
the Defense Intelligence Agency estimates China’s total defense spending was be-
tween $70 billion and $135 billion in 2006.8 China’s 2007 defense budget was announced
as $44.9 billion, which was cited as a 17.8 percent increase over the 2006 figure.9

MANAGING A MULTIFACETED RELATIONSHIP
The relative stability of U.S.-China relations during the Bush administration’s ten-

ure conceals underlying tensions and potential conflicts. The wide range of U.S. inter-
ests affected by China requires an approach that can deal with both the cooperative
and competitive dimensions of Sino-U.S. relations.

In some areas, shared interests make cooperation the dominant element of the
relationship. Examples include stability in the Asia-Pacific region, a global system
that supports trade and economic development, a denuclearized Korean Peninsula,
and counterterrorism. Common and overlapping interests provide a foundation for
cooperation on bilateral and multilateral bases. The task is defining and aligning U.S.
and Chinese interests and finding ways to cooperate effectively. The existence of com-
mon interests does not guarantee that cooperation will actually take place.

In other areas, engagement is an important way to encourage China to redefine its
interests and change its behavior. Examples of areas where engagement is appropriate

TABLE 6–1. CHINESE DEFENSE SPENDING, 2001–2006

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Renminbi 121.29 144.20 169.44 190.79 211.70 247.76 283.80

Dollars (in billions)* 15.21 18.08 21.24 23.92 26.54 31.06 35.58

*Converted from renminbi at a rate of 7.98 RMB=$1 US.

Sources: State Council Information Office, White Papers on China’s National Defense

(2000, 2002, 2004) and White Paper on China’s Endeavors for Arms Control, Disar-

mament, and Non-Proliferation (2005); “China’s Defense Budget to Increase 14.7% in
2006,” People’s Daily, March 5, 2006, available at <english.people.com.cn/200603/05/
eng20060305_247883.html>.
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include nonproliferation, human rights, constructive Chinese participation in multi-
lateral institutions, economic policy, protection of intellectual property rights, and
environmental protection. In these cases, common interests may exist but go unrecog-
nized, or the two countries may have differing priorities. Sanctions and incentives
may sometimes play a useful role in sensitizing China to U.S. concerns and stimulat-
ing policy change. However, the core mechanisms are education and inclusion in in-
ternational institutions and organizations in order to influence Chinese thinking and
definitions of interests. This process seeks to build and strengthen groups within
China—in and outside of the government—who believe that the changes the United
States seeks are also in China’s interest.

Engagement has had a significant impact on Chinese economic policy and non-
proliferation behavior. In both areas, Chinese leaders and officials have been exposed
to Western views and learned how international mechanisms work, built a core of
technical expertise within China, and eventually redefined China’s national interests
and policies. In economic policy, fellowships in Western universities, technical advice
from the World Bank and Western experts, and participation in international organiza-
tions have dramatically increased the sophistication of Chinese economic policymakers
and supported reforms that have moved China toward a more market-oriented economy.

A similar process has occurred in nonproliferation, where China has gradually
shifted from a stance of regarding it as inherently discriminatory against developing
countries to a position where China now accepts nonproliferation norms and partici-
pates in key organizations (including export control regimes that had previously been
anathema), and it has passed domestic export control laws that meet international
standards. Although the United States still has concerns about Chinese proliferation
behavior, China has made remarkable progress, considering where it started.10

Nonetheless, tensions between Chinese policies and U.S. interests sometimes call
for more assertive policies. The United States seeks to deter China from undertaking
certain actions such as invading or attacking Taiwan or using force to pursue Chinese
claims in territorial and resource disputes. Deterrence in the Taiwan Strait is compli-
cated by the fact that the United States is trying to deter or discourage both China and
Taiwan from challenging the status quo. A degree of ambiguity about the circum-
stances under which the United States would intervene in a conflict is therefore un-
avoidable.

China’s ongoing military modernization program could complicate or delay U.S.
military intervention in the event of a Taiwan crisis and represents a potential chal-
lenge to U.S. ability to deter China. But deterrence does not rest solely on the military
balance. A conflict with the United States would set back China’s economic modern-
ization substantially. This enhances U.S. deterrence by making the use of force against
Taiwan costly and unattractive to Chinese decisionmakers.

Along with deterrence, dissuasion is an element of U.S. policy toward China that
aims to avert future conflicts by shaping Beijing’s strategic choices. It involves dis-
couraging China from going after capabilities or objectives that would threaten U.S.
interests. Dissuasion alters the Chinese calculus by imposing costs or denying gains,
maintaining U.S. advantages, exploiting Chinese weaknesses, and/or providing more
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acceptable alternatives.11 Dissuasion can be thought of in a narrow technical sense
(efforts to discourage China from developing antisatellite weapons) or a broader stra-
tegic sense (efforts to discourage China from challenging the U.S. global position).
Some conceptions of dissuasion are compatible with the U.S. hedging strategy, espe-
cially those that work indirectly by influencing China’s cost-benefit analysis.

Deterrence and dissuasion are most effective when employed for specific, limited
objectives. The United States must also be prepared for competition with China. Com-
petition can entail efforts to win political support for specific regional and global
initiatives or more general efforts to encourage countries to embrace broad political
and cultural values. Competition is a normal part of how states pursue their interests
and does not necessarily imply a hostile relationship.

KEY STRATEGIC CHALLENGES FOR THE UNITED STATES
The United States and China have a complex, multifaceted relationship that can-

not be reduced to a simple slogan or phrase. Depending on the issue and the time
period under consideration, the United States may need to rely on cooperation, en-
gagement, deterrence, dissuasion, or competition to pursue its interests regarding China.
This complexity does not mean that the two countries are fated to be enemies, but it
does mean that a degree of ambivalence and tension is unavoidable.

China’s Domestic Developments
Chinese leaders are focused on the domestic tasks of maintaining social stability

and preventing challenges to Communist Party rule. Economic growth is viewed as a
critical means of building legitimacy and maintaining stability. But the economic re-
forms that have promoted growth and raised living standards have also created serious
social problems such as unemployment, an inadequate social safety net, and a col-
lapsing rural healthcare system. One measure of these problems is the increasing num-
ber of protests in China. A senior public security official admitted that there were
more than 74,000 large-scale public protests involving 3.7 million people in 2004.12

Protests generally have local causes, but they also reflect underlying systemic prob-
lems. One major issue is the declining legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party,
due to problems such as economic inequality resulting from reforms that benefit some
individuals and regions more than others; the gap between southeastern coastal areas
that have been the winners of reform and northeastern rustbelt and interior provinces
that have been hard hit by economic restructuring; and corruption among government
and party officials.

Protests to date have remained isolated and have not presented a major threat to the
regime. However, Chinese leaders are worried about the revolutions that toppled gov-
ernments in Georgia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan. The immediate response has been a
crackdown on press freedom and intensified controls on nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) and the Internet.13

The longer-term response appears to be efforts to address underlying causes by
reducing the tax burden on rural residents and seeking economic policies that will
produce more balanced growth with fewer negative environmental and social side
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effects. Reports from the Communist Party’s fifth plenum in October 2005 suggest
that the next 5-year program will stress common prosperity and sustainable develop-
ment.14 However, Chinese leaders will still emphasize economic growth for fear that a
prolonged economic downturn or slowing of the growth rate would aggravate social
problems and stimulate increased protests.

The more important question is whether China can continue rapid growth without
significant political reforms. Party goals of building a “harmonious society” cannot
compensate for the lack of effective political institutions to represent diverse and com-
peting social interests. But Chinese leaders appear determined to prevent the emer-
gence of any organized political groups and to resist any independent monitoring of
government officials by the press or the public. Instead, the party seeks to rely on
intraparty supervision and anticorruption campaigns that are unlikely to be effective.
Technocratic approaches and scientific management are unlikely to solve the serious
social problems China faces. The party maintains considerable coercive tools, but an
economic slowdown would greatly increase the challenge of maintaining social stability.

Instability in China would pose a variety of challenges for the United States. Chi-
nese leaders would likely respond to widespread instability with a political crack-
down, possibly involving the use of force, to maintain order. This would raise the
profile of human rights issues in U.S. China policy and heighten concerns that China
was moving toward greater authoritarianism rather than democracy. Chinese leaders
would likely also seek to accelerate economic growth via increased exports to amelio-
rate underlying social problems. This might lead to increased government subsidies
or incentives for exporters, further aggravating U.S. concerns about China’s trade
practices and undervalued currency.

The Chinese leadership might be tempted to blame domestic problems on outside
influences to justify a political crackdown and harness nationalist sentiment behind
government policy. Although authoritarian regimes sometimes seek foreign conflicts
to unify the population and divert attention from domestic problems, Chinese leaders
are unlikely to engage in foreign adventures that would further aggravate their troubles.

Taiwan
Another strategic challenge is Taiwan. The “one China” framework whereby the

United States recognizes the People’s Republic of China as the sole official govern-
ment of China while maintaining unofficial economic and cultural relations with Tai-
wan has been remarkably successful for pursuing U.S. interests while facilitating eco-
nomic, social, and political development on both sides of the Taiwan Strait. The U.S.
long-term objective is a peaceful resolution of the dispute over Taiwan’s status that is
acceptable to the Taiwan people. U.S. short-term policy seeks to maintain stability
and prevent unilateral challenges to the status quo (as defined by the United States) by
either side.15 The United States also encourages dialogue and cooperation between
China and Taiwan.

However, a number of trends are gradually eroding the stability of the status quo
and challenging the viability of the “one China” framework.16 Taiwan’s growing sense
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of separate identity and efforts by leaders to highlight its separate status have raised
concerns in Beijing about “creeping independence.” Beijing has had difficulty formu-
lating an effective response to gradual moves toward independence, with leaders seeking
to reinforce the credibility of threats to use force (most recently through an antisecession
law) while simultaneously pressing the United States to rein in Taiwan.

China has also accelerated its military modernization efforts, with a focus on weap-
ons that can be used to delay or deter U.S. military intervention in the event of a
conflict. These trends are occurring against a backdrop of growing economic integra-
tion and interdependence across the Taiwan Strait and an increasing role of domestic
politics of both sides in cross-strait relations.

The United States has been forced to become more deeply involved simply to
maintain the status quo. Both China and Taiwan regularly push the United States to
back their position in the dispute. For Taiwan, this involves attempts to obtain sym-
bolic gestures of U.S. support, such as congressional resolutions, diplomatic support
for Taiwan’s participation in the World Health Organization, or permission for Taiwan
leaders to make transit visits through the United States. Democratization has given
Taiwan’s appeals for support more legitimacy, allowing a push for greater U.S. recog-
nition of its elected leaders. Taiwan’s successes include President Clinton’s February
2000 statement that any resolution of the island’s status must be “peaceful and accept-
able to the Taiwan people” and President Bush’s April 2001 statement that the United
States would do “whatever it takes to help Taiwan defend itself.”17 However, Taiwan
leaders have been unable to win U.S. endorsement of their claim that Taiwan is al-
ready an independent sovereign state.

At the same time, China regularly pushes the United States to reaffirm its “one
China” policy and to make statements opposing Taiwan independence. China also
tries to use previous U.S. commitments and cooperation in other areas to limit U.S.
political and security ties with Taiwan (with arms sales being a particular sore point).
An important success was President Bush’s statement in a meeting with Chinese Pre-
mier Wen Jiabao in December 2003 that the United States opposes “comments and
actions made by the leader of Taiwan” that “indicate that he may be willing to unilat-
erally change the status quo.”18

Changes in the military balance are also increasing U.S. involvement. Taiwan’s
technological edge is eroding, as China’s military modernization efforts begin to pay
dividends. Over the past decade, China has acquired advanced Russian weapons sys-
tems19 and has begun producing higher quality weapons that incorporate advanced
technologies. China’s expanding deployments of short-range ballistic missiles (now
estimated at 700 to 800 missiles) are increasing the People’s Liberation Army’s (PLA’s)
military reach.20

As the military balance has shifted, U.S. officials and military planners have fo-
cused on the practical issues involved in the event of a military conflict. One response
has been increased U.S.-Taiwan security cooperation that includes strategic defense
dialogues, visits by military officers and senior civilian officials, educational exchanges,
observation of exercises, and assessment team visits.21 The United States has long
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used ambiguity about the circumstances under which it would intervene to discourage
destabilizing actions by both China and Taiwan. However, a clearer U.S. commitment
to deter a possible Chinese attack could erode this ambiguity and encourage Taiwan to
shirk responsibility for its own defense or engage in risky behavior, believing that
China would not risk a conflict with the United States.

Can the “one China” framework be sustained indefinitely? It requires that China,
Taiwan, and the United States compromise and tolerate ambiguity about Taiwan’s
status. Beijing is focused on stopping Taiwan independence, but unification remains
its long-term objective. The signals emanating from Taiwan are contradictory. On the
one hand, strong support for the status quo exists on the island, while support for
independence may be declining, as evidenced by public approval for Nationalist Party
chairman Lien Chan’s visit to mainland China. On the other hand, democratization
and the development of a separate identity have encouraged political leaders to assert
Taiwan’s independence. A key question is whether its leaders will see economic inte-
gration and the changing military balance as grounds for accommodation with Beijing
or as a narrow window to achieve independence. The United States has to reckon with
the possibility that developments in either China or Taiwan could cause a major crisis.

The United States could respond to these challenges through diplomatic efforts to
promote cross-strait dialogue and political and military confidence-building measures.
One interesting suggestion is to explore an interim agreement for 20 to 50 years whereby
China would agree not to use force and Taiwan would agree not to declare independence.22

Absent major domestic political changes, both China and Taiwan are likely to use
negotiations to pursue their long-term political objectives. The possibility of a con-
flict (and the growing U.S. role in cross-strait relations) may make it increasingly
difficult to manage the Taiwan issue within the broader U.S.-China relationship.

Nuclear Modernization and Ballistic Missile Defense
The potential for a military confrontation over Taiwan complicates a third strate-

gic challenge: the interaction between Chinese strategic force modernization and U.S.
ballistic missile defenses. China will soon begin deploying a new generation of mo-
bile land-based intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and sea-launched ballistic
missiles (SLBMs) on nuclear submarines (see table 6–2).23 These new missiles will
improve the survivability of China’s nuclear deterrent and double or triple the number
of Chinese nuclear warheads that can reach the continental United States.24 Interac-
tions between China’s strategic modernization and U.S. BMD deployments could gen-
erate an action-reaction spiral that would lead to a strategic arms race. Even if this
outcome is avoided, increased strategic mistrust and suspicion could spill over into
bilateral relations in potentially destabilizing ways.

Deployment of even a thin U.S. BMD system would threaten China’s goal of a
credible strategic nuclear deterrent. Chinese leaders are determined not to accept per-
manent vulnerability to U.S. nuclear leverage. The size, perceived effectiveness, and
potential expandability of U.S. missile defenses are likely to have a direct impact on
the pace and scope of China’s strategic modernization. China will most likely respond
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by increasing force levels and deploying new technologies as necessary to maintain a
credible nuclear deterrent.25 This could involve a significant increase in the number of
Chinese ICBMs aimed at U.S. targets, retention of older strategic missile systems,
deployment of countermeasures to penetrate or defeat U.S. missile defenses, and the
possible deployment of multiple warheads on China’s DF–5A ICBMs.

Although the U.S. BMD system has very limited operational capabilities against
Chinese ICBMs, the United States is exploring a wide range of systems and technolo-
gies, including boost-phase, mid-course, and terminal defense systems. The Missile
Defense Agency is also considering future concepts that might include space-based
weapons.26 Chinese planners therefore confront considerable uncertainty about the
ultimate size and effectiveness of future U.S. missile defenses. More advanced U.S.
BMD architectures would likely result in correspondingly larger increases in China’s
ICBM force.27

This situation is further complicated by changes in U.S. nuclear doctrine. The new
strategic triad concept introduced in the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review highlighted the
role of conventional strike capabilities in targeting an adversary’s weapons of mass
destruction.28 Moreover, once the Chinese Type 094 submarine is operational, U.S.
Navy efforts to shadow it on patrol increase the possibility of an incident.

From a political standpoint, the key question is whether China’s strategic modern-
ization and U.S. missile defense deployments are viewed as rational responses to real
strategic vulnerabilities or as indicators of hostile political intentions. This issue will
receive increasing attention as Chinese deployments of new strategic missiles are re-
ported, especially given ongoing debates about the possible need for new nuclear

Inventory Total Launchers Missiles Estimated Range

DF–5A (CSS–4) ICBM 20 20 8,460+ km

DF–4 (CSS–3) ICBM 10–14 20–24 5,470+ km

DF–3/3A (CSS–2) ICBM 6–10 14–18 2,790+ km

DF–21A (CSS–5 Mod 1/2) MRBM 34–38 19–50 1,770+ km

JL–1 SLBM 10–14 10–14 1,770+ km

DF–15 (CSS–6 SRBM) 70–80 275–315 600 km

DF–11 (CSS–7 SRBM) 100–120 435–475 300 km

JL–2 SLBM Developmental Developmental 8,000+ km

DF–31 ICBM Developmental Developmental 7,250+ km

DF–31A ICBM Developmental Developmental 11,270+ km

TABLE 6–2.  CHINA’S MISSILE FORCES

Source: Department of Defense, Military Power of the People’s Republic of China 2006.
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weapons designs to improve the capability and reliability of the U.S. arsenal. The fact
that China will be expanding its nuclear forces at a time when the United States is
reducing its arsenal will highlight the question of Chinese strategic intentions.

Uncertainty about the ultimate size and effectiveness of U.S. missile defenses and
China’s reluctance to discuss its force structure plans create a high potential for
misperception on both sides. Most Chinese officials and analysts dismiss U.S. fears of
rogue state missile threats and view China as the real target of U.S. missile defenses.
U.S. interest in space-based weapons and the range of BMD technologies being ex-
plored raises the possibility of a surprise technological breakthrough. These factors
are likely to cause China to overestimate the effectiveness of U.S. missile defenses
and plan for a nuclear force structure that U.S. officials will view as excessive.

There is considerable U.S. ambivalence about a strategic deterrence relationship
with China.29 Some former officials have argued that the United States must maintain
overwhelming strategic superiority so that China’s limited nuclear retaliatory capabil-
ity is neutralized.30 However, it is unclear that U.S. missile defenses will ever have the
technical capability to negate China’s current nuclear forces reliably, much less de-
fend against the larger forces China would likely deploy in response. An explicit U.S.
effort to nullify China’s nuclear deterrent would have an extremely damaging effect
on bilateral relations and likely limit future security cooperation. These issues are
further complicated by Chinese concerns about potential U.S. development of space
weapons and by the U.S. belief that China plans to deploy antisatellite weapons to
target U.S. space assets.31

The potential negative political effects of such strategic interactions might be lim-
ited through mutual strategic reassurance.32 The United States could clarify the tech-
nical parameters of its planned BMD architecture and discuss China’s potential re-
sponses. At some point, the United States might be able to offer assurances about the
ultimate scope of its BMD system, while China might offer greater transparency about
its modernization plans, possibly including force structure levels keyed to specific
missile defense architectures.

The Bush administration has expanded consultations with Chinese officials on a
range of political, economic, and security matters, including some discussion of stra-
tegic nuclear issues. Addressing Chinese concerns without allowing Beijing to dictate
U.S. policy could help avert misperceptions and potentially moderate the size of China’s
nuclear buildup. However, this approach would require accepting the inevitability of a
nuclear deterrent relationship with China, a controversial position in the United States.
Moreover, any serious strategic dialogue requires reciprocity in the form of greater
transparency about China’s nuclear doctrine and planned force structure.

While a franker dialogue on strategic issues would be useful, the potential for a
U.S.-China conflict over Taiwan to escalate to the nuclear level raises the stakes and
will make it hard for either side to react passively to improvements in the other’s
strategic capabilities. The negative U.S. reaction to recent remarks by a Chinese gen-
eral that China was prepared to use nuclear weapons if attacked by Washington during
a confrontation over Taiwan highlights the potential for strategic issues to affect broader
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relations, as does the U.S. outcry over China’s successful test of a ground-based
antisatellite weapon in January 2007.33

Chinese Influence in Asia
China’s expanding influence in Asia poses a fourth strategic challenge. Many expected

that China’s military actions to defend its territorial claims in the South China Sea and
use of “missile diplomacy” against Taiwan in 1995–1996 signaled a more aggressive
regional stance that would eventually cause Asian countries to balance against China.
But as Beijing became aware of regional concerns, it moderated its behavior and sought
to reassure its neighbors that its rising power would not threaten them. One initial
means was the articulation of a “New Security Concept” that emphasized the impor-
tance of dialogue and negotiations as means of resolving disputes. China’s settlement
of numerous land border disputes, signature of the Declaration on Conduct of Parties in
the South China Sea, and accession to the Association of Southeast Asian Nations’
(ASEAN’s) Treaty of Amity and Cooperation have all helped reassure China’s neighbors.

Chinese diplomacy has become more sophisticated, embracing multilateralism and
launching new initiatives aimed at spurring regional cooperation.34 China has taken
the initiative in establishing new organizations such as the Shanghai Cooperation Or-
ganization (SCO) and the ASEAN + China grouping. China has supported the ASEAN
initiative for an East Asian Summit, including the major Northeast and Southeast Asian
countries as well as Australia, India, and New Zealand. China has also proposed coop-
eration on nontraditional security issues within the ASEAN + 3 (China, Japan, South
Korea) framework. These initiatives have created new venues for regional coopera-
tion without the United States.

China’s efforts to reassure its neighbors have calmed regional fears about its rising
power. Asian countries increasingly view China as a partner and market opportunity
rather than a potential threat. Beijing’s embrace of multilateralism and cooperation on
issues of concern to Asian governments contrasts positively with a perceived U.S.
unilateralism and narrow focus on fighting terrorism. The result has been a substantial
increase in Chinese influence, including with traditional U.S. allies such as Australia
and South Korea.

The desire to benefit from China’s future economic growth further increases
Beijing’s leverage. China has signed a China-ASEAN free trade agreement that in-
cludes provisions benefiting ASEAN’s poorer members. Arguments that neighboring
countries will benefit economically from China’s rise figure prominently in speeches
by Chinese leaders.35 China is now the leading trading partner for Japan, South Korea,
and Taiwan (see table 6–3 and figures 6–1 and 6–2). Asia has been the primary focus
of China’s diplomacy, but the need for energy, natural resources, and markets has prompted
an expansion of Chinese activities in Latin America, Africa, and the Middle East.36

Beijing’s reliance on economic and political tools is preferable to the use of mili-
tary instruments, but China’s increasing influence complicates U.S. efforts to advance
its own regional interests. China’s growing ties with U.S. friends and allies in Asia
could limit the U.S. ability to respond to Chinese actions that threaten U.S. interests.
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Percent of Total Imports Percent of Total Exports

1993 1998 2002 2004 1993 1998 2002 2004

East Asia 6.24 9.62 13.17 15.89 6.64 6.99 12.35 16.32

Japan 6.53 10.56 14.37 16.16 6.42 7.29 12.83 16.68

South Korea 3.30 6.70 10.21 11.89 6.25 11.31 17.69 25.19

Taiwan 1.91 3.70 5.85 8.07 15.20 15.04 29.15 37.22

ASEAN 2.29 4.02 6.64 8.43 2.94 3.83 7.71 11.03

South Asia 3.54 3.83 5.79 7.59 1.57 2.59 4.03 7.53

TABLE 6–3. DEPENDENCE ON IMPORTS FROM AND EXPORTS TO CHINA

Source: United Nations COMTRADE database.

FIGURE 6–1. CHINESE EXPORTS TO WORLD, 2004
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This is already evident in the U.S. alliance with South Korea, where Seoul has point-
edly rebuffed suggestions that the U.S.–Republic of Korea alliance might be used in a
Taiwan contingency. China’s preference for regional institutions that exclude the United
States and U.S. ambivalence about supporting multilateral organizations in Asia raise
the possibility that the United States could be shut out of key decisions about Asia’s
future. China’s increasing influence could eventually affect the viability of the U.S.
alliances in Asia.

A U.S. response must recognize that Asian countries do not want to be forced to
choose between China and the United States, especially in the event of a military
crisis over Taiwan. However, most Asian governments welcome a continuing U.S.
presence, to balance China and reduce their vulnerability to Chinese demands. The
United States should broaden its regional agenda to place greater emphasis on eco-
nomic development and on nontraditional security issues of interest to Asian
governments.

Greater U.S. responsiveness to Asian concerns might also increase the willingness
of countries to cooperate on counterterrorism. One important role for the United States
is to provide alternative modes of security cooperation within Asia, including options
that fall short of formal alliances or security partnerships. As the U.S. response to the
South Asian tsunami indicated, the United States has resources and unique capabili-
ties that make it the preferred partner for cooperation in many areas, but these re-
sources must be applied more actively and within the context of a broader regional
strategy.

FIGURE 6–2. CHINESE IMPORTS FROM WORLD, 2004
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China as a Potential Strategic Rival
A final strategic challenge involves China’s long-term potential as a great power.

China has enjoyed the most rapid economic growth in the world over the last 25 years
and is the only potential peer competitor for the United States. As China moves up the
technology curve, many Americans will view it as a looming economic and strategic
challenge. Senior U.S. policymakers have expressed concerns about the purposes be-
hind China’s increasing military spending and modernization efforts.37 These factors
lead many U.S. analysts to worry about China’s eventual challenge to the U.S. global
position.

This anxiety is reinforced by the realpolitik worldview of Chinese leaders, who
are committed to realizing the goal of a “rich country, strong army,” as well as China’s
role as a successful “communist development state” where the Communist Party plays
a leading role in fostering economic development. Some observers argue that the
Chinese approach of reforming the economy while limiting political reforms repre-
sents a new model with considerable appeal to developing countries.38 Chinese lead-
ers remain committed to Communist Party rule and have explicitly rejected multi-
party democracy. The human rights Americans care about most—political rights, free-
dom of speech, and freedom of religion—are the areas in which China has made the
least progress, while recent crackdowns on press freedom and NGOs have eroded the
limited advances that had been made.

The prospect of an authoritarian, increasingly nationalist, and stronger China high-
lights questions about its future behavior. Besides Taiwan, China has a host of unre-
solved maritime and territorial disputes.39 These issues are complicated by the exist-
ence of considerable natural gas and possible oil resources in the disputed territories.
China’s increasing demand for energy has prompted concerns that Beijing might de-
fend its maritime claims more aggressively and seek to develop a blue-water navy to
protect its sea lines of communications to the Middle East.

These concerns have been part of the China debate since the mid-1990s, but sev-
eral recent developments are increasing their salience. The first is a sense that China is
improving its military capabilities more rapidly than expected. This reflects the cu-
mulative impact of double-digit real increases in Chinese military spending since 1999;
“software” reforms in training, education, doctrine, and logistics that are improving
PLA operational capabilities; and increased Chinese deployments of both Russian
and domestically produced weapons systems. Analysts disagree about the significance
of some of these developments, but most agree that Chinese military modernization is
moving faster than anticipated in the late 1990s.

A second factor is the realization that integration in the world economy and mem-
bership in international and regional organizations have given China new opportuni-
ties to influence these institutions. While membership in these organizations influ-
ences China’s foreign policy choices (through socialization and by raising the costs of
aggressive policies), it also presents opportunities for China to employ political and
economic levers to exercise influence. This is a logical consequence of China’s inte-
gration into international organizations, but it has caught many observers by surprise.
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China’s increasing ability to influence the rules and operations of international insti-
tutions may limit the degree to which those institutions can shape China’s interna-
tional behavior and political evolution.

A third factor is impatience that economic growth and integration in the world
community have not produced dramatic changes in the Chinese political system. There
has been significant progress in building the legal institutions that are a precondition
for establishing the rule of law, but key political decisions remain firmly in control of
the Communist Party. Although Chinese citizens enjoy greater freedom in their daily
lives, they do not enjoy freedom of speech or full political rights. It is logical to expect
the military and the core institutions of Communist Party control to be the last to
liberalize, but the slow pace of political change in China has led some to question the
assumptions underpinning engagement.

Despite these concerns, the hedge strategy the United States has pursued since the
mid-1990s remains the most appropriate way of responding to the long-term chal-
lenges posed by China. Alternative strategies such as containment have high costs and
limited benefits. A containment strategy would require the United States to signifi-
cantly increase military spending and to develop expensive new capabilities such as
space weapons to negate Chinese asymmetrical warfare options. Containment would
not only require the United States to forego the benefits of cooperation with China,
but also have a destabilizing impact in Asia as the United States tried to force unwill-
ing countries to act against their perceived interests by lining up against China. In
addition, containment would impose high economic costs on American businesses
and consumers, including significant damage to the global competitive position of
U.S. companies.

A better approach is to continue engaging China while simultaneously work-
ing to improve the U.S. strategic position. This requires enhanced efforts to engage
Chinese leaders and to strengthen bilateral cooperation. The Bush administration has
launched a number of initiatives, such as the “senior dialogue” and the “strategic
economic dialogue,” that could play a beneficial role in this respect. The “responsible
stakeholder” concept outlines a useful framework for long-term U.S.-China coopera-
tion. Nevertheless, there are significant operational challenges to using this frame-
work as a basis for bilateral relations.40 With Deputy Secretary Zoellick’s depar-
ture, it will also be important to identify a senior member of the administration who
can help coordinate relations with China across the economic, security, and diplo-
matic domains.

The United States should have patience and modest expectations about how quickly
political change will come in China. But the United States should also respond to the
competitive aspect of China’s increasing power and influence by developing a foreign
policy agenda with greater appeal to other countries. The United States has more hard
and soft power assets than China, but these tools must be applied systematically. The
United States also needs to sustain the economic foundations of its power over the
long term by bringing its budget and trade deficits under control and devising policies
to increase the U.S. savings rate.
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WHAT NEXT?
Despite recent relative stability in Sino-U.S. relations, bilateral tensions are likely

to increase significantly over the next few years. Congress has been reluctant to chal-
lenge the Bush administration on China policy, but this may be changing. Increased
congressional activism is currently focused on economic issues such as surges in Chi-
nese textile imports, the ballooning U.S. trade deficit with China, and concerns about
the impact of an undervalued Chinese currency on U.S. manufacturers. But this does
not mean that issues such as Taiwan, China’s relations with North Korea, human rights,
and the ongoing Chinese government crackdown on the press, Internet, and NGOs
have been put to rest. Heightened congressional activism may challenge the
administration’s efforts to set clear priorities and to implement its China policy. Re-
newed Chinese efforts to link cooperation with U.S. concessions on issues such as
Taiwan would make U.S. policymaking with regard to China much more difficult.

The U.S.-China relationship will continue to be characterized by ambiguity and
ambivalence. The complex mix of cooperative and competitive elements in the rela-
tionship will require patience and persistence. The multifaceted nature of U.S.-China
relations requires the United States to simultaneously cooperate with China to pursue
common interests, engage China to alter its behavior, and deter China from unwanted
military actions. All these activities take place within a broader context where the
United States is attempting to influence China’s political evolution and long-term
strategic choices in positive directions. Maintaining the balance between aggressively
pursuing short-term U.S. economic and security interests and longer-term efforts to
shape Chinese thinking about its global interests will be difficult. Leadership, vision,
and patience will be necessary for the United States to take full advantage of the
benefits that cooperation with China offers while successfully meeting the strategic
challenges China poses to U.S. interests.

RUSSIA ON THE REBOUND
Russia does not provide the key organizing principle for U.S. foreign policy that

the Soviet Union did through most of the second half of the 20th century. Still, the complex
relationship with Russia remains one of the principal challenges for U.S. foreign policy.
Russia’s fortunes and actions remain an integral and critical part of the Eurasian secu-
rity environment. Devoid of the major confrontational features that characterized it
during the Cold War, the relationship falls short of the promise of partnership it held
out in the early 1990s and combines elements of cooperation with competition.

As expectations of partnership between the United States and Russia fade and
competitive aspects of the relationship reassert themselves, America’s biggest chal-
lenge vis-à-vis Russia is to navigate carefully between two distinct postures—selec-
tive cooperation in areas deemed too important to be neglected, such as nuclear prolif-
eration or terrorism, and an approach best described as neocontainment that places
much greater emphasis on competitive tools and aspects of the relationship, including
competition of ideas, geopolitical balancing, and even diplomatic isolation in instances
where U.S. and Russian interests and policies contradict each other. U.S.-Russian
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disagreements over political developments in Ukraine, Georgia, and Uzbekistan fall
into the latter category.

Some might argue that this is a strategic partnership in the truest meaning of the
term—a partnership that is limited to issues that both sides believe are truly strategi-
cally important. If so, this partnership falls far short of the early post–Cold War expec-
tations and, if sustained along its current trajectory, could become quite competitive.
However, the competitiveness of this relationship is likely to be limited by Russia’s
internal conditions and the huge stake the United States has in a stable and secure
Russia.

SHORT-TERM RESURGENCE AMIDST LONG-TERM DECLINE
The presidency of Vladimir Putin has been a period of economic prosperity and

political stability unprecedented in recent Russian history. However, a host of long-
term, structural indicators point to problems that are not being addressed and in the
long run will hamper Russia’s reemergence as a major actor.

After a Bust—A Boom, and Then?
Judging by its macro indicators, the Russian economy in 2007 is booming. With

2006 growth rates in excess of 7 percent, the federal budget running a surplus, Rus-
sian Central Bank reserves topping the $400 billion mark,41 repayment of its interna-
tional debts, and relatively low inflation, the country’s macroeconomic picture is the
envy of many less fortunate nations and exceeds the wildest expectations of Russian
and foreign economists of less than a decade ago. The 1998 financial crisis when the
country slipped dangerously close to the brink of economic and political chaos is but
a distant memory.

But experts inside and outside of Russia also agree that these impressive macro-
economic statistics do not yet reveal the entire picture, which remains quite bleak.
Indeed, the reason that explains the spectacular growth of the Russian economy for
over half a decade also explains why the country’s finances collapsed in 1998: the
price of oil. As figure 6–3 illustrates, Russian economic health remains heavily de-
pendent on the economy’s ability to export hydrocarbons. Despite numerous warn-
ings by foreign and Russian economists, it has proven unable to diversify its exports
and wean itself from this habit. When the price of oil hovered near $10 a barrel in
1998, Russian finances collapsed. With the price of oil in excess of $90 a barrel, the
Russian economy is booming. This addiction to oil steers Russia toward the boom-
bust cycle of development, in which the nation’s economic well-being is determined
disproportionately by external factors, such as the price of oil and other commodities
in the world.42

Russian dependence on hydrocarbon exports underscores the need to sustain and
expand production of oil and gas as a guarantee of continuing economic success. This
in turn highlights another challenge for Russia: its questionable climate for domestic
and foreign investment necessary to develop new oil and gas fields and carry their
output to markets in Europe, Asia, and even the United States.43 The Russian investment
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climate, hampered by a litany of familiar problems—fragile rule of law, pervasive corrup-
tion, inadequate infrastructure, and an arbitrary tax regime—remains weak.

This list of longstanding problems was recently joined by yet another—growing
government intervention in the running of the economy, especially its strategic sec-
tors such as oil and gas. Growing government involvement in these strategic sectors,
including renationalization of some assets, legislation limiting the foreign role in Russian
hydrocarbon development, and stepped-up political oversight of key Russian energy
companies, does not bode well for the investment climate in this critical segment of
the country’s economy.44

Another aspect of Russia’s long-term decline, which is both systemic and reflec-
tive of its socioeconomic conditions, is its continuing demographic crisis.45 Despite
the rapid growth of the country’s economy and substantial increases in its per capita
income—$10,700 in 200546—key social indicators continue to decline. The Russian
population continues to shrink, reaching the level of just under 141 million in 200747—
less than Pakistan. Life expectancy for Russian males is now 59. Overall life expect-
ancy is 65—lower than India (68) and China (72).48

The conditions underlying these statistics point to a long-term systemic crisis in
Russia’s socioeconomic sphere, one that is recognized routinely by Russian and for-
eign demographers. The long-term nature of this crisis and the sheer scale of the rem-
edies required to restore the country’s population conditions to general demographic
health and well-being suggest that it will not be overcome in the next 10 to 15 years
and that Russia will have to suffer its consequences with regard to its domestic devel-
opment as well as its international position.

FIGURE 6–3.  RUSSIAN GROSS DOMESTIC PRODUCT GROWTH AND CRUDE OIL PRICES

Source: BP Statistical Review 2006; International Monetary Fund
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The long-term outlook for the Russian economy remains bleak. Buoyed by high
oil and commodities prices in the near term, it has sidestepped the measures needed to
secure long-term sustainable growth.

However, Russia’s current economic recovery is a factor that has significant re-
gional impact. Relative to the economies of most of its neighbors, Russia’s is a veritable
powerhouse, whose recovery has been the critical factor in renewed economic growth
among the states of the former Soviet Union. Russia remains the biggest trading part-
ner these countries have. As its economy surged with the inflow of petrodollars, Russia
became a key outlet for excess labor from the less endowed economies of the Caucasus,
Central Asia, and Ukraine, generating a steady flow of guest worker remittances to their
native lands. Thus, Russian economic growth has been an important element of the still-
fragile socioeconomic balance in the territories of the former Soviet Union.

Russia’s recovery lacks durable foundations for sustainable economic development—
through further exploitation of its hydrocarbon reserves or otherwise. But its petrowealth
and position as a critical supplier in the global energy marketplace give it confidence
and clout that it will not shy away from using in its own neighborhood and beyond.

Political Consolidation Amidst Uncertainty
The long-term outlook for Russian domestic politics is mixed at best. President

Putin’s term in office has been marked by much greater stability than that of Boris
Yeltsin in the 1990s. But beyond that, Russian domestic politics resembles the situa-
tion with the country’s economy: near-term consolidation has been achieved at the
expense of long-term development of institutions and mechanisms needed to secure a
stable, sustainable political system for Russia.

Stability in Russian domestic politics during Putin’s administration has been ac-
companied by steady accumulation of authority in the hands of the federal govern-
ment at the expense of other institutions and power centers. The roles of regional
governors, the Duma, the Federation Council, independent business, media, political
parties, and NGOs in the country’s political and economic life have been reduced.

However, the Kremlin’s enhanced power and authority have done little to strengthen
what it calls the vertical of power—meaning top-down, centralized administration
and the erosion of regional government—and make the country more secure from
terrorist attacks, or produce a more dynamic and effective policy process, or result in
a sustainable model for political succession.49 In fact, the record of the past few years
suggests the opposite. The terrorist attack in Beslan in 2004, the embarrassment suf-
fered by the government with the social welfare reform in 2005, and the longstanding
failure to address the numerous problems facing the Russian military are just a few
examples of this disconnect between the Kremlin’s nominal power and real capacity
to deliver.50

By “strengthening the vertical of power,” the Kremlin has marginalized virtually
all potential challengers to its authority—from big business to the Communist Party.
At the same time, in doing so, the Putin administration has also succeeded in weaken-
ing its own independent bases of support, as well as the institutions and power centers
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that in the long run have the potential to ensure balance, separation of power, and
political stability in the country: political parties, independent legislature and elected
governors, independent media, and business. Once consolidated, the vertical of power
became like a narrow pole—tall, but precariously balanced on a narrow base.

Having marginalized virtually all independent power centers, the Kremlin has
empowered the vast federal bureaucracy and undercut its own ability to control it.
Without independent political parties, a business community capable of standing up
to the bureaucracy, independent major media outlets to mobilize public opinion, and
NGOs, the Putin administration has made itself hostage to the bureaucracy.

The vertical of power does not appear to be particularly effective in relation to the
regional governors, either. The latter have accepted their newly diminished status with
docility. But the ability to achieve its desired outcomes and control developments in
the country’s far-flung regions continues to elude the Kremlin. Having abolished gu-
bernatorial elections and achieved full control of gubernatorial appointments, the Krem-
lin appears to have opted for a peculiar bargain with its regional prefects: political
loyalty to the president in exchange for the license to run their fiefdoms with impu-
nity. The result has been a system approaching feudalism, which gives regional bar-
ons almost unlimited power over their subjects with no recourse to federal, let alone
local, law enforcement.51

One important feature of the Kremlin’s political strategy has been the absence of a
vision or a set of ideas to guide its policies. The legacy of the 1990s, with their social,
political and economic upheavals in the name of democracy and market, made it po-
litically difficult for the new, post-2000 leadership to insist on the same set of prin-
ciples as the rationale for their policies. The idea of strengthening the state appeals to
many Russians, given the nation’s long-standing tradition of a powerful central state.
But while it has championed the idea of a strong state, until quite recently, the Krem-
lin did not define its vision of that state—democratic or authoritarian, federal or
centralized.

When it did so, it appears to have acted out of necessity. The Kremlin’s chief
political strategist, Vladislav Surkov, articulated the vision in early 2006 under the
title of “sovereign democracy.”52 The sovereign part of the label is clearly intended to
signal the strength of Russian state institutions and their dominance over institutions
of civil society and is fully consistent with the historical Russian legacy of a strong
sovereign. The democracy part signals that the Kremlin does not intend to dismantle
the country’s democratic institutions and will develop and nurture them as befits a
modern, enlightened leading nation and a member of the Group of 8 (G–8).

However, the word sovereign in this context is also intended to signal that the
Kremlin has no intention to compromise Russian sovereignty by submitting to the
terms and conditions demanded from it by the international community, which of late
has become increasingly critical of the Putin administration for dismantling Russian
institutions of civil society. According to the Kremlin’s sovereign democracy blue-
print, Russia will develop its own brand of democracy, free of foreign influence and
interference.
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This idea suffers from several obvious shortcomings. It is clearly reactive, intended
to counter external pressures on the Putin administration to reverse its relentless pur-
suit of the vertical of power. It has xenophobic, isolationist overtones that will hamper
Russia’s consolidation of its position in the club of industrialized democracies. And
by marginalizing institutions of civil society as foreign imports, it does little to broaden
the base for the vertical of power and thus leaves it as precariously balanced as ever.

The political calm of the Putin era—relative to the turmoil that had marked the
Yeltsin presidency—is not to be confused with the development in Russia of key foun-
dations necessary for long-term political stabilization. To the contrary, it appears that
with political authority concentrated at the top of the vertical of power, Russian do-
mestic politics has become more precarious and more dependent on the well-being
and ability of a single leader. The leader himself appears to be less erratic and more
focused than his predecessor, but the system remains fundamentally no different and
arguably no more stable than it was during the 1990s.

The prospect of presidential transition scheduled for 2008, when Putin’s second
term expires, has already generated considerable political uncertainty. Despite the
appearance of political consolidation, Russian observers have noted that the Kremlin
is in the throes of an internal struggle, which they have described as a “fight under the
carpet.”53 The Kremlin’s move to dismiss many long-serving governors in the run-up
to the parliamentary and presidential elections, in 2007 and 2008 respectively, is a
further sign of the ongoing political struggle, the uncertainty that is unnerving to the
country’s political elite, and the leadership’s concern about its stability and sustainability
of the present system.

Most arguments that Russia is retreating from democracy ignore the fact that Rus-
sia in the 1990s was not a democracy either. The government’s control of the media is
harmful to press freedom in Russia. But so was ownership of major media outlets by
powerful businessmen who subordinated editorial policies to their business interests
throughout the 1990s. Russian oligarchs of the Yeltsin era bear much responsibility
for the population’s widespread cynicism toward the media.

The notion that Russian democracy is dead or dying does not fully account for
widespread grassroots unrest triggered in recent years by the Russian government’s
unpopular social welfare reforms, abuses of conscripts in the military, and prosecutorial
misconduct—all matters that are nonpolitical in nature but indicative of the population’s
potential for mobilization on topics it cares about. Most of this unrest has been fo-
cused on local issues that bear directly on citizens’ everyday lives, but it is nonetheless
significant as an indicator that elements of civil society are alive in Russia and hold
out the promise of change in the long run.

Concerns about Russian democracy’s demise ignore the impact of such factors as
the ever-expanding access to the Internet in many Russian cities in towns; cell phone
use; and ability for Russians to go abroad and for foreigners to travel deep into the
Russian heartland. Russia is no longer cut off from the outside world by the iron
curtain. All this is having an impact in many, often immeasurable ways—from the
emergence of hundreds of civic organizations at the grassroots level to academic de-
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bates about globalization and its impact on Russia. None of these phenomena promise
quick change, but they are signs that changes are taking place in Russian society.

Democracy remains a distant prospect in Russia. The Kremlin’s attempts to accu-
mulate power in the office of the presidency at the expense of other public and private
institutions have occurred against a background of disasters and setbacks that have
highlighted the government’s shortcomings and failures and its inability to act in a
crisis, respond to new challenges, and cope with their aftermath. The Kursk subma-
rine disaster, the simmering conflict in the North Caucasus, the growing threat of
domestic terrorism, the hostage dramas in Moscow and Beslan, and the political and
social crisis triggered by welfare reform have brought to light the fact that far from
being authoritarian, the Russian state is dangerously weak.

An authoritarian system may be the true goal of President Putin and his political
advisors. Having concentrated a great deal of decisionmaking authority and resources
under its control, the Kremlin should be omnipotent. Yet real power, the ability to
formulate and execute policies, to produce results, to deal with crises and their after-
math, to effect change—all that so far has proven elusive to the degree that various
branches of the Russian government and the country’s far-flung provinces appear out
of control, driven not by a centrally imposed vision of national interest and will, but
by narrow, parochial concerns or corporate interests of local elites. Rather than de-
mocracy or authoritarianism, the result may be a precariously unstable vertical of
power in a country that is ungovernable and teeters on the brink of internal confusion
and chaos.

The Military
Defining Russian military capabilities is difficult. The military undoubtedly has

benefited from sustained recent growth in defense spending, which is currently esti-
mated at approximately $30 billion.54 The chronic payment arrears that plagued the
Russian military in the 1990s and pushed hundreds of thousands of military officers
and their families into poverty have been addressed. Bigger defense budgets have
enabled improvements in training and experimentation with military reform. By all
accounts, despite significant problems and continuing budget woes, the Russian mili-
tary is an improved institution from its nadir of the 1990s.

Nonetheless, progress has been limited at best. Any mention of progress relative to
the Russian army’s condition during the 1990s cannot escape the fact that this is growth
from a low starting point. Increased defense spending has had some positive effect,
but measured in percentage points, this growth translates into rather modest numbers
in dollar or ruble equivalents.

At approximately 1 million, the Russian military is currently a shadow of its strength
during the Soviet era. Financially, transition to an all-volunteer force, modernization
of weapons and equipment, training, proper maintenance, procurement, and other
expenses necessary to ensure the military’s combat readiness remain elusive goals
being deferred until better times.55 Nonetheless, some progress in this area appears to
have been made, with top priority being given to elite branches of the military, such as
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the airborne troops, and absolutely essential strategic capabilities, such as the Strate-
gic Rocket Forces.

Conceptually, the Russian military continues to face significant challenges as well.
It has the experience of the war in Afghanistan and two wars in Chechnya in its doc-
trinal baggage. However, large theater-wide conflict still appears to be one of the top
contingencies on the minds of Russian military planners and forecasters, if only as the
rationale for the large standing military organization. Russian military sources tend to
justify the requirement for a large standing army in terms of Russian geography, his-
tory as a continental power, and tradition of large-scale warfare.56

Russian thinking about future warfare and requirements for it seems to reflect
relatively little accounting for or appreciation of the strategic circumstances surrounding
Russia in the Eurasian landmass at the outset of the 21st century. Improved relations
with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), China, and the United States
and the ensuing diminished likelihood of a large-scale war in the European or Far
Eastern theater seem to weigh less on the minds of Russian military planners than the
imbalance between Russia’s own military capabilities and those of its key neighbors
and other major powers.57

Yet despite its diminished circumstances in comparison with the Soviet-era mili-
tary, the Russian military remains the biggest and most capable military force among
the states of the former Soviet Union. Its stocks of military equipment; its defense-
industrial complex (which remains capable of producing many types of weapons that
are obsolete, but on which other ex-Soviet militaries depend); its contingent of air-
borne troops; its modest long-range power projection capabilities (which are a far cry
from the days of the Cold War, but are nonetheless significant in crisis circumstances
and vis-à-vis inferior opponents among the Commonwealth of Independent States);
its intelligence capabilities; and, perhaps, most importantly, its tradition and culture
of reliance on force in pursuit of national objectives make the Russian military force
one to be reckoned with in the space of the former Soviet Union.

The long-term outlook for the Russian military, however, remains uncertain at
best. The near-term gains realized in recent years have helped address some of the
most glaring shortcomings of the previous decade. However, given the contingencies
that Russia is more likely to face in Eurasia (instability in one or more of its neighbor-
ing states, or crises in the North Caucasus) than a large-scale war in the European
theater, the Russian military’s recent progress almost certainly will not be enough to
meet future challenges.

KEY STRATEGIC CHALLENGES FOR THE UNITED STATES

Russia’s Relations with Former Soviet States
Against the background of continued tensions over Russia’s domestic political

developments, the United States must face squarely the problem of Moscow’s asser-
tive behavior with respect to the former Soviet states, where it maintains important
ties. Russian rhetoric and involvement in a series of hotspots around its periphery—in
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Ukraine, Georgia, and Moldova—as well as its continuing military presence in Geor-
gia58 and Moldova despite those countries’ objections have given rise to widespread
concerns that Russian neoimperialism is on the march.

Those concerns, however, are sometimes driven more by Russia’s rhetoric than by
its actions. Russian media and academic discussions point to the emergence and
strengthening of a consensus across the entire political spectrum in favor of restoring
control over the neighborhood that is the former Soviet Union. But there appears to be
little will to act on that consensus among the general public, or even foreign policy
and political elites.

Moreover, Russia’s preoccupation with its periphery and the contentious nature of
discussions about its role there ignores one important fact: this is the only region in
which Russia still is a major player. Beyond its immediate neighborhood, it is a sec-
ond-rate power, and within its own neighborhood, it is having to compete for influ-
ence with powerful newcomers—the United States, the European Union, and China.
As the United States and its European allies seek to expand the Euroatlantic zone of
stability and security by promoting market economics and democratic principles
throughout Russia’s neighborhood, they encounter growing Russian resistance, moti-

TABLE 6–4. COMPARISON OF RUSSIA AND THE COMMONWEALTH OF INDEPENDENT STATES

Russia 143,420,309 5,325 1,037,000 20,000,000 +58.563

Armenia 2,991,360 1,667 48,160 210,000* -0.148

Azerbaijan 7,868,385 1,500 66,490 300,000 -2.604

Belarus 10,310,520 3,020 72,940 289,500 -1.220

Georgia 4,693,892 1,422 11,320 — -0.432

Kazakhstan 15,185,844 3,691 65,800 — +0.533

Kyrgyzstan 5,146,281 462 12,500 — -0.075

Moldova 4,446,455 853 6,750 66,000 -0.071

Tajikistan 7,163,506 338 7,600 — -0.083

Turkmenistan 4,952,081 985 26,600 — +0.082

Ukraine 47,732,079 1,775 187,600 1,000,000 +6.804

Uzbekistan 26,851,195 415 55,000 — +0.989

Sources: International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2005–2006;
International Monetary Fund; Economist Intelligence Unit.
* Possible number reported with military service within 15 years

Population
2004

GDP per
Capita
(2005
US$)

Active
Military

Reserve
Military

Current
Account
Balance

(2004 US$
Billion)
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vated largely by suspicions that U.S.-European pursuits are designed to encircle Rus-
sia and diminish its influence.

The record of the last few years suggests that Russia lacks an effective long-term
strategy for wielding its limited—but significant, in the context of a collection of
rather small and impoverished states (see table 6–4)—resources to achieve its stated
goal of increased control and influence in the former Soviet lands. The record of
Russian involvement in the affairs of neighboring states that were once provinces of
the Soviet Union suggests that Russian influence there is a good deal less than the
rhetoric would lead one to believe. Parties backed by Russia lost in Ukraine’s Orange
Revolution59 and Georgia’s Rose Revolution. Russia’s client regime collapsed in the
Georgian province of Adjaria, and the candidate favored by Russia lost the presiden-
tial race in Georgia’s breakaway province of Abkhazia, long considered to be a Rus-
sian protectorate. This is hardly a record to justify claims of growing Russian influ-
ence in the former Soviet lands. More recently, even Russia’s relations with such
staunch allies as Belarus suffered major setbacks.

Russia continues to wield considerable residual influence among its neighbors—
influence resulting from a combination of geography, history, and culture rather than
diplomatic skill. The Russian language is the lingua franca among Russia’s neigh-
bors; Russia remains a major market for their agricultural products not needed else-
where; and Russian railroads and pipelines carry their oil, gas, and other exports to
foreign markets (see figure 6–4).

Moreover, of late Russian standing in the region was enhanced by the U.S. policy
of democracy promotion, which stands in stark contrast to Moscow’s pragmatic ap-
proach of accepting existing leaders and regimes as they are. In this light, for ex-
ample, the best-known example of Russia’s ostensibly restored influence—in
Uzbekistan—appears to be more a matter of political convenience for Uzbek leaders
looking for new partners after being rejected by the United States than a victory of
Russian diplomacy.

In short, Russian influence in the former Soviet lands is a product of factors largely
outside of Russia’s control—post-Soviet inertia, geography, and political convenience—
that Moscow adjusts to or takes advantage of, rather than an integrated strategy to
restore the old empire.

However, opportunistic, tactical moves by Russia could still cause considerable
damage to its neighbors as well as to U.S. interests in the region. Unable to act as a
manager of strategic trends in its neighborhood, Russia can act as a spoiler. The fact
that Russian policy is opportunistic and lacks a long-term vision is no reason to ignore
it. The challenge for the United States is to steer a course between pursuing its own
interests and avoiding counterproductive rivalry with Russia in the region.
Neocontainment could be self-defeating, since weakening Russia is not in U.S. inter-
est. The most productive strategy would be one that would get Russia to accept the
need for long-term, systemic change in the former Soviet lands. That, however, is an
ambitious goal that will depend on Russia’s own internal condition and openness to
overall reform. As a long-term objective, it has no peers. For the near and medium



178 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

FI
G

U
R

E 
6–

4.
 S

EL
EC

TE
D
 O

IL
 A

N
D
 G

AS
 P

IP
EL

IN
E 

IN
FR

AS
TR

U
CT

U
R

E 
IN

 T
H

E 
FO

R
M

ER
 S

O
VI

ET
 U

N
IO

N



179Engaging Other Major Powers

term, it appears unrealistic. The United States therefore has few options but to walk a
fine line between containment and cooperation.

Beyond the Immediate Neighborhood
Outside the former Soviet lands, Russian behavior is less likely to adversely affect

U.S. interests. On numerous occasions, Russia has tabled ambitious proposals for
solving international crises, thus laying claim to the status of a real great power. Its
ability to implement those proposals has proven glaringly inadequate. Dealings with
North Korea and Iran, both nations that Russian diplomats view as much weaker than
and beholden to Russia, have been a disappointment for Moscow. Russian settlement
proposals have been either brushed aside by its supposed client states, as in the case
with North Korea, or exploited as a delaying tactic, as has been the case with Iran.

Russian diplomacy of the Putin era has few accomplishments to its credit. U.S.-
Russian relations not only have failed to reach their full potential, but also are reeling
from disagreements over the role of democracy in foreign policy, NATO’s open door
policy, and Russia’s tendency to throw its weight around its neighborhood. Unlike
China, Russia has not been able to stake out a sufficiently prominent place on the U.S.
foreign policy agenda for these disagreements to be overlooked for the sake of
realpolitik considerations.

Moreover, in the recent past, Russian diplomacy has even succeeded in undermin-
ing previously strong ties to Europe. Frictions in Russian-European relations appeared
during the past few years over issues ranging from access to Kaliningrad to Russian
interference in Ukrainian politics in the run-up to the Orange Revolution. The tipping
point was the decision by the Russian government to cut off gas supplies to Ukraine in
the winter of 2006 in a transparent attempt to influence Ukrainian parliamentary elec-
tions, while at the same time jeopardizing gas deliveries to customers downstream in
Central and Western Europe. The move dealt a serious blow to Russian claims to be a
reliable energy supplier to Europe and the world, just as Russia assumed the presi-
dency of the G–8 in a session in which members agreed to work on improving energy
security worldwide.

As relationships with Europe and the United States sputtered, Russian diplomacy
could boast of very few achievements in Asia. The relationship with China, normal-
ized on the surface and replete with high-level declarations and visits, is being re-
garded with growing anxiety among Russia’s political class. No number of treaties or
visits can make up for the fact that China is emerging as the biggest foreign policy
challenge for Russia, one that has deep domestic roots.60

Russia’s biggest worry over the long term may be the growing imbalance between
the depopulating and underdeveloped (but resource-rich) Far East and Siberia on the
one hand and the overpopulated and resource-poor neighboring provinces of North-
east China on the other hand, which could lead to cross-border tensions and conflict.
Illegal Chinese migration is already the subject of sensationalist coverage in Russian
newspapers. A leading foreign policy association, the Council for Foreign and De-
fense Policy, conducted a discussion in 2001 on the subject of whether Russia will
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be able to hold on to Siberia and the Far East in the face of China’s relentless
expansion.61

Many among the Russian elite voice concerns about China’s rise and fears that
China will be a very difficult partner to deal with as it matures as a great power. Still,
few in Russia’s foreign policy establishment can articulate a strategy for balancing
China. The prospect of a partnership with Japan has reached a dead end as Russia
seems unable even to contemplate some sort of a compromise with Japan over the
disputed Kuril Islands. The prospect of a partnership with the United States seems
equally remote at the moment, since it would require domestic political adjustments
in Russia that the Kremlin is not ready to undertake.

The Putin administration has attempted to rebuild Moscow’s traditional partner-
ship with India, but for many in Russia’s foreign policy establishment, this too must
have been a rude awakening. Because memories of India as a poor, underdeveloped,
postcolonial nation still predominate among Russia’s political class, the idea of India
as a Eurasian power with global aspirations and a rapidly growing high-tech sector is
a novel one that will take a while to get used to. The prospect of a junior partnership
with India, even if it would serve to balance China or avoid submission to U.S. politi-
cal demands, is not an attractive one to Russian elites. Besides, even that strategy is
not guaranteed to succeed, since India is likely to have much more at stake in a good
relationship with China than with Russia—another reversal of fortune that Russian
elites will take time to digest.

Thus, Russia finds itself in a rather unfavorable diplomatic position. It has no natu-
ral allies or friends on the continent. All other major Eurasian powers, as well as
Europe and the United States, have much more at stake in each other than in Russia.
Its reputation as a great power and as a partner to Europe and the United States has
been tarnished. Its domestic conditions are such that beyond the short and mid-term,
it is likely to need allies and partners, but its political class currently is not prepared to
accept the terms on which these partnerships and alliances can be struck.

For the United States, this presents a significant policy challenge. An isolated and
weak Russia is not in the U.S. interest. Yet it appears likely to grow increasingly un-
stable at home and difficult to deal with abroad, as prospects for long-term systemic
change become ever more remote. Furthermore, in the near and mid-term, Russia’s
considerable resources enable it to act as a spoiler and cause considerable harm in its
own neighborhood. The task of managing relations with this kind of Russia—coun-
tering its negative influence while keeping it engaged and protecting U.S. interests—
will remain a major challenge of U.S. foreign policy for the foreseeable future.

A Difficult Tradeoff: Iran versus Democracy and Neighborhood Role
In the coming years, the U.S./European-Russia agenda is likely to be dominated

by three issues: Iran’s nuclear ambitions; Russia’s retreat from democracy; and Russia’s
role and aspirations in its own neighborhood. The United States and its European
allies could face a difficult tradeoff. In order to secure Russian cooperation on Iran,
they may have to put aside their objections to Moscow’s heavy-handed policies toward its
neighbors and the Kremlin’s pursuit of authoritarian forms of government at home.
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Although Russian-Iranian relations have shown signs of tension triggered by Iran’s
reported lateness in its payments to Russia and Russia’s frustration with its erratic
partner, the relationship is of considerable mutual convenience and is unlikely to be
altered abruptly by either side. Western pressures on Russia for a tougher line toward
Iran are unlikely to produce the desired result in the context of overall deteriorating
relations between Russia and the West. However, over time, Russian frustrations with
Tehran’s behavior, combined with Western enticements, could lead to a more constructive
Russian position. This is likely to be an evolutionary rather than a revolutionary change.

Russia’s attempts to influence Iran to accept its compromise proposal for joint
uranium reprocessing on Russian territory have not been successful, even though
Russian officials have insisted on the viability of that option long after Iran appeared
to have lost interest in it. However, Russia still has an important role to play in the
diplomatic efforts to contain Iran’s WMD ambitions. As a permanent member of the
Security Council, Russia has a key role to play in Security Council decisions regard-
ing Iran.

However, getting Russian accession to the position embraced by the United States
and its European allies will not be easy, even if this is the only card Russia has to play
to restore its relationship with the United States and Europe on the course of real
partnership. To understand why, it is necessary to understand the Russian calculus
vis-à-vis Iran, Europe, and the United States.

Russia’s political class does not view Iran and its nuclear ambitions as a major
threat to Russian security. Alexei Arbatov, a leading Russian national security expert,
wrote in 1999:

Now, for Russia, the emergence of 2–3 [new] nuclear powers would bad news, but in
principle not revolutionary. Their [weapons] will not necessarily be aimed at Russia
even if they are geographically closer to it than to the United States. In this sense, some
in Russia may even welcome quietly China’s nuclear program and nuclear prolifera-
tion, which somehow can compensate the growing disparity between the Russian fed-
eration and the United States in the area of strategic nuclear weapons and tame the

political arrogance and high-handedness of Washington.62

A form of pragmatism has characterized Russian-Iranian relations. The Iranian
government has been careful not to criticize Russia with regard to its brutal suppres-
sion of Chechnya or interference in neighboring countries. Iran has trod carefully in
Central Asia and the Caucasus, including in Tajikistan, to which it has ethnic and
linguistic ties. As a result, Moscow does not see Iranian support to radical extremists
in the Middle East as a direct threat to its own interests. Iran has been a steady buyer
of Russian armaments and has valued its relationship with Russia as a major power
and a member of the Security Council. Iran is also an important entry point to the
Persian Gulf, into which Russia otherwise has very few openings.

Russian officials and analysts understand that Iran’s nuclear ambitions are high on
the agenda of the international community in general and Russia’s principal inter-
locutors—the United States, United Kingdom, Germany, and France—in particular.
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Russian policymakers most likely view their involvement in the Iranian nuclear crisis
as a great power prerogative, as well as a function of their interests in that country.

However, Russian officials appear to be more concerned about a U.S. intervention
than about Iran’s ambitions as such. U.S. intervention, they fear, would jeopardize
Russian commercial interests; complicate relations with the United States, Israel, and
others; cause further regional destabilization; and set off other ripple effects that Rus-
sia may be ill equipped to handle.

A number of important enticements from the United States and its European allies
would be required to convince Russia to take a more vigorous stance regarding Iran
on the issue of WMD and join the U.S.-European position at the expense of its rela-
tionship with Iran. For Russia, a key issue on its foreign policy agenda is its position
in the immediate neighborhood and the U.S. policy of promoting democracy there. As
long as Russia continues to feel squeezed out of its own strategic backyard, its support
for the U.S.-European position on Iran’s WMD will be lukewarm at best.

Moscow’s tradeoff on this issue of strategic importance for the United States is
likely to be a compromise on the issue of strategic importance to Russia—its role in
the former Soviet lands. Russian officials and foreign policy experts probably realize
that an exclusive Russian sphere of influence in its neighborhood is long gone. But
they do not want this region to become a zone of Russia’s exclusion where, as they see
it, U.S. promotion of democracy leads to Russian loss of influence and instability.
Thus, a compromise solution may be possible if the United States will accept that
Russian acquiescence to its position on Iran carries a price that, at the very least, entails
reordered U.S. priorities and perhaps longer timelines in pursuit of democratic peace
in the former Soviet lands. At the most, the price could be U.S. acquiescence to a major
Russian role in its neighborhood—an objective of Russian foreign policy since the
early 1990s and a controversial issue that will remain high on the U.S. policy agenda.63

Another set of issues where any tradeoff will be difficult to achieve concerns the
situation inside Russia and the democracy deficit there. The U.S. position in this con-
text may be helped by the fact that relatively few Russians appear to be actively inter-
ested in U.S. support for Russian democracy, thus limiting opportunities for the United
States to promote democracy inside Russia. But it will be difficult for U.S. policymakers
and legislators to ignore domestic trends in Russia and engage in high-level diplo-
macy with its leaders pursuing a strictly pragmatic agenda.

All of this points to few areas for compromise where the United States and Russia
could reach common ground from which to renew cooperation and work toward im-
proved relations. The lack of common ground and opportunities for meaningful trade-
offs points to a relationship that is bound for a difficult phase in which all three is-
sues—Iran, Russian domestic politics and relations with neighbors—will remain con-
tentious and in which little progress is to be made in the years to come.

WHAT IS TO BE DONE?
Having failed to win Russia as an absolute friend in the years since the Soviet

collapse, the United States is finding itself in the midst of a debate about its relationship
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with Russia in which the latter is sometimes treated as an absolute enemy. As the
foregoing discussion makes clear, however, despite major disagreements between
Russia and the United States, neither the state of Russia’s democracy nor Russia’s policy
toward its neighbors warrants the latter option. Moreover, its internal conditions are
reason enough to worry that a policy of neocontainment could backfire and either lead
to a new destabilization of Russia or harden its already emerging anti-Western con-
sensus and push its domestic politics into an even more irredentist direction.

Despite Russia’s diminished status and capabilities, it remains an important factor
in the international arena, especially in its immediate neighborhood, where the United
States has taken an increasingly active role with the expansion of the Euroatlantic
security framework—NATO and Partnership for Peace—into Eastern Europe, the Baltic
region, the Caucasus, and even Central Asia. Russia no longer has the means to serve
as the security manager in the vast regions around its periphery, but it still wields
considerable influence by virtue of its geographic position and economic and cultural
ties. For the United States, displacing it from its neighborhood entirely is neither fea-
sible nor desirable.

Russia’s domestic circumstances appear to be sufficiently precarious despite the
image of stability and consolidation peculiar to the Putin era. While domestic political
consolidation has occurred at the expense of NGOs, independent political parties, and
press freedoms, it is still too early to write off the future of democracy in Russia. A
number of grassroots developments point to the emergence of civil society that in the
long run could prove far more meaningful for a representative political system taking
hold in Russia than current debates about the fate of Russian democracy would lead
one to believe.

The United States has no choice but to balance its interest in Russia’s domestic
arrangements against other interests. These include the security of Russia’s nuclear
arsenal and its proliferation policies; its position on Iran; and its ability to sustain
exports of hydrocarbons. Washington should also pursue a dialogue with Russia on
U.S. missile defense development plans as part of a revived strategic dialogue and
should cautiously explore President Putin’s 2007 proposal to develop missile defense
capabilities jointly. While Russian performance is not to be taken for granted in any of
these areas, it appears that U.S. leverage to promote its desired outcome is quite
limited.

In reality, U.S.-Russian relations are neither as bad as critics charge nor as good as
optimists hope they can be. Although the relationship has fallen far short of its poten-
tial, it also has avoided many very real downturns and has steered clear of the worst.
For the United States, the association remains one that could facilitate pursuit of its
geopolitical and strategic objectives—stability and peace in Europe, balanced rela-
tions with China, combating global terrorism, counterproliferation, and energy secu-
rity. It is a relationship that could seriously complicate U.S. pursuit of these objectives
and the prosecution of the war on terror in Eurasia, as well as elsewhere in the world,
if it were to turn sour. Since being founded at the end of the Cold War on the realiza-
tion that the road ahead would be difficult and would involve change that would be
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nothing short of generational, the relationship has relied on a mixture of competition
and partnership, confrontation and cooperation, and has paid off in a number of key
areas—NATO and European Union enlargement, Cooperative Threat Reduction, co-
operation in the war on terror, and so forth. It has paid off for the United States through
perseverance and adherence to the long view. There is little in the balance of Russia’s
domestic trends or international behavior to warrant a fundamental reassessment of
U.S. commitment to that relationship, let alone a radical departure from it.

INDIA: THE TRANSFORMING POWER
While China and Russia often capture the public spotlight as global actors, the

idea that India will be a driving force in the transformation of global strategic reality
is less familiar. Those who foresee India playing such a prominent role in the interna-
tional power structure argue that a combination of demographic forces, developing
military capabilities, and economic expansion makes India’s rise to world power al-
most inevitable. Such a rise is “a virtual certainty,” says the National Intelligence
Council’s 2004 report, Mapping the Global Future, “barring an abrupt reversal of the
process of globalization or any major upheavals.” The only important questions, the
report contends, are whether the rise of India takes place smoothly and how it exer-
cises its newfound global power vis-à-vis the rest of the international community.64

During the last two U.S. administrations, the logic of this assessment has increas-
ingly shaped American policy toward India. It was expressed most directly in a back-
ground briefing by three unnamed officials in March 2005, in which the principal
briefer stated that the goal of U.S. policy “is to help India become a major world
power in the 21st century. We understand fully the implications, including military
implications, of that statement.”65

Those implications became much clearer on July 18, 2005, when on the occasion
of a visit by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, the Bush administration announced an
agreement to share civilian nuclear technology with India, notwithstanding India’s
secret development and testing of nuclear weapons and its nonadherence to the Non-
Proliferation Treaty.

Nothing could have signaled more dramatically than this break with previous policy
that the United States was serious about a new relationship with India. Under Secre-
tary of State Nicholas Burns’ explanation of the President’s action was a concise state-
ment of the “rising India” thesis:

Within the first quarter of this century, [India] is likely to be numbered among the

world’s five largest economies. It will soon be the world’s most populous nation, and it
has a demographic structure that bequeaths it a huge, skilled, and youthful workforce.
It will continue to possess large and ever more sophisticated military forces that, just
like our own, remain strongly committed to the principle of civilian control. And, above
all else, India will thrive as a vibrant, multi-ethnic, multi-religious, and multi-lingual
democracy characterized by individual freedom, rule of law, and a constitutional govern-

ment that owes its power to fair and free elections. As the President phrased it succinctly,
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‘This century will see democratic India’s arrival as a force in the world.’ And, as such,
it is in our national interest to develop a strong, forward-looking relationship with the
world’s largest democracy as the political and economic focus of the global system
shifts inevitably eastward to Asia.66

Considerable attention has been paid to the Bush-Singh nuclear agreement from a
nonproliferation point of view,67 but the fundamental strategic premise from which
the agreement derives—that India will be a potent global force in the relatively near
future and therefore can be a valuable strategic partner for the United States—has not
been subjected to the same degree of scrutiny.

ASSESSING INDIA’S GLOBAL ROLE
How certain is it that India will actually play the kind of role in the world that

futurists project for it, and what will it mean for the United States? These questions
will be considered in light of the four factors identified by Burns as impelling India
toward a prominent place in the global power structure—the country’s demography,
military capability, economy, and political system.

Demography as Destiny?
Demography offers the strongest argument for projecting India to be a major glo-

bal power. India’s population already exceeds 1 billion and is growing at a rate of 1.4
percent a year, putting it on a path to reach 2 billion by 2060. Moreover, with nearly a
third of the population under the age of 15, there is little likelihood that the growth
rate will slow any time soon. By contrast, China’s population of 1.3 billion is growing
less than half as fast as India’s, and with only a fifth of its population under age 15,
China is not facing the same jump in birth rates in the next decade, when the cohort of
those born since 1995 enters their child-bearing years.

Moreover, India’s population growth rate presently is constrained by high infant
mortality (54.6 infant deaths per 1,000 live births, compared with China’s 23.1 and
Russia’s 15.1) and relatively low life expectancy (64.71 years compared with 72.58
years in China). As health conditions improve, declining infant mortality and rising
life expectancy will further fuel population growth. India’s democratic political sys-
tem will make it difficult for any Indian government to institute compulsory limits on
family size as Beijing has done. In short, India is destined to be the world’s most
populous country by mid-century, with any leveling off not occurring until well in the
future.

Being the most populous country on earth undoubtedly carries with it a substantial
weight in world affairs, yet it is striking that the very factors that demographers
cite as liabilities when they appear in other developing countries, particularly high
birth rates and an enormous youth bulge, are said to be assets in the case of India.
Mapping the Global Future treats the burgeoning Indian population almost exclu-
sively in terms of millions of well-educated new members of a workforce fueling the
global economy.68
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Army 1,100,000 3 armored divisions 3,978 main battle tanks
8 separate armored brigades 2,800 other armored

vehicles
32 infantry divisions 12,675 artillery pieces
10 separate infantry brigades 12 attack helicopters
1 commando/airborne brigade 150 utility helicopters
2 artillery divisions 3,500 surface-to-air

missiles
2,339 antiaircraft guns

Navy 55,000 1 aircraft carrier
63 major surface combatants
16 submarines
15 amphibious ships
14 mine warfare ships
34 combat capable aircraft
91+ helicopters

Air Force 170,000 39 fighter/attack squadrons 852 combat capable aircraft
10 transport squadrons 288 transport aircraft
3 attack helicopter squadrons 6 tankers
22 transport helicopter 60 attack helicopters

squadrons 236 support/utility helicopters

Strategic 1 IRBM group 24 Agni IRBM
Forces 3 SRBM regiments 45 Prithvi SRBM

Paramilitary 1,720,000

Forces

TABLE 6–5.  KEY INDIAN MILITARY CAPABILITIES

Source: International Institute for Strategic Studies, The Military Balance 2006.

The other side of the coin is that the Indian economy will have to grow even faster
if it is to keep up with the life expectations of these millions of new workers. If it does
not, India risks facing either an acceleration of the already serious brain drain or a
revolution of rising expectations on the part of those who are left behind, or both.
Furthermore, the tendency for most social violence to be committed by young men
between the ages of 15 and 25 raises the prospect that India may be facing a wave of
crime or political unrest as the proportion of its population in that age group rises.
Managing these risks will necessarily absorb an enormous share of the country’s po-
litical and administrative capacity for at least the next several decades.

Active
Personnel

Major Force Structure Key Equipment
(estimated)
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Military Capabilities
The numbers behind India’s standing as a significant military power are almost as

impressive as its general demographics. With 1.3 million men under arms, it pos-
sesses the world’s third largest active armed forces, ranking just behind China and
the United States and ahead of North Korea and the Russian Federation. In 1998,
India became the world’s sixth self-declared nuclear weapons state and is now esti-
mated by independent analysts to have as many as 150 nuclear weapons. The In-
dian armed forces are widely respected as professional, well trained, and commit-
ted to the principle of democratic civilian control. They are capable of carrying out
the tasks assigned to them by their government, particularly the defense of Indian
territory against external aggression, as well as providing valuable capabilities to
international peacekeeping missions under United Nations (UN) Security Council
mandates.69

When it comes to applying Indian military capabilities (see table 6–5) to the objec-
tives that India and the United States may have in common on a wider global stage,
however, a number of key limitations must be taken into account. While each of these
limitations can be overcome over time, none are amenable to quick fixes.

India’s ability to play a major military role as a U.S. strategic partner is severely
constrained by a crisis of block obsolescence. For example, the Indian Air Force (IAF)
is, by regional standards, a modern, technology-intensive air force and, by any standards,
a well-trained and well-led one, evinced by recent exercises with the U.S. Air Force.
But these positives notwithstanding, the harsh reality, fully understood by the service’s
leaders, is that most of India’s fighter fleet is already two generations out of date. The
issue is not merely qualitative but quantitative as well; because of a combination of
aging equipment and inadequate maintenance, the IAF routinely loses more than 20
fighters and the lives of some 8 pilots every year.

Making matters worse is the notoriously inefficient Indian defense industrial establish-
ment. Hindustan Aeronautics Limited’s Light Combat Aircraft, which was supposed
to be the backbone of the modern IAF, has now been in development for more than 22
years, with at least another 5 to go before it reaches full operational capability. Similar
problems afflict other major weapons development programs, from tanks to missiles
to submarines. Until the weaknesses of the armaments industry are corrected, India
will remain dependent on foreign suppliers to equip its forces, and its ability to con-
duct the full range of defense diplomacy will be limited by the lack of credible poten-
tial as a major armaments supplier.

The armed forces’ materiel problems are further aggravated by consistently inad-
equate budgets. In percentage terms, defense spending growth has been striking. From
2002 through 2006, the total defense budget grew by more than 50 percent, with
further increases of 12.6 and 8.5 percent projected for 2007 and 2008 respectively.70

But in absolute terms, the numbers are less impressive. Estimated defense spending
for 2006 was on the order of $22 billion in terms of purchasing power parity, com-
pared with China’s estimated actual defense spending of $70 billion or more.71 More-
over, the inefficiencies of the financial and procurement processes, aggravated by an
understaffed and inexpert administrative hierarchy in the Ministry of Defence, ensure
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that Indian defense budgets are chronically underexecuted—a large portion of the
money appropriated is never spent.72

The Indian military is also facing serious difficulties manning the force, a problem
that will only get worse as the economy continues to grow. According to a parliamen-
tary report in April 2007, the army is understaffed by more than 13,000 officers. The
navy and air force are beginning to experience similar shortages, with applications for
commissions declining and increasing numbers of officers leaving the service short of
a full career.73 These shortfalls are the direct result of competition from the rapidly
growing private sector and a marked change in the way young Indians are attracted to
private sector rather than public sector careers.74

Even if all these problems could be corrected, there are also structural realities that
limit India’s ability to play a strategic partnership role in military terms. The Indian
armed forces are predominantly a conventional light infantry force. Of the 1.3 million
men on active duty in the armed forces, 1.1 million are in the army, with the air force
accounting for about 150,000 and the navy for 55,000. Within the army, armor and
mechanized infantry account for only about 15 percent of the maneuver brigades, and
even these heavy units have only a limited capability for power projection or sustain-
ment.75 This is not a shortcoming of the force in the context of its current mission,
which is focused on the defense of Indian territory against external (and, to a lesser
degree, internal) threats. As Christine Fair points out, “The Indian Army does not see
itself as a force projection army,” and both military officers and civilians in the Indian
national security establishment prefer to keep it that way.76 It would, however, be an
important constraint on using Indian forces in the types of missions the United States
typically expects its major strategic partners to support.

This primarily internal emphasis is less true of the air force and navy, both of
which have come to see value in being able to operate out of area. Thus, the IAF has
led the way in establishing India’s first foreign base, in Tajikistan. That the base is
fairly modest and its purpose uncertain is less important than the fact that the Indian
armed forces have taken this first step toward a role beyond homeland defense. Simi-
larly, and characteristically, the Indian navy also sees a need to operate farther from
home, particularly in securing the sea lines of communication between India and the
Persian Gulf and between India and the western Pacific. It has welcomed the opportu-
nity to cooperate with the U.S. Navy in this regard since 9/11. Yet realization of the
navy’s ambitions is seriously hampered by the service’s lack of political clout in the
Indian defense establishment. Not for nothing has the navy been called the “fourth of
India’s three services.” Without more money, more people, and more support ships—
which could come only at the expense of an army that is already alarmed at its shrink-
ing (47 percent) share of the defense budget77—it is hard to see how the navy could
sustain an out-of-area presence on a continuing basis. Given the lack of any joint
mentality and of a more effective defense decisionmaking structure, it is equally hard
to see how these resources can be extracted.

The concept of jointness is only slowly gaining serious support in the Indian de-
fense establishment. Despite the problems in interservice coordination that surfaced
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during the Kargil conflict with Pakistan in 1999, the key recommendations of a min-
isterial review group aimed at achieving greater jointness remain unfulfilled, includ-
ing the appointment of an overall Chief of Defence Staff.78 The failure to act on these
recommendations is a result not only of inertia and service parochialism but also of
resistance from the most important power center in the Indian national security estab-
lishment, the civilian cadres of the Indian Administrative Service (IAS) who staff the
central offices of the Ministry of Defence. For the Indian armed forces to develop the
joint culture that would be necessary to work effectively with their U.S. counterparts
in a high-threat environment, it will be necessary to persuade the IAS establishment
that interservice integration and a greater voice for senior uniformed leaders in na-
tional security decisionmaking will not jeopardize civilian control of the military.
Considering that the IAS sees itself as the “steel frame” of India, and that its officers
enjoy constitutional protection against political interference with the way they ex-
ecute their duties, this will not be an easy task.79

Economy
The concept of a “rising India” rests primarily on the basis of the country’s eco-

nomic potential. In absolute terms, of course, a country of a billion people is almost
bound to possess substantial economic resources, so it may be surprising that India’s
gross domestic product, at $887 billion, ranked only as the world’s thirteenth largest
as of 2006.80 However, after decades of mostly disappointing growth, the Indian
economy has taken off in recent years, achieving annual growth rates that have con-
sistently been in the 6 to 8 percent range, occasionally as high as 10 percent. The
boom has been driven by the information technology sector, concentrated in several
of the country’s southern states, and to a lesser degree by steps taken to dismantle
portions of the Nehruvian socialist economic legacy.

Based on these trends, India is expected to vault from thirteenth to fourth among
the world’s largest economic powers by 2025 and to surpass the combined output of
the European Union by 2035. Mapping the Global Future predicts that, given the
growth of the Indian, Chinese, and other Asian economies, international economic
trends over the next two decades will be increasingly affected by the monetary poli-
cies of Asian central banks, including the Reserve Bank of India, and by the market
demands of Indian and other Asian consumers. Furthermore, as is already becoming
apparent, India’s continued industrialization and concomitant urbanization will make
it a global economic player in one area that has become increasingly salient: compe-
tition for scarce energy resources. The U.S. Department of Energy predicts that India’s
oil requirements will double between now and 2020, reaching 4.4 million barrels per
day. Natural gas consumption will rise even faster.

Assessing India’s ability to leverage its potential economic power is as complex as
assessing its ability to leverage its military capabilities. While impressive, the eco-
nomic development of the last decade has been strikingly uneven, both geographi-
cally and sectorally. The world-class information technology sector, for example, has
sometimes been referred to as “an island of excellence in a sea of mediocrity.” Even in
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the information technology sphere, where India is now a global player, the informa-
tion revolution has left the overwhelming majority of the Indian people behind—less
than 2 percent of the population has access to the Internet. At a less advanced techno-
logical level, India’s billion people share fewer than 50 million main telephone lines
and 26 million cellular telephones. Only one percent of Indians living in rural areas
have telephones of their own.

India’s 2006 per capita gross domestic product of $797 was only slightly higher
than Senegal’s.81 Even though the poverty rate has dropped by 10 percentage points in
the past decade, 53 percent of Indian children are malnourished by international stan-
dards, 25 to 30 percent of the population still lives below the official poverty line, and
most of the rest are constantly challenged to stay above it.82

Most forecasters predict that these shortcomings will be redressed in the coming
decades as the economic growth rate continues to exceed the increase in population.
Indeed, according to Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development sta-
tistics, India’s per capita gross domestic product increased by nearly as large a per-
centage in the 16 years from 1980 to 1996 as it did in the 160 years from 1820 to
1980.83 Yet these predictions still put India’s per capita income at barely a fifth of that
of the United States as far into the future as 2050. This would put India in roughly the
same position vis-à-vis the United States then as Brazil and Thailand are now. While
this would reflect a major improvement from India’s current position—with a per
capita income of about 8 percent that of the United States—it nevertheless suggests
that even by 2050, the country will still be grappling with a number of serious short-
falls in internal development.

Success in dealing with those shortfalls depends in part on the ability of Indian
leaders to generate a political consensus to address underlying structural problems,
such as irrational energy pricing that penalizes industrial growth, generous agricul-
tural subsidies that encourage inefficiency, an antiquated and overburdened judicial
system, and labor and investment laws that reduce India’s attractiveness as a target for
foreign capital. Other limiting factors are less tractable in the short term, such as the
inadequacy of the country’s physical infrastructure and—despite the dazzling suc-
cesses in some parts of the country—a nationwide human capital deficit that is re-
flected by a literacy rate of 60 percent and a ranking of 128 on the UN human devel-
opment index.84

Most economists still project India to be a major international economic force
given its gross economic weight (a function primarily of the sheer size of its popula-
tion) even if per capita income and other indicators of internal economic development
remain low.85 Of course, gross economic product does make a difference to a country’s
international stature, as the example of China already bears out. But in a democracy
such as India, popular preferences concerning resource allocation will be a critical
factor in determining the role the country ultimately plays in the international economy.

Much of the analysis that projects India as a dynamic force on the international eco-
nomic scene partakes of a certain amount of economic determinism, as if rising pros-
perity will necessarily make a billion people stop acting like Indians and start acting
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like Americans. Yet heretofore Indians have not, as a group, evinced a hunger for foreign
consumer goods, perhaps because of a lack of wherewithal, but maybe also because
Hindu culture places a low value on material possessions, or because of the strong
tradition of swadeshi—national self-reliance—that was a key element of the indepen-
dence struggle and has continued to shape Indian economic behavior ever since.

Whatever the reason for this proclivity for buying domestic, India’s weight in interna-
tional commerce is minuscule for a country its size. The country’s total two-way trade
in 2006 was only about $300 billion, about the same as Sweden’s. The same preference
for self-reliance is reflected in international capital flows. Although international in-
vestment both into and out of India is growing exponentially, the country still has a
very long way to go before it can be considered a significant factor in the global capital
market. In 2004, the UN Conference on Trade and Development valued Indian hold-
ings outside India at some $7 billion, one-fortieth the amount of foreign investment
by the smallest of the G–7 economies. Meanwhile, although new foreign investment
flowing into India in 2005 was nearly twice what had come in as recently as 2000, it was
still dwarfed by the flow into the Chinese economy by a ratio of more than 16 to 1.

Many Indian planners and economists have come to realize that meeting the country’s
ambitious economic growth targets depends on external trade and foreign investment,
two things that have historically held a low priority in Indian thinking given the swadeshi
legacy. As a result, India has reached out to potential economic partners, such as the
United States, Europe, China, and the ASEAN states, much more energetically than
has been the case in the past. These initiatives are not universally popular, however.
They face strong lingering skepticism about the virtues of international commerce in
a country that sees itself as having lost its independence some 250 years ago pre-
cisely because it allowed foreign commercial interests access to its markets.

Domestic Politics and Foreign Policy
For many Americans, the most compelling argument in support of a U.S. embrace

of a rising India—and one the Indian government spares no effort to emphasize—is
India’s record as a thriving multiparty, multiethnic, and multireligious democracy.
Notwithstanding a series of recurring regional insurgencies, serious human rights prob-
lems in Kashmir, and the occasional suspension of self-government in various states
under so-called president’s rule, India has been in most respects the model democracy
in the developing world. Political debate is robust, the press is unfettered, and elec-
tions are free and open. Many would argue that this record equips or even destines
India to play a special political role in countering the appeal of radical, antidemocratic
ideologies based on an ideal of religious intolerance. In fact, President Bush cited
these shared democratic values rather than a commonality of interests as the basis for
the strengthening of ties between the countries during Prime Minister Singh’s July
2005 visit:

India and the United States share a commitment to freedom and a belief that democracy

provides the best path to a more hopeful future for all people. We also believe that the
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spread of liberty is the best alternative to hatred and violence. Because of our shared
values, the relationship between our two countries has never been stronger. 86

Yet it is precisely from the nature of India’s democratic political system that the
greatest uncertainties about the country’s international role arise. Because India is a
democracy, decisions about what part India is to play on the global stage cannot be
made and imposed from the top down, nor can there be any certainty that strategic
decisions, once made, will not be altered or even reversed. On the contrary, these
decisions will reflect the consensus of the Indian body politic at the time they are
made, a consensus that will shift from time to time based on short-range calculations
made by hundreds of millions of Indian voters.

On some aspects of India’s world role, there is a broad and rather stable consensus,
while on others there is considerable diversity and instability. For example, the over-
whelming majority of Indians believe their country, as the home of a billion people
and the seat of an ancient civilization, should rightfully be given the respect and rec-
ognition of a major power. Accordingly, Indian governments ever since independence
have envisaged India as playing such a global role, although this vision has usually
manifested itself more in postcolonial rhetoric and a quest for status than in serious
efforts to apply Indian political, military, or economic power beyond the confines of
South Asia. India remains profoundly intent on attaining formal public acknowledg-
ment of what it considers its proper place in the world; witness its determination to
attain a permanent seat on the UN Security Council. Indeed, New Delhi’s acquisition
of nuclear weapons can be interpreted to some extent as part of this quest for recogni-
tion of India’s great power status.

If aspiring to international respect is something on which all Indian factions agree,
so is the determination that, as India gains power and prestige internationally, it must
not sacrifice its peculiarly Indian identity. In the broadest terms, this translates into an
aversion to becoming “Westernized.” But beyond that surface unanimity are sharp
divisions among liberals, Nehruists, and traditionalists about what India’s identity
really is or should be. These divisions, moreover, do not necessarily coincide with
party lines; they exist between different parties in the governing and opposition coali-
tions and even, in the larger parties, between factions of the same party.

Nor is there by any means a national consensus on the nature of Indian relations
with the United States. While two successive governments led by different parties
have pursued a strong relationship with Washington, support for this course is far
from unanimous, especially with respect to military ties. The leftist parties on which
the Singh government depends for its survival are adamantly opposed to the defense
framework agreement and mounted public protests against the relationship when U.S.
Air Force F–16s arrived in India for exercises in 2005. A number of leftist parties have
threatened to bring down the government if it persists in its current course of military
cooperation with the United States.87 Even those who basically support good ties with
the United States are not in full accord on the extent and types of cooperation to be
pursued. The Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) under which U.S.-Indian relations started
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blossoming in the 1990s has strongly opposed Prime Minister Manmohan Singh’s
proposed “123” agreement on nuclear cooperation with the United States as being
detrimental to Indian sovereignty.

The ability of Indian governments to take decisive actions that would realize the
country’s untapped potential internationally is further limited by the salience of local
interests and concerns in Indian politics. In any large democracy based on single mem-
ber districts, there are bound to be tensions between protecting the interests of local
constituencies and building a national consensus around a national agenda. This is
especially true in a country where the challenges of domestic development—health,
education, electrification, transportation, and administration of justice—are so pressing.

This same focus on local issues has meant that few parliamentary politicians are
interested in international issues and even fewer have any real expertise in them,88

leaving the void to be filled inadequately by a growing think tank community in New
Delhi and the career diplomats of the Indian Foreign Service.89

The argument that India’s rise to global power is all but inevitable based on its
demographics, military capability, and economic strength does not take into account
that this rise depends at least equally on choices that are made by Indians, both con-
sciously and unconsciously. The examples of previous rising powers that are often
cited as exhibiting parallels with India illustrate the importance of such choices. In the
mid-1860s, the United States and the collection of kingdoms and principalities that
would soon become Germany had almost the same population (about 32 million each).
Both were coming out of major wars—one that restored national unity, one that achieved
it—at the end of which each country’s army exceeded a million men. The U.S. gross
domestic product in 1870 was nearly 40 percent greater than Germany’s, its interna-
tional two-way trade about 10 percent greater.90 On the face of it, the two countries
would have seemed in similar positions as potential world powers. If anything, the
stronger U.S. economy would have given it a slight edge. Yet the actual trajectories
followed by the two countries brought Germany to acknowledged great power status
at least 40 years before the United States.

The question, then, is what kind of choices Indians are likely to make about their
international role given these demographic, military, economic, and domestic politi-
cal considerations. It is quite clear from Indian elections and Indian political dis-
course that the main concern of the country’s billion people is economic develop-
ment, not the attainment of global power as it has traditionally been understood.

Even in the area of national security policy, India’s main strategic focus has his-
torically been inward, not outward. For centuries, the principal issues facing Indian
rulers have been the struggle against disunity within the subcontinent and the need to
protect the heartland against invaders from beyond the mountains. While Indian trad-
ers ranged far afield, maintaining a substantial commercial presence in Southeast Asia
and the East Indies, the Persian Gulf, and East Africa, their activities were tradition-
ally viewed by the Indian political class as peripheral, certainly nothing that would
require diverting the strategists’ attention from the classic problems of subcontinental
unity and landward defense.91
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It is thus a comparatively recent development for Indian leaders to recognize that
events outside South Asia affect their country’s welfare and security in tangible and
not merely symbolic ways. India’s increasing interdependence with the greater world
is being driven in part by changes within India itself. As industrialization and urban-
ization progress, for example, it has become apparent that India has a vital interest in
the stable supply of energy at reasonable prices. Moreover, as already mentioned,
Indian planners and economists recognize that continued rapid growth requires exter-
nal trade and foreign investment despite the domestic political costs to be incurred
from pursuing such foreign links.

External events have had an even greater role in reorienting the way Indian leaders
across the political spectrum understand India’s international role and interests. Per-
haps the most important was the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991 and Russia’s
continued decline as a global power ever since. Although India had already begun
seeking closer relations with the United States by the early 1980s, especially in the
area of technological cooperation, the end of the Cold War nevertheless had a decisive
impact on India’s international position. On the one hand, it necessitated a rethinking
of the value of India’s historic relationship with the Soviet Union. While India re-
mains close to post-Soviet Russia, particularly as a source of military technology and
equipment, it no longer sees the same value it once did in diplomatic alignment with
Moscow, particularly since it is clear that Russia can no longer deliver on any tacit
commitments to India’s security or other interests. On the other hand, the demise of
the Soviet Union left behind a transformed global system in which the United States is
the single dominant actor. This impelled Indian decisionmakers from both major par-
ties to seek better relations with Washington as the remaining global superpower.

What has not changed in Indian strategic thinking is just as important as what has.
Part of the Indian identity that leaders of all stripes are determined to preserve is the
country’s independence from any international power bloc. The salience that Indian
strategic thinkers and decisionmakers place on preventing any kind of outside limita-
tions or even significant outside influence on India’s freedom of action is an impor-
tant intellectual legacy of the period of British domination. It was such outside
pressures that India’s founding prime minister, Jawaharlal Nehru, saw as one of the
key threats to the attainment of Indian greatness.92 His vision of what India is and
ought to be—a major power, but one radically unlike the former imperialist masters—
continues to shape the way Indians think of the country’s world role.

Thus, even as decisionmakers have sought improved relations with Washington in
the wake of the Soviet collapse, they have simultaneously placed a premium on reach-
ing out to other centers of power, including the European Union and especially China,
in an attempt to hedge against American global hegemony. Just as the Indian armed
forces have stepped up the intensity of their bilateral interaction with the United
States, they have done the same with the Chinese military, including the exchange of
observers at national military exercises and the conduct of a series of bilateral naval
exercises.

New Delhi’s strong preference for a multipolar world in which it can balance rival
powers against one another to India’s advantage could turn out to be one of the most
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formidable barriers to achieving the close partnership the United States and India
claim to seek, especially if it is occasionally manifested by India’s aligning with China
in opposition to American initiatives instead of the other way around.

The Indian commitment to the United Nations as the primary if not the only source
of international legitimacy also remains unchanged and is another potential cause of
friction in the would-be strategic partnership. It is important to keep in mind that in
the past 3 years, governments led by both the Congress Party and the BJP have re-
fused American requests to get involved in the stabilization of Iraq, explicitly because
of the lack of a UN Security Council mandate for the Iraq operation. In the last two de-
cades, the United States has come to structure its approach to maintaining international
peace and stability around coalitions of the willing, with formal regional security
organizations relegated to a secondary role. Absent a fundamental shift in India’s
approach to this core issue—a shift that is unlikely given the broad popular consensus
about this subject within the Indian body politic—it is difficult to foresee active In-
dian participation in such coalitions, at least not with military forces and probably not
with active diplomatic or financial support.

AMERICA’S STRATEGIC CHALLENGE: HARMONIZING INTERESTS
AND MANAGING EXPECTATIONS

The U.S.-Indian relationship is a work in progress. While a shared commitment to
democracy is a positive attribute in bilateral relations, it is by no means a sufficient
foundation for the kind of robust strategic partnership that U.S. and Indian leaders
claim to contemplate.93 A truly successful partnership must be based partly on identi-
fying where the two countries’ interests converge and diverge and partly on the ability
and willingness of each partner to meet the other’s expectations.

There are substantial areas in which Indian and American interests converge—
defeating terrorism inspired by a violent interpretation of radical Islam, encouraging
the spread of democracy and respect for human rights, and promoting the prosperity
of what will one day be the world’s most populous economic unit. There are also areas
of serious divergence. Even where the two countries share common concerns, such as
the growing presence and influence of China in Southeast Asia and the Indian Ocean,
the relative weight they put on these concerns and the lengths to which they are pre-
pared to go to deal with them differ widely.

There are also areas of direct competition, most notably as rival importers of hy-
drocarbon fuels, a competition that will intensify as Indian economic development
succeeds.94 At a more fundamental level, the current leaders of the two countries have
basically different visions of the proper functioning of the international system that
will have to be harmonized for a strategic partnership to be truly effective.

This directly affects the question of whether the United States can or will fulfill the
expectations that India will have of this relationship. American leaders must consider
whether they are prepared to recalibrate the way they conduct international policy to
conform to the Indian vision of the global system. Is the United States prepared to
deliver on India’s number one agenda item: formal recognition of India’s world power
status with a permanent seat on the UN Security Council?
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While the United States was willing to give symbolic recognition of India’s great
power status by accepting the reality of its possession of nuclear weapons, it has thus
far declined to go so far as to support India’s ambition of attaining a permanent coun-
cil seat. An immediate confrontation has been averted by pointing to the need to ad-
dress broader reform of the United Nations, but at some point New Delhi’s determina-
tion to attain a permanent seat (with veto) and Washington’s resolve to prevent the
addition of more veto-wielding members are bound to come into open conflict.

On the military front, Indian leaders say frankly that the main benefit they want
from the bilateral relationship is access to military-related technology without restric-
tions or linkages of any kind. The Indian view was expressed by Foreign Secretary
Shyam Saran, the senior career official in the Ministry of External Affairs, in Decem-
ber 2005, when he asked rhetorically how it could be desirable for the United States to
operate a technology denial regime against a country it claims to consider a strategic
partner. The reality is that the entire world is under a U.S. technology denial regime of
some kind; there are some defense technologies that are not available for export to
anyone, even America’s closest allies. To U.S. officials, this is a natural state of af-
fairs; to Indian officials, it is an indication of skepticism about Indian promises to
keep the technology secure.

Conversely, as the United States looks to India as a strategic partner, it must ask
itself what role India will be prepared to play in those areas where interests converge.
India’s potential power is tremendous, certainly within Asia and probably beyond.
What remains to be seen is whether this potential power will or even can be exerted in
practical terms.

Politically, a strategic partner is typically expected to work with the United States
and other states within the partner’s region to enhance security and stability. India obvi-
ously does share many of the principal U.S. security interests in South Asia—particu-
larly in the end of the terrorist wars in Nepal and Sri Lanka, the stabilization of Bangladesh,
the cessation of Islamist militant movements across the Kashmiri line of control, and
the return of democracy and stability to Nepal. But the United States must understand
that its newly benign view of Indian capabilities and intentions vis-à-vis these neigh-
bors is not yet shared by those neighbors themselves. This calls into question how
effective India can be in helping the United States achieve this shared objective.

Meanwhile, strategic partners have usually been expected to defer to Washington’s
judgment on matters the United States considers critical to its own interests outside
the partner’s immediate region, with serious tension often ensuing if this deference is
not forthcoming. If U.S. experience with European allies is any gauge, there will be
many occasions for such tensions with an Indian political class that expects to be
deferred to, not to defer. 95

The most pressing national security problem confronting the United States in South
Asia today—defeating the Pakistani and Afghan manifestations of the globalized
jihadist insurgency—is one in which India can play only a marginal role, primarily as
a result of the nearly 60 years of animosity between India and Pakistan. For ex-
ample, the administration points favorably to India’s role as an important donor in the
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reconstruction of Afghanistan, and in fact India has committed some $600 million to
projects ranging from road construction to power lines to schools. At the end of Au-
gust 2005, the two countries signed a series of formal cooperation agreements cover-
ing education, agricultural research, and health care. Finally, President Hamid Karzai
and Prime Minister Singh jointly called for tougher action against militancy, referring
specifically to the importance of Pakistan’s role in the struggle.96 All of these develop-
ments sound praiseworthy when viewed from Washington, but in Pakistan—a country
whose cooperation is vital to U.S. success in the war on terrorism—they look like the
creation of an Afghan alignment with India against Pakistan.

The facile solution to Pakistan’s concerns is for the United States to simply
dehyphenate its relations with the two major South Asian powers. Dehyphenation is a
shorthand phrase for the principle that “U.S. relations with each state should be gov-
erned by an objective assessment of the intrinsic value of each country to U.S. inter-
ests rather than by fears about how U.S. relations with one would affect relations with
the other.”97 While it may sound plausible in theory, ignoring the effect that U.S. rela-
tions with one of these two countries would have on relations with the other—and on
the bilateral dynamic between the two—would be impossible in practice.

Clearly, it behooves the United States to conceive of India in a more global context
than it has typically done in the past, but doing so cannot negate the fact that the
regional context also remains critically important. To evaluate American strategy op-
tions toward India without taking Pakistani equities into consideration would be like
building a strategy toward Pakistan based solely on its role in fighting al Qaeda while
disregarding the activities of A.Q. Khan or the status of the line of control in Kashmir.

All this cautions against placing a greater burden on the evolving U.S.-Indian stra-
tegic relationship than it is able to bear, a counsel to temper expectations on both sides
and not allow the glowing statements of shared democratic values to blind us to very
real obstacles that lie in the way of productive cooperation. Yet this does not negate in
the least the extremely high importance that Washington is and ought to be placing on
putting ties with India on a firm, stable, and durable footing, or the investment that the
American public and private sectors will increasingly be making in the development
of the Indian economy. There is considerable merit to the concept, articulated by Ashley
Tellis, that the United States has an inherent interest in the development of indepen-
dent power centers in Asia that by their very existence prevent the achievement of
hegemony over the continent by any single state.98

India may turn out to be a major power unlike any that has come before. To the
extent that the country remains true to what most Indians want it to be, its might will
not be manifested in an ability to project military force, as that of the classical Euro-
pean powers and the United States has been. Nor, as long as India’s external trade and
investment remain negligible compared to other global centers, will it carry the kind
of clout exercised by the European Union, postwar Japan, or even the “Asian tigers.”
Some have suggested that a rising India’s influence will be felt not in these traditional
areas of hard power but in the soft power of cultural clout, be it the success of Indian
democracy and development “radiating” throughout Asia99 or the subtly subversive
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social messages of individual choice and moderate sexual liberation conveyed by the
ubiquitous movies produced by India’s “Bollywood” film industry. While the role of
a cultural hub is a comfortable one for most Indians, it remains to be seen how effec-
tive soft power can be without the hard edge of more conventional power to back it up.

Whatever kind of power India turns out to be, it is clear that the United States will
be better off having positive relations with it than not. Tensions will arise along the
way, and they will be aggravated by many differences, both stylistic and substantive,
that have often caused serious friction in the past. Yet as Sumit Ganguly aptly points
out, it has been precisely the lack of a broad-based relationship that has allowed such
points of contention to dominate the agenda and derail promising opportunities for
cooperation in the past.100 It will be necessary for American decisionmakers to work
through these irritations frankly yet patiently, slowly building the ties across a multi-
tude of fronts, if the world’s two largest democracies are to cooperate as successfully
as has long been so optimistically envisioned.

MANAGING GREAT POWER RELATIONS
Nothing demonstrates better the passing of the age of absolutism from America’s

foreign policy than its relationships with the three major powers discussed in this
chapter (see table 6–6). Unlike the Cold War, the United States has neither absolute
friends nor absolute enemies among the major centers of global power. With all three
of them, the relationship is bound to have elements of cooperation and competition,

Russia 144 $4,043 1,212,700 25.1 4.3 333.1 223.2

China 1,300 $1,462 2,255,000 62.5 3.3 1,242.6 275.5

India 1,100 $691 1,325,000 19.6 2.6 87.5 123.9

United 294 $39,796 1,433,600 465.0 4.0 2,340.0 8,353.5
States

TABLE 6–6.  COMPARING THE GREAT POWERS

Sources:  World Bank, Key Development Data and Statistics:  Country Profiles, avail-
able at <www.worldbank.org>; U.S. Department of the Treasury, Office of Interna-
tional Affairs, available at  <http://www.treasury.gov/tic/deb2ad04.html>; International
Institute for Strategic Studies (IISS),  The Military Balance, 2004 and  2005–2006.
All figures are 2004.
*Defense expenditure data is derived from IISS estimates, which attempt to account for

undisclosed expenditure and variation between countries, and have been adjusted to
express all values in nominal terms.
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agreement and discord, incentives and coercion, and even the potential for conflict
with China or Russia. In other words, it is likely to be a “normal” relationship where
the degree of partnership or hostility is likely to be determined by the mix of U.S.
interests rather than pursuit of victory guided by fierce competition of ideas.

In a stark departure from the all-out competition with the Soviet Union that re-
sulted in the latter’s demise, U.S. relationships with the major centers of global power
are devoid of the same competitive spirit. The United States has enormous stakes in all
three of these powers and must always, even in the most competitive aspects of these
relationships, contend with the realization that victory can be costly. Even U.S. vic-
tory in the Cold War proved to be costly, for despite the peace dividend, the United
States had no choice but to pay for a variety of Cold War legacy projects—from the
Chernobyl nuclear disaster in Ukraine to the security of the nuclear stockpile in Rus-
sia to the environmental projects in Central Asia.

The war on terror has some fiercely competitive aspects, especially when it comes
to the battle of ideas. But its prosecution, as well as dealing with many regional and
global problems, requires the United States to pursue cooperative strategies toward
the three major powers of Eurasia. This has a moderating effect on U.S. competition
with China or Russia, whose cooperation may be required in pursuit of important U.S.
interests. The U.S. stake in cooperative relations with those two nations is likely to
limit the U.S. agenda for democracy promotion with regard to both of them.

Despite major changes in the world and U.S. foreign policy since the terrorist
attacks of September 11, 2001, U.S. policy toward the three major powers has shown
a remarkable degree of continuity. Current U.S. policies toward China, Russia, and
India may reflect changes in emphasis from the 1990s but are not fundamentally different
from U.S. policies of the previous decade.

U.S. policy toward China, particularly since 2005, has encouraged it to act as a
responsible stakeholder in the international system, rather than as a member or ob-
server. The goal of this policy is to encourage Chinese behavior that does not merely
participate in the international system, but actively strengthens it. On the one hand, it
recognizes China’s enhanced status and rights as a shareholder. On the other hand, it
appeals to China’s sense of responsibility. This policy appeals to China’s self-interest
as a member of major international arrangements—the world system of free trade and
attendant agreements on intellectual property rights, transparency, and fair pricing;
the global nonproliferation regime; environmental treaties; and so forth. The extent of
China’s ability to act as a responsible stakeholder will be tested over the next several
years. But the prospect of a cooperative China invested in the international system
creates a powerful incentive for the United States to carefully calibrate the mix of
cooperative and competitive tools in its approach to Beijing.

A stumbling China would pose at least as much of a challenge to U.S. interests in
Eurasia and beyond as a successful China pursuing a deliberate, focused strategy in-
tended to expand its power and influence. Aside from the economic fallout and impact
on U.S. trade and investment in China, domestic unrest could result in a more nation-
alistic foreign policy as Beijing seeks to deal with internal problems or a less coherent
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policy that the United States would be ill equipped to counter for fear of aggravating
the central government’s weakness and generating even greater unpredictability in its
behavior.

The novelty of this approach to Beijing lies in its unequivocal recognition of China’s
status as a major shareholder in the international system. However, the essence of this
policy is not new and reflects the longstanding U.S. practice vis-à-vis China, Russia,
and India of co-opting potential partners on the assumption that they are more likely
to be cooperative inside than outside the tent, even before they are ready for full mem-
bership responsibilities. This was the logic of extending G–8 membership to Russia.
Shareholder responsibility is a concept that is to a large degree being currently extended in
U.S. policy toward India in the expectation that it will continue its progress as a stake-
holder in the international system and will work to strengthen it.

However, to be effective, shareholder responsibility has to be a two-way street. It
implies mutual responsibility, shared interests, and substantial stakes in each other
held by the shareholders, including the United States. Its application to the three Eur-
asian powers would reaffirm the longstanding U.S. practice of balancing its diverse
interests, combining elements of cooperation and competition, and mixing coercion
with rewards—a practice that has proven its effectiveness in the long run and one to
which there is no realistic alternative.

Moreover, the global agenda pursued by the United States is not shared by the
three major Eurasian powers, whose priorities are heavily concentrated on their do-
mestic agendas. Whenever they see the global agenda of the United States encroach
upon their respective domestic agendas, they are likely to oppose it even if they agree
with the United States on the endstate. There exist profound disagreements among the
three Eurasian players on the means to achieve regional and global security. Chief
among them are differences with respect to the role that democratic governance can
and should play as an instrument of foreign policy and long-term stability. These
differences pit the United States squarely against the three Eurasian great powers,
which tend to view interests and their balance as the more reliable basis for achieving
long-term stability and security.

In the case of India, U.S. democracy promotion does not strike the same neuralgic
notes as it does with Russia and China. But India’s support for this cause is likely to be
tempered by skepticism about its efficacy, desire to protect India’s own interests re-
garding third parties, and longstanding postcolonial suspicion of big power interfer-
ence in the internal affairs of other nations.

Moreover, while U.S. interests appear to be well served by the flourishing relationship
with India, U.S. leverage in more contentious circumstances could be quite limited.
One reason is India’s internal weakness as a nation suffering from widespread poverty
and underdevelopment, combined with the long-term U.S. interest in seeing India
overcome this weakness. Applying sanctions to India in retaliation for policies that
run contrary to U.S. interests could be counterproductive and backfire. Another rea-
son is the relative novelty of the U.S.-Indian partnership and its vulnerability to Indian
public opinion, still sensitive to external pressures after the colonial experience.
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Two of the three Eurasian powers—China and Russia—at least rhetorically find
themselves on the receiving end of U.S. efforts to promote democracy. Both have
been targets of U.S. criticism for their failure to observe democratic norms at home.
Both have viewed U.S. criticism as a challenge to their sovereignty and national pride.
In the case of China, U.S. support for democratic governance worldwide is superim-
posed on longstanding tensions over Taiwan. In the case of Russia, U.S. support for
democracy has been viewed as a tool to limit Russian influence in the territories around
its periphery that Moscow has viewed as its traditional sphere of influence. Thus,
Washington’s democracy promotion efforts will continue to constrain relations with
China and Russia, barring unexpected political shifts in those countries. The 2006
National Security Strategy discussion of the limits of great power cooperation under-
scores that the United States cannot be indifferent to a state’s treatment of its own
citizens because “states that are governed well behave well.”101 The strategy concludes
that close relations with the United States can only be cemented by governments that
expand liberty and respect the rule of law and the dignity of the individual.

As Central Asia has emerged as a locus of great power competition, the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization has become an important venue for its prosecution. Russia,
China, and the four Central Asian member states are clearly interested in positioning
the SCO as an international counterweight to the United States, but divergent interests
among the members and the need for cooperation with Washington on certain issues
make it unlikely that the SCO will develop into an anti-U.S. alliance, particularly if
the United States remains engaged in the region.

The SCO evolved out of the Shanghai Five, a 1996 Chinese initiative to promote
confidence-building measures and disarmament along China’s borders with Russia
and Central Asian states. A secondary motive was to legitimize increased Chinese
influence in Central Asia without upsetting Russia. Heads of state have held annual
summits since 1996 and ministers of foreign affairs, defense, economy, and trade, as
well as justice and law enforcement officials, have held meetings to explore multilat-
eral cooperation.

Statements from the 2006 and 2007 SCO summits were more restrained than those
from 2005, when the summit declaration called for a timetable for the withdrawal of
U.S. military forces from bases in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan. But the 2006 and 2007
summits did echo previous calls decrying—not so obliquely—U.S. democracy pro-
motion efforts as interference in the internal affairs of sovereign countries. The 2006
summit declaration stated that “differences in cultural traditions, political and social
systems, values and model of development . . . should not be taken as pretexts to
interfere in other countries’ internal affairs” and pointedly noted that “model[s] of
social development should not be exported.”102 The authoritarian SCO governments
have a mutual interest in resisting U.S. pressure on human rights and democratization,
which they feel will invite repetition of the revolutions that overthrew leaders in Geor-
gia, Ukraine, and Kyrgyzstan.

Some observers view increasing SCO security cooperation—and especially com-
bined military exercises—such as Peace Mission 2007, which took place in Russia
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during August 2007 under a counterterrorism rubric—as an indication that the SCO
might evolve into an anti-U.S. military alliance. However, member states also have
important interests that require cooperation with the United States, particularly stabi-
lization of Afghanistan. Divergent national interests, institutional weaknesses, Sino-
Russian rivalry, and the reluctance of Central Asian states to subjugate their autonomy
and national interests to either Moscow or Beijing will likely limit the SCO’s ability to
act collectively. For example, Kazakhstan denied Chinese troops transit rights through
its territory to participate in Peace Mission 2007.

This does not mean the United States should ignore the organization; rather, it
should maintain its bilateral engagement with Central Asian governments, open a dia-
logue with China and Russia about regional stability, and try to work directly with the
SCO. Concrete U.S. assistance in some forms of SCO cooperation, such as measures
to improve border security to counter terrorism and drug trafficking, would likely be
welcome by members. The United States could continue to push economic and politi-
cal liberalization as necessary for long-term stability. While it would enhance the
SCO’s legitimacy, U.S. participation as a formal or informal observer would make it
harder for member states to dodge responsibility for anti-U.S. statements.

Thus, in managing its relationships with the three major powers of Eurasia, the
United States finds itself facing a new and very different set of challenges and oppor-
tunities than it did during the Cold War era. With two rising and one rebounding
power in Eurasia, the task facing the United States, as the only truly global power, can
be described as managing two takeoffs and one landing. All four players—the United
States, China, India, and Russia—have enormous stakes in making these processes as
smooth as possible. Turbulence in one could easily lead to significant disruptions for
others. The incentives for all in avoiding disruptions are hard to overestimate, as are
the consequences of failure to do so. The long-term goal—of a stable Eurasia resting
on three regional and one global pillar—would serve everyone’s interests well.
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To advance its interests in today’s complex global security environment, the United
States must continue to strengthen cooperation with allies and partners and ex-

pand and adapt these relationships to deal with new challenges. While the United
States remains the foremost power in the world, none of the 21st-century threats—
including international terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
regional conflict, and failed states—is amenable to unilateral solutions. The 31 U.S.
treaty allies, along with many close partners, are among the countries that are benefit-
ing most from globalization and an open economic system.1

A NETWORK FOR GLOBAL SECURITY
These U.S. allies and close partners form a capable core group of states that share

a stake in maintaining global peace and stability, including through the promotion of
security, prosperity, good governance, and the rule of law. Despite differing approaches
and capabilities to deal with specific problems, these countries can augment and
complement U.S. actions in the advancement of mutual interests and help avoid mili-
tary and political overextension. Moreover, allied and partner support and involve-
ment grant greater legitimacy to U.S. actions, and effective alliance relations diminish
the inclination of countries to counterbalance U.S. power. Better cross-regional inte-
gration of the activities of U.S. alliances and partnerships could create a global web of
relationships for effective common action.

In its 2002 National Security Strategy (NSS), the Bush administration recognized
that U.S. North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and Asian allies not only but-
tress regional peace and stability, but also are essential partners in combating terror-
ism and promoting freedom and economic development around the world. The ad-
ministration called for an expanded NATO with new structures and military capabili-
ties to deal with threats to the security of member states wherever they arise and en-
couraged Japan and South Korea to play an expanded role in regional and global
affairs. However, senior administration officials articulated a clear preference for flex-
ible, mission-based coalitions, given potential constraints that allies might impose on
U.S. military operations, and elected to pursue the initial antiterrorism campaign in
Afghanistan outside NATO.2 In the Western Hemisphere, the NSS highlighted the
value of “flexible coalitions with states that shared our priorities, particularly Mexico,
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Brazil, Canada, Chile, and Colombia,” while affirming a willingness to work with
inclusive regional institutions.3 The administration’s emphasis on shifting, ad hoc coa-
litions strained relations with many longtime allies and partners who have seen it as
reflecting both a diminished U.S. commitment to existing security obligations and a
propensity for unilateral action.

At the outset of its second term, the Bush administration undertook essential steps
to restore a broader strategic dialogue with European allies in the aftermath of dis-
agreements over the Iraq war and to accelerate the process of adapting East Asian
alliance relationships, with some noteworthy progress. The 2006 U.S. National Secu-
rity Strategy and Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) were unequivocal about the
centrality of allies and international partners, as well as unified interagency efforts at
home and abroad, to realize U.S. strategic goals. The QDR called for changes through-
out the U.S. Government to conduct integrated, civil-military operations and for the
Defense Department to enhance its ability to work with and bolster the capabilities of
international partners.4

The global nature of America’s security interests and the unpredictability of where
threats to those interests will emerge led U.S. defense planners in recent years to shift
from a primarily regional to a global approach in managing operations of the U.S.
Armed Forces. The Global Posture Review, completed in 2004, reassessed U.S. over-
seas basing requirements. It concluded that the United States needs rapid, assured
access to a wider array of lesser military facilities and operating locations overseas
that are closer to areas of potential instability and conflict so that many large Cold
War–era operating bases could be consolidated.5 Maintenance of effective consulta-
tions and security cooperation activities with allies and partners is essential to suc-
cessful implementation of both this realignment and long-term U.S. defense strategy.

The alliance adaptation process is more advanced in the transatlantic context, where
NATO has undergone major adjustments of its membership, missions, and capabili-
ties over the past 15 years. In addition to integrating 10 new Central and Eastern
European members since 1999, NATO has undertaken a range of unforeseen and chal-
lenging operations—from conducting a high-intensity air campaign in Kosovo, to
helping defend U.S. airspace in the wake of 9/11, to building security in Afghanistan
and supporting disaster relief in Pakistan. NATO has also advanced its security coop-
eration with Partnership for Peace (PFP) members in the Caucasus and Central Asia
and worked to build dialogue and practical cooperation with countries of the broader
Middle East. In the process of taking on emerging global challenges, NATO is build-
ing new partnerships with the European Union (EU), United Nations (UN), African
Union, Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and South Korea. Still, NATO’s future remains
far from assured, as its members continue to debate its 21st-century missions.

Terrorism, instability in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, energy security, lin-
gering ethnic turmoil in the Balkans, and uncertainties surrounding Russia’s future
direction remain common European and American security concerns. In recent years,
the United States and Europe have worked closely to advance counterterrorism co-
operation, support democracy in Ukraine, and stop Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons.
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However, the ability and/or willingness of European governments to work with and
alongside the United States—in NATO or bilaterally—to address these problems is
constrained by a lack of consensus on strategy, slow or stagnant economic growth,
and doubts about American leadership.6 To sustain the transatlantic relationship, the
United States faces three key challenges: to encourage a fragmented, often reluctant
Europe to become a fuller partner in managing security affairs along its periphery and
globally; to restore European confidence in American leadership post-Iraq and dem-
onstrate that it really welcomes such a partnership with Europe; and to find the right
institutional arrangements and division of labor, particularly with the EU, to advance
many common interests.

In the Middle East, U.S. security ties to Israel remain robust, but fragile partner-
ships with moderate Arab states have been weakened by differences over
counterterrorism activities, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the Iraq war, and U.S. de-
mocracy promotion activities. The lingering turmoil in Iraq and the large U.S. mili-
tary presence in that country are rallying points for jihadists that also impede im-
proved relations with Arab partners. Iran’s regional assertiveness and determination
to acquire nuclear capability further complicate security dynamics in the region. The
future of U.S. partnerships in this region will turn on how successful Washington is in
balancing its support of Israel’s security with efforts to promote a durable resolution
of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, building cooperation with moderate Arab states,
reshaping its military presence, and promoting gradual political and economic
change.

U.S. security cooperation with the states of South and Central Asia has gained new
importance, given the war in Afghanistan, the requirements of U.S. global military
strategy, and Central Asia’s contribution to world energy supplies. A new, multifac-
eted strategic partnership with India has been initiated, and Pakistan and Afghanistan
have become valuable partners in the struggle against terrorism. Cooperation with the
states of Central Asia, earlier concerned with post-Soviet legacy issues, has been refo-
cused on countering terrorism and transnational threats.

In East Asia, complex and difficult negotiations with Japan and the Republic of
Korea (ROK) have resulted in agreement to transform the U.S. military posture in the
region to meet the security challenges of the post-9/11 world while also reinforcing
defense commitments to longstanding allies. At the same time, both Japan and the
ROK have become more engaged in international security affairs: Japan, with deploy-
ments to the Indian Ocean, Iraq, and other parts of the Middle East, and the ROK with
deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan. Similarly, Australia has supported the United
States in Afghanistan and Iraq, while assuming greater responsibilities for stability in
the South Pacific region. Security cooperation with other treaty allies (Thailand and
the Philippines), new partners in Southeast Asia (Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and
Vietnam), and Mongolia has advanced in recent years. The key strategic challenges
for the United States in sustaining trans-Pacific relationships will be to transform the
alliances with Japan and South Korea into fuller partnerships for addressing regional
and global security concerns and open to cooperation with other countries, to build
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consensus on dealing with China’s rising influence and military capabilities, and to
show how security relationships with the United States can work to bolster and comple-
ment other forms of regional cooperation.

There has been uneven progress since 2001 in adapting security relations in the
Western Hemisphere, which remain largely bilateral. The United States and Canada
have increased counterterrorism and border cooperation. The two governments agreed
to renew the North American Aerospace Defense (NORAD) Agreement indefinitely
and to expand it to include maritime surveillance, although differences on missile
defense issues remain. While U.S. and Mexican law enforcement and immigration
officials have developed pragmatic cooperation on border security, military-to-mili-
tary ties have remained circumspect. U.S. cooperation with Chile, Brazil, and several
Central American governments on regional and global security concerns has produced
concrete results and shows promise. U.S. support to Colombia’s counterinsurgency
efforts remains critical to strengthening that country and to containing and managing
conflicts, narcoterrorism, and other transnational threats in the Andean ridge. Multi-
lateral approaches to security are still tentative, although members of the Organiza-
tion of American States (OAS) agreed in the 2003 Declaration on Security in the
Americas to strengthen cooperation on an array of transnational security issues. How-
ever, state weakness, sovereignty concerns, populist movements, and wariness of
U.S. power and unilateralist tendencies have tempered wider hemispheric coopera-
tion. The key challenges to the United States in advancing hemispheric security coop-
eration are to overcome lingering suspicions and doubts about its policies and
commitment and to help build consensus on a comprehensive vision and strategy for
regional security.

Africa is an increasingly important U.S. trading partner and an enormous untapped
market for U.S. investors, as well as the source of 10 percent of the oil the United
States imports and significant quantities of many other natural resources. The
continent’s many weak and failed states contribute to instability in the international
system and have attracted al Qaeda and other terrorist groups. Thus, the United States
is nurturing partnerships with regional leaders in South Africa, Nigeria, Kenya, and
Ethiopia and supporting efforts by the African Union and subregional organizations
to build African capabilities to maintain regional peace and stability and mitigate glo-
bal terrorism. The United States provides equipment and training in peacekeeping
operations and other contingencies to military units in selected African countries
through the Africa Regional Peacekeeping and African Contingency Operations Train-
ing and Assistance programs. The Secretary of Defense created a new U.S. Africa
Command in 2007 to enhance U.S. peacetime military engagement, training activi-
ties, and contingency planning.

Against these regional developments, several overarching factors are complicating
the adaptation of U.S. security partnerships around the world. Many friends and allies
feel that Washington has been overly focused on combating terrorism and has an ex-
cessively militarized strategy. Widespread opposition to U.S. policies toward Iraq and
the broader Middle East has led to steep drops in favorable public attitudes toward the
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United States. The pace of transformation of the U.S. Armed Forces continues to
widen the gap in capabilities between them and allied and partner militaries, making
effective combined operations more difficult. Some allies are concerned that the re-
alignment of U.S. military deployments and shifting global interests could diminish
bilateral security commitments or engage them unwittingly in regional conflicts (see
table 7–1). This chapter explores these and other challenges ahead in restoring confi-
dence in U.S. leadership, adapting alliances, and building new partnerships in various
regions and identifies promising policy options to advance those goals.

Total Number of Personnel

Europe 96,119

Asia and the Pacific 74,530
(excluding United States and
its territories)

North Africa/Middle East/ 5,452
South Asia

Western Hemisphere 2,059
(excluding United States and
its territories; including South
and Central America
and Caribbean)

Sub-Saharan Africa 1,699

Former Soviet Union 108

TABLE 7–1. U.S. FORCES AROUND THE WORLD

Source: Department of Defense (DOD), Washington Headquarters Services, Director-

ate of Information Operations and Reports, Department of Defense Active Duty Person-

nel Strengths by Regional Area and by Country (309A) (September 30, 2006), available
at <http://siadapp.dior.whs.mil/personnel/MILITARY/history/hst0609.pdf>; approxi-
mately 23,000 of the 100,000 authorized forces in Europe are actually deployed to
Operations Enduring Freedom/Iraqi Freedom. Additionally, U.S. European Command’s
(USEUCOM’s) Strategic Theater Transformation plan calls for the closure of several

hundred bases and installations in Europe and the return of over 40,000 military person-
nel, 65,000 DOD civilians, and 57,000 family members to the United States by 2012.  For
example, it is anticipated that the U.S. Army component of USEUCOM will be reduced
over the next 5 years from 63,000 to about 28,000 Soldiers stationed in Europe.  The
majority of U.S. forces in Asia are located in South Korea and Japan; efforts to realign
these forces are currently under way in both countries.
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TRANSATLANTIC SECURITY RELATIONS: TENSIONS AND
TRANSFORMATION

Close security bonds between the United States and its European allies, anchored
in NATO since 1949, have survived many difficult tests from the 1956 Suez Crisis to
the 1999 Kosovo air campaign. Ultimately, the Alliance remained strong because its
members did not allow their differences to rival their overriding shared interests and
values.7

But will the past be prologue? In recent years, signs of trouble have not been hard
to find. The wave of European solidarity with the United States following 9/11 ebbed
substantially within 6 months of those attacks. By early 2003, sharp differences over
Iraq divided the Alliance, and widespread concerns about perceived U.S.
“unilateralism” led to plummeting European public opinion of the United States and
support for its policies.8 Even those who had long held that transatlantic ties are irre-
versible began to worry that Europe and the United States had increasingly diverging
values, interests, and capabilities.

But more hopeful signs also emerged. Since 9/11, the United States and European
governments have strengthened their practical diplomatic, intelligence, financial, and
law enforcement cooperation in combating terrorism.9 The enduring value of their
military cooperation, already demonstrated in the Balkans, has improved in Afghani-
stan and, to a limited degree, in Iraq. While a common Middle East strategy remains
elusive, even those European governments most critical of the U.S.-led invasion of
Iraq have acknowledged that Iraq’s stabilization—as well as the promotion of reforms
in the Arab world—is a shared European-American interest. U.S. endorsement of EU
diplomatic efforts to block Iran’s capability to develop nuclear weapons, the EU’s
deferral of plans to lift its embargo on arms sales to China, and important Franco-
American cooperation on Lebanon and Syria have also enhanced transatlantic rela-
tions. While the Europeans, as a group, have not transformed their military capabili-
ties as far or as fast as the United States would like, most have understood the need for
change, initiated some restructuring and modernization efforts, and are looking for
ways to do better within constrained budgets. More broadly, the allies overwhelm-
ingly want to keep the United States engaged in European security affairs, while the
United States looks increasingly toward its allies to share the burdens of managing
global stability, including preventing or addressing threats and conflicts that emanate
from outside the North Atlantic region.

KEY CHALLENGES IN TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS
Early in his second term, President Bush pronounced a renewed commitment to

close cooperation and strategic dialogue with NATO allies, and his unprecedented
meeting with the European Council and Commission in February 2005 signaled a
willingness to work with the EU as a fuller partner. While the tone of transatlantic
relations has perceptibly improved, the longer term success of the reconciliation
process will depend on how the United States and its allies address five major
challenges:
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• managing the “threat perception gap”
• formulating convergent strategies to address common global challenges
• narrowing the “capabilities gap”
• achieving a close and complementary—not competitive—relationship be-

tween NATO and the EU
• expanding NATO’s partnerships along Europe’s periphery and beyond.

Differing Threat Perceptions
For four decades, there was broad Alliance consensus on the overarching risk of

Soviet-led aggression, but a gap in transatlantic perceptions of security threats began
forming in the 1990s. In 1991, NATO acknowledged that the principal new security
risk was instability in Central and Eastern Europe, but only passing references were
made to risks emanating from WMD proliferation and terrorism.10 However, as a re-
sult of its preponderant military role in the 1990–1991 Gulf War coalition and its
continuing global commitments, the United States became more focused than its al-
lies on preventing and, if necessary, defeating emerging threats to U.S. and Western
interests arising from WMD proliferation, rogue states, and nonstate actors.11 Euro-
pean officials, increasingly preoccupied with escalating violence in the former Yugo-
slavia, seemed slower to appreciate the changing global security environment, more
anxious to reap a “peace dividend,” and less motivated to help educate elite and public
opinion on the new risks.

For a brief period following 9/11, the threat perception gap seemed to vanish. The
celebrated phrase of a Le Monde editorialist—“We are all Americans”12—conveyed a
profound sense of shared vulnerability to a common threat. Ironically, the aftermath
of 9/11 might have contributed to a widening threat perception gap within the Alli-
ance. The United States viewed the attacks as evidence that “asymmetric threats”—
especially the potentially catastrophic consequences of a nexus among terrorists, WMD
proliferation, and hostile states—were real, not theoretical. Hence, Washington de-
clared, as a central tenet of its national security strategy, a “war on terrorism.”

However, 9/11 has not shifted the security paradigm of most Allied governments,
political elites, or general publics to the same degree as experienced in the United
States. A number of allies—especially the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy,
Spain, and Turkey—have dealt with conventional terrorism for decades, and improved
intelligence and law enforcement tools have helped them to contain it.13 While Euro-
pean officials acknowledge that 9/11 demonstrates the growing potential for cata-
strophic terrorism, many in their publics appear to view the threat as abstract and, in
any event, aimed more at the U.S. homeland than European territory and populations.
Despite arrests in several European countries of suspected terrorists in possession of
materials indicating interest in biological or chemical weapons, as well major terrorist
attacks in Madrid and Istanbul in 2004 and London in 2005, the U.S. notion of a “war
on terrorism” still does not resonate well with European publics—particularly when it
is used as a justification for U.S. military intervention in Iraq, which remains unpopu-
lar with a majority of European public opinion. Moreover, a substantial body of
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European opinion holds that Arab-Israeli tensions and the plight of the Palestinians
remain the leading cause of international terrorism and that the global targeting of
American citizens and interests by Islamic terrorists is explained largely by unwaver-
ing U.S. support for Israel. European opinion generally favors a “more evenhanded”
approach to Israel and the Palestinian Authority, and a few allies with large and grow-
ing Muslim minorities are especially concerned by the risk of increased domestic
unrest, or even terrorist attacks against their homeland or interests, if their Middle
East policies appear too closely aligned with those of Washington.

The Cold War consensus on threat assessment will not be recreated any time soon.
Because of its size, power, symbolic value, and global presence, the United States will
remain the principal target of international terrorists and adversary of the nexus of
terrorism, WMD, and rogue states. Thus, some divergences with a number of allies
and partners are probably inevitable. However, threat perceptions are not immutable.
As happened in Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan, once allies and partners have com-
mitted their forces to work together in a dangerous environment, their operational
experience tends to produce a greater convergence of views on threats to those forces.
U.S.-European cooperation on transforming the broader Middle East and promoting
Arab-Israeli reconciliation, if sustained and productive, could help to alleviate corro-
sive transatlantic arguments on the root causes of terrorism.

The changing capabilities of potential adversaries will influence threat percep-
tions as well. For example, through increased bilateral and multilateral dialogue and
information-sharing—including within NATO—the United States and a number of
allies have drawn closer together in assessing potential ballistic and cruise missile
threats. Revelations about the A.Q. Khan network, evidence of continuing North Ko-
rean exports of ballistic missiles and related technology, and Iranian testing of me-
dium-range ballistic missiles as Tehran proceeds with its nuclear programs eventually
could strengthen the voice of allied officials interested in missile defense cooperation
with the United States. However, absent more widespread and major (that is, mass
casualty) terrorist attacks in Europe, at least some allies will not view asymmetric
strikes as the primary direct threat to their national security. As is the case today, these
divergences are likely to persist among Europeans, not just between Europeans and
Americans.

Diverging Strategies
The threat perception gap is closely related to transatlantic differences over the

legitimate use of military force. A common threat assessment can facilitate, but not
guarantee, agreement on strategy. Allied divergences over the application or legiti-
macy of military force are not new. Allies differed on the role of nuclear weapons
during the Cold War and on the conduct of air operations in Kosovo.14 More recently,
some analysts have advanced the concept that Americans and Europeans “no longer
share a common ‘strategic culture.’”15 Broadly speaking, they argue that the United
States, as the sole remaining military superpower, is more prone to “unilateral” pur-
suit of its security interests and less wedded to “multilateral” solutions. They also
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contend that American policymakers appear overconfident, in European eyes, in the
U.S. ability to fundamentally change longstanding geopolitical problems that Euro-
peans view as intractable—for example, the fostering of democracy in the Arab world.
These analysts view Europeans as conditioned by their relative military weakness and
success in building—incrementally but durably—a peaceful and prosperous EU. Thus,
Europeans are said to opt consistently for “multilateral” institutions and international
agreements to rein in threats and, if necessary, legitimize any military action to con-
tain them, while ultimately relying on U.S. power if military action is unavoidable.16

The extent and depth of this perceived strategic divide is debatable and can easily
be overdrawn. At least some of the European complaints of U.S. “unilateralism” have
stemmed from an amalgam of highly charged transatlantic disagreements over nonde-
fense issues—for example, the use of capital punishment in the United States and the
U.S. rejection of the Kyoto Protocol on environmental protection. Among transatlan-
tic disagreements over security-related regimes—for example, the U.S. decisions not
to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Mis-
sile Treaty, to reject the draft verification protocol to the Biological and Toxin Weap-
ons Convention, and not to join the International Criminal Court or accept its jurisdic-
tion over U.S. citizens—only the latter has evoked serious and sustained criticism
among European opinion writ large.

Still, for many Europeans, the U.S. response to 9/11 seemed to validate the
“unilateralist” theme. The U.S. decision not to seek NATO leadership of military op-
erations against al Qaeda and the Taliban was widely perceived in Europe as a U.S.
rejection of collective action and a vote of no confidence in the European allies.17

Moreover, this perception was reinforced by U.S. official statements, beginning in
early 2002 and elaborated in the U.S. National Security Strategy, of the need for pre-
ventive and even preemptive actions to forestall threats from terrorist groups or rogue
states that could not be deterred.18 Many Europeans consider the use of military force
only a “last option” that also should be linked either to self-defense against an actual
attack or cloaked in the legitimacy of a mandate established by an existing interna-
tional organization, preferably the United Nations.

The European Security Strategy (ESS), adopted by the European Council in De-
cember 2003, identifies many of the same threats as the U.S. National Security Strat-
egy, to include global terrorism, WMD proliferation, state failure, and organized crime
(and the nexus of these four), as well as regional conflicts. However, it also argues that
in an era of globalization, European security and prosperity depend on an “effective
multilateral system” and rule-based international order. The contrast with President
Bush’s call for “effective multilateral actions” (emphasis added) is evident.

The ESS also emphasizes different prescriptions, particularly with regard to ter-
rorism and nonproliferation. While noting the military has a role in dealing with ter-
rorism, the ESS advocates “preventive engagement” as its preferred tool in forestall-
ing attacks. With regard to proliferation of WMD, the ESS advocates strengthening
the International Atomic Energy Agency, tightening export controls, enforcing uni-
versal adherence to international treaty regimes, and using preventive engagement
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when signs of proliferation are detected. This reflects much greater satisfaction with
these regimes than exists in Washington, which has pushed for more proactive ap-
proaches (such as the Proliferation Security Initiative and new suppliers’ controls) to
address this threat.

Even if American and European threat assessments were to become more conver-
gent, it is not clear that Europe as a whole would endorse preventive or preemptive
actions advocated by the United States as essential to head off threats from terrorist
groups or rogue states. Notwithstanding the caveats used by the Bush administration
in describing those concepts, many European officials and opinion leaders believe the
terms suggest an offensive and primarily military strategy that is fundamentally at
odds with NATO’s core function of collective defense. They also fear that other re-
gional powers could use a U.S. “preemption doctrine” to justify aggressive military
actions against their neighbors.

Moreover, the transatlantic and intra-European debate over the legitimacy of using
military force absent an explicit UN authorization (or, as in Allied Force in Kosovo, a
NATO mandate) is unlikely to fade any time soon. Even allies and partners that sup-
ported the U.S. decision to use military force against Iraq have faced strong domestic
political pressure (and, in some cases, national legal requirements) to condition any
contribution to the coalition stabilization force on a UN imprimatur. In particular,
there is little prospect that the EU will dilute policy statements that effectively require
UN authorization for virtually any EU-led military operation, although its most mili-
tarily capable members, the United Kingdom and France, will be careful to preserve
their freedom of action.

Gaps in Capabilities and “Usability”
The transatlantic threat perception gap and strategic divergences are reflected in

the third key source of tension in transatlantic security relations: the widening capa-
bilities gap. The United States has contributed far more resources to NATO than any
other single ally since 1949, but today’s capabilities gap has its roots in the 1990s.
Overall European defense spending has been nearly flat since 1995 (see Figure 7–1).
While defense expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic (GDP) are an imperfect
indicator of defense effort or capabilities, the gap between U.S. and European spend-
ing levels during the last decade is significant. According to NATO data, from 1995 to
2006, the U.S. average was 3.7 percent (based on current prices), compared with 1.93
percent for 16 other allies combined—all but 4 of whom spent less than 2 percent.19

The contrast between average U.S. and European spending for investment and re-
search and development (R&D) was even more striking. The United States outspends
Europe 6 to 1 in defense R&D and devotes 35 percent of its defense expenditure to
investment (from a budget more than twice as large as that of European budgets com-
bined), compared to the European level of about 20 percent. 20 All of NATO Europe
spends about $12 billion annually for defense R&D, whereas the United States spent
close to $75 billion in 2006. These disparities in defense investments explain, in large
part, the transatlantic capabilities gap that became obvious during the NATO-led crisis
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response operations in Bosnia and Kosovo and that were later confirmed in Opera-
tions Enduring Freedom and Iraqi Freedom in key areas relevant to modern warfare,
including strategic lift; aerial refueling; sustainability and logistics; deployable com-
mand, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, target acquisi-
tion, and reconnaissance; and precision strike weapons.

An equally problematic transatlantic gap relates to limited European countries’
ability to deploy and sustain significant elements of their armed forces in expedition-
ary operations. While the 24 European allies have a total of 2.4 million military per-
sonnel, only 3 to 5 percent of these forces are capable of deployments outside their
territory for even short periods.21 In addition, some allies continue to place national
restrictions or caveats on how those forces provided to NATO operations can be used,
thus limiting the flexibility of allied commanders. This reflects both political and le-
gal constraints and the consequences of declining defense budgets, lagging training
and standards, and—in some cases—continued reliance on conscription. This situa-
tion has repeatedly reduced the usability of European forces, particularly in Afghani-
stan, and made it problematic for NATO to undertake certain commitments. Too many

FIGURE 7–1. ALLIED DEFENSE SPENDING TRENDS, 1995–2005

Source:  U.S. Department of Defense, “2004 Statistical Compendium on Allied Contri-
butions to the Common Defense,” available at <www.defenselink.mil/pubs/allied_
contrib2004/allied2004.pdf>.
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European armed forces are still configured for the old requirements of territorial de-
fense rather than the current demands for expeditionary operations.

Given the U.S. defense spending increases authorized or planned since 9/11 (a 36
percent overall increase in the U.S. defense budget between fiscal years 2001 and
2006, including growth of 38 percent for procurement and 45 percent for research and
development), the gap is likely to widen further over the next few years.22 In 2006, the
United States spent more than twice as much on defense as all 25 EU members com-
bined. Continuation of these trends could end the ability of all but a very few allies to
operate militarily with the United States in any demanding scenario. Not only techni-
cal military problems are at stake. The capabilities gap might be spawning an intellec-
tual, cultural, and even linguistic divide between the U.S. military and many of its
allied counterparts that makes it increasingly difficult to discuss operational issues
and concepts.

Under considerable U.S. pressure, allied leaders agreed at the November 2002
Prague Summit to a package of interrelated initiatives designed to meet current and
emerging security threats, including:

• creation of a flexible, multiservice NATO Response Force (NRF) ready to
move quickly and conduct forced entry and sustain operations for 30 days or
longer wherever the North Atlantic Council (NAC) decides it is needed

• streamlining NATO’s military command arrangements
• a Prague Capabilities Commitment, under which individual allies pledged to

improve their capabilities in critical areas23

• a new NATO Missile Defense feasibility study to examine a broad range of
defense options.24

The Prague initiatives were, in essence, an American challenge to European allies in
the wake of complaints about their initial exclusion from Operation Enduring Free-
dom, but the results of those initiatives are mixed.

On the positive side, realization of full operational capability of the NRF in No-
vember 2006, if sustained over the long term, will narrow the gap in capabilities and
commitment.25 In June 2003, NATO defense ministers formalized a headquarters re-
duction and created two strategic commands—one for operations and one for trans-
formation. The latter, Allied Command Transformation, was established with tight
links to the U.S. Joint Forces Command as a way to advance European transformation
through the transfer of lessons learned in U.S. exercises and experiments with new
operational concepts. At the 2004 Istanbul Summit, NATO leaders agreed to further
measures to enhance the operational effectiveness of their forces; these included a
goal of having 40 percent of each nation’s land forces prepared and equipped for
foreign deployment, with 8 percent of those land forces capable of sustained foreign
operations.26 Meanwhile, two of the strongest contributors to alliance military poten-
tial, the United Kingdom and France, have followed through on multiyear defense
budget increases announced in 2002 and, for the most part, have directed new investments
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toward capabilities in the priority areas identified by NATO, including strategic lift,
power projection platforms, precision strike weapons, modern intelligence and sur-
veillance systems, and improved defenses against WMD. (France, however, also plans
to spend nearly one-fifth of its investment funds to modernize its nuclear systems.)
Additionally, a few smaller allies have made modest budget increases coupled with
important force modernization efforts.

On the other hand, some allies are implementing force structure reductions of 40
to 50 percent, and their governments are likely to reinvest the resources that supported
these forces in nondefense programs. Procurement plans and investments for trans-
formation of many allied militaries are lagging because of inadequate resources. Sim-
ply put, those allies are struggling to maintain existing defense budgets in the face of
sluggish economies and/or competing domestic priorities.27 Germany, once a power-
house of NATO conventional capabilities, is unlikely to reverse several years of rela-
tively low spending on defense—approximately 1.4 percent of its GDP in 2005—any
time soon, despite its relatively large commitments to crisis management operations,
especially in the Balkans and Afghanistan. Italy, Spain, and Poland are restructuring
their forces to become more efficient and deployable over the long term, but their
weak investment levels will likely hold back their pace of development.

As envisaged at Prague, allies have begun to examine possibilities for significantly
increased role specialization. This means that smaller, less capable allies are focusing
their national contribution to Alliance capabilities in a select number of critical ar-
eas—for example, nuclear/biological/chemical (NBC) detection and protection as-
sets, explosive ordnance disposal, military police, special operations forces, or com-
bat support and combat service support units. Larger, more capable allies will still be
expected to contribute a broad spectrum of combat and support units and assets. NATO
has accommodated a limited degree of de facto role specialization for many years,
given the disparity of capabilities among allies. While attractive in principle, role spe-
cialization will have to be carefully applied to avoid several potential pitfalls. Allies
want reassurance that critical capabilities would be available if needed; since no ally
is formally obligated by the 1949 Washington Treaty actually to participate in a NATO
military operation, NATO defense planners need to ensure some redundancy in criti-
cal capabilities. Similarly, to preserve the principle that allies should accept shared
risks and burdens, the role specialization effort must not encourage allies to accept
only low-cost, low-risk force goals. In addition, specialization may be constrained by
domestic political realities; to maintain parliamentary and public support for their
armed forces, some allies might find it necessary to preserve elements of their tradi-
tional territorial defenses that are no longer needed by NATO.

As allies implement the Prague commitments, they are pursuing greater multilat-
eral cooperation to enhance capabilities while better managing costs, including pool-
ing arrangements and multilateral procurement programs, which could be combined
with role specialization. Multinational cooperation, however, comes with its own set
of requirements and limitations. Reaching agreement on a consortium’s overall re-
quirement, national shares, and financing for and access to the military system in
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question can be complex and politically sensitive. Unless procurement numbers are
sufficiently robust, expected economies of scale will not be realized. Synchronizing
budget and procurement cycles among several allies and partners to ensure funds are
available when needed has always been challenging and will remain so if, as pro-
jected, overall defense investment remains stagnant. A renewed commitment to mul-
tinational cooperation, albeit promising, will not prove to be a panacea.28

Multinational cooperation will be shaped, in turn, by intra-allied and transatlantic
defense industrial concerns. The competition among Europeans to reap long-term eco-
nomic, commercial, and technological benefits from defense-related sales within and
outside Europe risks becoming even more contentious. Within several European govern-
ments and defense-related industries, suspicions persist that U.S. policies regarding en-
hanced NATO capabilities reflect, at least in part, an interest in promoting U.S.-based
industries. Some European officials have voiced concern that the United States ex-
acerbates the capabilities gap by restricting, essentially for commercial reasons, defense-
related technology transfers to potential European industrial partners. Such concerns
have prompted several allies to call for significantly increased defense industrial co-
operation within the EU, to include greater pooling of defense-related research and
development resources and more cooperation through its European Defence Agency.

Competition for defense sales is nothing new, and European governments argu-
ably are at least equally as interested as the United States in seeing that their defense
resources benefit their domestic economy.29 Moreover, the cases where U.S. technol-
ogy transfer controls have impeded close transatlantic cooperation are relatively few
and reflect, for the most part, legitimate national security concerns over possible trans-
fers of that technology to third parties. In addition, as U.S. officials have pointed out,
the technologies needed to correct many of the most pressing alliance capability short-
falls—for example, in NBC defenses, strategic lift, aerial refueling, secure, deployable,
and interoperable communications, and even precision strike weapons and unmanned
aircraft systems—already exist in Europe. If they are not addressed, transatlantic fric-
tions in these areas could divert attention and energy from the overriding national
security imperative of achieving the Prague commitments. Both sides of the Atlantic
have legitimate interests in a strong and efficient domestic defense industrial base, but
the case for increasing transatlantic cooperation is equally compelling. Moreover, the
level of defense industrial cooperation achieved in the Prague context will have im-
portant implications for intra-alliance cooperation on missile defense, an area where
command and control, resource, and technology transfer issues likely will be even
more daunting.

NATO–EU Relations and “Dual Enlargement”
Any U.S. strategy to shape future transatlantic security relations must take into

account the transformation of not just NATO’s membership, structures, and capabili-
ties, but also those of the EU. It must take into account a critical distinction between
the two organizations: the United States has a preeminent role in the former but no
seat at the table in the latter.
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In theory, the logic of establishing close, cooperative, and transparent NATO–EU
links over a wide spectrum of defense-related matters appears overwhelming. Given
their broadly overlapping memberships—21 of 27 EU member states are also mem-
bers of NATO, and 4 of the others are in PFP—NATO and the EU draw upon essen-
tially the same European force pool. As every European state has only one army, air
force, or navy and one defense budget, it makes no military or budgetary sense to
structure, equip, or train those forces differently for NATO-led or EU-led missions.
Moreover, decisions to commit those forces to actual operations are among the most
politically sensitive for any ally or EU member. Thus, as a rule, one would not expect
European states to develop significantly different threat assessments within NATO
and the EU or to be less protective of their national prerogatives in one organization
than in the other.

In practice, after a slow start and some difficult negotiations, a solid foundation for
NATO–EU links has taken shape. In late 2002, the NAC agreed to provide the EU
with assured access to NATO operational planning capabilities, and the two organiza-
tions issued a declaration of principles for their “strategic partnership” that empha-
sizes the need for close cooperation on crisis management and capabilities develop-
ment. In early 2003, the organizations agreed on further details regarding their practi-
cal cooperation—a package of arrangements known as “Berlin Plus”—that include
provisions for NATO support to EU-led operations.30 During this same period, NATO
and the EU worked together closely in Bosnia, where the EU Police Mission replaced
a similar UN-led police task force in January 2003, and in Macedonia, where NATO’s
stabilization operation was replaced by an EU mission in March 2003. In late 2004,
NATO concluded its Stabilization Force Mission in Bosnia-Herzegovina, and the EU
deployed a new military mission, Althea, under Berlin Plus arrangements.

However, NATO–EU cooperation remains uneven. The NAC and the EU’s Politi-
cal and Security Committee meet periodically, as do the NATO and EU military com-
mittees, but their meetings thus far have been focused on the implementation of Berlin
Plus arrangements in Bosnia. They have not addressed broader strategic issues, such
as cooperation involving Russia, Ukraine, Africa, or the broader Middle East. NATO–
EU cooperation on capabilities development has been disappointing overall, and the
organizations were slow to establish permanent military liaison arrangements to fa-
cilitate transparency and cooperation on missions beyond Bosnia. Although both or-
ganizations have provided assistance to the African Union’s monitoring and peace-
keeping effort in Darfur, their cooperation was nearly scuttled by a diplomatic spat
over their respective roles, with a small number of EU states initially seeking to block
NATO involvement.31

Such tensions reflect, in part, an internal EU tug-of-war over the strategic direc-
tion of its Common Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP), which provides the
overarching framework for EU defense-related activities, or European Security and
Defense Policy (ESDP). For some EU members—of which France has been the most
vocal—CFSP/ESDP serves a grander vision of the EU as a leading “pole” in a “mul-
tipolar” world. Although French officials have been careful, at least since 2002, to
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avoid public suggestions that the EU should serve at times as a counterweight to the
United States, implicit in their descriptions of multipolarity is the notion that a more
militarily capable and autonomous EU would allow it to balance and, in some cases,
restrain U.S. dominance of global affairs. Multipolarity advocates have been deliber-
ately vague on how it would be constituted and applied, but some envision building,
within the EU, a collective defense alternative to NATO. That said, a number of EU
leaders, such as former British Prime Minister Tony Blair and German Chancellor
Angela Merkel, have openly criticized the “counterweight” notion and emphasized
the need for a complementary and cooperative NATO–EU relationship that strength-
ens European capabilities within the alliance as well as the EU. Their reasons for
doing so are strategic and tactical: they fear that NATO–EU competition will damage
transatlantic security and political bonds essential for collective defense and challeng-
ing crisis management operations, and the capabilities development necessary for both;
and they believe that European influence on U.S. policies is maximized by emphasiz-
ing shared interests and developing convergent policies, not by offering alternative
EU policies intended to rein in Washington.

That NATO and the EU have adopted different tones and approaches to defense
and security issues should come as no surprise. The two organizations had virtually
no contact before 1999, and they have somewhat different memberships, purposes,
structures, and institutional cultures. It is a positive sign that their operational experi-
ence, especially in the Balkans and Darfur, has provided valuable lessons learned for
possible collaboration in future crisis management contingencies. However, closer
practical cooperation between the two is desirable and likely for a number of reasons:

• First, the nature of contemporary security threats—especially international
terrorism and WMD proliferation, areas where NATO and EU assessments
appear to be growing closer—have made such cooperation imperative, and
the two organizations have complementary tools to address them.

• Second, notwithstanding the current inclination of a few EU members to
demonstrate the Union’s potential for “autonomous” military operations, there
is not a single member (including France) that is both willing and capable of
assuming within the EU a role similar to that of the United States in NATO—
that is, as the catalyst, builder, integrator, and shepherd of large, complex,
and high-risk military operations.32 Most EU members will be inclined to
seek NATO support for any large-scale or high-intensity EU-led mission where
their forces would be exposed to significant combat risk. 33

• Third, given the pressures on European defense spending, there is little appe-
tite among most EU members for investing in operational planning struc-
tures that would duplicate those of NATO.34 Nor is it likely that most EU
members will invest in capabilities required for EU missions that would not
be compatible with their NATO or PFP force planning goals.

• Fourth, with regard to force structures, allies who are also EU members have
accepted that the NRF and the EU’s more modest rapid reaction capability,
known as the EU Battlegroups, can be mutually reinforcing. The capability,
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training, and interoperability standards and benefits that accrue to European
forces participating in the NRF will be applicable, in many cases, to the EU
Battlegroups as well. While arrangements are needed to deconflict any po-
tential dual-tasking of specific European units for concurrent NATO-led and
EU-led rotations, this should be manageable through increased transparency
and liaison contacts.35

Still, some transatlantic tensions are inevitable. All EU members likely will see
important reasons (including safeguarding employment for their national firms) to in-
crease defense industrial cooperation within the EU. The focus for such cooperation
will be the European Defence Agency.36 At the same time, several factors will temper
any inclination to establish a “fortress Europe.” Despite its problems, transatlantic defense
industrial cooperation generally has improved over the past decade, and promising
new models—for example, European participation in the large U.S. Joint Strike Fighter
program—are in place. Such cooperation will remain very attractive for Europeans
anxious to gain access to the larger U.S. defense market and overseas military sales
and to advanced U.S. technologies. Most European governments also will see such coop-
eration as necessary to maintain a high level of interoperability with the U.S. military.

The dual enlargement process has given added impetus to a broad convergence
between NATO and the EU. At the strategic level, there is a solid consensus among the
Central and Eastern European members of both organizations that both institutions
are vital to their supreme national interests, and that any pressures to “choose” be-
tween the two would be damaging to those interests. At the practical level, the new
members are among the least able to afford any duplication of NATO structures by the
EU or any defense capabilities investments under EU auspices that do not meet their
NATO force goals as well.

U.S. policies will play a central role in determining the level of NATO–EU coop-
eration. Perceptions of U.S. unilateralism have the effect of increasing sympathy for
the argument that greater European unity is needed to balance or constrain American
power and influence. Paradoxically, they also provide fodder for those who suggest
that the longstanding U.S. commitment to the defense of Europe and European inte-
gration are rapidly eroding and that Europe, as a consequence, must prepare for an
eventual U.S. disengagement from European security affairs sooner rather than later.
It should be noted, in this context, that the perceived shift in U.S. attitudes toward
cooperation with the EU since President Bush’s visit to EU headquarters in February
2005 has helped to promote a less contentious atmosphere for NATO–EU relations
and tempered European perceptions of American unilateralism—although polling in
2006 suggests that European publics remain considerably more negative regarding
American policies and President Bush than was the case in 2002.37

NATO’s Expanding Partnerships
In the early 1990s, NATO developed the Partnership for Peace to promote stable,

democratic transitions in the communist countries of Central and Eastern Europe and
to build practical cooperation with them and the successor states of the Soviet Union
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on common security problems. PFP programs helped partners develop the
interoperability required to join NATO peacekeeping missions in the Balkans and also
facilitated the preparations of several states for NATO membership.38 The 10 Central
and Eastern European countries that joined NATO since 1999 have added limited
additional military capabilities, but they have made valuable niche contributions to
recent alliance operations and shown a strong commitment to alliance principles.

After 9/11, previous PFP cooperation activities facilitated U.S. and NATO opera-
tions in the Caucasus and Central Asia. At their first meeting after the 9/11 attacks,
partner defense ministers agreed on steps to increase cooperation and capabilities
against terrorism. Forces from 11 partner countries have participated in or supported
the International Security Assistance Force and Operation Enduring Freedom in Af-
ghanistan, and 9 partners supported stabilization efforts as part of Operation Iraqi
Freedom.39 Since creation of the NRF, partners have been working to identify and
develop small niche units that they might contribute to future NATO operations. NATO
and its partners have also launched the Partnership Action Plan Against Terrorism to
strengthen efforts of partner countries in this area and provide a framework for further
multinational cooperation.

Ukraine’s stability and independence are important to long-term U.S. and allied
interests in Central and Eastern Europe, and Ukraine has been a significant contribu-
tor to common efforts to bring peace to the Balkans and Iraq. U.S. and European
support for democracy, free markets, and the rule of law support these goals as well as
Ukraine’s integration into Euro-Atlantic institutions.40 Ukraine’s progress along this
course will also be a safeguard against any Russian efforts to intimidate its neighbors
or reassert a sphere of influence. Ukraine struck a careful balance between East and
West in the first decade of its independence. However, events since 9/11 demonstrated
to its leaders that Ukraine’s security and development require enhanced relations with
Europe and the Unites States. While Victor Yushchenko and other democratic reform-
ers who came to power in the Orange Revolution of 2004 favor eventual NATO mem-
bership, this remains a deeply divisive issue internally, with very low public support.41

Victor Yanukovich, who returned to power in August 2006 as prime minister of a
“grand coalition” government, is strongly opposed to membership, and the coalition
agreement calls only for “mutually beneficial cooperation with NATO.”

U.S. interests in the stability and prosperity of the Mediterranean and the broader
Middle East can also be advanced through cooperation with allies and partners. The
U.S. and EU security strategies both recognize that weak governance, undemocratic
regimes, and economic rigidity in the broader Middle East are exacerbating economic
disparities, social problems, and regional tensions that provide a fertile environment
for terrorism and armed conflicts. When the Bush administration first advanced its
ideas on how to strengthen governance, democratic institutions, civil society, and the
rule of law in the broader Middle East, some European capitals were concerned that
this approach would be perceived by various Arab regimes as threatening and as an
effort to force certain models of democratic polity. As consultations ensued, U.S. and
European leaders participating in the 2004 G–8 Sea Island Summit were able to reach
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agreement on a measured, long-term program to support democratic, social, and eco-
nomic reform in the region under the rubric of the Partnership for Progress and a
Common Future and the Forum for the Future dialogues among government ministers
and business and civil society leaders.

Each side of the Atlantic brings certain strengths to this vast challenge. The EU has
had political consultations and economic and social cooperation with Mediterranean
countries for over a decade through the Barcelona Process. NATO’s Mediterranean
Dialogue, initiated in 1994, has been a forum for confidence-building consultations
and practical cooperation with seven countries in the Mediterranean basin. In 2004,
NATO moved to build dialogue and practical cooperation with states in the broader
Middle East by establishing the Istanbul Cooperation Initiative (ICI). Through ICI,
the alliance is offering countries in the region, focusing initially on members of the
Gulf Cooperation Council, bilateral cooperation on issues of mutual interest includ-
ing defense reform, counterterrorism, proliferation of WMD, and civil emergency
planning. As with the Mediterranean Dialogue, ICI partners can participate in se-
lected NATO exercises and related education and training activities that could im-
prove the ability of their armed forces to operate with those of the alliance.42

Recalibrating the U.S.-European “Terms of Engagement”
Although NATO has served since 1949 as the conceptual “anchor” of the transat-

lantic security relationship, U.S. vital interests in Europe have always extended be-
yond military considerations. Europe will remain an indispensable economic partner
for the United States, with two-way trade and investment serving as an engine for
growth and prosperity in North America, Europe, and globally. The strong and vibrant
democracies in most of Europe are natural partners and models for U.S. efforts to
foster good governance, democratic principles, and market-based growth in the broader
Middle East and elsewhere. America’s European allies and partners are supporting
many nondefense programs that help maintain global stability. The 13 other members
of NATO who are also members of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development’s Development Assistance Committee, with roughly the same gross na-
tional income (GNI), provided 2 to 3 times what the United States did in foreign
assistance between 1995 and 2005.43 In 2005, Official Development Assistance (ODA)
for these countries totaled $55.7 billion, twice the $27.7 billion provided by the United
States (see table 7–2). These 13 governments allocated an average of 0.5 percent of
GNI to ODA, compared with 0.2 percent for the United States. In recent years, these
governments have also provided about 40 percent of assessed contributions to UN
peacekeeping operations and about 5 times more personnel than the United States
to UN and other multinational peace operations. In fashioning an equitable transat-
lantic division of labor for addressing global security challenges, these broader con-
tributions to stability that help reduce threats to the Euro-Atlantic community should
be taken into fuller account. However, Washington will remain reluctant to treat Eu-
rope as a full partner until it demonstrates a willingness to enhance lagging defense
capabilities.
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Worries over future EU expansion (beyond the current 27 members), differences
over the EU’s institutional arrangements (especially after the setbacks to the EU Con-
stitution suffered in the spring of 2005), and social problems and economic stagnation
exacerbated by aging, declining populations in most EU countries will occupy much
of Europe’s attention and likely will dilute its policy consensus on defense and for-
eign policy. By 2025, 48 percent of Europe’s working age population (ages 15–64)
will be retired and over 65, and the armed forces recruitment pool (ages 16–30) will
fall by over 15 percent. These demographic trends are expected to increase public
expenditures for the elderly from 11–16 percent in 2006 to 17–33 percent of national
GDPs over the next four decades, thereby diminishing resources available for defense
at a time when military personnel costs would be rising.44 Europe will remain an es-
sential, but sometimes reluctant, partner for the United States in managing global
challenges—especially those requiring robust and full-spectrum military capabilities—
over the next few decades. Several steps seem warranted to adapt and recalibrate trans-
atlantic security and defense cooperation.

New NATO strategic concept. NATO’s 1999 strategic concept needs to be up-
dated to reflect the multifaceted, global nature of the security threats that Allies con-
front in the early 21st century, particularly terrorism, WMD proliferation, and stabili-
zation of weak states, and a consensus needs to be reached on steps to address these
new challenges. Allies should initiate efforts to prepare a new concept at the 2008
Bucharest Summit, while recognizing that the next administration will need some
time to conduct a policy review and formulate its approach before completing work
on a new concept.

FIGURE 7–2. SHIFTING SOUTH KOREAN ATTITUDES
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Integrated security planning. Long-term success in combating international ter-
rorism, WMD proliferation, and other transnational threats, as well as maintaining
homeland security, will demand transatlantic cooperation in military and many non-
military arenas—including diplomatic pressure, intelligence exchanges, and coordi-
nated customs and immigration efforts. In addition, the “external ministries” respon-
sible for such efforts need to integrate their work with relevant “internal ministries,”
to include justice, police and law enforcement, transport, environment, health, and
others. However, these external and internal entities do not come together in NATO.
Although NATO’s capabilities for critical infrastructure protection, civil-emergency
planning, disaster response, WMD consequence management, energy security, and
air defense remain relevant, the United States needs to deepen operational coopera-
tion bilaterally with the EU, and, where appropriate, through improved NATO–EU
relations and bilateral efforts with individual European governments.45 Given the enor-
mity of what is at stake, the United States and European governments, as well as
NATO and the EU, should take further steps to enhance planning to disrupt and man-
age the consequences of a terrorist attack involving WMD to ensure that the mecha-
nisms for rapid, multinational, cross-agency consultations and operational coopera-
tion would function in the face of such threats.

Work with the EU. One way to advance more integrated approaches to transatlan-
tic security would be to improve the strategic dialogue between NATO and the EU.
This dialogue would help bring together the talent, ideas, and resources of all of the
transatlantic actors and the Euro-Atlantic community’s two most important institu-
tions to identify common threats, concerns, and possible solutions. This dialogue should
address major global security concerns such as Iran’s nuclear program and China’s
emerging role in the international system and military buildup. As NATO–EU coop-
eration on the Balkans has proved, the two organizations can consult and work to-
gether without compromising, in any way, the autonomous decisionmaking processes
of either. A positive step in this direction was taken by NATO foreign ministers at their
April 2005 meeting in Vilnius, when they agreed to hold “informal” discussions on
strategic issues among foreign ministers of all 32 NATO and EU member states. Such
informal meetings have taken place, but they are not a substitute for the broader range
of practical, staff-to-staff contacts needed at all levels of the two organizations to
ensure their complementarity and cooperation.

With the advent of active EU involvement in security and defense matters, transat-
lantic security relations have come to resemble, from Washington’s perspective, a
three-dimensional chess board of bilateral, NATO, and EU players—with the critical
distinction being that the United States is “not in the room” when EU members debate
and decide on security- and defense-related matters potentially affecting, directly or
indirectly, U.S. interests. This change can have important consequences. At a mini-
mum, it raises the risk that EU statements or decisions will be misread by the United
States, whose diplomats have limited rights to observe EU deliberations. It also raises
the risk that EU decisions on security matters will be influenced, to some degree, by
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backroom deals on controversial nonsecurity issues (ranging from agricultural and
industrial policies to social legislation) that traditionally dominate the EU’s agenda.
At worst, it opens the prospect that European states, having agreed after laborious
negotiations on a specific policy within the EU, refuse to budge from that position in
discussions with NATO—creating, in effect, an “EU caucus” within the alliance.

The United States can mitigate such risks through various steps. For example, it
can improve its internal mechanisms to spot emerging issues at the EU and engage EU
members, both bilaterally and at NATO, before EU policies are set in stone. It can do
a better job of holding European governments accountable where they take one posi-
tion in bilateral talks and a significantly different position within EU councils. In
addition, it can continue to push at NATO for expanded staff-level and informal con-
tacts with the EU, which can help anticipate and avert contradictory efforts within the
two organizations. More broadly, Washington can make clear, through both state-
ments and actions, that it welcomes European efforts to increase their capabilities
within the EU and NATO frameworks.

NATO decisionmaking. If NATO’s ongoing initiatives to transform its structures
and improve its capabilities stall or even collapse, the U.S. ability and incentive to
cooperate militarily with its allies will diminish even more. This would have grave
consequences for political solidarity within the alliance. However, as the allies work
to ensure NATO has the capabilities and structures needed to respond to 21st-century
threats, they also could usefully consider ways to improve NATO’s decisionmaking
process. Since 1949, NATO has developed a tradition of taking decisions by consen-
sus. This requirement exemplifies for many the “one for all, all for one” ethos of
NATO’s collective defense commitment. Under the so-called consensus rule, no ally
can be forced to approve a position or take an action against its will. The United States
has relied on the consensus rule as much as any other ally to protect its interests, to
shape the views of others, and to integrate the good ideas offered by others to improve
its proposals. For these reasons, discussion of changing that rule has been, until re-
cently, taboo in Brussels as well as Washington.46

NATO’s experience in February 2003, when a few allies blocked Turkey’s request
to begin NATO military planning for its defense against Iraq, exposed a possible weak-
ness in current NATO practices: NATO’s military commanders have inadequate dis-
cretionary authority to conduct contingency operational planning. Specifically, the
NAC retains the authority for initiating and approving all operational plans developed
in response to an actual or fast-breaking crisis. This arrangement serves to “politi-
cize”—and potentially delay—a decision to undertake robust military planning.

The NAC has granted some discretionary authority to the Supreme Allied Com-
mander, Europe (SACEUR), to prepare generic contingency plans for a range of po-
tential military missions. This brings NATO’s approach closer to that used by the
United States for its combatant commanders, whose contingency planning is consid-
ered prudent business as usual and does not prejudice the President’s decisionmaking
power to commit forces to a specific operation. However, generic planning has its
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limits. If the NRF is to be able to meet its rapid deployment goals, it would be desir-
able for the NAC to allow SACEUR to refine these generic contingency plans in re-
sponse to emerging crises. Under this procedure, the NAC would retain its power to
decide whether any of the planning options is executed, but the availability of those
options would shorten the overall time needed for the NATO decisionmaking cycle.
Moreover, allies who are EU members logically should favor such a procedure, as
more robust planning within NATO would enhance the EU’s ability to mount crisis
response missions where NATO as a whole has decided not to engage.

A recalibration of NATO procedures also might be useful for decisions to autho-
rize a military operation. The consensus rule would continue to apply to any NAC
decision to launch an operation. However, in a departure from current practice, the
NAC could mandate a NATO Committee of Contributors (NCC), chaired by the Sec-
retary-General, to carry out the operation on behalf of the Alliance. The NCC would
be comprised of those allies prepared to contribute forces or capabilities to the opera-
tion, and it would enjoy full access to NATO common assets. The NCC would ap-
prove the concept of operations, rules of engagement, activation order, and other steps
needed to implement the operation. The Secretary-General would periodically brief
allies who are not on the NCC regarding significant developments affecting the opera-
tion, but those allies would have no voice in determining the day-to-day management
of the operation. The NCC would make it easier for a group of allies to draw on NATO
assets and proceed with the Alliance’s political blessing to implement “non–Article
5” crisis response missions. At the same time, by removing the ability of those who
are not engaged in the operation to influence its day-to-day conduct, the NCC could
accelerate decisionmaking and avoid the “war by committee” image attributed to Op-
eration Allied Force.47

Further enlargement. NATO heads of state and government reaffirmed at the
2004 Prague and 2006 Riga Summits that the fifth round of enlargement would not be
the last and that the Alliance’s door remains open. Albania, Macedonia, and Croatia—
which have NATO Membership Action Plans and cooperate on regional security un-
der the Adriatic 3 Charter—have contributed troops to the International Security As-
sistance Force and supported NATO missions in the Balkans. If any or all of these
countries are assessed to be stable democracies willing and able to advance NATO
principles and security in Europe and beyond, the 2008 Bucharest Summit should
invite them to join NATO to close a gap in the transatlantic space and advance their
integration into Europe. This action would also provide Bosnia and Herzegovina, Serbia,
and Montenegro, admitted to PFP at the Riga Summit, with positive incentives to
follow in the footsteps of the Adriatic 3, which is the best way to enhance long-term
stability in the Balkans. Beyond Southeastern Europe, Georgia’s interest in joining
the Alliance raises difficult questions about NATO’s ultimate geographic scope. Ar-
ticle 10 of the Washington Treaty states that membership is open to any “European
State in a position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the
security of the North Atlantic area.” Should the Alliance’s open door policy apply to
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all countries on the periphery of Europe or even outside of Europe? Maintenance of
an unrestricted open door policy and an active set of partnerships seems the best way
for NATO to continue to promote positive reforms within and effective cooperation
with nonmember governments, including Ukraine and Russia.

Reinvigorating PFP. The original strategic rationale for PFP—enhancing stabil-
ity among and practical cooperation with the countries along NATO’s periphery—has
become even more compelling in the context of the Alliance’s further enlargement,
the global spread of terrorism, growing Western interests in Southwest and Central
Asia, and Russia’s internal political crisis and aggressive behavior toward its neigh-
bors. How should the Alliance build cooperative partnerships with states that are un-
likely to ever be members or that do not aspire to membership? To retain its relevance
and effectiveness, PFP must be transformed, adequately resourced, and better inte-
grated with bilateral and regional efforts to address new security challenges. NATO
should develop new, tailored PFP programs, including ones on military education and
training, security sector reforms, border security, and subregional military coopera-
tion, in the Balkans, greater Black Sea region, and Central Asia. NATO infrastructure
funds could also be used to improve bases in these regions to facilitate PFP activities
and NATO operations relevant to the security of all. Successful programs of subre-
gional cooperation in Southeastern Europe could also be adapted to or extended across
the Black Sea.48 PFP and the NATO-Russia Council could also be used to mitigate
Russian suspicions and develop informal “rules of the road” with respect to the ex-
panded role of U.S. and NATO involvement in Central Asia and the Caucasus and to
managing tensions between Russia and its neighbors.

Ukraine and Russia. Given the continuing political divisions within Ukraine on
NATO membership, the United States should work with the EU and European
governments to bolster Kyiv’s defense, security sector, and other reforms, while
maintaining active engagement and cooperation with NATO through the NATO-
Ukraine Council. Ukraine can remain a valuable partner in pursuing mutual security
interests and enhance its sovereignty without joining the alliance. However, a more
structured dialogue on membership is warranted as Kyiv is ready. Moscow continues
to profess its openness to cooperation with NATO on common security concerns in-
cluding counterterrorism, WMD proliferation, theater missile defense, and airspace
management. It remains to be seen how serious this cooperation will become. While
the United States and other allies cannot ignore Russia’s retreat from democracy, the
Alliance should maintain a willingness to work with Moscow on mutual security in-
terests so long as it respects the sovereignty of its neighbors and other international
commitments.

Broader Middle East. To the south, NATO’s decade-long dialogue with Mediter-
ranean neighbors has borne few practical results, and it will take time to overcome
unfamiliarity and suspicions in the broader Middle East about the ICI. Nevertheless,
NATO and the EU can build capacity and limited cooperation in this region through
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dialogue, training, and exercises as some of these countries are gradually showing
openness to such cooperation. At the Riga Summit, NATO governments launched a
Training Cooperation Initiative to expand participation by Middle East partners in
NATO training and education programs and to explore joint establishment of a secu-
rity cooperation center in the region.49

Global partners. Since 2001, NATO has undertaken operational military coop-
eration with countries beyond Europe’s periphery to counter terrorism and promote
stability. Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and South Korea, whom NATO has dubbed
contact countries, have either worked with the Alliance in Afghanistan or supported
stabilization efforts in Iraq. The development of these relationships reflects NATO’s
need for a wider circle of partners beyond PFP to respond to complex global threats.
At the November 2006 Riga Summit, NATO heads of state and government recog-
nized the value of partnerships with contact countries but deferred for future study
and NAC decisions U.S. proposals to improve political and operational military con-
sultations with these countries.50 NATO needs to develop mechanisms to facilitate
routine political consultations with capable, like-minded democracies around the world
that are interested in working with the Alliance; better integrate their armed forces
into the planning and conduct of those NATO-led operations where they elect to par-
ticipate; and improve their interoperability with NATO forces. Whether the Alliance
should use such partnerships with countries outside Eurasia that share NATO’s core
values and have common interests to evolve, over time, into a global alliance of de-
mocracies, is an intriguing question that merits further consideration.51

MIDDLE EAST PARTNERSHIPS
U.S. security relationships in the Middle East are essential to advancing America’s

strategic interests in the region: maintaining peace and stability, ensuring access to
vital energy resources, combating extremist ideologies, and preventing hegemony.
With the exception of the U.S.-Israel security partnership, these relationships are less
robust and more fragile than those in other parts of the world where U.S. interests face
far less immediate risk. While ensuring Israel’s security has been a central pillar of
U.S. Middle East policy since the 1960s, the interests of the two countries are not
identical, and the relationship has, at times, been strained. U.S. security relationships
with moderate Arab countries in the Middle East are constrained by limited common
interests and longstanding rivalries among partners and have become even harder to
maintain in recent years, given unwavering U.S. support for Israel and the lack of
progress toward resolving Israeli-Palestinian tensions. The lingering turmoil in Iraq,
where the U.S. presence is likely to remain a magnet and rallying point for jihadists
for years, further complicates these efforts, as does Iran’s determination to acquire
nuclear capabilities and expand its regional influence.

Israel: A Special Relationship
The United States supported establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 and has

been strongly committed to that country’s security and well-being for nearly five decades.
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Extensive political, economic, and personal ties, as well as shared democratic values
and many common interests, have sustained the relationship. With the strongest mili-
tary in the Middle East, Israel has been Washington’s closest partner in the region, and
the two governments are generally aligned in the United Nations and other interna-
tional fora.52 Israel has been the largest recipient of U.S. economic and military assis-
tance since 1976 and between 1985 and 2005 has received an average of $3 billion
annually in Economic Support Funds (ESF) and Foreign Military Financing (FMF)
grants, along with a substantial amount of other grants and loan guarantees.53 In light
of Israel’s growing prosperity, U.S. and Israeli officials agreed in 1998 to eliminate
U.S. ESF—then $1.2 billion—over 10 years, while increasing FMF from $1.8 billion
to $2.4 billion. In fiscal year (FY) 2006, Israel received $237 million in ESF and
$2.26 billion in FMF grants; the latter figure accounted for 48 percent of the U.S.
foreign military assistance budget and about 20 percent of Israel’s defense budget.54

U.S. security assistance has been premised on the notion that as Israel takes calculated
risks for peace in the Middle East, the United States will help reduce those risks. Thus,
the United States provided Israel an extra $1.2 billion in FY 2000 to fund implemen-
tation of the Wye Agreement and $200 million in FY 2002 in antiterror assistance. In
addition, the United States has funded—and provided technological assistance for—
collaborative military research and development programs in Israel through the U.S.
defense budget, most significantly more than $1 billion since 1988 for the Arrow anti-
tactical ballistic missile system.

Formal U.S.-Israel security consultations are conducted through annual meetings
of the Joint Political-Military Group (JPMG), which reviews regional security, de-
fense cooperation, and security assistance issues. The JPMG is supplemented by a
high-level Strategic Dialogue, which meets biannually, and, since 1996, a Joint
Counterterrorism Group. The United States provides Israel data from its missile early
warning system, and there is a hotline between the Pentagon and the Israeli Defense
Ministry.55 There is a broad array of bilateral military planning and combined training
exercises.56 As close as bilateral security relations have been, there is no formal U.S.
security guarantee to Israel or mutual defense treaty—although there have been calls
for one from time to time, including the notion that Israel should become a member of
NATO.57 Israeli governments have had mixed feelings about the benefits of a defense
treaty, and U.S. administrations have been generally hesitant to make such a commit-
ment, primarily because of the negative impact it would have on U.S. relations with
the Arab world. In early 1987, the Israeli government sought and was granted status as
a major non-NATO ally, which gives it lower prices on U.S. defense articles and al-
lows Israeli industries to compete equally with NATO countries and other close allies
for U.S. military production contracts.

During the Cold War, Israel’s strategic location, military and intelligence capabili-
ties, and vibrant democracy were manifestly instrumental to advancing U.S. interests
in the Middle East, particularly limiting Soviet influence and countering the efforts of
Syria and other radical states to destabilize the region. However, the balance between
Israel’s strategic value to the United States and other U.S. interests in the Middle East
have shifted over the past decade, particularly after 9/11, as Washington has sought to
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improve relations with moderate Arab states and promote democratic development in
the region as an antidote to extremist violence. So, too, the perception on the Arab
street and much of the world of the United States as Israel’s unconditional patron has
diminished Washington’s ability to mediate disputes and promote regional stability.58

Thus, the United States did not seek direct involvement of Israeli forces in the 1991
Gulf War and the 2003 Iraq war for fear of disrupting the international coalitions. The
two governments have also had differences over Israeli use of security assistance and
arms transfers to third countries. The Secretary of State has certified to Congress on
several occasions that Israel “may have violated” agreements that limit use of U.S.
military equipment to defensive purposes, particularly in connection with operations
in Lebanon in 1978–1981.59 Concerns have also surfaced about Israeli transfer of U.S.
military equipment to third countries without requisite approvals, most prominently a
1996 Israeli contract to sell an airborne early warning radar to China (later cancelled
in response to U.S. pressure).

The issue of strategic value arose again during Israel’s 2006 military operations in
Lebanon. Seeing the conflict as a proxy war between the United States and Iran, some
observers argued that Israel had an opportunity to show its value to the United States
and deal a setback to the Iranian-backed Lebanese Shi’a Hezbollah organization and
Iran, a development that even a number of Arab governments would have quietly
welcomed.60 However, Israeli forces found Hezbollah a more formidable adversary
than expected, and the widespread killing of innocent civilians and destruction of
Lebanese infrastructure stirred rage against Israel and the United States throughout
the Muslim world. Nonetheless, public support for Israel remained quite strong in the
United States, with nearly 60 percent of Americans surveyed in two polls during the
war expressing the belief that Israeli military operations were about right or not strong
enough.61 A majority of the American political leaders and the public still see Israel as
an embattled partner in maintaining vital U.S. interests in the Middle East and in
combating terrorism. While this partnership rests on a solid foundation, the potential
for significant divergences between Washington and Tel Aviv remain, particularly over
handling of the Palestinian issue and Iran’s nuclear program.

Egypt: A Wary Partner
Cooperation with Egypt has been a cornerstone of U.S. efforts to promote peace,

stability, democracy, and economic development in the Middle East for over three
decades. However, bilateral relations have been strained in recent years by policy
differences over the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the 2003 Iraq war, and U.S.
counterterrorism strategy. Washington’s vigorous democracy promotion initiatives in
Egypt and the broader Middle East have also been unwelcome to the Mubarak gov-
ernment and angered elites and many average Egyptians, who see this as infringement
on Egyptian sovereignty. 62 Nonetheless, military and counterterrorism cooperation at
the operational level has continued, and the two countries still share interests in main-
taining regional peace and stability and in combating extremist violence, which was
the basis of the relationship charted by Egyptian President Anwar Sadat and U.S.
Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in 1973.
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Egypt is the second largest recipient of U.S. foreign assistance. The United States
has provided Egypt an annual average of close to $2 billion in economic and military
assistance since 1979. Recently, Egypt has received about $1.3 billion in U.S. Foreign
Military Financing annually, which has helped it modernize and improve the operational
reliability of its armed forces, among the largest in the region. Many Egyptian officers
have trained in the United States under the International Military Education and Training
program, building relationships that help sustain bilateral cooperation.63 In return, the
United States has benefited from Egypt’s cessation of hostilities against Israel, strong
support in the 1991 Gulf War (which was key to enlisting other Arab states in the
coalition), routine approval of military overflights and naval transits, and secure sea
lanes through the Suez. Egypt has long battled terrorism at home and has cooperated
closely with the United States on a broad range of counterterrorism and law enforcement
issues.64 Egypt has also provided forces to a number of UN peacekeeping operations
around the world, support to Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan, training to
Iraqi and Palestinian security forces, and security assistance to a number of African
states. U.S. and Egyptian forces participate in combined military exercises, including
deployments of U.S. troops to Egypt, and U.S. Navy ships regularly visit Egyptian ports.
Egypt hosts Operation Bright Star, a biennial multinational military exercise.

Restoring this partnership to its potential will require renewed cooperation in ar-
eas of common interest and new efforts to overcome mutual mistrust and manage
enduring policy differences. Both governments need to clarify their respective expec-
tations and goals and give greater visibility to areas of cooperation as a way to bolster
public support for the relationship. The annual bilateral Military Cooperation Com-
mittee meetings have focused on acquisitions and exercises. A new political dialogue,
with a broader scope and participation than the earlier U.S.-Egypt Strategic Dialogue,
should be undertaken to chart a new course for this partnership.65 Renewed U.S-Egyp-
tian cooperation to stabilize the Israeli-Palestinian conflict would be the best way to
overcome some of the mistrust and enhance U.S. regional legitimacy. As a center of
Arab culture, moderate political, intellectual, and religious figures in Egypt have broad
influence and can be among the most effective voices for countering ideological sup-
port for terrorism in the Arab world. The Egyptian military remains a powerful insti-
tution, adamantly opposed to Islamist extremism, which also values the good working
relationship it has developed with the U.S. Armed Forces over the past 20 years. This
situation presents opportunities to enhance bilateral military cooperation, such as sharp-
ening the operational objectives of the Bright Star exercises to meet pressing mutual
security concerns. Over time, Egypt, together with other moderate governments in the
region, could become a much fuller partner in stabilizing Iraq and in advancing com-
mon interests in the broader Middle East, North Africa, and the Mediterranean
basin.

Jordan: A Partner in Peace
Jordan remains an important partner for the United States in the search for durable

peace and political moderation in the Middle East, as it has been for much of the past
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four decades. While a small country with few natural resources, its tempered policies
and location among hostile neighbors have often allowed it to help diffuse tensions.
Relations with the United States were set back by the late King Hussein’s tilt toward
Iraq during and after the first Gulf War; however, Amman has since pursued a number
of policies welcomed by Washington, including normalizing diplomatic and eco-
nomic relations with Israel pursuant to a 1994 bilateral peace treaty, and supporting
other Middle East peace efforts. Jordan has contributed to postconflict stabilization
and relief efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq and provided training and equipment to the
new Iraqi army and police forces. It has been a valued U.S. partner in combating
terrorism and extremism, notably by taking steps to disrupt terrorist finances and op-
erations, and arresting and prosecuting individuals linked to al Qaeda. Indeed,
Jordan has also been a target of local terrorists and the al Qaeda affiliate Abu Mus’ab
al-Zarqawi.66

Since 1952, the United States has provided Jordan with economic and military
assistance totaling more than $9 billion. U.S. assistance has risen significantly since
the mid-1990s to encourage Jordan’s support for the Middle East peace process and
the war on terrorism and to buffer it from the adverse effects of the Iraq war.67 The
U.S.-Jordanian Military Commission was established in 1974, and combined training
exercises take place in Jordan on a regular basis. Jordan also received designation as a
major non-NATO ally in 1996, giving it preferential access to U.S. defense articles
and other military assistance. These U.S. assistance programs have helped Jordan
advance its development and security, enabling it to remain a stable partner commit-
ted to advancing mutual interests in the Middle East.

Saudi Arabia and the Gulf States
Over the past decade, U.S. security partnerships in the Persian Gulf have included

bilateral arrangements with, and military presence and prepositioning of equipment in,
Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the other Gulf Cooperation Council (GGC) states; rudimentary
engagement with the GCC as an organization; and support for the U.S.–U.K.–enforced
no-fly and no-reinforcement zones in Iraq, all focused on safeguarding threats to key
U.S. interests in the region. These partnerships were circumspect, for the most part.
The United States did not guarantee the political survival of these regimes and even
criticized their more egregious violations of international human rights standards, and
the regimes often stood their distance from Washington on sensitive issues.68

Since 9/11 and the Iraq war, new attention has been given to threats emanating
from the region, most prominently terrorism, but also proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons and the acquisition of increasingly sophisticated missile systems. However, the
lack of a broad and enduring political basis for cooperation with and among the Gulf
States continues to limit what can be achieved. Each of the Gulf States has a different
threat perception. While Saudi Arabia is uneasy about the growing ties of smaller Gulf
States with the United States, the Gulf States are wary of Saudi ambitions and influ-
ence. 69 The areas in which their interests conflict may outnumber those in which they
coincide. Even the imminent threat posed by Iraq just after the invasion of Kuwait could
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not fully overcome the rivalries and mistrust among GCC members or the reservations
that many of them had regarding cooperation with outside forces. While continued
turmoil in Iraq and Iran’s quest for nuclear weapons and growing regional assertiveness
are of considerable concern to all GCC states, it is unlikely to result in significant
increases in their military capabilities, and it is far from clear that it will lead to com-
mon cause with each other or the United States. For example, the Saudis could re-
spond to Iranian WMD acquisition by seeking countervailing capabilities of their own.
All would prefer to see a U.S. dialogue with Iran. If this is not forthcoming, some Gulf
leaders might find accommodation of Iran less costly than continued cooperation with
the United States. Still, Gulf leaders have voiced growing concern about Iran’s nuclear
ambitions on military and environmental grounds and might, under some circum-
stances, tolerate U.S. military action to disrupt it. With regard to terrorism, while there
is quiet tactical cooperation on specific cases and groups—and the Saudis in particu-
lar have fought a rather high-profile campaign against terrorists active within the king-
dom—none of the Gulf monarchies is willing to embrace the Bush administration’s
prescription that democracy is the best way to address the root causes of terrorism.
While resigned to the need for a continuing U.S. presence in the region as a stabilizing
factor after the Iraq war, all the Gulf States in the long term want to see a much smaller
U.S. footprint to deter potential threats from Iran or a resurgent Iraq.

Given Saudi Arabia’s possession of the world’s largest proven oil reserves and its
leadership roles in the Islamic and Arab world, the U.S. relationship with the kingdom
is pivotal.70 The United States and Saudi Arabia have longstanding economic and de-
fense ties, and a series of informal agreements, statements by successive U.S. admin-
istrations, and military deployments have demonstrated a strong U.S. commitment to
its security.71 Saudi Arabia was an important member of the coalition that evicted Iraqi
forces from Kuwait and later hosted U.S. aircraft enforcing the no-fly zone over south-
ern Iraq. While Saudi officials opposed the 2003 Iraq war, they reportedly allowed
certain U.S. and British support activities to operate from their country. Following the
war, Washington acceded to Riyadh’s request that the roughly 5,000 U.S. military
personnel stationed in Saudi Arabia be withdrawn from the kingdom, and the Combat
Air Operations Center in the country was relocated to Qatar. The United States re-
mains Saudi Arabia’s leading arms supplier, having delivered over $22 billion in arms
between 1997 and 2004.

While a strong supporter of Palestinian national aspirations with limited relations
with Israel, the Saudi government has endorsed a number of proposals for Arab-Is-
raeli peace, including the 2003 Quartet Roadmap, and in 2002 King Abdullah secured
Arab League support for his “land for peace” approach to resolving the Palestinian-
Israeli impasse. In 2005, Washington and Riyadh announced a new strategic dialogue
to expand cooperation in several areas, including counterterrorism and military af-
fairs. The Saudi leadership is well aware that 15 of the 19 September 11 terrorists
were Saudi nationals, most from the same region, and that they are accused of fueling
the salafist (Sunni Arab extremist) insurgency in Iraq. Saudi Arabia must be a part of
any successful strategy to defeat Islamist extremism, but the ruling family will have to
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avoid appearing too closely aligned with the United States, as this is part of the reason
they are also a target of al Qaeda. U.S. officials have commended improved Saudi
cooperation in intelligence-sharing and disrupting terrorist networks and finances since
2003, although the 9/11 Commission found Saudi Arabia to be a “a problematic ally
in combating Islamic extremism” because of certain domestic and foreign policies
that help to foster extremism.72 The Saudi government seems comfortable publicly
condemning Islamist extremism and maintaining quiet intelligence and law enforce-
ment cooperation. This may be the best that can be achieved given current political
realities.

Cooperation with the Maghreb states—including Morocco, Tunisia, Libya, and
Algeria—on counterterrorism, maritime security, and counterproliferation has advanced
in recent years as a result of a growing convergence of interests on these issues and
shifting strategic assessments by these governments.

The Way Ahead
The future of U.S. partnerships in this region will largely turn on how Washington

completes its commitment to stabilize Iraq and succeeds in efforts to head off or pre-
clude regional hegemony by a nuclear-capable Iran. Washington must also find the
right balance between its commitment to Israel’s security, efforts to promote a viable
Palestinian state, and cooperation with other moderate governments in the region. The
Palestinian issue is not the root cause of radical Islamist extremism, but it will be
much easier for moderate Arab states to support U.S. policies on counterterrorism and
regional security if they see the United States actively working for a just settlement
and when they are seriously consulted on the direction of that process.

The Bush administration’s vision for the Middle East and forceful promotion of
democratic reforms have clearly met with resistance. Yet many leaders and elites in
the region appreciate that adapting their traditional societies and social structures to
the realities of globalization is essential to long-term prosperity and stability. The
United States should continue to support gradual political and social transformation
that will allow these countries to become better integrated into the global system with-
out triggering an even greater Islamist rage, violent regime change, or anti-American
backlash.

Another key challenge facing the United States will be shaping the size, visibility,
and locations of the long-term U.S. military presence in the region to diminish the
rage that it now engenders in the Muslim world. Many advocates of the 2003 Iraq war
argued that the defeat of Saddam Hussein would allow for a smaller U.S. military
presence in the region. The war and the ongoing insurgency in Iraq have brought even
greater deployments and raised suspicions on the Arab street that the United States is
actually planning for a sizable long-term military presence in Iraq. Maintenance of
such a presence in Iraq, under almost any imaginable future, will remain a lightning
rod for extremists throughout the region. In addition, there will be a continuing need
to assess the demands of security in light of the erosion of Iraqi confidence in the
legitimacy and effectiveness of their own government.
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Over the long term, the United States needs to maintain the capability to respond
to major conventional and WMD threats to its interests and to strike quickly and
decisively against terrorist threats that partners in or near the Gulf region are unable to
counter. It will also need to reassure regional partners that it will help them deter
threats to their security, particularly if Iran does acquire nuclear weapons. These ob-
jectives could be achieved with a small permanent ground presence in the Gulf, together
with ongoing naval operations and rotational deployments of air and ground forces to
cooperative security locations for combined exercises and training with partners, and
clear red lines about the U.S. responses terrorism and other acts of aggression.

Despite the challenges and limits discussed above, bilateral and multilateral part-
nerships, if properly structured, can advance vital U.S. interests in the broader Middle
East. These partnerships can evolve based on habits of cooperation and patterns of trust.
The Gulf governments and other friends in the region will likely remain wary of bind-
ing formal agreements that lock them into relationships that lack a foundation of trust.
Given the absence of broad common interests, objectives, or threats, these habits of
cooperation are more likely to develop in the context of multiple, overlapping mecha-
nisms focused on narrower functional concerns. U.S. policy should continue to en-
courage friendly governments in the region to take somewhat greater responsibility
for their own security, and it can advance this process through security cooperation
activities that offer subtle advice rather than direction.

SOUTH AND CENTRAL ASIA
U.S. security cooperation with the states of South and Central Asia has gained new

salience, given the war in Afghanistan, the requirements of U.S. global military strat-
egy for unimpeded access to Eurasia, China’s rise, and Central Asia’s contribution to
world energy supplies. A great deal of attention has been focused on the U.S. strategic
partnership with India (treated in chapter 6 of this book). However, India and Pakistan
(discussed in chapter 2) are essential partners in the struggle against terrorism. Coop-
eration with the states of Central Asia, earlier concerned with post-Soviet legacy is-
sues, has lately focused on terrorism and transnational threats.

Pakistan
Washington and Islamabad have had an erratic partnership since 1947, with cycles

of significant U.S. security and economic assistance to Pakistan alternating with breaks
in cooperation, particularly after the 1965 Indo-Pakistan war and again after 1979 due
to developments in Pakistan’s nuclear program. Following the Soviet invasion of Af-
ghanistan, the United States restored security and economic assistance as the two
governments collaborated to bolster the Afghan resistance. However, relations remained
strained and were marred by periodic violence against U.S. interests. Continued de-
velopment of Pakistan’s nuclear weapons program led to a suspension of all military
and most economic assistance after 1990, and relations were further disrupted by
Pakistan’s 1998 nuclear test and the military overthrow of the democratically elected
government in 1999.
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Relations took a positive turn after September 11, when Pakistan agreed to support
U.S. efforts to eliminate the Taliban regime in Afghanistan and enhance counterter-
rorism cooperation. In 2003, President Bush promised to develop a long-term rela-
tionship with Pakistan, pledging $3 billion in economic and military assistance over 5
years. The United States subsequently offered to provide $1.5 billion in foreign mili-
tary financing between 2005 and 2009, making Pakistan one of the largest recipients
of U.S. security assistance. This aid, coupled with Islamabad’s designation as a major
non-NATO ally in 2004, seeks to advance the modernization of the Pakistani armed
forces. In March 2006, President Bush and Pakistani president Pervez Musharaff ini-
tiated a strategic partnership with regular high-level consultations on issues of mutual
interest.73

While Pakistan has provided valuable assistance to the United States in combating
terrorism, the partnership remains fragile. As discussed in chapter 2, Islamabad’s tenu-
ous hold over the Federally Administered Tribal Areas of Pakistan has allowed the
region to remain a safe haven for Taliban forces conducting operations in Afghani-
stan. This problem, along with Pakistan’s enormous development challenges and
Musharaff’s vulnerability to Islamist extremists and his crackdown in 2007 on civil
dissent, all suggest that the U.S.-Pakistan partnership will remain vulnerable to inter-
mittent disruptions for some time.

Central Asia
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, the United States set out to develop

security cooperation with the new states of Central Asia, particularly through NATO’s
Partnership for Peace, to strengthen their sovereignty and independence and to pro-
mote democratic reforms. The United States provided over $240 million and
substantial technical assistance to help Kazakhstan eliminate Soviet nuclear warheads,
weapons-grade materials, and supporting infrastructure. Authoritarian leaderships
and resource constraints limited development of these partnerships. With the initia-
tion of coalition military operations in Afghanistan, security cooperation with these
states gained new urgency. Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan agreed to provide
access to airfields and other support to U.S. and NATO forces participating in Opera-
tion Enduring Freedom.74 However, relations with Uzbekistan soured following
U.S. criticism of the government’s handling of the 2005 Andijan massacre, and
access to the Karshi-Khanabad airfield was withdrawn in 2005. Political turmoil
in Kyrgyzstan has also caused problems over operations at Manas. U.S. political
support to democracy and human rights in Central Asia will continue to complicate
cooperation with the region’s autocratic governments on countering terrorism and
other transnational threats. However, long-term U.S. interests in regional stability in
Asia will be best served by continued promotion of gradual economic and political
liberalization that will enable integration of Central Asia into the global economy.
Given their much bigger stake and influence in the region, U.S. security strategy will
need to engage Russia and China while remaining firmly supportive of Central Asian
sovereignty.
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EAST ASIA AND THE PACIFIC
Given the growing importance of East Asia to global stability and prosperity, sus-

taining the five U.S. treaty alliances in the region—Japan, the Republic of Korea,
Australia, Thailand, and the Philippines—will remain one of Washington’s central
foreign policy priorities in the decade ahead. The Clinton and Bush administrations
and their counterparts have made significant strides over the past decade to adapt U.S.
alliances with Japan, Australia, and the ROK to new circumstances. However, sustain-
ing these relationships as mature partnerships will require that the allies maintain
candid, high-level political dialogues, further transform their armed forces, and re-
double efforts to sustain domestic support. In light of the growing interest of East
Asian governments in expanded regional cooperation, it will also be important to
demonstrate how these alliances provide a stable context for and complement multi-
lateral arrangements. Relations with Thailand and the Philippines have advanced in
recent years on the strength of counterterrorism, humanitarian relief, and peacekeep-
ing cooperation. Several partnerships in Southeast Asia are benefiting from practical
cooperation on humanitarian activities and in combating terrorism and other
transnational threats as well as the growth of democracy in the region.

All these efforts are intertwined with Washington’s handling of several complex
challenges, including the North Korean nuclear weapons program and potential insta-
bility on the Korean Peninsula; a rising China and cross-straits tension between China
and Taiwan; the sustenance of regional cooperation in combating terrorism; the re-
alignment and transformation of the U.S. military presence in the region; Japan’s ex-
panding role in international security affairs; and the promotion of peace and prosper-
ity in Southeast Asia.

The U.S.-Japan Alliance
For close to half a century, the U.S.-Japan alliance and the U.S. military presence

in Japan have served as the foundation for security, stability, and prosperity in East
Asia. The 1960 Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security commits both countries to
maintain and develop their capacities to resist armed attack and provide mutual assis-
tance against certain attacks, as well as granting the U.S. Armed Forces access to
facilities in Japan “for the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the
maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East.”75 Forward-deployed
forces in Japan have allowed the United States to maintain vital economic and strate-
gic interests in the region, including security commitments to Japan, the Republic of
Korea, and other Asian allies and friends. About 75 percent of the costs of the U.S.
military presence in Japan are offset by the Japanese government through direct pay-
ments and indirect cost-sharing mechanisms.76 For Japan, the alliance offers security
consistent with its “peace constitution” at reduced costs (less than 1 percent of GDP),
extended deterrence against potential WMD threats in the region, and safeguard against
any future Chinese bid for regional hegemony. Without the alliance, Japan would face
unattractive choices, including significant expansion of its defense capabilities, which
could exacerbate regional tensions or trigger a destabilizing arms race that would
force neighboring countries to choose sides.
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At the same time, the alliance is a central pillar of U.S. global strategy and comple-
ments Tokyo’s 2005 Integrated Security Strategy of fuller international engagement
to prevent threats from reaching Japan. The U.S. ability to project power nearly half-
way around the world from Japan was critical to the coalition’s success in the 1991
Persian Gulf War. A decade later, the deployment of the USS Kitty Hawk to the Per-
sian Gulf from Yokosuka, accompanied by Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force escort
ships in Operation Enduring Freedom underscored the global significance of the U.S.
presence in Japan and the mutual benefits of the U.S.-Japan alliance.

As the Cold War ended, doubts about the viability of and need for the alliance
surfaced on both sides of the Pacific. In Japan, many questioned whether the costs of
hosting U.S. forces were still warranted in the face of a diminished Soviet threat. In
the United States, the legacy of bilateral trade and economic disputes in the 1980s,
vocal Japanese opposition to the U.S. military presence, limited Japanese support
during the 1991 Gulf War, and Tokyo’s cautious response to the 1994 North Korean
nuclear crisis caused many Americans to question Japan’s value as an ally.77 In re-
sponse, the two governments worked to update the alliance to meet the challenges of
the post–Cold War security environment and agreed in April 1996 to the Japan-U.S.
Joint Declaration on Security. In September 1997, Japan issued the Guidelines for
Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation and subsequently enacted legislation that would al-
low Japan to provide the United States with rear-area support in “situations in areas
surrounding Japan.”78

Since 2001, Japan has assumed a greater role in support of international stability
and security. At the time of the 1991 Persian Gulf War, Japan’s security responsibili-
ties extended only 1,000 nautical miles from the home islands. Developments since
that time include the looming threat of North Korea’s nuclear weapons and long-
range missile programs and the growth of China’s regional influence and military
capabilities. Also, the 9/11 terrorist attacks challenged traditional assumptions regarding
Japan’s security environment, stimulated an evolution in thinking about Japan’s secu-
rity policies, and reaffirmed the strategic importance of the alliance with the United
States. Much has been accomplished, but more needs to be done to transform the
alliance into a global strategic partnership.

Convergent Strategic Assessments
The U.S.-Japan alliance has advanced on the basis of convergent assessments of

the international security environment and a strong mutual conviction that the alliance
enhances the security of both countries and the Asia-Pacific region and fosters global
peace and stability. These assessments are reflected in the key national security documents
of the alliance partners: the U.S. 2001 and 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review
Reports and 2002 and 2006 National Security Strategies, and Japan’s 2002 Defense
White Paper, the October 2004 report of the Council on Security and Defense Capa-
bilities, and the December 2004 New Defense Guidelines, as well as various bilateral
statements.79

The 2001 and 2006 QDR Reports both focused on uncertainty as the defining
feature of the contemporary global security environment—the United States could no
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longer know when, or from what direction, the country or its allies might come under
attack. Security could be threatened by major war, asymmetric attacks by rogue states,
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missile delivery sys-
tems, or acts of international terrorism, possibly employing WMD.

Both reports envisioned Asia as “a region susceptible to large scale military com-
petition,” as the Bush administration wrestled with the best course for coping with
China’s rise. While it did not specifically mention China, the 2001 QDR focused heavily
on the requirements of dissuading and deterring a possible “military competitor with
a formidable resource base” in East Asia.80 The 2002 National Security Strategy advo-
cated cooperative ties with China, reflecting U.S. interest in ensuring Beijing’s sup-
port in combating terrorism and on other global and regional security issues. The
2002 NSS opened the door to closer relations if China demonstrated a commitment to
international norms and good neighborly relations, a theme that became a touchstone
of U.S. policy in 2005 as the administration encouraged China to become a more
transparent and responsible stakeholder in the international system, while hedging
against less favorable outcomes.81 Thus, the 2006 QDR Report called for steps to
shape the choices of “countries at strategic crossroads” (most prominently China) to
dissuade a major military competition and unveiled the concept of “tailored deter-
rence” to deal with “near peer competitors” and “regional challengers” such as North
Korea.82

Twenty-four Japanese citizens were lost in the attacks on the World Trade Center,
and Japan had prior experience with domestic terrorism—the 1995 sarin gas attack in
the Tokyo subway system by members of Aum Shin Rikyo. The Japan Defense Agency’s
2002 White Paper declared that the 9/11 terrorist attacks “defy not only the U.S., but
also the freedom, peace and democracy of international society including Japan.” The
document noted that certain regional disputes, ethnic conflicts, and the proliferation
of WMD, particularly possible terrorist acquisition of WMD, at a time of growing
interdependence “have been recognized not merely as domestic issues, but as con-
cerns of the international community as a whole.” The White Paper highlighted Japan’s
obligations to UN Security Council Resolution 1363 to cooperate with the interna-
tional community in the suppression of terrorist activity and recognized the leading
role the United States played in this struggle.83 Consensus on this assessment enabled
Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi to secure Diet passage in October 2001—and an-
nual renewal through November 2007—of the “Anti-terrorism Special Measures Laws”
that authorized Maritime Self-Defense Force ships to deploy to the Indian Ocean to
provide logistical support to U.S. and coalition forces in Operation Enduring Free-
dom. When the U.S. Secretaries of State and Defense met with their Japanese counter-
parts for the first time after 9/11 at the December 2002 Security Consultative Com-
mittee session, they readily agreed to expand cooperation to combat terrorism and the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, mentioning both North Korea and Iraq.84

Two major reports issued during 2004 reflected the emerging consensus in Japan
that the contemporary international security environment required fundamental changes
in the country’s strategy and defense posture. In March, the ruling Liberal Democratic
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Party’s Defense Policy Subcommittee issued a report that advocated amending Article 9
of the Constitution to reflect the legitimacy of a Japanese Self-Defense Force (SDF)
role in collective self-defense, consolidation of crisis decisionmaking in the prime
minister’s office, enactment of a general law to support international peacekeeping,
and enhancement of cooperation with the United States on new security threats.85 The
subcommittee report also advocated a major restructuring of the SDF to make it more
flexible, and possible development of capabilities to strike enemy missile bases in the
face of an imminent attack. In October, the Council on Security and Defense Capa-
bilities, an advisory body to the prime minister chaired by Hiroshi Araki, issued its
report. The “Araki Report” declared that the events of September 11 “marked the
beginning of a new century for security affairs,” noting the potential threats from both
state and nonstate actors. The council recommended an “Integrated Security Strat-
egy” for the defense of Japan and improving the global security environment, aiming
“to prevent a direct threat from reaching Japan . . . and to reduce the chances of threats
arising in various parts of the world with the aim of preventing such threats from
reaching Japan or affecting the interests of Japanese expatriates and corporations over-
seas.” 86 The strategy envisions use of both hard and soft power measures by Japan
alone, in tandem with the United States, and in cooperation with the rest of the inter-
national community to improve the security environment and prevent the emergence
of new threats. The commission report expressed concern with China’s rise and the
risks to Japanese and global security by a conflict over Taiwan.

Echoing the 2001 QDR Report, Japan’s 2002 White Paper noted that “unpredictabil-
ity and uncertainty have persisted” in East Asia as a result of the diverse national
security perspectives of various governments; unsettled regional issues, particularly
the continuing tension on the Korean Peninsula; and the presence of enormous mili-
tary forces, including China’s growing military strength. It concluded that the alliance
with the United States and presence of U.S. forces remained essential to regional
peace and stability. Thus, in the Asia-Pacific region, the two governments share a
commitment to eliminating the threat posed by North Korea’s nuclear program and
peaceful reunification of the Korean Peninsula. While U.S. and Japanese leaders have
endorsed a cooperative relationship with China, they have also jointly encouraged
Beijing “to play a responsible and constructive role regionally as well as globally”; to
seek “the peaceful resolution of issues concerning the Taiwan Strait through dialogue”;
and “to improve transparency of its military affairs.” They have also endorsed Russia’s
“constructive engagement” in the region and full normalization of Japan-Russia relations
“through the resolution of the Northern Territories issue” and pledged mutual support
for “a peaceful, stable and vibrant Southeast Asia.”87

Japan’s Expanding Security Role and the Alliance
A trend toward greater Japanese involvement in international security issues has

been established over the past few years and will likely continue over the coming
decade. However, given constitutional limitations, steps along this path have been
fitful and sometimes required special legislation. In December 2001, the Diet amended
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the 1992 International Peace Cooperation Law, which set restrictive conditions for
deployments and limited involvement to logistical support activities, to allow the SDF
to undertake a range of core peacekeeping missions. The Diet later had to approve
special measures so that 600 noncombat SDF engineers could support humanitarian
and reconstruction operations in southern Iraq between February 2004 and July 2006.88

Prime Minister Koizumi overcame domestic skepticism about the Iraq mission by
arguing that the deployment was essential to bolster stability in the wider Middle East,
the source of 90 percent of Japan’s oil supplies, and to maintain alliance relations with
the United States. In addition to support for the United States in Afghanistan and Iraq,
the Koizumi government agreed to acquire and deploy missile defenses, participate in
the Proliferation Security Initiative (Japan hosted an Initiative exercise in October
2004), enhance intelligence cooperation, and provide strong diplomatic backing for
the U.S. position on North Korea’s nuclear weapons program. Crisis management
legislation passed by the Diet in 2003 and 2004 has further strengthened Tokyo’s
crisis response authorities and ability to work with the United States in areas sur-
rounding Japan.89

Changing attitudes, particularly among Japanese in their 30s and 40s, toward Japan’s
international role, possible constitutional revision, and the exercise of the right of
collective self-defense have underpinned these developments. Japanese public sup-
port for the alliance with the United States has remained strong over the past 40 years
but has grown even stronger since 2002, with approval levels at 70 to 80 percent.90

While favorable views of the United States in Japan fell in the year after the Iraq war
from 74 percent to 68 percent and dropped further to 63 percent in 2006 polling,
public trust in the U.S. defense commitment remains very high. 91 As for the U.S.
military presence, a majority of Japanese surveyed in 2004 felt American bases should
be reduced—49 percent “somewhat,” but only 15 percent “greatly”—and 67 percent
expressed the belief that the bases are important to Japan. Americans also have very
positive views of Japan and the alliance. While 63 percent of the public had positive
views of Japan in 2001, 69 percent of the public and 91 percent of opinion leaders
characterized Japan as a reliable ally.92

SDF Transformation
Japan is also moving to transform the Self-Defense Forces to meet emerging secu-

rity challenges. In December 2003, the Koizumi government called for a Defense
Posture Review to ensure that the SDF is able to respond effectively to the threats of
terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles
and to conduct proactive activities in support of international peace and stability. In
December 2004, the government approved the resulting “National Defense Program
Guideline for FY 2005 and After” (NDPG) and the related “Mid-Term Defense Plan
[MTDP] FY 2005–2009.”93 These documents embraced the integrated strategy and
force posture recommendations of the Liberal Democratic Party’s Defense Policy Stud-
ies Subcommittee and the Araki Commission. The NDPG prescribes a major transfor-
mation of the SDF between 2005 and 2015 from its Cold War posture designed for
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defense of the homeland against full-scale invasion. It envisions a smaller (reduced
from 162,000 to 155,000 personnel), more flexible, and mobile force with enhanced
readiness. It notes the SDF must be able to cope with a diverse range of threats, in-
cluding low intensity attacks in the vicinity of Japan, ballistic missiles strikes, terrorist
actions, airspace intrusions, and attacks by guerrilla or special operations forces against
offshore islands or critical infrastructure. To enhance the international security envi-
ronment, the NDPG calls for active SDF participation in international peace opera-
tions and for intensified cooperation with the United States. To deal with the threat
posed by ballistic missiles as well as more traditional state-based threats in areas sur-
rounding Japan, it proposes to pursue ballistic missile defense systems and to strengthen
the link to U.S. extended deterrence. It called for the creation of a Joint Staff Office
(which was established in April 2006) to improve cross-service operational planning,
enhanced intelligence collection and analytic capabilities, and qualitative improve-
ments to the force through the acquisition of technology, particularly information
processing and networking capabilities.

Transformation of the SDF’s legacy force structure (which emphasized antitank,
antisubmarine, and antiaircraft capabilities) and operational practices will take time.
Budgetary constraints—including a 24.3 trillion yen (U.S. $234 billion at 2004 rates)
ceiling set on the total MTDP, with annual budget growth decreasing—and the de-
mands placed on social welfare spending by a rapidly aging population will limit
resources available for transformation and extend its timeline. So, too, the 2004 NDPG
did not fully address the sensitive issue of whether the SDF could be involved in collective
self-defense actions, which limits their role in various regional and global operations.
Nonetheless, the course charted by the NDPG and the programmatic recommenda-
tions of the MTDP will advance SDF transformation and enhance alliance relations.

At the October 29, 2005, Security Consultative Committee meeting, the United
States and Japan reached a sweeping agreement to reshape the alliance in ways that
reflect Japan’s willingness to play a larger role in its own defense and in regional and
global security.94 This agreement established the framework for closer military ties by
calling for more integrated contingency planning, collocating some U.S. and Japa-
nese headquarters and units on the same bases in Japan, expanding combined military
exercises in both countries, and enhancing intelligence-sharing, all steps designed to
strengthen interoperability. To enhance combined missile defense activities, Japan
agreed to find a site for deployment of a U.S. X-band radar, and the United States
agreed to deploy additional capabilities (Patriot and Aegis) in and around Japan as
appropriate.

Key Challenges Ahead
Much has been accomplished in recent years, but the gains are not set in concrete.

The Shinzo Abe government was seen as likely to maintain the direction set by Koizumi.
In a historic January 2007 speech to the North Atlantic Council, Prime Minister Abe
noted that Japan and NATO share common values and responsibilities for dealing
with global security challenges. Abe stated that Japan would “no longer shy away
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from carrying out overseas activities involving the SDF if it is for the sake of international
peace and stability,” and he pledged to expand cooperation with NATO in Afghanistan
and elsewhere.95 Yet this commitment to international engagement was a significant
factor in Abe’s surprise resignation 9 months later, following a difficult year in office
marked by a series of political scandals and loss of control of the upper house of
parliament in July by his Liberal Democratic Party (LDP). Abe cited his inability to
break a parliamentary deadlock over extension of the antiterrorism legislation that
authorized Japan’s controversial naval mission in the Indian Ocean as the proximate
reason for his resignation, and expressed the hope that his LDP successor could se-
cure passage of the measure. However, the opposition Democratic Party of Japan re-
mains firmly against the mission and sees it as a wedge issue to build political mo-
mentum and even force early general elections.96

Completion of the realignment of the U.S. military presence in Japan is essential
to advancing future bilateral security relations. Enhanced alliance cooperation on re-
gional and global security problems will also require further strengthening of Japan’s
institutional, legal, and military capabilities, as well as fostering domestic support for
this role. The central strategic issues facing Asia and Japan—North Korea’s nuclear
weapons, Korean unification, and China’s emergence as the region’s dominant power—
should keep the alliance as a core element of Japan’s security strategy. That said, this
does not mean that Japan’s support for the alliance can be taken for granted. This is
particularly the case if the United States fails to manage each of these issues—as well
the local politics of realignment—to an outcome that protects Japan’s security inter-
ests. Japan wants no part of an Asia dominated by China, but most Japanese also want
to avoid a confrontation with Beijing.

Realigning the U.S. military presence in Japan. With regard to basing issues,
Tokyo has focused on Okinawa, where public pressure for a significant reduction of
U.S. forces has been intense for two decades. Discussions on the overall realignment
of the U.S. presence in Japan began in 2003, in tandem with the internal U.S. Global
Posture Review.

Implementation of the 1996 bilateral Special Action Committee on Okinawa
(SACO) Final Report was an area of frustration for over a decade.97 The report con-
tained some 28 initiatives to reduce the impact of U.S. forces on the residents of
Okinawa Prefecture, as well as procedural changes to the Status of Forces Agree-
ment—all of which have been implemented. The heart of the SACO Report called for
return of approximately 12,000 acres of land, contingent on relocation of various
facilities within the Okinawa Prefecture. The centerpiece land return—the reversion
of Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in a densely populated area of Ginowan city to
Japan upon completion of a replacement facility elsewhere in Okinawa Prefecture—
has been bogged down for years in Tokyo-Okinawa politics.98 Meanwhile, discontent
in Okinawa with operations at Futenma due to safety and noise concerns grew, and
Tokyo’s plans for construction of the replacement airfield through a land reclamation
project across a coral reef met with intense local opposition.99
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At the end of 2002, the United States and Japan launched the Defense Policy Re-
view Initiative (DPRI) to advance alliance transformation, interoperability, and force
realignment. After protracted and sometimes contentious negotiations, DPRI led to
agreement on a detailed roadmap for the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan at the
May 1, 2006, meeting of the Security Consultative Committee.100 Among the issues
addressed in the roadmap are realignment on Okinawa, including completion of a
Futenma replacement facility in a less populated area off Cape Henoko and the relo-
cation of approximately 8,000 Marine personnel to Guam; land returns and shared
use of facilities; improvement in U.S. Army command and control capabilities; joint
use of Yokota airbase; relocation of the U.S. Navy carrier airwing from Atsugi to the
Marine Corps air station at Iwakuni; missile defense; and joint training. The roadmap
commits Japan to contribute $6.09 billion in 2008 U.S. dollars toward the estimated
$10.27 billion cost involved in the relocation of the Marines from Okinawa to Guam.

Timely completion of these realignment initiatives is essential to alliance transfor-
mation. This will be a challenge, as public opinion on Okinawa remains strongly op-
posed to the Futenma replacement.101 The political leadership in Tokyo needs to make
clear to the Japanese public, particularly on Okinawa, that realignment and transfor-
mation are not simply real estate transactions but also involve the enhancement of
military capabilities and Japan’s assumption of new responsibilities.

Alliance management. Further steps could be taken to strengthen high-level dia-
logue. During its first term, the Bush administration pursued a strategic dialogue be-
tween the Deputy Secretary of State and the Vice Minister of Foreign Affairs as a
long-term planning mechanism to review regional and global developments, sustain
strategic cooperation, and develop a common understanding and strategy toward China.
In the second Bush term, this has been formally raised to the level of Secretary of
State–Foreign Minister. However, in practice, the dialogue is now managed in the
U.S. Government by the Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs. Meanwhile, in
2005, the U.S. Deputy Secretary of State initiated a strategic dialogue with China.
While this has raised some concern in Japan that the United States is now paying
greater attention to China and its economic dynamism, it is important to underscore in
this context, and elsewhere, that the alliance with Japan—and the shared democratic
values at its foundation—remains the pillar of U.S. regional and global strategy. Given
Japan’s increasing role in support of international security and the elevation in 2007
of the Japan Defense Agency to a cabinet ministry, defense officials should be in-
cluded in the Strategic Dialogue to complement the alliance’s existing “two plus two”
structure.102

Missile defense cooperation. North Korea’s continuing development of nuclear
weapons and ballistic missile delivery systems stands as a direct threat to the security
of Japan and the United States, making missile defense cooperation a critical ele-
ment in advancing security and technology cooperation. In December 2003, the
Koizumi government announced that Japan would acquire and deploy missile defense
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capabilities and continue participation with the United States in the development of
missile defenses. The government earmarked 106.8 billion yen ($929 million) to ini-
tiate its missile defense acquisition in the FY 2004 budget. Spending on missile de-
fense has been one area of steady growth in Japan’s defense budget since that time.
Driven by concerns of the growing threat from North Korea, it reached 182.6 billion
yen ($1.5 billion) in FY 2007 to pay for early deployment of the Patriot Advanced
Capability–3 (PAC–3) interceptor missiles and acquisition of Standard 3 missile in-
terceptors for Aegis-equipped U.S. warships. Definition of the full program was a
major focus of the NDPG and MTDP. The target date for the initial deployment of the
missile defense system is 2008, and the system is scheduled to be fully operational in
2011. The missile defense decision marks a significant step forward in Japan-U.S.
defense cooperation and integration, and it is complemented by the purchase of Aegis
destroyers, licensed production of the PAC–3 missile, and joint research and develop-
ment on advanced interceptors. Both governments have reaffirmed their commitment
to missile defense cooperation, which allows both countries to hedge against the long-
term challenge posed by China’s continuing military buildup and modernization of its
missile force. Greater cooperation in missile defense R&D and production would be
facilitated by a decision to alter the Japanese government’s arms export control policy.
At the same time, the development and deployment of an operative missile defense
system should not come at the cost of other elements of the U.S.-Japan security rela-
tionship, such as host nation support payments or SDF modernization.

Institutional development. To become a fuller partner in the alliance and the
management of international peace and security, the Japanese government needs to
continue to develop its national security institutions, military capabilities, and
interoperability with U.S. forces. An important step in this process is the effort since
April 2006 to enhance joint planning among the SDF branches. Combined planning
with the United States concerning threats to Japan and contingencies in areas sur-
rounding Japan should also be undertaken at the appropriate command levels, and the
creation of a new U.S.-Japan Joint Task Force Headquarters at Camp Zama in 2008
should facilitate this.103 Additional steps could be taken to improve intelligence-shar-
ing and crisis coordination. Japan has created a National Security Council, but its
capabilities for crisis management and policy development at the sub-cabinet level
need to be further developed. Japan also needs a government-wide legal system to
protect classified information from unauthorized release. All these measures would
improve U.S.-Japan crisis management. Finally, the Japanese Diet should pass per-
manent, generic laws establishing generic principles to facilitate timely Japanese par-
ticipation in international peace operations rather than relying on special legislation to
authorize each engagement.

Sustaining Japanese political support for the alliance. While Japan’s leaders seem
open to increasing involvement in global security issues and have concerns about
threats from North Korea and China, its citizens remain decidedly pacifist and uncertain
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about military engagement. Unlike South Korea, the U.S. global posture review and
its call for greater flexibility in the use of stationed forces was not controversial in
Japan because those forces have regularly undertaken off-island operations, and the
Japanese are more wary of China. While Tokyo seems generally satisfied with the
current consultation arrangements with respect to operations by U.S. forces in Japan,
differences could still arise over controversial U.S. military actions supported by forces
based in Japan. Political leaders in both countries could do more to emphasize to their
constituents how the alliance and the U.S.-Japan strategic partnership support conver-
gent interests in supporting democracy, prosperity, and stability in the Asia-Pacific
region and across the globe.

The U.S.–ROK Alliance
The alliance between the United States and the Republic of Korea still enjoys

strong support in both countries but is facing its most complex set of challenges since
the Mutual Defense Treaty of 1953 was signed. Bilateral efforts to transform the alli-
ance into a fuller, more equal partnership and articulate a common vision of its future
course are taking place within the context of a complicated and paradoxical security
environment marked by lingering North-South military confrontation, but with a di-
minished sense of threat in the ROK; fitful negotiations to eliminate North Korea’s
nuclear weapons program, as the South’s economic engagement in the North deep-
ened; ROK involvement in the global war on terrorism, but divided opinion over en-
gagement of its forces in Iraq; and strong support for the alliance and the U.S. military
presence, coupled with fears that these ties could draw South Korea into a confronta-
tion with China. Seoul and Washington have differing perspectives on the main threats
to security in Northeast Asia and on the role of the alliance in regional and global
contingencies. On a divided peninsula, the Republic of Korea is itself marked by deep
political and generational cleavages on a range of issues, including attitudes toward
the United States and policy toward North Korea. For the first 50 years of the alliance,
the North Korean threat loomed so large that U.S.–ROK differences were generally
sublimated in the interest of unity. The strengthening of democracy in Korea, the
development of a genuine opposition party, and emergence of a lively debate on for-
eign and national security issues in Korea have also made alliance politics more volatile.

Shifting Attitudes in South Korea
Anti-American sentiment in some segments of the South Korean population has

strained alliance relations. As memories of American assistance in the Korean War
and postwar reconstruction fade, frictions related to the ROK’s continuing depen-
dence on the United States for its security, and the sizable military presence associ-
ated with it, have become magnified. This dependence, coupled with their history of
colonial rule during the first half of the 20th century, has left many Koreans with a
deep sense of frustration over their inability to control their destiny.104 Some segments
of South Korean society feel that Washington has handled problems in the relation-
ship, including certain incidents related to U.S. military operations in Korea and
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economic disputes, in an arrogant fashion.105 The strident student protests and more
nuanced anti-American sentiment voiced by some mainstream South Korean politicians
in recent years do not pose a near-term threat to the alliance—more than 70 percent of
the population favors maintaining or strengthening the relationship, and about 80 per-
cent feel the U.S. military presence is important to South Korea’s security. However,
if the current polarization of South Korean attitudes toward the United States and
North Korea along political and generational lines persists, it could erode the fabric of
the alliance.106

A good part of the shift in attitudes toward the United States can be traced to the
coming to political power of the “386 generation”: people now in their 30s and 40s
and who were born in the 1960s and educated during the period of protests for
democratization in the 1980s. Two-thirds of South Koreans are now under age 40.
The 386 generation is generally more nationalistic, outspoken, and questioning of
U.S. intentions than their parents. The 386 generation is prominent in the administra-
tion of President Roh Moo-hyun, who supported the young democratic activists in the
1980s, and in the leadership of the progressive (center-left) Uri Party, which backs
Roh and holds a large majority in the National Assembly. The 386 generation has no
first-hand memory of the Korean War, but they did witness past U.S. support for au-
thoritarian ROK governments and what they perceive as enduring U.S. unilateralism
and lack of consultation in handling previous security crises on the peninsula. A num-
ber of intellectuals of this generation hold the view that U.S. policies facilitated Japa-
nese hegemony over Korea between 1905 and 1945 and favored Japan over Korea
after World War II. Some even believe that U.S. conduct of the Korean War led to the
country’s partition.107 These perspectives have also been influenced by leftist teachers
in secondary and higher education and inaccurate, polemical information on the
Internet.

Developments since 2001, including the Bush administration’s tough stance to-
ward Pyongyang and skepticism of the ROK’s Sunshine Policy of engagement with
the North—coupled with the accidental killing in 2002 of two Korean schoolgirls by
U.S. Soldiers, who were subsequently acquitted of any wrongdoing—led to sharp
drops in popular opinion about the United States. In U.S. State Department–spon-
sored surveys, South Koreans expressing favorable views of the United States de-
clined from 66 percent in July 2001 to 47 percent in January 2003, and 59 percent felt
bilateral relations were poor—the lowest reading in 15 years (see figure 7–2).108 Over-
all attitudes toward the United States and bilateral relations have improved somewhat
since 2005 but are more evenly divided than before 2001.109 The generational differ-
ences are reflected in 2005 survey data showing that while 69 percent of those 50 and
older held favorable views of the United States, opinion among those in their 30s (51
percent favorable, and 48 percent unfavorable) and 20s (52 percent favorable, 45 per-
cent unfavorable) was more evenly split. 110 However, as concerns about the North
Korean nuclear threat, reductions of U.S. forces in Korea, and the attendant potential
of an economic downturn have grown, attitudes of younger Koreans, particularly those
in their 20s, have become more positive toward the United States and the alliance.111
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The military accident in 2002 led to near-unanimous support for revision of the
Status of Forces Agreement, which was seen as institutionalizing the ROK’s subordi-
nate role in the alliance. Nonetheless, support for the U.S.–ROK alliance remains
strong, particularly among older Koreans and members of the opposition Grand Na-
tional Party. In 2005 and 2006 polling, large majorities continued to express support
for the alliance, and about 80 percent believed the U.S. military presence was needed
for Korea’s security. More than 70 percent saw the United States as the most benefi-
cial security partner for Korea over the next decade, and 69 percent believed the alliance

TABLE 7–2.  U.S. AND KEY ALLY EXPENDITURES ON OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

AND DEFENSE, 2005

United States 27,622 0.22 503,353 4.0

Non-U.S. 55,731 0.50 238,333 1.6
NATO

Japan 13,147 0.28 44.3 1.0

Australia 1,680 0.25 17.8 2.7

South Korea 752 0.10 21.0 2.6

2005 Official
Development

Assistance
(ODA)

(in US$ millions)

2005 ODA as
percent of

gross national
income

Defense
spending
(in US$

millions)

Defense
spending as
percent of

gross domestic
product (GDP)

For purposes of comparison, “Non-U.S. NATO” includes 13 of the 15 other longtime
NATO members who are also members of the Development Assistance Committee of
the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (excludes Iceland and
Turkey).  Figures for official development assistance as percent of GNI and defense

spending as percentage of GDP for these countries are averages.

Sources:  Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, Development
Co-operation Directorate, “Final Official Development Assistance Data for 2005” (Paris:
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, December 6, 2006), available
at <http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/52/18/37790990.pdf>.  NATO data is from NATO Inter-
national Staff, “NATO-Russia Compendium of Financial and Economic Data Relating

to Defence,” December 18, 2006, available at <http://www.nato.int/docu/pr/2006/p06-
159e.htm>.  Data on Asian defense spending is from the CIA World Fact Book 2006, avail-
able at  <https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/download/download-2006/index.html>.
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should be maintained after unification. However, the intensity of support for the U.S.
military presence had diminished significantly since 2000 (in 2005, 26 percent of
those surveyed said it was very important, down from about 40 percent in the late 1990s).

South Korean views on North Korea were also divided—43 percent positive and
52 negative in early 2005—but this was a significant shift since 2001, when 73 percent
viewed the North unfavorably.112 Most South Koreans are not worried about a North
Korean attack. They are concerned about the North Korean nuclear program and the
possible collapse of the North, with the attendant potential for instability and eco-
nomic dislocation throughout the peninsula. In 2005, 80 percent of South Koreans
supported efforts to engage North Korea through the development of economic and
cultural relations.113 That same year, a majority of South Koreans (59 percent) be-
lieved that Pyongyang would surrender its nuclear program for a package of political
and economic benefits. While there is broad support for U.S. and international efforts
in the Six-Party Talks to eliminate North Korea’s nuclear programs, most South Kore-
ans favor an incremental approach featuring both carrots and sticks. In a 2004 survey,
27 percent of South Koreans blamed the United States for the lack of progress in the
talks, and 70 percent lacked confidence that the United States would protect South
Korea’s interests in negotiations with the North. However, South Korean attitudes
toward the North have hardened, and the Sunshine Policy has been tempered, in the
aftermath of Pyongyang’s October 9, 2006, nuclear test.114

A troubling trend is the surge in anti-Japanese sentiment in South Korea. In early
2005, 80 percent of South Koreans had unfavorable views of Japan, and 90 percent
felt relations with Japan were poor. South Koreans see Japan (29 percent), as well as
North Korea (13 percent) and China (12 percent), as potential threats to regional peace
and stability over the next decade or more.115 This sentiment is rooted in resentment
over issues of history, the legacy of Japan’s wartime occupation of Korea, as well as
the reemergence of longstanding territorial controversies. However, particularly among
elites, there is a fear that growing U.S.-backed Japanese involvement in management
of regional and international security affairs could revive Japanese militarism and
ambitions for regional hegemony. So, too, South Korean leaders and the wider popu-
lation fear that what is perceived as Washington’s strategic tilt toward Japan will make
their country both less secure and less important to the United States.

Attitudes toward China, which has been the ROK’s top export market since 2003,
have fluctuated but reflect an abiding wariness. Beijing is now widely seen as a con-
structive partner in managing the North Korean nuclear problem and other aspects of
regional security affairs. In a 2004 poll, South Koreans expressed equally positive
feelings toward China and the United States (58 percent).116 However, South Koreans
also express lingering concerns about China’s authoritarian political system and sus-
picions about its motives in Northeast Asia. The South Korean public and political
leadership are well aware of China’s history of domination of their country and know
that China’s rising economic and military power could at some point be used against
Korean interests. In a May 2004 survey, 61 percent of respondents noted that China
was the most important country from an economic standpoint, but 51 percent also saw
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China as a “competitive rival,” and 78 percent said China’s products would surpass
Korean goods in 10 years.117 The Korean public’s perception of China as an economic
and political rival has grown since 2005, particularly as China has stirred historical
territorial disputes.

U.S. Goals and Strategy: North Korea
Dealing with the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea’s (DPRK’s) nuclear pro-

gram has also complicated alliance management issues with the ROK. The Bush ad-
ministration has steadfastly defined North Korea’s nuclear programs as a challenge to
security in Northeast Asia and to international efforts to stem WMD proliferation, not
as a bilateral issue between the United States and the DPRK. Since early 2003, the
administration has emphasized that multilateral negotiations are the best way to re-
solve the problem, and, with Chinese assistance, the Six-Party Talks commenced in
August 2003. The administration’s diplomacy has succeeded in getting China, South
Korea, Japan, and Russia to agree on the need for complete, verifiable, and irrevers-
ible dismantlement of the DPRK nuclear programs, which has helped to minimize,
though not eliminate, North Korean efforts to create fissures within this coalition.
Multilateral coordination has been hampered by differing interests and Pyongyang’s
efforts to play to South Korean sympathies and Chinese anxieties.

Given these challenges, progress in the Six-Party Talks has been limited and marked
by several lengthy boycotts by the DPRK. At the end of the fourth round of talks on
September 19, 2005, the Six Parties produced a joint statement of principles to guide
negotiations. The statement was immediately subject to differing interpretations, par-
ticularly by the DPRK. However, the U.S. Government made clear its view of the
main tenets, which were generally endorsed by all the other parties: all nuclear weap-
ons and all elements of the DPRK’s nuclear programs will be declared and com-
pletely, verifiably, and irreversibly dismantled; the DPRK will return, at an early date,
to the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty and come into full compliance with Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency safeguards; and various benefits, particularly the right
to pursue nuclear energy for peaceful purposes at the “appropriate time,” will only
accrue to the DPRK when it has met these two obligations, demonstrated a sustained
commitment to cooperation and transparency, and ceased proliferating nuclear tech-
nology.118 The ROK government has been inclined to offer generous carrots to the
North—including provision of energy and nuclear power early in the process—as a
way to induce cooperation on the nuclear issue and to advance North-South reconcili-
ation. Transforming the joint statement and the Initial Action Agreement of February
2007 on shutting down the Yongbyon reactor, discussed in chapter three, into an agree-
ment acceptable to all six governments and the U.S. Congress will require a pro-
tracted and arduous diplomatic effort.

In addition to the nuclear issue, there remain differences between the United States
and South Korea over policy toward Pyongyang including assistance, investment, and
dealing with the regime’s illicit activities. The ROK government rightly wants to play
the leading role in managing relations with the North, including contingencies related



250 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

to internal collapse. However, both governments recognize that the United States has
unique experience and capabilities to find and secure the DPRK nuclear program in
such a scenario. The two governments will need to continue to discuss integration of
various crisis management plans and harmonization of these plans with combined
operational military plans for the defense of South Korea. While the ROK has endorsed
the principles of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), it has yet to become a
participant because of fears that engagement in certain PSI counterproliferation ac-
tivities could have an adverse effect on relations with the North. U.S. and Japanese
participation in any future PSI activities directed against North Korea would raise
anxieties in the ROK government about various forms of North Korean retaliation
against the South.

Rebalancing the Military Relationship
The two governments have agreed to the goal of a South Korean–led defense of

the peninsula with the United States in a supporting role, but differences remain on
the timing and ultimate structure of the new arrangements. Bilateral discussions on
the future of the alliance (FOTA) between 2002 and 2004 focused on “legacy” issues
including adjusting the U.S. footprint, transfer of certain conventional defense mis-
sions from U.S. to ROK forces, and enhancing combined defenses. In particular, the
FOTA talks produced plans to shift U.S. forces deployed close to the demilitarized
zone (DMZ) to consolidated bases south of Seoul and for transfer of the Yongsan
Garrison in central Seoul and 59 other facilities to South Korean control. In tandem
with the realignment, the ROK pledged to invest $10 billion to modernize its capabili-
ties, and the United States committed to enhancements in firepower, air, and naval
support valued at $11 billion and to maintain deterrence and support this evolving
posture.119

In June 2004, before the either the Global Posture Review or the FOTA talks were
completed, the U.S. Department of Defense notified the South Korean government of
plans to withdraw 12,500 troops (about one-third of total deployments) from the pen-
insula by the end of 2005. This move followed a May 2004 decision to redeploy one
of two U.S. combat brigades (3,600 troops) in the ROK to Iraq and sometimes conten-
tious FOTA discussions. These developments surprised most Koreans and brought to
the fore their conflicted feelings between the desire for and costs of a more self-reliant
defense posture and the compromises attendant to continued reliance on the U.S. se-
curity guarantee. Korean officials worried about the ROK’s ability to take on larger
military missions and were concerned that the redeployments would mean that U.S.
forces would no longer serve as the tripwire in mutual defense operations, leaving
South Korea less rather than more secure. After several months of bilateral consulta-
tions, the governments agreed in October 2004 that the U.S. withdrawals and realign-
ment would be stretched out through 2008 and plans to remove one artillery and one
attack helicopter battalion would be cancelled.120 The residual U.S. presence of 25,000
military personnel will be clustered around two hubs in the Osan-Pyongtaek and the
Taegu-Pusan areas; however, the conditions for transfer of existing U.S. facilities and
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the acquisition of additional land for the consolidated bases by 2011 under the Land
Partnership Plan, while agreed by both governments, remain contentious political is-
sues in South Korea on environmental and legal grounds.

Greater self-reliance in defense has been a goal of South Korean governments
since the 1970s. Investment of over $65 billion in several force improvement plans
since that time has significantly enhanced the readiness and capabilities of the ROK
army but did not fundamentally reduce the country’s dependence on the United States.
President Roh came to office in 2003 determined to reduce this dependency, consis-
tent with South Korea’s current prosperity and international stature, and to make the
alliance a more balanced partnership. Roh advanced the concept of “cooperative, self-
reliant defense” as a means for the South Korean government to realize greater con-
trol over its defense plans and decisionmaking and to reassure the public that, with
improved capabilities, the ROK armed forces could provide for national defense even
after the planned reduction and realignment of U.S. forces. President Roh and his
advisors explained that the term cooperative underscored the intent both to maintain a
transformed alliance with the United States and develop regional security cooperation
in Northeast Asia.121

While ROK defense budgets have grown significantly in recent years, maintenance
and personnel costs absorbed 66 percent of the 2004 and 2005 budgets, leaving only
about 34 percent for required force improvements.122 In an effort to achieve a self-
reliant posture, the Korean Ministry of National Defense (MND) unveiled “Defense
Reform 2020,” a plan for qualitative transformation of the ROK defense establish-
ment over 15 years. The 2020 plan calls for reducing standing forces by 26 percent
but enhancing the capabilities of residual units through better joint planning and ac-
quisition of state-of-the-art weapons and support systems. Force structure would be
streamlined and include more professionals and fewer conscripts. Modernization would
focus on improved mobility, situational awareness, and precision strike capabilities.
The MND hopes to replace nearly every outdated major weapons platform; upgrade
intelligence, surveillance, reconnaissance, and command and control systems; and
purchase new air defense missiles and Aegis-equipped destroyers. To ensure effective
oversight of expenditures, a new Defense Acquisition Program Administration will be
established.

The 2020 plan calls for expenditure of U.S. $662 billion between 2006 and 2020,
with 43 percent of those resources to be earmarked for force improvements. To sus-
tain this program, MND estimates that defense spending would need to increase 9.9
percent annually from 2006 to 2010, 7.8 percent from 2011 to 2015, but only 1 per-
cent from 2016 to 2020.123 Under the ROK government’s projections of 7 percent
average annual GDP growth over the life of the reform program, MND estimates that
the program would consume 2.6 to 3 percent of GDP until 2010, after which time the
burden would decrease. Realization of Defense Reform 2020 will be a challenge for
any South Korean government. Since the plan was issued, the Bank of Korea has
projected lower out-year growth rates, and the potential for an economic downturn
always exists. Pressures to control overall governmental expenditures and a general



252 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

public skepticism about defense spending will likely remain impediments, absent a
spike in concerns about North Korea. During the first half of the 2020 plan implemen-
tation, expenditures associated with the relocation of U.S. forces and the assumption
of additional missions by ROK forces will likely raise MND operations and mainte-
nance costs. Some analysts have questioned both the savings that can be achieved by
cutting army personnel so steeply and the wisdom of taking such cuts before demo-
graphic trends require them, given the manpower-intensive demands of possible sta-
bilization missions in the event of a North Korean collapse.124 Several analysts assess
that a truly independent ROK defense capability would require even greater defense
spending.125

President Roh and his advisors have also made transfer of wartime operational
command (OPCON) of ROK forces a touchstone of alliance transformation. In 2005,
Roh began a public campaign for transfer of wartime OPCON of ROK forces, calling
it a matter of regaining sovereignty and a valuable step in diminishing North-South
tensions. Roh argued that projected improvements in ROK defense capabilities will
allow the transfer.126

The United States supports the goal of Koreans playing a predominant role in their
own conventional defense, including a change in command relationships. Washington’s
assessment is that ROK forces are capable of defending South Korea, with certain
U.S. support. U.S. officials accepted the move from shared operational control under
a combined headquarters to a system of independent, parallel national commands, as
a natural next step in the evolution of the alliance and suggested that this could take
place as early as 2009. This kicked off a firestorm of protests in Korea from opposi-
tion parties for former defense officials, who saw an OPCON shift by that date as
premature and ill-advised, urging that further debate on timing be suspended until a
new ROK government takes office in 2008. At the 38th U.S.–ROK Security Consulta-
tive Meeting, the ROK defense minister and then–U.S. Defense Secretary Donald
Rumsfeld reviewed the results of a command relations study commissioned a year
earlier and agreed to a roadmap that would transfer OPCON to the ROK after October
15, 2009, but not later than March 15, 2012.127 In February 2007, Defense Secretary
Robert Gates and Defense Minister Kim Jong-soo concluded an agreement that firmly
established the transfer date as April 17, 2012. The two governments have agreed to
develop a Strategic Transfer Plan. U.S. officials have underscored that the new com-
mand structure will maintain deterrence and combined U.S.–ROK defense of the Ko-
rean Peninsula, and that the United States will provide significant “bridging capabili-
ties”—such as the command and control system of the Combined Forces Command—
until the ROK achieves a fully independent defense capability. Sorting out a transitional
command structure and long-term crisis management arrangements on the peninsula
will require transparency, good faith, and flexibility by both governments, as well as
candid discussions about handling sensitive issues relating to instability in North Korea.

Shaping a Broader Vision of the Alliance
U.S. and South Korean leaders have recognized that their mutual regional and

global security interests, as well as a potential North-South rapprochement, require
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the development of a broader, long-term, vision for the alliance—one that expands its
function from its present narrow peninsular focus.128 Most ROK political leaders across
the political spectrum believe their country’s security and prosperity are still somewhat
fragile and that the alliance with the United States remains an important safeguard against
instability on the peninsula and a balancing factor in relations with China and Japan.
A majority of South Koreans also see shared democratic values and deep economic
and personal ties as important underpinnings of the alliance. However, in contrast to
Japan, the notion of the alliance serving purposes other than defense of the ROK is a
relatively new concept in South Korean political discourse. For example, President
Roh justified the unpopular deployment of 3,500 ROK military personnel in support
of Operation Iraqi Freedom as a necessary manifestation of alliance solidarity and
good faith, not a Korean contribution to protection of its own interests in Persian Gulf
stability and energy supplies. Moreover, many on the left who object to the U.S. mili-
tary presence are also skeptical of the benefits of the alliance for advancing South
Korean interests. Without a shared vision of the future, both governments will have
great difficulty making the case for the alliance to their publics.

Following the Future of the Alliance initiative, in late 2004 Washington and Seoul
began the Security Policy Initiative (SPI), an interagency dialogue aimed at imple-
menting agreements reached in the FOTA talks and developing a long-term vision of
the alliance. The SPI reached a broad consensus on the main global and regional
security challenges and produced agreement on a “Joint Study on the Vision of the
ROK–U.S. Alliance” that describes how the alliance can contribute to peace and secu-
rity on the Korean Peninsula, in the region, and globally.129 Going forward, SPI will
focus on articulating a vision for the future development of the alliance and a concept
for operationalizing that vision, including the roles of each partner in fulfilling these
objectives.

At the November 2005 Gyeongju Summit, Presidents Bush and Roh agreed to
launch a ministerial-level Strategic Consultation for Allied Partnership (SCAP) to pro-
mote dialogue on bilateral, regional, and global issues of mutual interest. The two
presidents noted that the alliance stands not only against threats but also for the pro-
motion of the common values and interests in Asia and around the world.130 At the first
session of SCAP in January 2006, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and then-
Foreign Minister Ban Ki-Moon set out an agenda for practical cooperation to promote
democracy and human rights; counter terrorism and proliferation of WMD; prevent
pandemic disease; enhance regional stability; and bolster multilateral peacekeeping,
crisis response, and disaster management. The consultations will be followed by a
subministerial dialogue.

A particularly contentious element of alliance transformation concerns strategic
flexibility, a reference to off-peninsula operations by U.S. forces deploying from bases
in Korea. Both the government and the broader public are concerned that U.S. opera-
tions from the ROK could draw the country into regional conflicts, particularly a
confrontation with China over Taiwan, and that the global missions of U.S. forces
might diminish their deterrent value on the peninsula. U.S. officials have sought to
allay South Korean concerns on both accounts, noting that the concept is a two-way
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street that would also facilitate rapid movement of U.S. forces stationed elsewhere to
the Korean Peninsula in a crisis. President Roh has acknowledged the logic behind
strategic flexibility but has also affirmed that “USFK [U.S. Forces Korea] should not
be involved in disputes in Northeast Asia without Korea’s agreement. . . . We will
never compromise on this.”131 At the January 2006 SCAP meeting, Secretary Rice and
Foreign Minister Ban issued a declaration formally acknowledging respect for the
other’s position.132 Some South Korean analysts and politicians contend that this agree-
ment requires amendment of the Mutual Defense Treaty, and hence approval by the
National Assembly. In addition, the South Korean government would clearly like prior
consultation on off-peninsula operations by units assigned to USFK, which could
limit U.S. flexibility.

Another question on the horizon is clarifying how the alliance could complement
any future Northeast Asian regional security cooperation or structure. Some in the
ROK hope the Six-Party Talks could evolve into such a permanent forum for dealing
with regional security issues, while others envision structures limited to countries in
the region. President Roh has emphasized that his concept of “cooperative, self-reli-
ant defense” would also allow for South Korea to act as a peaceful “balancing force”
in a “cooperative security structure in the region based on the Korea-U.S. alliance.”133

This statement was quickly clarified by Blue House advisors as not suggesting any
notion of South Korea balancing China and the United States. However, Roh contin-
ues to send mixed signals. Rather than endorse the notion that an adapted alliance
with the United States can play a stabilizing role in Northeast Asia, Roh has chosen to
advance more independent notions, warning of the need to “overcome old divisions”
in the region. Roh and most South Koreans clearly fear aligning their country with the
United States and Japan in any future effort to contain China.134

Sustaining the U.S.–ROK Alliance
In light of changing political and geostrategic landscapes, sustaining the U.S.–

ROK alliance will require concerted bilateral efforts to continue transforming the re-
lationship. Several efforts are essential to this goal.

Six-Party Talks and North Korea. Resolute but creative diplomacy in the Six-
Party Talks remains essential to a durable resolution of the North Korean nuclear
challenge, maintenance of peace and stability in Northeast Asia, and further adapta-
tion of U.S. alliances with the ROK and Japan. It is essential for the United States and
other governments to demonstrate that every effort has been made to resolve the nuclear
issue peacefully. Unilateral or coercive actions may ultimately be necessary but could
well come at the cost of public support for the alliance in the ROK. The key challenge
for U.S. diplomacy will be to demonstrate a forthcoming public face and tactical flex-
ibility while remaining firm on strategic outcomes. In the aftermath of Pyongyang’s
October 2006 nuclear test, Washington has reassured Seoul that its longstanding pledge
of extended deterrence through the U.S. nuclear umbrella remains in effect. U.S. and
South Korean leaders also need to initiate a more candid and transparent dialogue
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about North Korea leading to more coordinated policies. Otherwise, differences on
this issue will continue to hamper adaptation of the alliance.

Shaping a fuller and broader partnership. The bilateral defense and foreign
ministry dialogues are moving to adapt the alliance and develop a common vision to
advance mutual interests. The U.S.–ROK Security Policy Initiative has produced agree-
ment on a common vision of the alliance, but further effort on the part of both govern-
ments is required to broaden and deepen political support for a transformed alliance.
If reshaped as an equal partnership between two democracies committed to defending
shared values and common interests, the alliance could weather most developments in
North-South relations or the region. Rather than being organized against a specific
threat, it would serve a number of common Korean-American interests, including
maintaining stability on the peninsula in the context of either a DPRK collapse or
peaceful reunification; working with other Asian countries and institutions to enhance
regional security cooperation; supporting international (UN) and other regional (As-
sociation of Southeast Asian Nations, NATO) efforts to stabilize failed states, combat
terrorism, and slow WMD proliferation; and hedging against the emergence of an
aggressive China. Such a vision of the U.S.–ROK alliance could engender the requi-
site political support on both sides of the Pacific. Indeed, it reflects the calls in South
Korea for transforming the relationship into “a comprehensive, dynamic, and future-
oriented alliance.” This kind of a mature partnership with the United States would
allow South Korea to extend its global influence.

Defense transformation and strategic flexibility. A transformed alliance should
reflect the ROK’s desire to achieve greater control over its own security and destiny
while concurrently serving mutual regional and global interests. This will require fur-
ther changes in command structures, procedures for contingency planning, and force
posture. The Combined Forces Command will need to be replaced by a new mecha-
nism to coordinate U.S. and ROK military operations.

A sustainable long-term U.S. posture in the ROK should be sufficient to assure
Seoul of the mutual defense commitment, fill critical gaps in ROK capabilities, allow
for rapid augmentation to repulse any aggressor, and provide the United States with a
reliable foothold to support global defense operations. The U.S. contribution to de-
fense of the ROK will shift from a heavy ground presence to reinforcements and
firepower provided by air and naval forces. With regard to off-peninsula operations,
given the ROK’s desire to avoid any provocation of China, Seoul seems likely to want
further clarification of the circumstances in which U.S. forces might act, as well as
advance notification of unilateral operations by U.S. forces in Korea.

The alliance and regional security. Given China’s growing influence on the Ko-
rean Peninsula and in the region and South Korea’s commitment to good relations
with Beijing, special efforts should be made to demonstrate how the alliance can sup-
port regional security cooperation. If Washington and Seoul fail to demonstrate how
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the alliance can serve this function, there is a danger that interest will grow in new,
unproven structures for regional security cooperation to replace the alliance. Beijing
continues to suggest that the U.S.–ROK alliance is an unnecessary anachronism in
light of China’s peaceful rise and efforts to bring peace to the peninsula. The Chinese
have also advanced various ideas for a regional security architecture that would exclude
the United States. Turning the Six-Party framework into a permanent regional secu-
rity forum, which both governments agree could be pursued once the Six-Party Talks
realize their primary mission, merits further examination by the analytic community.135

In the interim, revival of the U.S.-Japan-ROK Trilateral Coordination and Oversight
Group, which focused on North Korea policy, might be a useful mechanism to en-
hance trilateral cooperation on a broader range of issues.136 Much as NATO’s Partner-
ship for Peace Program engaged Russia and other former Warsaw Pact countries in
humanitarian and peacekeeping activities to build confidence in NATO’s peaceful
intent, perhaps trilateral participation in future humanitarian or peace support opera-
tion along with China and other Asian countries would be a way to demonstrate that
both alliance relationships can contribute to regional security.

Diplomacy and public affairs. U.S. officials and the American media need to be
sensitive to political and social change in South Korea and to the mounting frustration
with Korean dependency on the United States. There is a tendency in Washington to
exaggerate the extent of genuine anti-American sentiment in South Korea. U.S. pub-
lic diplomacy needs to be more skillful in making the case for a transformed alliance,
particularly with younger people in Korea. At the same time, the ROK government
needs to be more outspoken in refuting irresponsible attacks against the United States
in the South Korean media and public discourse and in explaining to its citizens how
the alliance serves mutual interests. Enhancing the rather limited and formalized ex-
changes between South Korean legislators and their American counterparts could
help deepen mutual understanding and strengthen support in both countries for the
alliance.137

The U.S.-Australia Alliance: A Hardy Special Relationship
Australia is the oldest ally of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region, and the

two countries have many common interests, shared democratic values, and a long
history of working together. U.S.-Australia security cooperation is deep and multifac-
eted, akin to the U.S.–UK special relationship. The two countries have fought to-
gether in two World Wars, the Korean and Vietnam Wars, the 1991 Gulf War, and,
more recently, in Afghanistan and Iraq. Both have experienced major terrorist attacks
against their assets and citizens in the past years. The United States provides a robust
security guarantee for Australia, including extended nuclear deterrence. Australia’s
small but effective armed forces contribute to mutual security in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion and around the world, and their capabilities are enhanced by access to U.S. weap-
ons systems, defense technology, and military logistics support. There is extensive
bilateral intelligence cooperation, including several joint facilities in Australia. The
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alliance enhances Australia’s ability to work with and influence the United States and
its status in world affairs. 138 The alliance helps anchor the U.S. role in Western Pacific
security affairs and provides Washington a reliable partner for many common regional
and global endeavors. That said, Australian support for U.S. policies, particularly vis-
à-vis China, cannot be taken for granted.

The broad consultative and mutual security commitments in the Australia–New
Zealand–United States (ANZUS) Treaty have allowed the alliance to adapt to changes
in the international environment.139 Founded as a safeguard against a militarily resur-
gent Japan, it became a bulwark against communist expansionism during the Cold
War, and now serves to advance mutual global interests in an era of uncertainty and to
balance potential rivalries in the Asia-Pacific region.140 Since 1996, Washington and
Canberra have retooled the alliance, undertaking joint operations in support of the UN
peacekeeping in East Timor, tsunami relief, and counterterrorism and stabilization
efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq. Australia and U.S. military forces also coordinate
security cooperation and counterterrorism activities in the Philippines, Indonesia, and
Malaysia. Australia still plays a leading role in security operations in East Timor, the
Regional Assistance Mission to the Solomon Islands, and maritime security in the
Pacific Islands. Annual meetings of defense and foreign ministers give the alliance
strategic direction, with agreement to enhance intelligence cooperation, joint training
and interoperability of military forces, and cooperative development of missile de-
fenses. The Australian government has expressed support for rebalancing the U.S.
military presence in the Asia-Pacific region, including the rotation of U.S. strategic
bomber aircraft through Guam, and has agreed to regular visits to Australia by U.S.
aircraft and combined training with the Australian Defence Force. The two govern-
ments are also exploring ways to assist coalition military operations and development
of regional peace operations capacity.141

Important differences in population size, defense spending, and location influence
alliance relations. Australia has only 20 million people, compared with nearly 300
million in the United States, in a country with about the same land mass. Australia’s
annual defense spending is about 3 percent of total U.S. spending. The Australian
Defence Force numbers 52,000 regular forces plus some 20,000 reserves, including 5
army battalions and a special forces/commando regiment. Thus, Australia can best
make niche contributions to alliance operations, including air tankers, special forces,
certain types of electronic surveillance and intelligence, conventional submarines, and,
in the future, highly capable early warning aircraft.142

Support for the alliance in both countries remains very strong. In a March 2005
public opinion poll, 72 percent of Australians said that the ANZUS alliance is either
very or fairly important for Australia’s security, while another survey of political lead-
ers and voters after the 2004 federal elections put support at 84 percent.143 There is
strong bipartisan support for the presence of bilateral intelligence facilities, joint mili-
tary exercises, and visits by U.S. military units—including nuclear-capable and -pow-
ered warships. There is also strong support for close cooperation with the United
States in combating terrorism. However, Australians have not reached consensus on
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missile defense and their potential role in it—which is presently limited to research
and testing. Neither political party would likely support establishment of a dedicated
American military base in Australia.

For the first time since the Vietnam War, there is a debate in Australia about both the
nature of U.S. power and U.S. expectations from the alliance. A contentious finding
of a 2005 poll found that only 58 percent of Australians had positive feelings toward
the United States, compared with 84 and 69 percent for Japan and China, respectively.
Some of this decline can be attributed to divided opinion on U.S. policy toward, and
Australian involvement in, Iraq. But there is also some concern about the nature of
American power. Owen Harries, one of Australia’s leading experts on the United States,
noted that the enormous sympathy felt after September 11 evaporated quickly. While
many Australians accept that the United States had to take forceful action against
terrorism, Washington’s unilateral application of military superiority has generated
growing criticism and hostility.144 In this context, there is also a sense among the Aus-
tralian public that their government, as a junior partner in the relationship, has been a
bit too compliant in dealing with Washington.

Japan is Australia’s closest Asian partner, and the two governments have held stra-
tegic dialogues since 1990. While Australia maintains good relations with China and
South Korea, bilateral relations with Japan are much deeper. This stance reflects an
important convergence of U.S. and Australian strategic priorities in Northeast Asia.
Australia has welcomed progress by the United States and Japan to transform their
alliance as well as Japan’s increasing contribution to regional security and promo-
tion of greater trilateral cooperation. The three governments agreed in May 2005
that trilateral security discussions that were initiated in August 2002 at the vice min-
isterial level on a broad range of regional and global security issues will be elevated to
the foreign ministerial level and sustained by more regular interaction of political
directors.145

Outlook and Challenges
Australia will remain a staunch U.S. ally for the foreseeable future. The two na-

tions share common approaches to terrorism, proliferation of WMD, and preventing
the emergence of failed states. Although opposition leader Kevin Rudd ousted Prime
Minister John Howard in late 2007, he is unlikely to pursue policies that would strain
relations with the United States. However, Australia faces important challenges in its
own neighborhood, which will have priority over supporting the United States in dis-
tant lands.146 Given U.S. engagement in the Middle East and Central Asia, Washington
will probably welcome a leading Australian role in addressing security challenges in
Southeast Asia and the South Pacific.

Alliance relations could be strained if the United States were to place politically
difficult demands on Australia in combating terrorism, seek military support that forced
unacceptable risks, or try to draw it into a conflict with China over Taiwan. The Aus-
tralian government and public are much less wary of China’s rise than their American
counterparts, and the absence of a common approach to Beijing may be the most
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explosive long-term threat to alliance solidarity. Australian officials have ques-
tioned whether the ANZUS Treaty would automatically apply in the event of a U.S.
war with China over Taiwan, and only 21 percent of the public favor military support
for the United States in that contingency. Washington would be on solid ground to
invoke collective security provisions of Article IV in the face of an unprovoked
Chinese attack on the United States and would likely expect Australian assistance. If
Canberra hesitated in either scenario, the alliance could be damaged, perhaps ir-
reparably.

Washington cannot take Australian support for granted, particularly on forceful
promotion of democracy. Given latent anxiety about U.S. power, Washington will
need to take concerted efforts to convince the Australian public of both the necessity
and legitimacy of U.S. policies. The close personal relationship of President Bush and
Prime Minister John Howard smoothed management of U.S.-Australian cooperation
on regional and global issues, but the advent of new leadership on both sides makes
recent enhancements of bilateral, trilateral (with Japan), and other multilateral (with
NATO) security consultations even more important in easing the political transition
and fostering common security policies. These consultations should seek to enhance
mutual understanding of the implications of China’s rise and develop consensus on
possible responses to regional crises.

U.S.-Thailand Alliance
The U.S.-Thailand alliance, which traces its origins to the 1954 Manila Pact (South-

east Asia Treaty Organization), enhances key regional and many global interests of
both countries.147 Thailand’s stability and independence are important to the mainte-
nance of peace in Southeast Asia. Thailand has been a staunch U.S. partner since the
Vietnam War. Cooperation has strengthened in recent years and today includes joint
efforts to counter terrorism, drug trafficking, and piracy. In 1999, Thailand joined
forces from Australia and the United States to help stabilize East Timor, and in 2003 it
sent engineers to Afghanistan, committing military forces outside Southeast Asia for
the first time in over 50 years. To recognize the strength of the alliance, President
Bush designated Thailand a major non-NATO ally in 2003.148

Thailand has been a consistent supporter of the U.S. military presence in South-
east Asia. The bilateral relationship grants the United States access to key facilities
and prepositioning of supplies, which ease military operations and increase readiness
in the region. Interoperability with Royal Thai Armed Forces has continued to grow,
thanks to an extensive program of bilateral exercises, as well as Cobra Gold, one of
the largest joint and combined training activities supported by U.S. Pacific Command
in Southeast Asia. Cobra Gold is designed to ensure regional peace and strengthen the
ability of the Royal Thai Armed Forces to defend their country or respond to regional
contingencies. These exercises have recently included forces from Singapore and other
Asian militaries.149 The United States continues to assist the Thai armed forces with
efforts to modernize and professionalize their armed forces and to improve defense
installations.
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U.S.-Philippines Alliance
U.S.-Philippine relations are based on shared history, commitment to democratic

principles, and strong human and economic ties. After World War II, the Philippines
became a lynchpin of U.S. security arrangements in the Western Pacific. The United
States controlled 23 military installations, including Clark Air Base and the naval
facilities at Subic Bay, for a lease period of 99 years. The U.S.-Philippine security
relationship has evolved since the withdrawal of U.S. military bases in 1991–1992.
The mutual security commitments of the 1951 U.S.-Philippines Mutual Defense Treaty
were reaffirmed, and new terms for U.S. operations in the Philippines were estab-
lished by the 1998 Visiting Forces Agreement.150 This agreement helped overcome
lingering suspicion by some in the Philippines that the United States was seeking to
reestablish a military foothold and paved the way for revitalized bilateral military
cooperation, including U.S. ship visits, large combined military exercises with Philip-
pine forces, and counterterrorism operations. The annual Balikatan combined exer-
cises seek to improve crisis action planning and counterterrorism capabilities of the
Philippine armed forces, while enhancing interoperability with U.S. forces and dem-
onstrating the U.S. security commitment.

Counterterrorism cooperation in recent years has led the bilateral security agenda.
Sizable U.S. security assistance and military training missions have helped the Armed
Forces of the Philippines disrupt the Abu Sayyaf terrorist group on Basilan Island off
the coast of Mindanao. The United States and the Philippines have also intensified
their law enforcement cooperation to combat terrorism. The Philippines was one of
the first countries to send forces to Iraq, and in 2003, the United States named that
country a major non-NATO ally. Despite the sudden withdrawal of Philippine forces
from Iraq following the kidnapping of a Filipino citizen in 2004, alliance cooperation
on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency will likely remain strong, as both govern-
ments share an assessment of the risks. However, Manila’s increasingly close rela-
tions with China have raised doubts about its willingness to support the United States
in a crisis over Taiwan. As with most U.S. allies in Asia, Manila wants to avoid having
its military cooperation with Washington draw it into a confrontational relationship
with China. The Philippines are unlikely to welcome a large permanent U.S. military
presence or major operations from their territory any time soon.

U.S.–New Zealand Security Partnership
Though no longer treaty allies, New Zealand and the United States remain close

partners and cooperate on a number of regional and global security issues. The two
countries share many values and interests.151 In the Asia-Pacific region, New Zealand
has made valuable contributions to peacekeeping in East Timor and the Balkans and
to reconciliation and reconstruction in the Solomon Islands. New Zealand has con-
tributed to a number of UN peacekeeping missions, deployed special forces on three
rotations in support of counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan, provided sup-
port to stabilization and reconstruction efforts in Afghanistan and Iraq, and worked
closely with the United States and other governments to track terrorist financing and
slow the proliferation of nuclear weapons.152
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As a small island nation remote from world trouble spots, New Zealand states it
maintains a “credible minimum force” and places substantial reliance on its defense
relationship with other countries, in particular Australia. Its defense capabilities have
continued to erode, as the government has made only selected equipment upgrades,
mostly for the army. However, in 2002, the government pledged to increase defense
spending by 27 percent over 10 years to modernize defense equipment and infrastructure
and increase its military personnel. Even if these enhancements in defense capabili-
ties are realized, New Zealand will remain a fairly minor partner for the United States
in managing regional and global security.

Emerging Partnerships in Asia
Several U.S. security partnerships in Southeast Asia are also growing. Singapore

has consistently supported a strong U.S. military presence in the Asia-Pacific region
and has emerged as a major security cooperation partner. In 1990, the two coun-
tries signed a memorandum of understanding (MOU) that allows U.S. access to Paya
Lebar airbase and the Sembawang wharves. Under the MOU, a U.S. Navy logistics
unit was established in Singapore in 1992; U.S. fighter aircraft deploy periodi-
cally to Singapore for exercises, and a number of U.S. military vessels visit
Singapore. The MOU was amended in 1999 to permit U.S. naval vessels to berth at
the Changi Naval Base, which was completed in early 2001. In July 2005, the two
governments signed a Strategic Framework Agreement as a means to further deepen
security cooperation.

Indonesia, the largest country in Southeast Asia and one that sits astride strategic
trade routes, is an important security partner. Progress on democratization and human
rights in Indonesia led to the lifting of congressional restrictions on security assis-
tance in November 2005 and opened the way for U.S. support for military reforms
and modernization, as well as for improvements to maritime security and disaster
response capabilities. The United States and Indonesia are also building antiterrorism
cooperation, and U.S. humanitarian and reconstruction assistance in the aftermath of
the South Asian tsunami has improved bilateral relations. Recognizing their common
interest in freedom of navigation and countering piracy and smuggling, Malaysia’s
government has supported the U.S. “Eyes in the Sky” initiative to increase combined
aerial surveillance over the Strait of Malacca and has taken steps to enhance its own
coastal policing activities. U.S.-Vietnam security cooperation and military-to-mili-
tary contacts are progressing in a modest but positive direction, reflecting a number of
common regional interests, including Vietnam’s support for U.S. effective engage-
ment in Southeast Asia.153

Mongolia has become a valued U.S. partner in promoting peace and combating
terrorism. The United States has been helping Mongolia develop its peacekeeping
capability since 1999. The Mongolian armed forces are contributing to peacekeeping
in Sierra Leone and to stabilization of Afghanistan and Iraq. Washington is providing
funding and other assistance to help Mongolia realize its desire to provide standby
units for UN peacekeeping and to develop a regional peacekeeping training center
outside Ulaanbaatar.154
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 WESTERN HEMISPHERE: A SHIFTING CONTEXT
The foundation of American strength stretches north and south beyond the territo-

rial limits of the United States. The Western Hemisphere is the source of about half of
U.S. oil imports as well as large percentages of imported electricity, natural gas, and
other essential natural resources, agricultural products, manufactured goods, and hu-
man resources, on which the U.S. economy and society rely.155 U.S. relations with its
treaty ally, Canada, and partners in the Caribbean and Latin America are intertwined
as never before as a consequence of economic integration, regional telecommunica-
tion and transportation revolutions, and a continuous process of demographic, cul-
tural, and social integration that is also changing U.S. society. Here, the trade balance
is highly favorable; the dollar is increasingly used as informal and formal currency,
and U.S. democratic institutions and popular culture are still widely admired, despite
mistrust and opposition to U.S. policies in much of Latin America. While the hemi-
sphere is at peace, the United States and its neighbors need to deal cooperatively with
many vexing and interrelated transnational problems: the illegal trade in people, money,
drugs, arms, and intellectual property; environmental degradation; the spread conta-
gious diseases; and, since September 2001, international terrorism. 156 These chal-
lenges affect various countries in the hemisphere differently, and habits of coopera-
tion are not well established. Yet the future prosperity and security of the United States
require good neighbors who also are effective partners. Both sides are uneasy about
this growing interdependence, particularly the unavoidable perception of subordina-
tion to the United States, which will have to give way to greater mutual trust and
assistance in order to improve and better integrate the region’s surveillance and re-
sponse systems and other essential mechanisms for addressing these complex threats.

U.S.-Canadian Security Relations
Cooperation between Washington and Ottawa is built on a firm foundation of good

will between national political leaders and practical cooperation between government
officials at all levels. This mutual confidence has long facilitated collaboration on
trade and security as enshrined in the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA),
the new Trilateral Security and Prosperity Partnership, and the binational NORAD
Agreement. In addition, there are mutual defense commitments under the North At-
lantic Treaty.

U.S.-Canadian relations were somewhat strained after 2001 due to erratic official
dialogue and public disagreements on a number of bilateral and international issues,
including Iraq, the International Criminal Court, and the Kyoto Protocol. Canadian
rejection of participation in the U.S. missile defense program in early 2005 and U.S.
repudiation of a NAFTA ruling on Canadian softwood were two symptomatic jolts to
the relationship. While security is at the top of U.S. concerns, Ottawa has often seemed
more focused on trade and environmental issues.157 More recently, there has been steady
progress on cross-border law enforcement and counterterrorism programs, including
implementation of the December 2001 Smart Border action plan, which enhances
security while managing the flow of transit and trade; the March 2005 trilateral (with
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Mexico) Security and Prosperity Partnership of North America, which focuses on
practical ways to help societies become healthier, safer, and more prosperous; and the
renewal and expansion of the NORAD Agreement in 2006.

However, in the defense sector, stagnant defense budgets and limited moderniza-
tion have further eroded the capabilities of the Canadian Forces (which diminished 50
percent since 1989) and raised concerns about their long-term interoperability with
U.S. forces and the depth of the Canadian commitment to North American and trans-
atlantic defense.158 The government led by Prime Minister Paul Martin initiated ef-
forts to address Canada’s changing security landscape in 2004 with the country’s first-
ever National Security Policy (NSP). The NSP provided a blueprint for action in intel-
ligence, threat assessment, emergency planning, public health, and border security. A
key element in the revitalization of defense was the creation of a unified national
command, Canada Command, reflecting the new priority given to domestic opera-
tions. The Conservative government led by Prime Minister Stephen Harper came to
office in February 2006 and committed to strengthening ties with the United States
and revitalizing the Canadian Forces.159 The tone of Ottawa-Washington dialogue has
improved, but it is unclear whether the minority Harper government can engender
parliamentary support for strengthened security cooperation with the United States
and the long-term plan to enhance Canadian defense capabilities.160 In May 2006,
Parliament approved by only four votes Harper’s call for extension of the deployment
of 2,300 Canadian troops to Afghanistan through 2009.161

For over 50 years, NORAD has been a unique locus of combined, binational aero-
space defense planning and operations. However, after 9/11 and various natural disas-
ters, both countries recognized the need to enhance coordination and integration of
security measures in the land, maritime, and cyber domains. In advance of discus-
sions on renewal of the agreement, a binational planning group at NORAD consid-
ered various options for establishing other mutual support compacts for joint and
combined defense and assistance to civil authorities.162 Expansion of NORAD re-
sponsibilities to these other domains is challenging because of sovereignty concerns
and the multiplicity of civilian and law enforcement agencies, which have disparate
capabilities and operational practices, on both sides of the border. However, the two
governments agreed that better binational information and intelligence-sharing in all
domains is essential and that U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM) and its coun-
terpart, Canada Command, should be the focal points for maritime operations and
liaison with domestic agencies in each country. Following a vote by the Canadian
Parliament in May 2006, the NORAD Agreement was expanded to integrated surveil-
lance of the continent’s maritime approaches and internal waterways to improve warn-
ing of terrorist and other threats in this domain.163 The new agreement will allow intel-
ligence on shipping and threats to the sea lanes to be sent directly to NORAD and
Canada Command headquarters. The two commands can then develop procedures to
integrate national efforts to enhance security in the maritime domain.

The other major issue on the bilateral defense agenda is Canada’s future role in
missile defense. Canadians occupy a geographic space that is critical to the defense of
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the continental United States from an array of missile threats. In early 2005, the Lib-
eral government turned down the U.S. request for a broad endorsement of Washington’s
missile defense program, including deployment of antiballistic missile interceptors
on Canadian territory. Treading carefully, given strong domestic opposition, the Harper
government has said it is willing to negotiate with the United States on the missile
defense program and then seek parliamentary approval of any agreement.164 However,
a majority of Canadians fear that missile defense will be costly, ineffective, and lead
to the militarization of space. The opposition Liberal party is now firmly opposed.
Harper took the position that he would await a U.S. proposal. It would be prudent for
Washington to ask Canada for help with specific technical challenges and defensive
weapons rather than a broad commitment to cooperation on missile defense. The United
States and Canada worked out many thorny sovereignty-related issues over the first
decade of NORAD’s existence, and the debate over command and control and opera-
tions of a missile defense system will be equally challenging.

Washington and Ottawa need to sustain high-level dialogue to build consensus on
common approaches to new security challenges and further adaptation of the alliance.
Washington should take a flexible and comprehensive approach to security burden-
sharing and be sensitive to Canadian sovereignty concerns in efforts to bolster defense
of the North American homeland. U.S. officials should also recognize that Canadian
security concerns encompass a wider array of realities, such as illegal fishing off
Canada’s shores, control of events along its Arctic frontier, and vulnerability to infec-
tious disease. Canadians need to make a long-term commitment to defense modern-
ization if they want to retain influence with the United States on security affairs.

Latin America and the Caribbean
Relations with countries in the southern part of the hemisphere are generally more

circumspect, reflecting the pressures of diverse transnational problems that beset the
region, as well as vacillations in Washington’s attention and the increased sophistica-
tion of regional leaders in managing their international relations. The United States no
longer dominates the region as it did for over a century. In the shadow of U.S. global
primacy and persistent resentment of what is perceived as a self-serving exercise of
power, growing subregional economic and security cooperation and an expanding
array of economic and political partners outside the hemisphere are providing oppor-
tunities to reduce dependence on the United States. Some have started to look east,
toward the countries of the European Union and Russia, and west, to China and other
Asian states, for bilateral trade and military assistance.165 The support of several U.S.
administrations for economic policies that have failed to deliver equitable develop-
ment has fed this resentment in some countries and fostered a new willingness to
challenge Washington, as was seen at the contentious fourth Summit of the Americas
in November 2005. Furthermore, the Bush administration’s circumspect approach to
multilateral institutions and the treatment of prisoners in Iraq and Guantanamo have
further eroded U.S. moral authority among these less powerful governments that place
great stock in international norms. The growing support for tougher immigration
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policies in the United States adds to the hemispheric divide. The decline of U.S. influ-
ence is epitomized by the unwillingness of 12 Latin American and Caribbean govern-
ments party to the International Criminal Court (ICC) to sign Article 98 Bilateral
Immunity Agreements pledging not to seek prosecutions of U.S. citizens in the court.
Absent this waiver, under the provisions of the American Service-members Protection
Act, these countries are ineligible for most non–drug-related U.S. assistance programs,
including security assistance (Foreign Military Financing), professional military
education (International Military Education and Training), and nonmilitary economic
support funds.166 The protection act is perceived in the region as another manifestation
of U.S. bullying and sends a counterproductive signal to countries that have seen
abuses by their own military and security establishments escape legal prosecution.
Still, most Latin American leaders seek to maintain good relations with the United
States and recognize the need for cooperation with Washington and their neighbors in
tackling the region’s new and traditional security problems.

The remarkable, albeit uneven, democratic transformation in much of the region
over the past two decades is also facing new challenges. In many countries, there is
growing frustration with ineffective governance, unaccountable leaders, corruption,
worsening economic disparities, and inadequate social welfare programs. The crisis
in democratic governance is reflected in a 2005 poll by the respected Chilean firm
Latinobarómetro, which revealed that only about half of Latin Americans are firm
supporters of democracy and only one in three is satisfied with the way their democ-
racy works in practice. Those figures, which have been fairly constant in recent years,
are significantly lower than those of a decade ago.167 However, this does not appear to
presage a disposition toward authoritarianism. With the exception of Peru, Ecuador,
and Paraguay, majorities (62 percent) say that in no circumstances would they support
a military coup, and 70 percent agree that whatever its problems, democracy is the
least bad system of government. This erosion of confidence in democracy has been
most pronounced in the Andean ridge, parts of Central America, and Paraguay. For
example, a March 2006 UN poll in Peru revealed that 60 percent of those surveyed
said they either did not know what democracy was or disliked it, and 13 percent said
they would like a strong nondemocratic government. A similar poll in 2005 revealed
that 87 percent said they were dissatisfied with democracy.168 This frustration has
fueled growing populism and support for vague concepts like the “Bolivarian Revolu-
tion” that promise an alternative to “brutal” integration into the global economy, greater
economic equality, and a platform to resist U.S. domination.

The United States is the most important trading partner for Latin American and
Caribbean nations, but movement toward equitable, durable partnerships will not be
easy. If some of the mistrust can be overcome, the more prosperous and stable coun-
tries in the Southern Cone could become fuller partners with the United States in
maintaining hemispheric and global security. However, the governments in the Andean
ridge and the Caribbean basin continue to find it difficult to correct longstanding
socioeconomic problems and counter those transnational forces that exploit weak
governance. If the United States remains vague about its regional interests and fails to
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develop a modern concept for hemispheric partnership, it will find its southern neigh-
bors continuing to diverge from Washington’s agendas and beginning to exclude the
U.S. Government from their policy deliberations. 169

A Legacy of Mistrust
Public opinion of the United States in most of Latin America is quite negative, reflect-

ing strong opposition to U.S. policies on the Iraq war, preemptive action, international
institutions, and treatment of prisoners. A 2004 Latinobarómetro poll indicated that
the United States had lost standing since 2000 in all but five Latin American countries.
Only in El Salvador, Colombia, and Panama did polling show slightly favorable
growth.170 Since late 2005, opinions of the United States in the region have shown
modest gains (except in Venezuela and Uruguay), perhaps as the anger over the Iraqi
war fades. However, the figures are still far from the warmth of the late 1990s.171

Central America remains a bright spot in this picture, perhaps buoyed by the 2005 free
trade agreement and over U.S. $12 billion in remittances from nationals working in
the United States. Sizable majorities (over 68 percent) of the populations in Central
America surveyed in 2005 expressed positive attitudes toward the United States. In all
the other Latin nations, positive views of the United States dropped anywhere from 6
to 31 percent between 2000 and 2005 (for example, from 73 to 53 in Mexico, from 68
to 53 in Brazil, and from 73 to 57 in Chile). Declines in positive perceptions of bilat-
eral relations have fallen less steeply and have improved significantly in Colombia
and more modestly in Central America. Overall, 61 percent of Latin Americans sur-
veyed in 2005 expressed “little or no confidence” in the United States, while 31 per-
cent expressed “some or a little.”

Despite active north-south commerce, the United States is still seen as detached
from and disinterested in the region. There is widespread belief that aside from Co-
lombia, drug trafficking, and the war on terrorism, Latin America and the Caribbean
do not figure in Washington’s strategic thinking. Many Latin American officials un-
derstand the U.S. concern with terrorism, but it is not prominent in their daily agenda.
The decline in U.S. development and disaster assistance to the region is often cited as
another manifestation of Washington’s narrow self-interest. U.S. officials argue that
they have a coherent, common sense approach to the region, but the perception of
indifference has broad support in Latin America nevertheless. Critics often cite the
fact that a Chilean diplomat and Brazilian army general lead the UN peacekeeping
mission in Haiti as proof that the United States has left its southern neighbors to fend
for themselves.

While the characterization of the Bush administration’s regional policy as disinter-
ested and disengaged is wide of the mark, that perception needs to be deflected if
the United States is to successfully adapt strategic relations with neighbors to
meet common transnational threats. It is also worth noting that societies across the
region distrust each other, as well as the United States. Historically, most govern-
ments have been so preoccupied with maintaining control and sovereignty that they
have defined their interests defensively and followed zero-sum strategies in relations
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with neighbors. This lack of trust only reinforces a tendency toward suspicion of
Washington’s motives and ulterior agendas. While the modernizing influence of glo-
balization and democratization has begun to change the Latin mindset, the past is still
a factor in national foreign and security policies. The region’s leaders face two
conundrums. Should they compromise sovereignty by trusting neighbors to collabo-
rate fully and honestly on politically sensitive issues that they cannot resolve alone?
From the United States, they want greater attention to market access, investment, and
shared expertise, all of which will enhance national credibility as a desirable partner
in the global economy and will create jobs at home. Can this be achieved, however,
without being overwhelmed in an asymmetrical relationship with the United States
that negates their national interests and denies them freedom of action in bilateral and
international affairs?

Toward a New Concept of Hemispheric Security
The job of building greater trust and mutual respect among leaders, security estab-

lishments, and publics is essential if there is to be effective regional security coopera-
tion. In the past, U.S. policymakers have used separately or in combination diplo-
macy, trade initiatives, political development, economic and security assistance,
counternarcotics programs, and, as a last resort, armed intervention and peace en-
forcement in their efforts to foster stability, peace, and prosperity in the Western Hemi-
sphere. Even when Washington has sought UN or OAS support for its actions, U.S.
initiatives have traditionally been pursued with an air of paternalism that has been a
source of considerable friction and has tended to obscure important differences among
various countries.

Nevertheless, the priorities of hemispheric accord have shifted over the years. During
the Cold War, U.S. policymakers defined peace as the absence of an arms race be-
tween neighbors and dormant boundary disputes. In the post–Cold War era, the focus
shifted to security and confidence-building between neighbors, creation of a nuclear-
free zone in Latin America, and negotiated settlement of long-running internal wars.
The emergence of a common economic and political vision, celebrated by the 1994
Summit of the Americas in Miami, introduced the concept that democratic institutions
and modern, open economies can best maintain regional peace and prosperity.
Washington’s concept of stability has evolved in a similar direction. During the Cold
War, the United States sought collective security with allies, some unsavory, that were
capable and willing to shoulder responsibility for controlling events within their bor-
ders and minimizing access by the Soviet Union and Cuba. Today, U.S. policy seeks a
region of democratic governments that are more likely to pursue free trade, uphold
international law, resolve disputes peacefully, and collaborate against common threats
posed by drug trafficking networks, gangs, and other transnational criminal groups.
Bilateral and subregional cooperative mechanisms that can serve to deepen confi-
dence and foster stronger partnerships, such as the Conference of Central American
Armed Forces, are also welcomed. In a similar fashion, efforts to foster prosperity
have shifted from helping countries individually with their economic development to
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a broader view of integrated subregions of open, free market democracies modeled on
NAFTA.

As the region has become more integrated and seen the growth of democracy and
free markets, interest has developed in formulating a hemispheric strategy for stability,
peace, and prosperity. There have been regular presidential summits and greater
activism by the OAS, epitomized by the completion of the 2001 Inter-American “Demo-
cratic Charter,” which recognizes that democracy is essential for the social, political,
and economic development of the peoples of the Americas.172 So, too, the region has
seen growing subregional cooperation and an emerging notion of a “South American
Community of Nations,” even if some countries remain somewhat tentative about
political and economic cooperation.

The October 2003 OAS Special Summit on Security was a milestone in manifest-
ing the commitment of governments in the region to work together under shared val-
ues, certain principles, and common approaches to build a safer and more secure re-
gion. This effort began in 1991 as a means to deal with transnational security chal-
lenges. The summit declaration endorsed a new “multidimensional” approach to se-
curity that recognizes both traditional and new threats, the priorities of each state and
subregion, and the links between hemispheric security and global peace and security.
It is built on a foundation of democratic values, respect for human rights, and national
sovereignty. The declaration calls on countries to strengthen cooperation in existing
OAS mechanisms, such as the Inter-American Committee Against Terrorism, to ad-
dress security problems such as terrorism, transnational organized crime, trafficking,
proliferation of WMD, natural and manmade disasters, and environmental degrada-
tion. Significantly, the declaration recognized the importance and utility of various
inter-American instruments, including the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal As-
sistance (Rio Treaty). While Mexico withdrew from the treaty in 2001, calling it ar-
chaic, most countries agreed to assess it and other instruments related to collective
security in the hemisphere, such as the relationship between the Inter-American De-
fense Board and the OAS. The declaration was a clear signal of the region’s attempt to
assert itself.173

Multilateral approaches to security in the hemisphere are still tentative, given en-
during national differences and zero-sum thinking, but enhanced cooperation to ad-
vance stability, peace, and prosperity is possible, particularly on a subregional level.
The composition of the UN stabilization mission in Haiti demonstrates that a few
states, Brazil and Chile, see it in their interests to be more active in helping manage
hemispheric and global security. The United States should actively encourage and
support such regional initiatives that align with its security interests. Building on the
foundation established by the Inter-American Democratic Charter, the United States
should also bolster support for democratic freedoms and convince Latin leaders that
they cannot be indifferent when their neighbors subvert them because subregional
development and stability suffers. U.S. support for cooperation among Latin Ameri-
can and Caribbean states can help overcome the “us/them” tension that has neighbors
defending themselves against a U.S. policy rather than cooperating to solve common
problems.
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Mexico, the Caribbean Basin, and Defense of the U.S. Southern Approaches
The 9/11 Commission recommended major improvements to the U.S. immigra-

tion system and to security of porous borders and ports of entry, working closely with
Mexico and Canada to prevent terrorists from entering the country or launching at-
tacks against the United States from the Western Hemisphere.174 The U.S. Strategy for
Homeland Defense calls for an active, layered defense to deter, intercept, and defeat
threats at a safe distance. The southern geographic approaches to the United States,
comparable to the depth afforded by Canada to the north, encompass Mexico, the
Caribbean archipelago, mainland Central America, and northern South America. There
are two main maritime, air, and land corridors that originate in northern South America
and run northwest to the United States. These are areas marked by relatively weak
governance, porous borders, ungoverned spaces, and many transnational problems.
The 25 countries of the Caribbean basin need to be factored into U.S. homeland de-
fense plans; however, their governments have other priorities, resource shortages, and
limited capabilities (see figure 7–3). Their security concerns include drug trafficking,
organized crime, and immigration issues. Yet the potential for collusion among gangs,
criminal networks, and terrorist organizations to advance their separate goals raises
the stakes and calls for an integrated security strategy. Building on the OAS concept
of multidimensional security, the United States should explore a strategy of integrated
cooperation with and among countries in the Caribbean basin and Mexico to address

FIGURE 7–3. AREA OF NOTIONAL MEXICO-CARIBBEAN BASIN SURVEILLANCE SYSTEM
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these concerns in a holistic way. This effort could build on expanding subregional
security cooperation among the countries of Central America and the Caribbean.175

Given its land and sea frontier of nearly 2,000 miles, U.S cooperation with Mexico
to enhance mutual security is essential. However, the Mexican government is reluctant to
engage in bilateral defense activities due to the weight of history with the United
States, fear of subordination, and an inward-looking concept of national security.
Mexico shuns strategic alliances and emphasizes the internal role of its armed forces
for civic action in the countryside, security of critical infrastructure, disaster relief,
and some law enforcement and antidrug operations. As a result, the current bilateral
defense relationship is nonstandard and minimalist, characterized by few military-to-
military contacts and low levels of military sales and assistance.176

Over the last decade, both governments have worked hard to overcome suspicions
in order to become open, pragmatic partners in security relations. Mexican and U.S.
law enforcement, immigration, and other agencies collaborate in border administra-
tion, intelligence, and information-sharing on transnational crime networks and ter-
rorism. However, defense-to-defense contact has progressed slowly, complicated by
organizational asymmetries. Unlike the U.S. Department of Defense, Mexico’s mili-
tary is organized into two departments under the leadership of two cabinet-level uni-
formed officers: the Secretary of National Defense, who has responsibility for the
army and air force, and the Secretary of the Navy.177 The senior position, the Secretary
of National Defense, is the counterpart of not only the U.S. Secretary of Defense, but
also the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Secretary and Chief of Staff of
the Army and the Air Force. The Secretariat of National Defense engages the Office of
the Secretary of Defense and the Joint Staff. There is no natural entry point into Mexico’s
defense establishment for a U.S. combatant command. Decisionmaking on military
policy and operations is closed and tightly controlled from Mexico City.

Mexican governments have not adapted traditional nationalistic tendencies that
once served the country well to today’s geopolitical and economic realities. Political
leaders are struggling with conflicting goals and tendencies to develop a framework
for national security. There are two competing schools of thought on defense. The pas-
sive, standard approach advocates remaining isolated, doing what is politically ac-
ceptable to appease the United States, and acting as a “doorstep defense” of its fron-
tiers. The active approach argues that Mexico should think and act innovatively in ex-
panding its security agenda, cooperating with neighbors, and improving the military’s
capacity to protect the approaches to the country.178 Despite the unprecedented sup-
port the Mexican army and navy unexpectedly provided U.S. authorities to help victims of
Hurricane Katrina in 2005, the weight of history, nationalism, and lingering concerns
about subordination will continue to limit bilateral defense cooperation with Mexico.

Despite these impediments, there may be a way to build support for a multidimen-
sional approach to enhancing mutual security in the Caribbean basin. This approach
treats the region as a geostrategic whole rather than a collection of bilateral relation-
ships and proceeds from the recognition that there is a direct correlation between
disrupting entrenched trafficking and smuggling networks and countering terrorists.
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Proceeds from transnational crime are known to support terrorist organizations, and
both exploit similar smuggling methods and transit routes. The focus would be on
gaining control of ungoverned areas and stopping the illegal movement of drugs, arms,
people, and money. The center of gravity would remain drugs from Colombia. If countries
in the region improve public safety and the capacity to diminish the scourge of traf-
ficking and smuggling networks of concern to them, U.S. vulnerability to terrorists
eager to take advantage of ungoverned space and local instability decreases.

Rather than try to integrate Mexico and the Caribbean basin countries into a North
American defense system, this concept seeks to encourage the development of a part-
nership with these countries to address interrelated transnational security concerns.
Mexico could play a pivotal, even a leadership, role vis-à-vis its Caribbean neighbors.
This Caribbean Basin Security Partnership could develop an air, maritime, and land
surveillance and response system covering key corridors of concern. The heart of the
partnership could be the “Mexico–Caribbean Basin Surveillance System,” based in
and led by Mexico and staffed by military, police, and intelligence officers from par-
ticipating countries that would provide information to all participating governments.
The system could exchange information with USNORTHCOM, Canada Command,
NORAD, and other U.S. and Canadian authorities. It could build on existing subre-
gional military and police cooperation, such as the Conference of Central American
Armed Forces, the Eastern Caribbean Regional Security System, and the Association
of Caribbean Commissioners of Police, as well as developments in regional conse-
quence management cooperation. U.S. DOD, Coast Guard, and law enforcement as-
sistance programs have helped some of these neighbors develop relevant operational
capabilities. This partnership would give Caribbean basin states their own active, lay-
ered defense of their geographic approaches. As the zero-sum mentality to security in
the region fades, it is possible to envision a series of interdependent homeland de-
fenses in the region sharing information and know-how. The system would help mem-
ber states exercise control over their maritime and air domains through enhanced early
warning of transnational criminal or terrorist threats and by coordinating interdictions
of illicit flows of goods, services, and people. National governments would remain
responsible for military or police actions on their own territory.

A stable and secure hemisphere allows pursuit of U.S. global interests from a po-
sition of strength, enhances regional homeland security, and provides a context for
enhancing regional prosperity and democracy. The United States needs to continue
developing all facets of its cooperation with the governments of the Caribbean and
Latin American states, particularly Colombia and Mexico, to combat an array of
transnational threats in a more integrated fashion. The OAS Declaration on Security
in the Americas provides a sound conceptual context for these efforts:

• Brazil, Chile, Colombia, and several countries in Central America have dem-
onstrated a willingness and ability to become effective partners in managing
security in the hemisphere and to contribute to global peacekeeping and sta-
bilization operations.
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• Given the weight of history and the asymmetries of interests and capabilities,
progress, particularly with Mexico, will be fitful. One command realignment
might help advance bilateral and regional security cooperation in the Caribbean
basin. Mexico was placed in the USNORTHCOM area of responsibility for
good reasons, particularly to facilitate planning for consequence manage-
ment along the U.S.-Mexico border, but defense of the remainder of the Car-
ibbean basin rests with U.S. Southern Command, which is precluded from
direct engagement with Mexico. A better arrangement might be to leave
Mexico unassigned to a geographic command, making it the responsibility
of the Joint Staff. This could ease dealings with the Secretaries of National
Defense and the Navy, who consider the Joint Staff as their counterpart, and
allow plans and missions to be implemented, with Mexico’s understanding,
through the most appropriate U.S. command.

 A GLOBAL STRATEGY FOR ALLIANCE MANAGEMENT
As this chapter has argued, U.S. allies and partners share a stake in maintaining

global stability and an open economic system. They often augment and complement
U.S. power in significant ways in the advancement of these mutual interests. The
efforts to adapt and sustain existing relationships and build new ones are paying con-
crete dividends by reducing the burdens on the United States in managing turmoil and
promoting growth around the world. U.S. allies and partners are increasingly thinking
and acting globally about security, as evidenced by the involvement of Japan, Austra-
lia, and South Korea in Afghanistan and the Persian Gulf and of NATO in Afghanistan
and Africa. Still, better integration of the activities of U.S. alliances and partnerships
across regional lines could create a global web of relationships for effective common
action in dealing with key strategic challenges.

As more security problems, including terrorism, WMD proliferation, and dealing
with weak states, have global consequences, U.S. partnerships need to adapt. U.S.
allies and partners do not necessarily share Washington’s threat assessments or strate-
gies for dealing with these threats. There are also widening gaps between the military
capabilities of the United States and all its partners, gaps that can be narrowed but will
not be closed. Nonetheless, U.S. partners and allies bring invaluable capabilities that
complement and augment U.S. efforts, from deterrence on the Korean Peninsula to
irregular warfare in Afghanistan to peace operations in the Balkans. Orchestrating
these efforts effectively will require innovative consultations—including with third
parties and international organizations, new approaches to security cooperation, and
greater political sensitivity in the conduct of U.S. global military operations.

• Allies and partners are playing a critical role in support of U.S. strategy in
combating global terrorism. Real progress has been made in enhancing co-
operation on homeland security and developing innovative forms of multi-
lateral intelligence cooperation. The United States and its allies and partners
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have developed mechanisms for rapid consultations and operational coordi-
nation in the face of credible warning of such threats.179

• The most significant threat to U.S. and allied security is the specter of cata-
strophic terrorism using a weapon of mass destruction in a major urban area.
Disrupting such threats in a timely fashion may require preemptive military
action against state or nonstate actors. Further U.S. diplomatic and legal ef-
forts are needed to build consensus for this kind of action.180 Mitigating the
consequences of such attacks, which could easily overwhelm the capabilities
of single government, calls for more concerted interagency planning and
cooperation with all U.S. allies.

• Allied and partner engagement in stabilization, security transition, recon-
struction, and humanitarian missions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, Haiti, and
Africa makes important contributions to mutual security. U.S. allies and part-
ners provided 71 percent of funding and 85 percent of the personnel for UN
peacekeeping operations in 2003. As the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review
noted, the military has an important role to play in these missions, but suc-
cessful efforts require development of new mechanisms for integrated civil-
military cooperation, involving many agencies of governments as well as
nongovernmental organizations.

• U.S. European and Asian allies, as well as Middle East partners, recognize
that the stabilization of Iraq is critical to long-term security in the Middle
East and mutual security. This assessment leaves open the prospect of a greater
allied or partner involvement in the training of the Iraqi military and security
forces and in building civil society and the rule of law there and elsewhere in
the Middle East. These allies and partners have also provided important sup-
port in international efforts to halt Iran’s nuclear program and moves to es-
tablish hegemony in the Middle East.

• Developing common approaches to China’s rise and Russia’s rebound as an
“energy superpower” will remain a thorny problem in relation with Asian
and European allies. Allies in both regions see opportunities for expanded
economic and political engagement with China and do not want to be drawn
into a conflict with Beijing over Taiwan. However, the political storm over
the EU’s deliberations in 2005 regarding lifting its post-Tiananmen arms
embargo on China should not have been a surprise. The kinds of systems the
Chinese might seek from Europe—advanced surveillance, command and
control, and communications systems—are precisely what the Chinese need
to develop networked capabilities to disrupt U.S. military operations. Given
the multifaceted, global nature of China’s rise, there is a need for high-level
strategic dialogue on China between the United States and its European and
East Asian allies to achieve some agreed principles or rules of the road.

• In an era of global security challenges and global force management, global
patterns of interaction and cooperation among U.S. allies and partners and re-
gional security institutions are also needed. NATO is expanding its partnerships
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into the Middle East and has developed effective operational cooperation
with Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and South Korea in the conduct of
counterinsurgency and stability operations in Afghanistan. NATO should take
steps to formalize and add a consultative dimension to these new partner-
ships as a way to enhance their effectiveness and legitimacy.

• With growing interest in East Asia in new forms of regional security coop-
eration, it is incumbent upon the United States and its Asian allies to demon-
strate how the alliances can serve broader regional interests. Trilateral U.S.–
ROK–Japan participation in practical security cooperation with China and
other countries in East Asia would be a way to demonstrate how both alli-
ance relationships can contribute to regional security. Moreover, such coop-
eration could help temper rising tensions in relations between China and
Japan and the ROK and Japan. Closer to home, the United States should
encourage Mexico and the governments of the Caribbean and Central America
to enhance their cooperation in dealing with transnational threats as a way to
enhance homeland security throughout the Western Hemisphere.

• Finally, Washington’s policies in Iraq and the war on terrorism have led to a
precipitous drop in public opinion of the United States, even among some of
its closest allies and partners. Expanding and better integrating these rela-
tionships will be a slow process until concrete steps are taken that restore
confidence in Washington’s leadership, strategic judgment, and moral au-
thority.



Transforming Defense Strategy
and Posture

Chapter Eight

Given the complexity and dynamism of the international security environment
described in previous chapters, transforming the defense establishment and U.S.

Armed Forces remains a major strategic challenge for the rest of the decade and be-
yond. Years of sustained engagement in Iraq and Afghanistan are stretching U.S. ground
forces particularly thin, wearing out equipment, interrupting training cycles, and de-
pressing recruitment. Even if troop levels in these two countries can be reduced in the
near future, it will take years to restore the force to peak readiness. This near-term require-
ment to recapitalize and “reset” the force is not the same thing as transformation, and the
latter remains a high priority for the Nation’s defense leadership over the longer term.

As a Presidential candidate in 2000, Governor George W. Bush campaigned on a
promise to transform America’s defense establishment and warfighting capabilities.
In the Bush administration, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld made transforma-
tion his signature issue during his tenure at the Pentagon. More recently, resources
and attention consumed by the global war on terror and decisions by the White House
in 2006 to curtail the growth of defense spending have slowed the transformation
agenda. Nevertheless, President Bush and Pentagon leaders remain committed to the
transformation agenda. Indeed, they argue that transformation is necessary both to be
successful in the war on terror and to deter and defeat future adversaries in an era of
great uncertainty.1

Interest in military transformation predates the Bush administration. During the
1990s, consensus was growing that the Nation should put more emphasis on trans-
forming its military, even as it was drawing down its force structure from Cold War–
era levels. Many believed that the information revolution, stimulated by advances in
modern computing power and associated effects, was fundamentally altering social,
economic, and political affairs and would do the same for military capabilities. De-
fense leaders came to believe that transformation was necessary to exploit the infor-
mation revolution for a dramatic increase in military capabilities. They thought trans-
formation would be necessary to prepare for future adversaries who also would ex-
ploit the information revolution and use other asymmetric approaches (such as weap-
ons of mass destruction [WMD], missiles, and advanced naval mines) to counter U.S.
conventional military superiority.
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By the mid-1990s, senior Department of Defense (DOD) officials were expressing
interest in a revolution in military affairs that would transform military capabilities,
and a supporting revolution in business affairs that would transform defense planning
and resource allocation processes. The Clinton administration made transformation a
major dimension of the prepare portion of a new defense strategy—shape, respond,
prepare—that it articulated in the first Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report in
1997. That report emphasized the importance of building a strong backbone of com-
mand, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnais-
sance systems, areas that were most obviously affected by the information revolution.
However, at the time, Pentagon leadership did not otherwise make a sharp distinction
between modernization programs already under way and transformed military capa-
bilities. In other words, the tendency was to claim that all existing major acquisition
programs help transform U.S. forces. During this period, most transformation progress
was made in improving the rigor and scope of concept development and experimenta-
tion activities undertaken by the Services and U.S. Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM)
to explore better means of warfighting.2

When the Bush administration took office, it articulated a more ambitious vision
for the overall transformation effort. The breadth of the agenda was reflected in Secre-
tary Rumsfeld’s Transformation Planning Guidance, which defined transforma-
tion as:

a process that shapes the changing nature of military competition and cooperation through
new combinations of concepts, capabilities, people, and organizations that exploit our
nation’s advantages and protect against our asymmetric vulnerabilities to sustain our

strategic position, which helps underpin peace and stability in the world.

This broad definition put transformation in a strategic context by noting that it
includes the need to identify unique U.S. strategic strengths and potential vulnerabili-
ties. Interestingly, the document also offered a more discriminating criterion that could
be used to help adjudicate what is, and what is not, transformational and, hence, what
programs would be favored in resource allocation decisions:

Shaping the nature of military competition ultimately means redefining standards for
military success by accomplishing military missions that were previously unimagin-
able or impossible except at prohibitive risk and cost.

The implication here is that modernizing military capabilities merely improves the
ability to execute missions under existing standards of performance, while transform-
ing military capabilities completely redefines the standards for success.3 The Bush
administration hoped to invest in the latter at the expense of the former and suggested
that doing so eventually would produce capabilities that would render previous ways
of warfighting obsolete, thus radically changing the measures of success in military
operations overall.
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Hence, transformation was defined both broadly, as a sweeping set of reforms
designed to prepare the U.S. military establishment for a new era, and more narrowly,
as a revolution in military operational art and science. The Transformation Planning
Guidance provided a framework that covered both meanings when it describes the
scope of transformation to include: “how we fight, how we do business inside the
Department, and how we work with our interagency and multinational partners.”4 The
narrower meaning of transformation boils down to “how we fight,” while the broader
transformation agenda also includes reforms in business processes and interagency
and multinational relationships.

How much progress has been made on transformation, and what challenges lie
ahead? Many would evaluate progress by reviewing transformational output to date—
that is, revolutionary new military capabilities fielded or begun by the Bush adminis-
tration. This approach would not be fruitful for two reasons. First, while the indi-
vidual and collective value of various military capabilities is relevant, it is far more
important to evaluate their trends and the choices they impose on defense leaders
(issues considered in the closing section of this chapter). Second, as the Department
of Defense leadership concluded in their 2006 QDR Report to Congress, the Pentagon
is not producing sufficient transformational output to date and it must reform strategic
decisionmaking in order to make more progress in this regard.5

Therefore, rather than evaluating a sample of new military capabilities, this chap-
ter takes a broader, top-down view of transformation progress and challenges. It will
consider three core transformation reforms initiated by the Pentagon that may well
determine over time whether the United States can field and manage transformational
military forces.6 Joint operating concepts (JOCs) capture the most important changes
in the way U.S. forces fight. A capabilities-based approach to defense planning and
resource allocation is the most significant internal change in the DOD process that
fields new capabilities to enable new warfighting concepts. Global force planning is a
broad term coined here that involves new command and control relationships, global
posture, and global force characteristics that exploit and enable transformed forces.
The new command and control relationships include interagency and foreign partners
and should allow the Pentagon leadership to better manage a new global force posture
and forces with global capabilities.

An evaluation of the progress on these three important initiatives—joint operating
concepts, capabilities-based approaches, and global force planning—demonstrates
how challenging and far-reaching the transformation reforms initiated by the Bush
administration are. This chapter also examines the strategic rationale behind transfor-
mation policy and how it has affected progress on the transformation agenda to date.
To establish some context for discussing these subjects, a review of how the Bush
administration’s transformation agenda fits in with its broader defense strategy is in
order.

The new strategy rolled out by the Bush administration in its 2001 QDR Report
underscored the importance of transformation. The strategy called for dissuading
future military competition, in part by experimentation with revolutionary operational
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concepts, capabilities, and organizational arrangements stimulated by a culture of in-
novation and risk-taking. Transformation was still understood to encompass both U.S.
military forces and the defense establishment. What garnered the most attention and
gave transformation more immediacy than previous efforts, however, was the willing-
ness of the new administration to single out specific operational areas as keys to trans-
forming U.S. forces. The QDR Report levied a requirement for transformation roadmaps
that would specify timelines to develop capabilities to meet six key operational
goals:

• protect the U.S. homeland and critical bases of operation
• deny enemies sanctuary
• protect and sustain power in access-denied areas
• leverage information technology to connect troops and their operations
• improve and protect information networks from attack
• enhance space operations.7

Early Bush administration defense planning and programming adjustments were
designed to shift resources to these key operational areas. After the initial set of pro-
gram and budget adjustments was executed in support of the transformation vision,
increasingly difficult questions arose about the value of additional resource alloca-
tions in these areas. Concretely, how would additional investments in these priority
areas produce a substantial return in the form of transformed capabilities?

FIGURE 8–1. BUDGET RISKS INHERENT IN CURRENT DEFENSE PROGRAM

Source: Congressional Budget Office, “The Long-Term Implications of Current De-
fense Plans,” January 2003, available at <http://www.cbo.gov/showdoc.cfm?
index=4010&sequence=1&from=0>.
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The challenge of identifying the type, timing, and amount of investments in trans-
formational capabilities was exacerbated by the need to justify such resource alloca-
tions in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001. Responding to
the terrorists generally, and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq specifically, required
significant increases in resources for current operations and led some to question
whether DOD could both transform and fight the war on terrorism (see figure 8–1).
Nevertheless, the Secretary of Defense steadfastly maintained that the Defense De-
partment would do both at the same time and argued that it must do so since the
possibility of terrorist WMD use was an example of the new security problems that
demanded transformed military capabilities.

Congressional support for increases to the defense budget greatly reduced but did
not eliminate the tension between a high operations tempo and transformation invest-
ments. Increasingly, DOD leaders were required to make tough judgments about where
to cut back in order to maintain the pace of investments in the six priority transforma-
tion areas. The decisions to cut major Army programs, namely the Crusader self-
propelled artillery system and the Comanche helicopter, are the most notable (but not
the only) examples to date of where DOD accepted some increased risk in near-term
operational capabilities in order to fund more transformational, longer-term capabili-
ties. Indeed, other dramatic program cuts were made when the White House deter-
mined that the defense buildup had to be scaled back for fiscal reasons.8 In order to
manage, implement, defend, and assess the impact of such decisions, which invari-
ably spark passionate debate within the Pentagon and Congress, it is important for
DOD to have a well understood process that clarifies assumptions and generates
analysis and evidence about where it is best to take and minimize risk while pursuing
transformation.

Transformational capabilities are only obvious in retrospect. The conceptual struggle
to comprehend and anticipate the changing character and conduct of war is always
intense, as is the bureaucratic struggle to acquire resources in support of any given
vision of the future. Transformation theorists argue that it is profitable, even indis-
pensable, to have a rich competition among ideas, concepts, and prototype systems in
order to stimulate innovation. Ultimately, however, some process for picking the most
promising initiatives for major investment opportunities is necessary.

In recognition of this fact, DOD published the Transformation Planning Guidance
in April 2003 to organize for managing transformation.9 The document clarified se-
nior leader and organizational roles and responsibilities for implementing transfor-
mation strategy. Among the most significant responsibilities, assigned by the Secre-
tary of Defense, was the requirement for the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in
coordination with the USJFCOM commander, to develop joint operating concepts
that would depict how transformed forces will fight. These concepts would help se-
nior decisionmakers choose between competing investment options by clarifying which
capabilities are most useful. The objective was to ensure that strategy and joint
warfighting concepts drove requirements and programs, rather than the other way
around, as so often was the case in the past.
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JOINT OPERATING CONCEPTS
The JOCs directed by the Secretary are intended to guide the transformation of the

joint force so that it is prepared to operate successfully against the most important
security threats the military will face in the next 10 to 20 years. Since new capabilities
help make new concepts of operation possible, and new concepts in turn help guide
the development of new capabilities, both concepts and capabilities need to be devel-
oped in light of one another. Thus, as the defense program rolls forward, year-to-year
investments in capabilities can be made that both enable and are informed by concepts
of how future forces will operate.

The Evolution of Joint Operating Concepts
Initially, the Secretary directed the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to de-

velop one overarching joint concept that would capture the broad outline of the new
American way of war enabled by the emergence of information technologies. What
emerged originally was called the joint operations concept and was constructed around
the tenets of network-centric warfare and effects-based operations in a joint environ-
ment.10 It emphasized high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of com-
mand, and flexibility in planning and execution. The premise of the concept was that
if U.S. forces fight first for information superiority (see figure 8–2), the future joint
force commander would be able to bring all available assets together rapidly to achieve
desired effects better. The concept assumed the availability of the requisite informa-
tion and the existence of more agile and rapidly deployable forces that can:11

• achieve common understanding of all dimensions of the battlespace through-
out the joint force

• make joint decisions and take action throughout the joint force faster than
the opponent

• adapt in scope, scale, and method as the situation requires
• rapidly deploy selected portions of the joint force that can immediately tran-

sition to execution, even in the absence of developed infrastructure
• create and sustain continuous pressure throughout the battlespace for as little

or as much time as it takes to accomplish strategic or operational aims
• disintegrate, disorient, dislocate, or destroy any opponent with a combina-

tion of lethal and nonlethal means
• conduct deployment and sustainment activities in support of multiple simul-

taneous, distributed, decentralized battles and campaigns
• accomplish all of the above in an interagency and multinational context.

This broad conceptualization of the new American approach to military operations
made it clear that interoperability, information-sharing, and mobility will be accorded
greater priority than in the past. However, the overarching concept was too broad to
describe the approaches that U.S. forces will take to defeat different categories of
threats, which require different capabilities. Accordingly, the Secretary also directed
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the development of four subordinate joint operating concepts, which the Chairman
assigned to combatant commanders for development as follows:12

• homeland security, developed by U.S. Northern Command
• strategic deterrence, developed by U.S. Strategic Command
• major combat operations, developed by U.S. Joint Forces Command
• stability operations, developed by U.S. Joint Forces Command.

These four concepts broadened the traditional focus of the defense establishment
on deterring and winning wars. Major combat operations and strategic deterrence are
traditional military competencies, but each required adjustment in light of new threats.
The operating concept for major combat operations must account for adaptive adver-
sary strategies designed to hamper U.S. power projection into its regions by holding
bases and lines of communication at risk with new technologies and weapons of mass
destruction. The strategic deterrence concept must account for the proliferation of
WMD and their means of delivery. Stability operations, initially understood to en-
compass the range of problems engendered by irregular forces (terrorists, insurgents,
saboteurs, and so forth) are not new, but they are increasingly important and constitute
a problem set for which the American military lacks a uniform and well understood
operating concept. Of course, the need for a new concept for homeland security has
been manifest since the terrorist attacks on September 11.

FIGURE 8–2. CRITICAL NEED FOR INFORMATION SUPERIORITY

Source: Office of Force Transformation, “Elements of Defense Transformation,” 16,
accessed at <http://www.oft.osd.mil/library/library_files/document_383_ElementsOf
Transformation_LR.pdf>.
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From the beginning, defense analysts debated whether these four concepts were
sufficiently discriminating and relevant. Many thought that the concept for strategic
deterrence should be better bounded, perhaps by focusing on WMD deterrence as
opposed to deterrence of all threatening adversary behavior. Similarly, some argued
that stability operations should be narrowed to focus exclusively on the problem of
terrorism, and especially transnational terrorism. In addition, it was understood that
the four concepts would still not be sufficiently detailed to allow individual capabili-
ties to be assessed, so a third layer of supporting concepts that would elucidate more
specific military missions (for example, air-to-air superiority, global strike, undersea
superiority, forced entry, and logistics) would be required as well (see figure 8–3).13

The name of the overarching concept was subsequently changed from the joint
operations concept to the Capstone Concept for Joint Operations to avoid confusion
with the subordinate concepts in the JOC family.14 The new capstone concept im-
proves upon its predecessor by emphasizing the military contribution to an integrated
effort with interagency and multinational partners to achieve national objectives. The
other concepts are also being updated to reflect the new capstone concept and to ad-
dress some of the previous criticisms.

The Four Major Joint Operating Concepts
The initial four concepts were the centerpiece of the Pentagon’s efforts to develop

joint operating concepts and a critical component of its transformation strategy. De-
spite the possibility that the concepts may be revised in the future to align them better
with a more diverse or narrow categorization of security priorities, there is value in

FIGURE 8–3. JOINT CONCEPT RELATIONSHIPS

Derived from Department of Defense, Joint Operations Concept (DRAFT) (Washing-

ton: DC, TBD).
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assessing progress to date on the four extant concepts.15 Doing so illuminates some
general problems and principles for concept development that are relevant regardless
of the operating concept in question.

Homeland defense and civil support JOC. The obvious need for a concept for
homeland security is complicated by the need for careful delineation between mili-
tary and civilian responsibilities. The homeland defense and civil support JOC envi-
sions a layered and comprehensive defense requiring geographical and functional in-
tegration.16 The first layer of defense consists of efforts to neutralize threats in forward
regions through major combat operations, preemptive attack, stability operations, and
strategic deterrence. Next, joint forces counter threats that are transiting approaches
to the United States, and do so as far from the homeland as possible, through surveil-
lance and reconnaissance, missile defense, air defense, land defense, and maritime
interception. Finally, the military must detect, deter, prevent, and defeat direct exter-
nal threats to all U.S. states and territories, as well as support civilian agencies in
mitigating the effects of catastrophic emergencies.

The Secretary directed that this JOC deal with the “seam of uncertainty” when
roles and responsibilities of DOD and its civilian partners overlap. This emphasis is
likely a byproduct of the Hurricane Katrina experience when military resources were
available but withheld pending request from local agencies. The concept now empha-
sizes capabilities to develop shared situational awareness and an integrated U.S.
Government effort, but it is a difficult challenge to delimit the military mission and
devise appropriate means of coordination with the many other Federal and state agen-
cies that will be involved in the event of attacks on the homeland. Consider, for ex-
ample, air surveillance. Whereas the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) is fo-
cused on civilian passenger craft that ostensibly want to cooperate with the FAA sur-
veillance system, the military needs to consider stealthy airborne platforms that would
attempt to avoid detection. Should the existing FAA system be upgraded to military
detection standards, or augmented by existing or completely new military capabili-
ties? These sorts of questions apply to many other aspects of homeland defense as
well, including civil defense and consequence management operations. What is quite
clear is that information will have to be exchanged rapidly between large numbers of
government organizations. This in turn raises innumerable difficulties concerning the
security, reliability, and declassification of information. Drafts of the concept have
not been able to sort out such vexing issues, and despite improvements, the current
concept is not sufficiently discriminating to be of much help in assessing the relative
value of competing capabilities. Even if capability gaps are evident and clearly not the
responsibility of the Department of Defense, a JOC cannot dictate which capabili-
ties should be developed by other government agencies. Perhaps of greater concern
are capability gaps that are not evident or well understood. The 2005 DOD Strategy
for Homeland Defense and Civil Support has, as its second priority, the ability of the
department to support civil authorities in multiple, catastrophic mass casualty chemi-
cal, biological, radiological, nuclear, and explosive incidents within the United
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States.17 Yet this JOC does not specifically address the difficult issues involved in
dealing with multiple simultaneous events, including how events and resources would
be prioritized.

Deterrence operations JOC. The deterrence operations JOC replaced an earlier
strategic deterrence concept and is intended to address a broader range of potential
adversaries and situations. Despite criticism that the original strategic deterrence JOC
was overly broad and should be limited to deterring WMD use, the revised version
retains the same broad focus on preventing any adversary actions that threaten vital
interests of the United States.18 In keeping with such a broad definition, the concept
identifies similarly expansive objectives and means to accomplish them. The concept
defines the objective of deterrence as decisive influence over adversary decisionmaking
in order to convince the adversary to forego grievous courses of action against the
United States. This objective can be achieved in three ways: by denying the adversary
benefits, imposing unacceptable costs, or affecting his understanding of the conse-
quences of his actions. Yet virtually every capability resident in the U.S. military is
applicable to these endeavors.19 In fact, defined so broadly, the concept must encom-
pass not only the entirety of the U.S. military, but also all other instruments of national
power (for example, diplomatic, informational, and economic).

The net effect of such breadth is the same high level of abstraction and lack of
discrimination that marked the homeland defense concept. The consequences are the
same, too: the concept does not come to grips with the most significant trends in
deterrence, and it is not useful as a means of discrimination between alternative capa-
bilities based on their utility for implementing the concept.

This concept acknowledges several significant deterrence challenges for U.S. mili-
tary forces, including the increasingly diverse types of adversaries, weapons of mass
destruction, and defenses that may be employed against them, all of which beg for a
reassessment of strategic deterrence strategy. For example, despite some nonprolif-
eration successes in 1990s, most notably in South America and South Africa, and
more recent evidence that the danger of proliferation has been reversed in Libya and
Iraq, the general trend remains that more countries, such as Iran and North Korea, are
acquiring diverse sets of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems.
Moreover, there has been a steady rise in the involvement of nonstate actors, some
with the intent to proliferate and others with a desire to use WMD. The extensive
supplier network of Pakistani scientist A.Q. Khan presents new challenges to tradi-
tional counterproliferation concepts, as does Osama bin Laden’s professed desire to
obtain and use a nuclear or biological weapon. Nonstate actors such as bin Laden are
unlikely to be dissuaded or deterred by threats to hold traditional targets at risk. Even
state actors may conclude they can use some chemical or biological weapons without
precipitating a U.S. nuclear response. The concept does discuss the need to tailor
deterrence options to this wide range of challenges but offers no prescriptions on how
this should be done beyond the observation that enemy motives, intentions, and cul-
tural predispositions must be well understood.
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In addition, because of the growing accuracy of conventional weapons, it is pos-
sible to envision their use against nuclear weapons. In part because of these trends, the
United States has opted to develop missile defenses and to change its approach to
strategic deterrence, scrapping the historic reliance on the Anti-Ballistic Missile De-
fense Treaty and an offensive strategic triad of nuclear intercontinental ballistic mis-
siles, submarine-/sea-launched ballistic missiles, and bombers. In its place is a new
triad, consisting of offensive strike (conventional, nonkinetic, and nuclear), defenses
(both active and passive), and a responsive infrastructure for maintaining and updat-
ing strategic capabilities. These changes, and the reality that an adversary can much
more easily hold U.S. allies at risk than the United States (which was not the case in
the Cold War, when the Soviet Union could hold both the United States and its allies
at risk), demand a reconsideration of strategy for deterring weapons of mass destruc-
tion. Currently, the breadth of the concept means that this important issue goes unad-
dressed. As is the case with the homeland defense concept, a secondary effect of such
a high level of abstraction is that the concept is not helpful for assessing the value of
alternative strategic deterrence capabilities.

Finally, the concept’s emphasis on tailored deterrence raises an important risk is-
sue that the JOC should address. It is always important to understand and assess the
adversary’s intent and decisionmaking calculus. But to what extent should these as-
sessments be relied upon to guide adjustments in relative capabilities? Before the first
Gulf War, many analysts did not believe that Saddam Hussein would attack another
Arab state, and they were proven wrong. Similarly, despite massive efforts to under-
stand Soviet decisionmaking during the Cold War, the United States was caught by
surprise when Soviet leadership permitted and eventually facilitated the collapse of
the Soviet Union. To the extent that tailored deterrence requires much better knowl-
edge of adversary decisionmaking, the concept must assess the capabilities re-
quired to build this knowledge, ways to assess the validity of foreign decisionmak-
ing assessments, and means of mitigating risk should such assessments prove to be
flawed.

Major combat operations JOC. The JOC for major combat operations envisions
an effects-based approach to be used throughout the deployment, employment, and
sustainment of the combined (joint and allied) force.20 The concept is focused on a
regional power with advanced military capabilities such as access denial, information
operations, advanced conventional weapons, and weapons of mass destruction. It
stresses that future large-scale military operations will be conducted in a distributed,
collaborative environment, where precision and information dominance replace mass
as the key enabler of success. U.S. forces will seek to defeat its adversaries through
disintegration—integrated destruction and dislocation that break the enemy’s will and
ability to organize, adapt, and recover. In many ways, this continues the trajectory of
warfare first established in Operation Desert Storm and most recently demonstrated
by the speed and decisiveness of major combat operations in Iraq. Since it is an area
increasingly well practiced by the United States, this concept is perhaps the best
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developed of the four. However, as with the others, it lacks much specificity and is
mute on some of the more difficult issues that it should address.

For example, the reliance on information dominance raises difficult questions about
how to preserve access and reliability of information and the extent to which informa-
tion processing will occur at information hubs instead of on individual platforms.21

The assumption that the adversary will use weapons of mass destruction and other
antiaccess tactics raises questions about the advisability of fixed bases and the best
way to ensure defense of critical transportation nodes. On a positive note, the current
version of this concept fixes an earlier weakness by acknowledging an important lesson
from the Iraq experience—the need to carry out combat operations in such a way as to
facilitate a smooth transition to the stabilization phase of a major combat operation.

Military support to stabilization, security, transition, and reconstruction op-
erations JOC. The 2006 revision of this JOC for military support to stabilization,
security, transition, and reconstruction (SSTR) operations has some similarities to previ-
ous drafts but is startlingly and significantly different in one key respect. As with the
previous draft of the stability operations JOC, the 2006 version addresses a wide range
of cases in which a future joint force commander might use a joint force to conduct
stability operations that precede, occur during, or follow conventional combat opera-
tions.22 The JOC covers helping a severely stressed government avoid failure, recover
from natural disaster, and build a “new domestic order” following internal collapse or
defeat in war. It recognizes that stability operations can no longer be considered as
preludes and aftermaths of major combat but instead will be addressed throughout all
phases of a major combat operation—an emphasis that clearly arises from recent ex-
perience in Iraq. Perhaps reflecting institutional frustration over the disproportionate
load the Department of Defense carries in Iraq, the concept clearly identifies the State
Department as the lead U.S. Government agency in any SSTR operation and subordi-
nates the military to a support role to either the State Department or the host country.

The 2006 version of the concept varies significantly from previous drafts in its
treatment of irregular warfare. Previously, the concept emphasized the need to deal
with irregular forces. It demonstrated sophistication in observing that there are a vari-
ety of potential stability spoilers, ranging from those motivated by greed to those with
unwavering political or religious convictions, and notes that the former may be dealt
with by a variety of means short of force. The concept included many of the histori-
cally validated attributes of success in stability operations: patience, perseverance,
all-source intelligence, discriminating use of force, effective use of information, and,
above all, the need to secure legitimacy and popular support for military operations.

The revised version changes the emphasis on irregular warfare dramatically. It
acknowledges that the presence of armed insurgents constitutes a high-end SSTR
operation but sidesteps the challenge of dealing with irregular forces by observ-
ing that a large supporting U.S. counterinsurgency/counterterrorist effort is counter-
productive. It suggests only that a future joint force commander must “make substan-
tial contributions to SSTR efforts as quickly as possible and then give way to other
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civilian agencies and host nation institutions.” The concept avoids addressing the type
of difficulties the United States is currently encountering in Iraq. Instead, more than 4
years after a difficult real-world experience in Iraq with serious national security im-
plications, the Pentagon’s leading conceptual effort on stability operations postponed
dealing with irregular forces. Instead, a fifth JOC on irregular warfare is to be written
at a later date.23

The focus on military support to other organizations for stabilization, security,
transition, and reconstruction activities without specifically addressing irregular war-
fare is not helpful. Beyond the possibility of spontaneous mass civil unrest, as hap-
pened following the 1989 U.S. intervention in Panama, the threat or presence of ir-
regular forces is the only factor that makes stability operations truly challenging and
relevant to the Department of Defense. As a general rule, stability operations are rou-
tine activities without high stakes when there is no organized armed opposition bent
on disruption. Stability operations complicated by resolute irregular forces, however,
require a complex mix of relentless but precise lethal force and integrated application
of nonlethal instruments of power. A concept is sorely needed that will address the
central purpose of tactical combat operations in stability operations and be unequivo-
cal about how force is to be applied.

Such a concept would benefit from unambiguous language such as that contained
in an earlier classic on stability operations: the 1940 Marine Corps Small Wars Manual.24

The manual notes that “in small wars, caution must be exercised, and instead of striv-
ing to generate the maximum power with forces available, the goal is to gain decisive
results with the least application of force and the consequent minimum loss of life.”
The manual argues for an offensive spirit in tactical operations against irregular forces,
but not so much because it is possible to destroy them completely as it is desirable to
keep them on the run and dispersed so that the political process of reform may con-
tinue. In describing the strategy to be employed in small wars, the manual argues that
“the solution of such problems being basically a political adjustment, the military
measures to be applied must be of secondary importance and should be applied only
to such extent as to permit the continuation of peaceful corrective measures.” These
and other passages in the Small Wars Manual explain unequivocally the strategic and
tactical purpose of combat operations, which is a prerequisite for a more detailed
description of the concept for defeating irregular forces.25 Currently, the SSTR con-
cept simply notes that maintaining a safe and secure environment for stability opera-
tions may require measured and discriminate offensive operations without specifi-
cally addressing how this should be accomplished.

Fundamental Attributes of a Good Joint Operating Concept 26

The joint operating concept development process has undergone two major itera-
tions. Yet the JOCs themselves remain insufficiently mature to guide DOD in making
the fundamental choices required to develop transformational capabilities for the joint
force. The JOCs suffer from some common problems that must be corrected if they
are to fulfill their intended role as the “engines of transformation.”
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Discriminating definitions. All military problems, from weapons of mass destruc-
tion to guerrilla warfare, have similar and dissimilar characteristics. The overarching
Capstone Concept for Joint Operations must focus on their similarities (for example,
the need to provide security through threat or use of organized lethal force) and em-
phasize an approach that will be applicable to all employment of military force (for
example, by emphasizing the importance of first securing critical information about
the specific problem at hand in order to employ force effectively).

However, the underlying premise of the four specific joint concepts is that differ-
ent approaches are required for military problems that are dissimilar in critically im-
portant ways. Each concept must come to grips with the defining characteristics of the
military problem. Since invariably there is more than one way to solve a problem,
deciding between alternative approaches to solve the core problem is the essence of a
good operating concept.

Therefore, the first priority for an operating concept is delimiting the problem with
a discriminating definition, something that the Transformation Planning Guidance
failed to do. Instead, those charged with developing the concepts were allowed to
produce their own definitions. They all opted for overly broad definitions that sub-
stantially overlap with one another and thus confuse the problem being addressed.
Not surprisingly, the recommended approaches to the problem are so broad that they
are not readily distinguishable and thus are not useful for discriminating between
alternative capability sets. These joint operating concepts do not assist with strategic
management of the defense program by making the choices among alternative capa-
bilities more transparent. Instead, they confuse strategic management of the defense
program by obscuring the differences between both the problem and potential solu-
tion sets.

Presumptive causal linkages. Joint operating concepts should describe how a
future commander will plan, prepare, deploy, employ, and sustain a joint force against
potential adversaries. In short, they will presume an understanding of what will pro-
duce a successful operation. Thus, a good operating concept will articulate a clear
path of presumptively causal linkages for resolving a clearly defined problem. To do
so, most military theorists begin by establishing a lexicon and associated framework
of essential concept components27 and then proceed to explain how the key concep-
tual elements are used to produce a solution to the military problem. In other words,
the concept must provide a description of the objective (end) that includes the desired
endstate and associated effects that are necessary to achieve the objective; an explana-
tion of how the operation proceeds to produce the desired effects (ways); and identify
the capabilities (means) necessary to execute the concept, preferably prioritized by
their order of importance for success. Having failed to be sufficiently discriminating
in the description of the objective, it is not surprising that all four major concepts
developed to date tend to avoid presumptive causal linkages. Instead, they provide an
inventory of possible means that vary in application, as circumstances seem to war-
rant. To some extent, joint operating concepts are situation-dependent, but the core
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idea requires explicit descriptions of how to execute the concepts rather than just a
catalogue of possible means to employ.

Risk identification and mitigation. A good operating concept not only articulates
ways and means, but also does so with a cognizance of alternatives and their pre-
sumed advantages and disadvantages. If it is a transformational concept, it must know-
ingly depart from current practices and be aware of how it incurs risk by doing so. For
example, the German military innovators who advocated blitzkrieg tactics knew that
their mobile forces penetrating deep behind enemy front lines were vulnerable to
being cut off, starved for supplies, and defeated piecemeal. They estimated that their
enemies would not be able to organize and move quickly enough to exploit this poten-
tial vulnerability, and they did everything possible to make sure this was the case.

A good concept, then, needs to identify ways to mitigate known risks and establish
warning signs that it is failing to do so when the operations are actually undertaken.
Going a step further, a set of metrics for assessing successful employment of a con-
cept would assist with evaluating the contribution of any given capability to the
concept’s execution.

The second iteration of each of the four joint operating concepts attempts to iden-
tify an associated set of risks, and some of them discuss possible ways of mitigating
those risks. Yet these risks tend to be described generally and are not specific to the
concept of operations articulated. For instance, the major combat operations concept
raises the possibility that a new generation of warfare might emerge or that the charac-
terization of the future security environment might be inaccurate. To mitigate such
problems, the JOC suggests broad investments as a hedge against alternative futures.
These problems are endemic to defense planning and not particular to the JOCs cho-
sen to guide U.S. military development.

If the Pentagon’s joint operating concepts are to be effective tools for transforma-
tion, they must eventually become discriminating and detailed enough to allow iden-
tification and prioritization of transformation requirements in the defense program.
They also must remain open to modification so they may incorporate new findings
from experimentation and practical experience. Absent these characteristics, the joint
operating concepts will not become engines of transformation, and a central element
of the Pentagon’s much-needed transformation to capabilities-based planning will
remain missing as well.

A CAPABILITIES-BASED APPROACH28

The emphasis on new concepts of operation is fueled by the conviction that new
military capabilities permit forces to be employed in dramatically different and more
effective ways. Prior to his election in 2000, President Bush promised “a future force
that is defined less by size and more by mobility and swiftness, one that is easier to
deploy and sustain, one that relies more heavily on stealth, precision weaponry, and
information technologies.”29 Since then, transformation theorists in the Pentagon have
elaborated on this vision and promised an information-age military that will be less
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platform-centric and more network-centric, able to distribute forces more widely by
increasing information-sharing via a secure network that provides actionable infor-
mation at all levels of command.

Recent operations provide some evidence that this vision is already taking shape,
as creative commanders in the field now exploit with good effect information systems
developed and fielded by the Pentagon in the 1990s. The campaigns in Afghanistan
and Iraq seemed to validate the new Pentagon catchphrase for transformation: “fight
first for information superiority.” A precise understanding of where friendly and en-
emy forces were, and the consequent ability to outmaneuver and attack the enemy
rapidly and with great precision, were hallmarks in the combat phases of these opera-
tions. President Bush and the Pentagon leadership want to build on this progress and
recognize that doing so would require a more systematic way to identify military
capabilities that would best support transformation objectives.

The 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review emphasized that DOD needed to adopt a
new approach to developing military forces, which it referred to as capabilities-based
planning. Arguing that the United States could not know the origin of threats decades
from now, QDR 2001 focused instead on the idea of anticipating the kinds of capabili-
ties that an adversary might employ. A capabilities-based model would focus more on
“how an adversary might fight than who the adversary might be and where a war
might occur,” and it would require identifying capabilities that U.S. military forces
would need to deter and defeat adversaries who will rely on “surprise, deception, and
asymmetric warfare to achieve their objectives.”30

The 2001 QDR closely tied a capabilities-based approach to strategy but also made
a reactive and proactive case for a capabilities-based approach that paralleled the case
it made for transformation in general. It asserted that capabilities-based planning is
necessary to prepare for a more diverse and uncertain set of security threats and to
exploit information-age opportunities to produce transformational capabilities, such
as advanced remote sensing and long-range precision strike.

Thesis: Abandon Atypical Threat Cases and Platform-centric Planning
The two-part strategic rationale used to justify capabilities-based planning has a

lot of appeal, and it satisfied two longstanding complaints about defense planning.
Critics of Pentagon planning during the 1990s protested that it focused exclusively on
two archetypical threat cases that were actually anomalies: Korea and Iraq. If the
United States had to fight on the Korean Peninsula, it would benefit from more than
20 immediately available, well-trained, and well-equipped South Korean divisions—
not a circumstance likely to be true in most other plausible future contingencies. In
the case of an Iraqi contingency, the United States would benefit from a massive amount
of base infrastructure it developed in and around the Gulf region for precisely this
purpose—again, not a circumstance likely to be repeated elsewhere. Critics argue that
since the United States cannot predict precisely where it will have to fight, planning
ought not to assume such a specific set of cases (see text box). Allowing the entire
Pentagon planning system to be driven by these two atypical cases for almost 10
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EXCERPTS FROM THE 1997 NATIONAL DEFENSE PANEL REPORT ON TWO-THEATER

WAR PLANNING CONSTRUCT

• Current defense strategy states that U.S. forces should be capable of fight-
ing two regional wars at almost the same time. . . . This two-theater war
concept is predicated on the belief that the ability to fight more than one
major war at a time deters an enemy from seeking to take advantage of
the opportunity to strike while the United States is preoccupied in an-
other theater.

• Our current forces, however, with the support of allies, should be ca-
pable of dealing with Iraq. . . . The risks in Korea remain high, but . . . as
long as we retain the ability to introduce forces into the region, we have
adequate combat power within the present force structure to deal with
this threat. As a result, it is our judgment that our current force structure
is sufficient for the regional threats that we see today.

• We are concerned that the [two-military-theater-of-war construct] may
have become a force-protection mechanism—a means of justifying the
current force structure—especially for those searching for the certain-
ties of the Cold War era. . . . The two-theater construct has been a useful
mechanism for determining what forces to retain as the Cold War came
to a close. To some degree, it remains a useful mechanism today.  But, it
is fast becoming an inhibitor to reaching the capabilities we will need in
the 2010–2020 time frame.

• The real issue is where we are willing to take risk.  The current posture
minimizes near-term risk at a time when danger is moderate to low.  A
significant share of the Defense Department’s resources is focused on
the unlikely contingency that two major wars will break out at once, put-
ting greater risk on our long-term security. While we cannot identify fu-
ture threats precisely, we can identify the challenges. Our priority em-
phasis (including resources) must go to the future.

Report of the National Defense Panel, “Transforming Defense: National Security in
the 21st Century,” December 1997, available at <http://www.fas.org/man/docs/ndp/
part03.htm>.

years, they argued, resulted in force structure and program decisions optimized for an
extremely narrow problem set.

The other common complaint about Pentagon planning that capabilities-based plan-
ning seemed to address was the tendency simply to react to the systems deployed by
potential enemies. Over the course of the Cold War, critics argue, the Services increas-
ingly defaulted to producing weapons that were qualitatively better than whatever the
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Soviet Union deployed, irrespective of whether there might be a better way to accom-
plish the mission. Since the Soviet Union was the predominant threat, it was enough
to show that any given system was better than whatever the Soviet Union had. After
the demise of the Soviet Union, the United States celebrated with an extended mili-
tary “procurement holiday” during the 1990s. When recapitalization of the force could
no longer be avoided, critics worried that the Pentagon was about to spend the new
decade modernizing its forces by pumping out advanced tanks, planes, and ships that
best addressed the Cold War requirement to project power across the vast oceans and
stop large, multiechelon mass armor attacks in the Soviet tradition. By emphasizing
capabilities rather than threats, these critics hoped to shake off the old bottom-up,
stovepiped acquisition processes that produced great individual platforms but ignored
the larger issue of how joint forces communicate and operate together for greater
effect. Critics wanted the Pentagon to invest more in information-age systems that
would be inherently more capable, flexible, and, not incidentally, more applicable to
a wider range of threats.

Antithesis: Bound Uncertainty
Although defensible, the two-part strategic rationale for capabilities-based plan-

ning is not without problems, some of which have retarded its implementation since
the 2001 QDR Report was published. First, the assumption that it is easier to anticipate the
tactics an adversary will use than it is to predict the identity of the adversary is open to
challenge. Looking back at recent operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, one might ar-
gue that it would have been easier to predict the adversary location than the tactics.
The United States contemplated attacking terrorist bases in Afghanistan during the
1990s, and Iraq was a well-recognized potential belligerent. As for enemy tactics, many
would have predicted that the Taliban and al Qaeda would have quickly transitioned
to a prolonged guerrilla struggle rather than attempt to hold on to major population
centers. Also, many supposed that Saddam Hussein would not fight the United States
again without employing weapons of mass destruction or using terrorism and infor-
mation operations to disrupt the flow of U.S. forces through Persian Gulf ports. Only
in retrospect did it become clear that he was either unable or unwilling to do so.

Another problem is that the enemy tactics identified in the QDR Report—surprise,
deception, and asymmetric warfare—are notably vague. They seem tantamount to
saying we need to be prepared for just about anything except what we currently think
might be most likely. Indeed, the report claims that the “senior leaders of the Defense
Department set out to establish a new strategy for America’s defense that would em-
brace uncertainty and contend with surprise.”31 There is a problem with uncertainty as
a strategic principle, however. Taken absolutely, it is the antithesis of planning. It is
not possible to plan for that which cannot be anticipated, and it is not possible to
distribute resources to priority solutions if there is no corresponding known problem
set. The only way to avoid this dilemma is to identify solutions that apply equally well
to any conceivable security problem. Future transformation capabilities are often
described in vague ways that make them seem like easy and simple solutions to a wide



293Transforming Defense Strategy and Posture

variety of problems, but in reality they are not. Some capabilities obviously have
broader applications than others, but difficult choices about which capabilities merit
the most investment cannot be avoided.

Therefore, while it is understandable that the Pentagon leadership wanted to avoid
the optimistic assumption that future adversaries would confront U.S. conventional
force advantages head-on where U.S. forces have the greatest comparative advantage,
just assuming the contrary does not get a defense planner very far. At worst, concen-
trating on uncertainty amounts to an abnegation of planning. The likely result is that
less transparent and perhaps less rational influences will dictate allocation of limited
resources.32 The only real advantage of emphasizing the unpredictability of the secu-
rity environment is that it should stimulate planners to consider a wider set of possible
threat scenarios against which they can then measure the sufficiency of alternative
future force and capability options.

Contrary to popular belief, however, the Pentagon already had a wide range of
alternative scenarios before 2000. It did not typically analyze them for several rea-
sons. Some of the scenarios did not involve large-scale force-on-force battles, and the
Pentagon lacked a set of modeling and simulation approaches and tools to assess them
effectively. In addition, although the strategy formally underscored the importance of
atypical contingencies, in practice there were insufficient political will and analytic
resources to investigate and act upon the requirements associated with anything other
than the best-known warfighting scenarios.

Justifying capabilities-based planning by associating it with transformational out-
put is also problematic. It is true that changing the focus of the discussion to capabili-
ties rather than threats opens the door for redefining the most desired capabilities.
Instead of military requirements being defined in terms of something similar to, but
better than, whatever the most likely enemy has, the focus on capabilities tends to
open the debate to include proposals for new ways to accomplish a mission and thus
potentially support new transformational capabilities.

However, changing the terms of the debate does not guarantee that transforma-
tional capabilities will be identified and developed. If you believe that having the
ability to kill enemy tanks is a good thing, and that the best antitank capability is
another tank, you can ignore specific threat countries altogether, focus on desired
antitank “capability,” and still come up with a recommendation to build a bigger,
heavier (and decidedly not transformational) tank. The same could be said about air-
to-air superiority and fighter aircraft, and so on.

In short, contrary to QDR Report assertions, capabilities-based planning does not
necessarily lead to the conclusion that the U.S. military needs “advanced remote sens-
ing, long-range precision strike, transformed maneuver and expeditionary forces and
systems, to overcome anti-access and area denial threats.”33 It only increases the pos-
sibility that these capabilities will be looked at seriously, particularly if the problem
set (threat environment) is defined as robust antiaccess and area denial threats.

These flaws in the strategic justification for capabilities-based planning and the
established thinking that it reflected had some unfortunate effects, which, ironically,
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may have delayed implementation of capabilities-based planning. The undue emphasis
on uncertainty instead of variability in threat, and the erroneous implication that there
was a dichotomy between capabilities and threats, retarded work on the Department’s
illustrative planning scenarios (now called defense planning cases). If threat was no
longer important, why pay attention to illustrative threat cases?

Some proponents of capabilities-based planning understood the problem with un-
bounded uncertainty and felt that some reference to threat cases was necessary. They
still erred too much on the side of uncertainty by arguing that DOD should look at
literally hundreds of cases and choose whatever capabilities most broadly applied to
the greatest range of cases, irrespective of the importance of any given case. The
problem with this approach is that it runs the distinct danger of suboptimizing for the
most critical cases. Not all security problems have equal consequences if handled
poorly. Failure in some cases would more seriously damage the country’s security
interests. Eventually, the Pentagon recognized this and settled down to building a
prioritized set of threat cases with sufficient variability, but time was lost in the process.

Another problem arose from the tendency to confuse capabilities-based planning
with a broad vision of transformational capabilities that would be equally valuable for
a wide range of contingencies and missions. The tendency was to devalue the impor-
tance of analysis and detailed studies about marginal utilities. What was probably
needed, many felt, was a new vision to break the Pentagon out of its rut and lethargy.
It soon became apparent, however, that the hard questions about where to invest mar-
ginal defense dollars still benefit from good analysis. The key is to make sure that the
analysis addresses the issues senior decisionmakers are concerned about and that it
does so with transparent quantitative and qualitative input and methodologies that are
appropriate to the subject matter. Transformation leaders eventually looked more fa-
vorably on analysis, but the Pentagon has yet to improve significantly the quality and
quantity of the analysis that it can produce in support of capabilities-based planning.

Synthesis: Agreement on Next Steps for Capabilities-based Planning?
The 2001 QDR emphasis on capabilities-based planning was advantageous in sev-

eral respects. It served notice to institutional forces in the Pentagon that major changes
in the planning, programming, and budgeting system used for decades would be forth-
coming. It shifted the terms of the planning debate to allow serious evaluation of a
wider range of possible contingencies as the basis for planning and alerted the Services
that the usual justifications for their preferred major programs would be viewed skep-
tically if not deemed sufficiently transformational. However, as noted, flaws in the
strategic rationale for capabilities-based planning tended to retard its implementation.

Today, there appears to be a better appreciation for what capabilities-based plan-
ning is and what it will require. Most now agree that capabilities-based planning is not
an antidote to uncertainty and that completely divorcing threat and capabilities cre-
ates a false and deleterious dichotomy. Planning in the 1990s focused too much on a
couple of specific potential enemies, and in so doing perhaps ceded the initiative to
other possible adversaries. However, it would be just as undesirable to go to the other
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extreme and conduct defense planning without reference to threats. Ignoring threat
projections altogether means never being able to judge how much is enough, or how
good is good enough. Specifically, it means no standards for the adequacy of the
effects a capability can produce, and, more generally, it means no reference point for
assessing the value of any given capability. In short, if the problem cannot be bounded,
risk cannot be assessed or resources prioritized. The future threat environment may be
less certain today than it was during the Cold War, but defense planners cannot escape
the need to make judgments about the nature of the future security environment and
the major problems that it will present for U.S. interests.

The great innovation in capabilities-based planning, therefore, was not the irrel-
evance of the threat in an uncertain world, but the importance of assessing and manag-
ing risk across a much more diverse problem set. Threat is not ignored; it is simply
assessed with much greater variation, as are capabilities. It is important to look at
variation in capabilities as well as threat. Defense officials need some means of evalu-
ating the respective merits of alternative capability sets by objective standards, in-
cluding the ability to test those capabilities across a broader problem set in order to
assess their benefits and risks. The upshot is that capabilities-based planning will re-
quire the ability to assess and manage risk more self-consciously by looking at much
greater variation in problem definition (threat) and in solutions (strategy, concepts of
operation, and capabilities), all while paying attention to costs and resource constraints.

Next Steps for a Capabilities-based Approach
To accelerate implementation of a capabilities-based approach to defense plan-

ning and resource management, consensus is growing that the Pentagon will ulti-
mately need to take several steps:

Establish an authoritative conceptual framework. First, a white paper or some
other type of authoritative statement is needed to clear up much of the conceptual
confusion surrounding capabilities-based planning. It should define the concept, its
purpose, and its attributes.34 Since the purpose of capabilities-based planning is to
help senior decisionmakers adjudicate risks through their resource allocation deci-
sions in an environment characterized by much greater variability in threats and capa-
bility options, the key to success is meaningful comparison of both risks and risk
mitigation options.

Such comparison requires a conceptual framework, complete with taxonomy and
lexicon to delimit and prioritize categories of threats and capabilities so that the de-
bate about risk management can proceed on transparent and comprehensible terms.
While the taxonomies and lexicon will change over time, it is virtually impossible to
make comparisons across threats, mission areas, and platforms without a common set
of reference points and terminology.

To be meaningful, the comparisons must use common qualitative and quantitative
measurements of risk. Furthermore, the framework must distinguish between time-
frames, since risk and capabilities evolve over time, and investments come to fruition
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in different time periods. For example, it is possible to forego near-term operational
capability in order to prepare better for future threats. The framework must also dis-
tinguish between levels of analyses, since the variables relevant to threat, capabilities,
and risk are different at the strategic, operational, and tactical levels of war.

Increase and organize joint analytic resources. Handling the variability in threat
and capability options characteristic of a capabilities-based approach requires more
robust joint analysis and a more integrated planning, programming, and budgeting
system informed by that analysis than previously was the case. Today, the overwhelming
majority of analytic capability in the Pentagon is owned by the Services, which con-
duct their own internal studies using their own data and models and without giving
attention to broad trades across military capability areas. While useful to the Services,
these studies do nothing for the senior decisionmakers who need to assess and evalu-
ate options for alleviating risk. Thus, an immediate first step for implementing capa-
bilities-based planning is to invest more resources in joint analysis at the strategic and
operational levels. Reorganization also is required to ensure effective and efficient
management of these resources. Currently, the scant joint analytic resources devoted
to strategic and operational analysis are split between offices with different mandates
and proclivities (the Joint Staff and multiple offices of the Office of the Secretary of
Defense), either in the form of assigned personnel or dollars available for contractor
support. It would be better to have these diverse organizations combine their resources
under the same management with a common purpose and work more directly in sup-
port of senior decisionmakers.

Institutionalize an authoritative, transparent, and discriminating analytic sys-
tem. Several building blocks are necessary for good analysis, each of which tends to
suffer from lack of emphasis, transparency, discrimination, or some combination of
these factors. The Pentagon needs authoritative planning cases instead of allowing
Service and joint analysts to create their own preferred cases, and (as discussed above)
it needs sufficiently discriminating and detailed joint operating concepts for how forces
will be employed. It also needs risk metrics for evaluating the results of different
concepts employed in different scenarios. The Pentagon needs more diverse modeling
and simulation tools that can evaluate a wider range of military phenomena than just
force-on-force combat results, including the impact of irregular warfare, information,
and weapons of mass destruction. Finally, it needs authoritative and transparent data
to populate its models and simulations so that decisionmakers are not presented with
conflicting conclusions based solely on assumptions hidden in different data sets.

Implementing a capabilities-based approach to defense planning and resource al-
location processes will not be easy. Those charged with doing so often note that it
took a decade or longer to institute the current planning, programming, and budgeting
system, and that working through the details of a capabilities-based approach will
take at least as long. No doubt this is true, which is even more reason to move out quickly
on the prerequisites for capabilities-based decisionmaking that are already apparent.
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GLOBAL FORCE PLANNING
A well-developed capabilities-based approach to strategic risk assessment would

certainly assist decisionmakers with one of the most complex and difficult areas of
transformational import: global force planning. A striking characteristic of the 2001
QDR was its emphasis on global capabilities. The 1997 QDR noted the importance of
remaining a global power with global presence and engagement, but said little about
global capabilities other than mentioning the need for worldwide communications
and a “globally vigilant intelligence system.” The 2001 QDR adopted a strategy that
exploits emerging global capabilities and demands more of them.

The new strategy assumed that U.S. forces postured and managed to contain de-
funct Soviet or late 20th-century regional threats could not efficiently respond to in-
creasingly uncertain threats, some of which are most effectively dealt with on a global
basis and with some global capabilities. The strategy’s overall intent, therefore, was to
provide the President with a wider range of military options to discourage aggression.
To stimulate the development of such capabilities, the strategy adopted a much more
demanding goal for deterring foreign adversaries in an increasingly uncertain world.
Instead of relying on forward-deployed forces to absorb the shock of an enemy on-
slaught and hold on until more U.S. forces could be projected into theater, the new
strategy required forward-deployed forces, augmented by global capabilities, to de-
feat the enemy attacks rapidly in a wider range of potential contingencies “with only
modest reinforcement from outside the theater.” And they needed to be able to do so in
spite of enemy antiaccess and area-denial threats.

To achieve this ambitious goal effectively, changes are required in three core ar-
eas: command and control, posture, and capabilities. A new global dimension for each
of these areas was emphasized in the 2001 QDR Report,35 albeit not organized under
the umbrella rubric of global force planning, a term used for convenience here. The
report promised changes in how global forward-deployed and forward-stationed forces
were postured to support forward deterrence better, and it promised supporting changes
in global force capabilities that could immediately augment those forces. In addition
to long-range strike aircraft and Special Operations Forces, which already are imme-
diately available to supplement forward forces, the report noted that globally distrib-
uted capabilities and forces could also rapidly and precisely strike enemy targets at
various distances.36

The report noted that the new strategy would require changes in how command
and control over U.S. forces is exercised, including new command and control assets
and integrated intelligence that would contribute to a “Global Command and Control
System Common Operational Picture.” It also called for a new joint presence policy
that would “increase the capability and flexibility of U.S. forward-stationed forces
and aid in managing force management risks,” including setting up choices between
different combinations of force packages (that is, cross-Service trades) based on which
would best support presence and deterrence.

The emphasis on new global command and control arrangements and force pres-
ence policies, when combined, represents a new approach to global force management.
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Along with global force posture and capabilities, global force management promises
to have a sweeping impact on the way the United States will develop, deploy, and
operate its military forces in concert with allies and partners.

GLOBAL FORCE MANAGEMENT
The new approach to global force management includes tools and policies for

managing global deployment of forces and associated risk assessments, and new com-
batant commander responsibilities that involve a global span of control over some
forces and missions. The two reforms, which are discussed separately below, are re-
lated. Combatant commanders with new global command responsibilities are expected
to provide expert opinion and inputs for the global force management system over-
seen by the Pentagon and other national authorities.

New Tools and Policies37

The driving force behind global force management is the need to assess and man-
age risk better on a global basis. Doing so requires a more centralized approach to risk
management. Geographic commanders do not have visibility over all the relevant
factors affecting global risk. Someone with a broader field of vision must make judg-
ments about where to accept and reduce risks. For example, if a combatant com-
mander responsible for current operations in Iraq requests additional forces, granting
the request would likely require accepting risk elsewhere. If the forces are taken from
South Korea, the risk to the defense of South Korea from North Korea may increase.
National authorities must consider whether moving an aircraft carrier or bomber wing
forward to that part of the world, or repositioning other forces, is necessary to draw
down that risk.

Making such risk assessments and decisions is difficult. To manage and assess
such risks on a global basis, two general sets of reforms are required. First, the Penta-
gon needs tools and systems that would allow a near-real-time assessment of the loca-
tion and readiness of all units around the globe, and second, it needs a rapid and joint
means of assessing the risk associated with using those forces for different purposes.
The Pentagon calls the set of tools and processes to support decisionmaking the global
force management process,38 and it continues to work on a prototype of the new system.39

When fully functional, the global force management process will be the essential
analytic DOD tool for managing risk on a global scale. Previously, the practice was
for the Secretary of Defense to apportion forces well in advance to geographic com-
manders who based their planning on the assumption that those forces would be avail-
able in the event of war. The real world is more complicated. Geographic command-
ers do not always get all the forces they desire, in which case they must adapt their
plans quickly. Sometimes they get more than they expected or even needed to reduce
risk to an acceptable level. The tendency is to push everything forward as fast as
possible to the location of the immediate conflict, regardless of planning assumptions.
When this happens, risk may increase elsewhere if adversaries believe the United
States is overcommitted and unable to respond to their provocations.
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Meanwhile, functional commands such as U.S. Strategic Command, U.S. Trans-
portation Command, and U.S. Joint Forces Command, which have critical wartime
missions as well, often complain that they do not get a large enough say in which
forces receive priority for a higher state of readiness. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
and Secretary of Defense need to be able to see and understand all these competing
priorities and assess their import. Ultimately, they need to be able to advise the Presi-
dent with risk assessments that reflect current operational realities and not outdated
assumptions. To improve their ability to manage all forces on a global basis and in near-
real-time, the President and Secretary of Defense have also adjusted some of the com-
batant commander relationships, particularly where forces with global reach are concerned.

New Combatant Commander Relationships
The President, given his constitutional authority as Commander in Chief, ultimately

has command and control of all U.S. forces. However, the President cannot oversee
every military plan and operation on a day-to-day basis, nor can the Secretary of
Defense. Combatant commanders, under the guidance of the Secretary of Defense
and President, plan and prepare for potential military operations and, when necessary,
command and control joint (and combined) military forces. In the past, the Pentagon
organized U.S. combatant commands to deal with traditional contingencies occurring
in one region or another, but those delineations are no longer satisfactory. Regional
conflicts with significant escalation potential (especially to weapons of mass destruc-
tion) that could cut across regional boundaries—not to mention the war on terror—
increase the need for global command and control. Consequently, U.S. defense lead-
ership has begun to revise combatant commander responsibilities to deal with these
cross-cutting issues better and to integrate military capabilities more effectively with
other elements of national power—diplomatic, informational, and economic.

The Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of 1986 shifted
power and responsibilities from the military Services to geographic combatant com-
mands. With its emphasis on jointness, Goldwater-Nichols gave geographic combat-
ant commands more responsibility and authority, primarily so they could better ad-
dress regional contingencies. Geographic combatant commands—U.S. European
Command (USEUCOM), U.S. Pacific Command, U.S. Central Command, and U.S.
Southern Command—were assigned the majority of general purpose forces with the
expectation that most wars would be confined to one or another geographic area of
responsibility. While functional commands existed, they had narrowly circum-
scribed roles and missions.40 Prestige and power clearly resided with the geographic
commands.

However, early in the Bush administration, Secretary Rumsfeld changed the no-
menclature for the heads of the combatant commands from commanders in chief to
combatant commanders. This was not merely a terminology change; it reemphasized
civilian control of the military. The change reminded commanders that there is only
one Commander in Chief in the United States—the President—and that the goal of the
Unified Command Plan, which the President approves, is to ensure that the President
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and Secretary of Defense have a range of military options for dealing with whatever
situations arise.

Beginning in 2002,41 and continuing with changes over the next several years, the
Bush administration made major changes to both geographic and functional/global com-
mands, both creating new commands and altering the missions of others. These changes:

• created a new geographic command, U.S. Northern Command (USNORTHCOM),
whose primary mission is homeland defense. The USNORTHCOM com-
mander is responsible for land, aerospace, and sea defenses of the United
States, and for providing military support to civil authorities if needed in the
case of natural disasters, attacks on U.S. soil, or other civil difficulties.42

• expanded another geographic command, USEUCOM, with assignment of
Russia43

• created a new functional/global command with the merger of U.S. Space
Command into the U.S. Strategic Command (USSTRATCOM). In addition
to the nuclear deterrence and space missions that the new USSTRATCOM
inherited, it also was given four previously unassigned missions:44 global
strike, information operations, integrated missile defense, as well as com-
mand, control, communications, computers, intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnaissance (ISR). Subsequently, USSTRATCOM was also assigned the
mission of combating weapons of mass destruction.45

• moved the regional responsibilities of U.S. Joint Forces Command to
USNORTHCOM and USEUCOM, freeing USJFCOM to focus on transfor-
mation and experimentation, interoperability, joint concepts, joint battle man-
agement/command and control, and global force management. This change
underscored the point that geographic combatant commands do not “own”
the forces assigned to them, but that they will be apportioned as the Secretary
of Defense believes appropriate, given circumstances at the time.

• assigned U.S. Special Operations Command (USSOCOM), which has long
both provided and managed the Special Operations Forces supplied to geo-
graphic combatant commands, the overall responsibility for the global war
on terrorism, and not just when it involves Special Operations Forces.

With these changes, nonregional commands have been given expanded responsi-
bilities for global missions that cross regional boundaries—altering the previous bal-
ance between geographic and global commands as well as expanding functional re-
sponsibilities as managers of joint capabilities—changing the previous balance be-
tween the Services as capability providers and combatant commands as force employers.

Key Questions Ahead
While the changes since 2002 have helped update the command structure to ad-

dress 21st-century threats, the command structure may still require further changes in
the face of current and future challenges. Several key issues are looming.
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Geographic/global/functional balance. First, determining the proper balance in
the future between geographic, functional, and global commands will be difficult.
The increasingly global security environment raises important questions about how
combatant commands should be organized. How should DOD organize for missions
such as the war on terror or combating WMD—missions that inherently cut across
geographic boundaries? What is the best way to command and control capabilities
that may operate across multiple time zones and more than one geographic combatant
command—such as global missile defense, space operations, global strike, or ISR?
What sorts of command and control arrangements are needed for “speed of light”
capabilities—such as information operations, or (potentially) lasers? As these ques-
tions illustrate, security challenges are increasingly global in nature but also require a
deep understanding of local regional conditions.

Geographic commands and global/functional commands each have strengths and
weaknesses. Geographic commands understand the conditions in the regions in which
they operate—knowledge that may be essential to knowing how to assure allies, dis-
suade military competition, deter conflict, wage war, or secure the peace. However,
some would argue that regional understanding is not an inherently military duty and is
better handled by diplomats or intelligence officers. On the other hand, geographic
commands may not have the in-depth knowledge about all capabilities they may be
able to employ and may have to rely on either functional commands or Services to
provide that expertise. They also lack the global perspective to look across multiple
regions to assess implications of options and actions, since their responsibility and
focus are a particular part of the world. Functional commands have in-depth knowl-
edge of the capabilities for which they are responsible—such as special operations,
global strike, or information operations—but lack the in-depth regional expertise about
friends and adversaries in the regions. They also may not have a broad view of all the
capabilities that can be brought to bear in a situation—since they primarily know the
capabilities for which they are responsible. In their global role, however, they can
look across regions and consider how actions and challenges in one geographic area
may affect other areas.

USSOCOM and USSTRATCOM have a combination of functional as well as geo-
graphically global missions. Both are capability providers to geographic combatant
commanders—USSOCOM providing Special Operations Forces, and USSTRATCOM
providing global strike forces. Both are responsible for independent global missions
that require a variety of capabilities, USSOCOM having the lead in the war on terror
and USSTRATCOM for combating WMD. Some are concerned that giving a global
mission to a functional force provider may lead it to apply the capability it owns
without adequately considering other capabilities—along the lines of the adage,
“When all you have is a hammer, every problem looks like a nail.” If the war on terror
is the Nation’s highest priority, perhaps it merits its own global (but not functional)
command.

Ultimately, retaining some mix of the three—geographic, functional, and global
commands—with appropriate connectivity among them is desirable. Some operations,
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including engagement and stability operations, are best handled by geographic
commanders. Others, including aspects of combating terrorism, missile defense, and
countering WMD proliferation, require a global perspective (and a variety of capabili-
ties) but also cognizance of differing regional conditions that must be taken into ac-
count. Some functional issues such as Special Operations Forces and information
operations are best handled by joint capabilities providers (whether such joint capa-
bilities providers are called combatant commanders or something else) but also need
to be tempered by regional awareness.

Another possibility is to take the combatant out of all the combatant commands, so
that they serve the enduring missions of peacetime planning, security cooperation,
integration, coordination, and synchronization, and have fewer permanent joint task
forces (JTFs) that, as needed, are responsible for executing wars. Recognizing that
JTFs are actually the warfighters could reduce tension about who is supporting and
who is supported among geographic/functional/global commands, since all would be
in a support role to the actual warfighters for the duration of the conflict. Some find
this idea impractical, arguing that it requires a four-star officer to build coalitions,
fight wars, and demand the support needed for combat. However, recent precedent is
that in the circumstances where the higher rank is deemed necessary, the JTF com-
mander could be a four-star—for example, General George Casey, USA, took over as
the Commander of Multinational Forces in Iraq in July 2004, replacing a three-star
(Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez, USA). It has been the four-star officer in the
region—General Casey and, now, General David Petraeus, USA—who is in charge of
operations—not the four-star USCENTCOM commander headquartered in Tampa.

Interagency coordination. A second key issue will center on the need to move
beyond combatant commander integration to true interagency integration. It has be-
come commonplace to assert that addressing current and future strategic problems
often requires integration among all instruments of national power—diplomatic, in-
formational, military, economic, and legal. The question is how to make this integra-
tion real when the mechanisms for doing so are clearly inadequate. Interagency rela-
tionships are essential to the missions of all combatant commands, particularly in the
pre- and postconflict stages. For instance, if the center of gravity for winning the war
on terror is in influencing ideas and perceptions, that is not purely—or even prima-
rily—a military function. The war in Iraq makes clear the downsides of not integrat-
ing military, diplomatic, informational, and reconstruction actions from the begin-
ning. For commands such as USNORTHCOM, where support to civil agencies is a
key mission, essential tasks cannot be performed without close coordination among
Federal, state, and local government agencies. Interagency cooperation, in short, while
always helpful, has now become indispensable for success.

Many combatant commands have joint interagency coordination groups (JIACGs)
with interagency representation. While JIACGs are useful for bringing different agency
perspectives together on a range of political-military matters, they are, as their name
implies, coordination mechanisms. Civilian personnel assigned to the JIACGs operate
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mainly as liaisons for their home agencies and generally lack sufficient seniority and
authority to speak definitively or give approval for their agencies.

A number of ideas have been advanced for how to improve interagency planning
and operations, to include:

• creating a new independent government organization in Washington, DC, to
integrate military and civilian planning46

• designating a Deputy National Security Advisor as the lead for integrating
interagency planning for and implementation of complex operations and cre-
ating a new office and Crisis Action Teams in the National Security Council
(NSC) to support this effort, as well as establishing planning offices in each
agency47

• replacing geographic combatant command “proconsuls” with regional Em-
bassy-like teams with all relevant agencies represented.48

Clarifying the roles and missions of various agencies in dealing with key security
concerns, bolstering planning and operational capabilities of relevant civilian agen-
cies, and enhancing the capacity of the NSC staff to integrate interagency planning
and monitor policy implementation are promising and practicable approaches to achiev-
ing greater unity of effort. Ultimately, however, the U.S. Government must learn to
collaborate across the various agencies that own requisite expertise for working com-
plex foreign contingency operations in much the same manner that many American
businesses have had to collaborate across organizational components (marketing,
design, and engineering) to be successful in a dynamic and increasingly dangerous
(or competitive) environment. Without such collaboration in Washington, DC, and
in the field, it will not be possible to successfully execute missions in support of
homeland security, the war on terror, combating weapons of mass destruction, or stability
operations.

Working the seams. Efforts to resolve command and control issues within a com-
batant command at least benefit from clearly delineated responsibilities and chain of
command. In contrast, command and control issues across combatant commands, where
there may be overlapping or interrelated issues, and between combatant commands
and non-DOD agencies, where there is no common chain of command (below the
Presidential level) and little if any joint planning capability, are far more complex.
There will always be boundary lines or seams between organizations, where one
organization’s responsibilities end and another’s begin. Seams are not necessarily bad;
they allow for a reasonable span of control and division of labor. Seams are where
organizations are soldered together, and as long as they do not become stovepipes—
impeding coordination and integration, or letting things fall through the cracks be-
tween them—then seam is not figuratively a four-letter word.

 The issue is not eliminating seams, but preventing or mitigating their negative
aspects: anything that prevents effective flow of information, intelligence, personnel,
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and units across boundaries, or competing mandates or lack of a common understand-
ing of the objective, which leads to inefficient or contradictory activities. Making sure
that the commander’s intent is understood by all commands is more important than
the division of responsibilities among them. There is probably any number of Unified
Command Plan alignments, or interagency divisions of responsibility, that would be
satisfactory.

It is more important that senior leaders—combatant commanders, the Secretary of
Defense, agency heads, NSC staff—spend enough time working on issues that arise
from organizations’ intersection. That may mean that combatant commanders or or-
ganization heads focus on looking “across and up,” and leave it to their deputies to
“look down” and manage internal processes. To work the seams may truly require a
cultural change, since the military tends to be most comfortable with clear lines of
authority and a chain of command that is unambiguous and unequivocal. The problem
is that a clear line of authority and command may not work well in the complexity of
today’s world, where everything is related to everything else, and the boxes are not so
neat. There may be many situations where the operative words are coordinate and
collaborate rather than command and control. Within DOD and commands, there
needs to be increased emphasis on creating avenues for regular coordination and plan-
ning, both at the commander-to-commander level and at the working level.49

Toward a More Agile Global Posture
While new command relationships and management tools and systems are needed

for global force management, a new global force posture is also needed to improve
the ability to move forces quickly to problems areas that can only imperfectly be
anticipated in advance. Many U.S. military units are still stationed in proximity to
potential Cold War–era flashpoints—particularly in Europe, and more specifically
Germany—that are now quite secure. Even Korea, which has remained a volatile area
since the Korean armistice of 1953, has changed dramatically. As discussed in chapter
seven, South Korea is now one of the world’s largest economies (14th in terms of 2006
gross domestic product) and is capable of providing for much of its own defense.
These changes in the security environment and allied capabilities led to a reexamina-
tion of Cold War assumptions about the location and structure of U.S. forces.

It is easy enough to conclude that U.S. Cold War–era overseas basing and force
deployment are outdated; the much harder question is to determine precisely how
force posture should be revised. Maintaining large numbers of ground forces in stable
and powerful countries might be less important than making changes that would help
consolidate relationships with new allies or better position U.S. forces for responses
to new threats emanating from the arc of instability along the southern reaches of the
Northern Hemisphere. Yet the specifics of precisely what moves to make, and how
and when to make them, are exceedingly complicated and have required detailed review.

A year after the 2001 QDR Report, U.S. defense leadership initiated the Global
Posture Review (GPR) to consider these issues and make recommendations on updat-
ing basing of U.S. military forces around the globe. Officials on and off the record
predicted the largest basing changes since World War II, describing a network of
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far-flung staging bases to support highly mobile units that would deploy out of new
training garrisons that would be strategically located and rotationally staffed. Inevita-
bly, the result was a rising tide of expectations overseas. In Europe, speculation quickly
followed that there might be brigade-sized bases with ports and airfields in Romania
and Bulgaria, or major new training areas in Poland, or airfields in unnamed countries
that could replace the American base at Ramstein. Over time, as speculation mounted,
many countries inferred that political considerations would drive basing decisions,
and they would be punished or rewarded for their actions regarding the war in Iraq or
other U.S. policies. Many sources in Germany and Spain, for example, assumed that
they would lose out on American bases due to their lack of support for operations in
Iraq. In contrast, and especially among new U.S. allies in Central and Eastern Europe,
expectations were clear that major (and lucrative) new arrangements with the Ameri-
can military were impending, in part because of their support for the U.S. operations
in Iraq.50

As part of an effort to downplay exaggerated hopes or unwarranted concerns, U.S.
defense and diplomatic officials sought to emphasize the strategic rationale for the
repositioning. Moving forces from their traditional (especially Western European)
bases to new foreign locations or back to the United States was touted as a way to
avoid the onerous training restrictions U.S. forces faced with increasing frequency at
their current bases. It would also be a method to avoid delays when host nations dis-
puted the policies prompting the deployment of American forces. Most of all, how-
ever, the reposture was advertised as a way to increase U.S. strategic agility by moving
troops closer to potential hot spots and thereby speeding their potential deployment.

Not surprisingly, given the strategic rationale proffered, countries with close prox-
imity to the arc of instability speculated that they were well-positioned candidates for
hosting U.S. forces, and many assumed bases would be built eventually. In particular,
some countries in Central Asia and the Caucasus saw an opportunity to acquire Ameri-
can security guarantees or at least to strengthen defense relationships with the United
States. Other, better established U.S. allies who seemed ill positioned to retain U.S.
forces could not help but view proposed changes in light of their own domestic and
international political concerns. Some countries, such as South Korea, expressed con-
cern that decisions about repositioning U.S. forces would not sufficiently account for
their strategic interests.51 Others, such as Japan, saw an opportunity to revisit
longstanding sources of irritation in current basing relationships.52

Modest initial changes and enduring challenges. Two years after the initial flurry
of discussion, the Pentagon in August 2004 announced the results of the GPR. Some
important and salutary changes were proposed. A logical construct for overseas de-
ployment infrastructure was elaborated, foreseeing well-equipped, permanent main
operating bases for the stationing of major forces, austere forward operating locations
for the temporary staging and onward movement of forces, and cooperative security
locations for use as intermediate staging bases. One additional aircraft carrier
battlegroup and more submarines will be forward-stationed in the Pacific, dramati-
cally cutting transit time for these platforms from their home bases to their anticipated
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areas of deployment. Also, for the first time since the Vietnam War, Guam will have
the continuous presence of B–52 bombers on its shores.53 Army forces in Korea have
begun a long-overdue downsizing and relocation south of the Han River that better
reflects the evolution of the North Korean threat and the advances made by the South
Korean Defense Forces. Throughout the world, headquarters will be streamlined, re-
dundant echelons of command eliminated, and forces reoriented toward global em-
ployment rather than regional focus.

Yet it must be said that the initial results of the Global Posture Review fell short of
far-reaching expectations and concerns overseas. Contrary to early predictions of a
posture review driven by politics or strategy, operational military logic has dominated
the changes to date. Many of the early and more radical ideas for reposturing the
military’s global presence that had strong political or strategic rationale in the abstract
proved less attractive when operational research demonstrated that they would con-
tribute relatively little to the strategic agility needed to respond to the complex secu-
rity environment in the next 25 years. Ultimately, most major reposturing decisions—
that is, those involving relocation of brigade- or division-sized units—were made more
on the basis of operational, not political or geostrategic, advantages.

This is particularly true with regard to ground forces, whose repositioning made
up the bulk of the major proposals for unit relocation. Strategic agility of ground
forces depends on the capability to deploy appropriately trained and ready forces to
the problem area quickly. In this calculation, geography plays a role, but stationing
forces closer to targets does not necessarily mean those forces can deploy to their
targets more quickly. The effect of geography on the speed of deployment depends on
three factors: proximity of deploying forces to the port of embarkation (sea or air);
throughput at the ports of embarkation and debarkation; and distance to the target
area.

These variables are not always controllable. Distance to the target area and the
capacity of ports of debarkation will vary with the contingency. However, throughput
at the port of embarkation can be considered a major factor when deciding whether or
where to relocate forces. Throughput depends on infrastructure, such as ramp-space,
crash-fire rescue equipment, materiel handling equipment, rail or road access, sus-
tainment facilities for staging forces, communications ability, and traffic management
systems. It is hard to see how reposturing U.S. ground forces currently based overseas
would improve these variables.54 Except for those in the United States, new locations
probably would not offer the highly developed ports of embarkation U.S. forces cur-
rently enjoy. Black Sea ports in Bulgaria and Romania would be hard pressed to pro-
vide the sort of outload capacity found in Bremerhaven, Germany, or the Netherlands.
Likewise, airbases near training areas in Bulgaria, Romania, or Poland would require
major upgrade to equal even a medium-throughput facility in the West.

Proximity of deploying forces to the port of embarkation is also a controllable vari-
able, one that depends on both raw distance and the capacity of the transportation
infrastructure between the forces’ garrisons and the port. Again, it is hard to see how
significant improvements could be gained by moving major ground forces to locations in
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new countries. True, new locations might offer closer physical proximity of the de-
ploying force to the port; however, given the state of transportation infrastructure
outside of the United States and the modern countries where forces are currently lo-
cated, it is not clear this proximity would compensate for a less developed outload
capacity.

In any event, U.S. forces are already positioned close enough to major air and sea
ports that “fort-to-port” transit is rarely the time-critical path in brigade-level deploy-
ment sequences. Throughput at the port itself and other nongeographic factors such as
the pace of strategic decisionmaking, the time required to identify and outload cum-
bersome and diverse ground force equipment, aircraft flow plans, and even materiel
handling equipment (for example, the size and number of forklifts available) usually
drive the speed of deployment. Offsetting disadvantages of undeveloped port infra-
structure and making the repositioning of ground forces advantageous require a sig-
nificant decrease in distance to assumed targets. However, much of the early and most
animated speculation surrounding the GPR involved moving ground forces fewer
than 800 miles from their current locations. The costs in throughput and accessibility
would be balanced against a mere 2-hour decrease in flight time—hardly worth the
effort.

Indeed, while obviously dependent on the contingency in question, some studies
suggest that moving forces to and through a port may take two to three times longer
than the time required to actually transit to the conflict area. In the first Gulf War, for
example, the Army’s VII Corps, which left from 4 embarkation points in Europe, took
42 days to load up 40,000 pieces of equipment on the ships, and only 20 days of
transit to the Middle East. In short, finding ways to expedite the outloading process
for ground forces may have a higher payoff than repositioning them or even investing
in new strategic transportation capabilities. At least this is the case with ground forces.

Repositioning naval and air forces can have greater advantages. These forces are
platform-centric, and the fighting package deploys from a port, not through one. Es-
pecially for ships, with their slower transit speeds, this means that moving closer to an
area of potential employment can significantly add to its strategic responsiveness. Not
surprisingly, some of the major repositioning called for by the Global Posture Review
concerns naval forces in the Pacific, where the distances from current bases to poten-
tial conflict areas are the greatest.

Training requirements also helped determine GPR results. To achieve strategic
agility, the forces that deploy must be trained and ready. Training and maintaining a
complex modern force require that three things be readily available: adequate space
where the force can train, instrumented training areas, and high-level maintenance
capabilities. Some countries seem willing to provide more space for more aggressive
training than is possible in much of the United States or Western Europe. However, it
is doubtful that this environmental permissiveness will be sustained over time, espe-
cially as countries of Central Europe integrate with the European Union. Furthermore,
these countries lack the sophisticated training and maintenance systems needed to
hone a modern force. As with deployment infrastructure, it is unlikely that the United
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States could easily replicate the systems it already possesses or justify doing so. The
(probably temporary) benefit to be gained by environmental permissiveness might
not outweigh the disadvantage of lower-quality training infrastructure and mainte-
nance. Although excellent training can be conducted in many nontraditional loca-
tions, their limitations in terms of instrumentation and professional personnel suggest
they should be seen as supplements to the primary facilities the United States cur-
rently possesses at places such as Hohenfels and Grafenwoer in Germany.

Tradeoffs of global presence. Political considerations can and should affect stra-
tegic basing decisions. The presence of American forces affects relations with host
countries and can be used as a valuable tool in reassuring friends and dissuading
enemies. However, political considerations cut both ways. Political complications can
also slow the speed of deployment when states limit U.S. options by foot-dragging or
outright denial of transit, overflight, or deployment, notwithstanding agreements cov-
ering these issues that seem more permissive. State policies are politically determined
and fluctuate over time, but large fixed infrastructure cannot fluctuate so easily. In the
absence of the Soviet threat, which helped cement U.S. relationships with key allies, a
more diverse range of opinions and responses to American requests for base usage is
to be expected. Absent a strong and abiding strategic partnership with a country, it is
increasingly precarious to forward deploy significant ground forces. Unless U.S. forces
are mobile (amphibious or prepositioned materials afloat) or in locations that the United
States reliably controls (for example, Guam or Diego Garcia), there is an increasing
likelihood that local approval of deployments may not be granted. In this regard, the
Global Posture Review actually concluded that political considerations reinforced
military logic. Indeed, the largest movement of forces foreseen is the relocation of the
better part of two ground divisions from Germany and a brigade from Korea to the
United States—hardly the result anticipated abroad. The redeployment of heavy forces
to the United States is a significant development, but one where political constraints
on deployability were determined to be more important than the net effects of geo-
graphical location or the strategic-political effect of forward presence.

This is not to say that geostrategic positioning does not matter in a military sense;
it matters greatly. Holding key ground and posturing for quick employment—and
the consequent potential for improved deterrence—are important considerations
influencing force locations. Ultimately, however, strategic agility is not simply a func-
tion of moving forces closer to the expected fight. Numerous other operational con-
siderations must be taken into account. In the end, geostrategic reasoning ended
up recommending a hierarchy of intermediate staging bases and ports of debarka-
tion in forward locations with varying levels of operational capacity and fixed infra-
structure. Unfortunately, the austere and almost temporary nature of these locations,
some of which will consist of little more than a set of usage agreements, does not
correspond well with the high expectations aroused by the announcement of the pos-
ture review.

Since the initial results of the GPR deflated many expectations, some of which
were backed up with significant investments of political capital, the United States will
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need to mend some fences with potential partner states. In doing so, it should make an
effort to demonstrate how cooperative security locations and forward operating loca-
tions can improve U.S. strategic agility and produce local benefits as well. Such im-
provements are not obvious. The United States needs to make a case for how rapid
and locally contracted infrastructural improvements still have economic and political
advantages, and how a smaller U.S. footprint in a host nation reduces political friction
that hurts both the United States and the local government. Routine operational (or
training) use of cooperative security locations and forward operating locations dem-
onstrates the strategic reach they provide for U.S. forces and the deterrence value they
hold for host nations. These activities can also enhance the transformation of host
nation armed forces and improve their interoperability with U.S. counterparts. While
not cost-free for U.S. forces, especially during times of high operational tempo, the
political and strategic benefits justify the effort and would help smooth ruffled feath-
ers in the wake of the initial results of the Global Posture Review.

Recalibrating the Capabilities Mix
The need for new global command and control relationships and a new global

defense posture in part reflects the emergence of new capabilities with truly global
reach. Capabilities that provide the potential for rapid and, in some cases, almost
immediate response raise difficult command and control issues, but also make great
contributions to the strategy goal of forward deterrence. National missile defense and
global ISR capabilities were emphasized in the 2001 QDR, but the global reach of
Special Operations Forces and some types of information operations also was noted.
In addition, long-range bombers capable of precision bombing and the possibility of
conventional intercontinental ballistic missiles and hypersonic vehicles that could
deliver lethal payloads raise the promise of other global rapid response capabilities
that support forward deterrence.

Risk management and force design. Some new global capabilities are extremely
expensive and immediately raise complex investment and force design issues. Some-
thing must be given up in order to pay for building a future force that has more global
intelligence, strike, and defense capabilities. What are the tradeoffs, and what force
options make the most sense? This question must be answered on several levels.

At the strategic level, there may be tradeoffs between investments in a more elabo-
rate and flexible set of overseas base options and in forces that are not dependent upon
bases. Forces have differing levels of self-deployability and sustainment. Aircraft car-
riers are completely self-deployable, bringing all their combat power and, depending
on the type of combat operations, weeks’ or months’ worth of supplies to sustain opera-
tions as well. They can also be replenished at sea when necessary. Fighter aircraft can
deploy to theater with the aid of refueling tankers but then depend upon local bases to
support their operations. Ground forces are the least self-deployable and sustainable
unless configured in an expeditionary manner such as the Marines. The Marines de-
ploy aboard their own ships and, once ashore, can sustain ground operations for about
a month before major sustainment support is required.
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Future options could make U.S. military forces more self-deployable and sustain-
able and less onerous for allies as well, but at quite some cost. For example, the Navy
is experimenting with a sea-basing concept that would permit ground forces to attack
their land objectives from a collection of naval platforms without the need for an
operational pause to regroup after having captured an enemy port. One report noted
that such a capability could be replenished from major bases within 2,000 miles of the
operation (for example, Guam or Diego Garcia), or perhaps even directly from the
United States. Such a capability would significantly reduce reliance on host nation
support for bases.55 Why invest a lot of resources in land bases that can only operate
with the approval of the host nation government when the vast majority of the Earth’s
surface is within reach of internationally accessible sea lines?

Many observers believe a sea-basing capability makes sense in a period of shifting
political relationships and loyalties. They believe it would be better to invest in more
self-deployable and sustainable force capabilities than to incur the expense of trying
to maintain a wide network of land bases that entail high political and material costs.
Sea basing and mobile ballistic missile defense would be attractive to allies as well.
They would be a less visible (and thus, in some cases, less politically onerous) form of
American commitment, and their use would make the allied nation’s key transporta-
tion nodes less attractive targets to the enemy.

Another potentially attractive operational-level trade is investing more in planning
tools and transportation techniques that improve fort-to-port transit and port-to-fox-
hole movement, such as unit containerization and sense-and-respond logistics that
reveal needs and allocate resources in real time. Such investments might make more
sense than expensive efforts either to lighten Army forces considerably or to improve
their strategic mobility by means of high-speed vessels or novel airship designs. As
noted above, when the total time to move Army units from fort to foxhole is consid-
ered, it is not the actual transit to theater, but the movement to the port, on-loading,
and subsequent off-loading and reorganization for combat that take the most time.

At the operational level, other tradeoffs in force design must be considered in light
of growing global capabilities. Global force capabilities that have greater speed, range,
and endurance generally have more flexibility to deal with surprise and enemy anti-
access strategies. Some argue that the first priority for operational success is to safe-
guard rapid movement along global lines of communication (sea, air, space, and
cyberspace). For example, Operation Iraqi Freedom used fewer than half the tactical
airstrike sorties of Desert Storm, but the tanker-to-sortie ratio was double that of Desert
Storm. In short, if U.S. forces control space, air, and sea lines of communication, and
can defend and transit them freely, it will be far easier to get to the fight faster with the
most powerful joint strike capability, including ground forces. The question is how to
pay for such global reach capabilities. Some have argued that the United States can
afford to downsize some of its extensive forcible entry force structure, which ranges
from diverse Army airborne units to Marine Expeditionary Forces. Sacrificing some
of this force structure in favor of flexible entry capabilities that expand the range of
entry points an enemy must protect would vastly complicate the enemy’s challenge of
mounting an effective defense.
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The argument that U.S. forces fight first for information superiority also raises
questions about tradeoffs between global ISR capabilities and force structure that pro-
vides strike capability. If there is greater assurance of hitting a target because of more
accurate and timely intelligence, fewer shooters are needed. A more specific tradeoff
can be considered between global and theater ISR capabilities. Some prefer space-
based ISR systems that can survey the entire globe in persistent fashion, while others
argue that deployable, air-breathing theater ISR capabilities are better able to surge
when demand is highest.

With respect to coalition operations, the greatest efficiencies may be possible from
investments in command and control capabilities that permit U.S. forces to share such
exquisite intelligence. Such investments might make allied forces much more capable
and cost less than many other politically difficult and operationally less important
interoperability initiatives such as common standards for logistics and transportation
of military forces. Yet sharing command and control, and especially intelligence, is a
security-sensitive and technically challenging enterprise. Usefully integrating the nu-
merous sources of information available to the United States alone is a huge undertak-
ing. Figuring out how to integrate allied intelligence and data sources and to share them
through a multilevel security process that allows only partial access of information to
different parties is a stupendously difficult challenge, but one with significant payoff.

Tactical capability trades must be considered as well. For example, some believe
that mobility may be the best defense against area-denial weapons such as chemical
agents that can be used to attack airbases and seaports. Rather than invest large amounts
of resources in static chemical and biological defenses to protect key nodes like air
and sea bases, more resources should be invested in long-range bombers, sea basing,
and other global strike capabilities that are not so vulnerable to WMD. Similarly,
since the easiest way to deliver weapons of mass destruction over significant distances
is to use aircraft or missiles, many argue for greater investments in a combination of
persistent theater ISR, hypersonic strike vehicles, and more robust theater air and
missile defenses. These force capabilities, they argue, are more important perhaps
than maintaining the size of the current tactical fighter forces, an area in which the
United States currently holds a comfortable advantage.

Transformation’s difficult trades. The range and complexity of the choices high-
lighted by the emergence of global force capabilities underscore the importance of
institutionalizing a capabilities-based approach to defense decisionmaking. Just as
defense planners must now take into account a far greater variability in threat, so must
they also consider a more diverse range of capability options. Identifying areas to
reduce and accept risk in a deliberate manner, supported by the best possible analysis,
is a major challenge to senior decisionmakers.

Changes have already been made to facilitate the move to a capabilities-based
approach. For example, in May 2003, DOD adopted a 2-year planning cycle so
that it could use the off-year to focus on key defense planning issues, fiscal execution,
and program performance. The Defense Department also has adopted an enhanced
planning process that furthers the institutionalization of capabilities-based planning.56
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The specific studies and trades considered by the department are classified,57 but the
process itself is described as being dependent upon the development of joint operat-
ing concepts, risk metrics, better models and simulations, and supporting databases.
However, unless the process takes an integrated look at strategic as well as operational
and tactical level choices, it is likely to produce an overly narrow set of options unin-
formed by their broader strategic implications.

CONCLUSION
Transformation of the U.S. defense establishment accelerated with the 2001 Qua-

drennial Defense Review and the strong backing of both the President and Secretary
of Defense. Senior leaders remain committed to transformation, a commitment that is
rooted in agreed-upon strategy considerations such as the need to prepare for a more
diverse and uncertain set of security threats. However, the administration’s emphasis
on transformation changed somewhat in the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review. The
2006 QDR put more emphasis on improving military capabilities through unity of
effort—working more effectively with international and intragovernmental partners—
than through exploitation of information-age technologies to meet the operational
challenges identified in the 2001 QDR.

The change in emphasis no doubt reflects in part the demands of the ongoing war
on terror and many global and regional security problems where the need to effec-
tively collaborate with allies and to integrate all elements of national power is more
critical to success than new technologies. The tension between successfully prosecut-
ing the war on terror and preparing for future information-age threats will grow if the
former absorbs increasing amounts of senior leader attention and near-term funding.
There is always a tension between current operational costs and longer-term invest-
ments. Since the stakes are so high in the war on terror, if forced to choose between
successful current operations and transformation investments, the former would be
given the nod. For the time being, the Pentagon maintains it will not sacrifice success
in current operations to safeguard the likelihood of successful transformation.

Certainly, the most difficult strategic tradeoffs can be avoided as long as the Presi-
dent and Congress are willing to support increased levels of Pentagon spending to
fund current operations in the war on terror. Some believe this helps transformation,
as expensive transformation capabilities can be initiated and developed to the point
where they can compete with established and well-understood, albeit decidedly less
revolutionary, capabilities. Other transformation theorists believe the infusion of re-
sources from the war on terror perversely handicaps transformation. They argue that
critical resource shortages are a necessary stimulus for transformation, and that as
long as hard choices can be avoided, the Pentagon will default to lower-risk and less
revolutionary options. Both views seem to capture some truth now. The Pentagon
invested heavily in transformational starts without abandoning much near-term
capability. The 2006 QDR did not substantially alter this pattern. Senior leaders man-
aged to maintain current capabilities without sacrificing their transformation programs.
They did so by cutting the size of air and naval forces while resisting pressure to increase
ground forces in response to the demands of ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
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How the Pentagon will adjudicate risk when the tradeoffs between transformation,
mere modernization, and current operations are more stark remains uncertain.

Other challenges to transformation are clearer. One challenge is conceptual clar-
ity. Uncertainty is not a principle that can form the basis for defense planning. It is
awkward to insist simultaneously, as the Pentagon has done, on the need to assume
surprise as a condition of the future security environment and the need to invest heavily
in global intelligence to reduce the chance of surprise. It is possible to argue for the
flexibility to respond well to surprise while trying to reduce its likelihood, but there is
a tension between the two. Why invest billions in global intelligence if the result is
invariably surprise? Ultimately, limited resources must go to one area or another based
on an assessment of where they do the most good. It is essential to make reasoned
judgments about the future security environment and how to respond to the most
critical anticipated problems.

The challenge for defense planners now is to cope with an increasingly diverse set
of threats and the options for dealing with them. Sharply defining the essential ele-
ments of the security problems embodied by the JOCs would be helpful for illuminat-
ing choices and increasing the likelihood that joint operating concepts will fulfill their
role as engines of transformation. Improving JOCs would also help accelerate the
development of capabilities-based planning, which in turn is necessary to properly
evaluate options for global force management, design, and posture. The need to assess
and manage risk in light of far greater threat and capability variability is the raison
d’être of capabilities-based planning. The significance of increased variability is that
it heightens the complexity of defense planning and analysis. Complexity can be man-
aged only by holding firm to several large, foundational ideas about what the future
will demand (that is, relying on a vision of what circumstances require). Yet as already
argued, even within the framework of a coherent vision, senior decisionmakers can-
not make tough decisions about defense programs without supporting concepts, orga-
nizations, and new modes of analysis; at least, they cannot do so very well, neither
substantively nor politically.

 How one goes about transforming what is undisputedly already the world’s great-
est military power is bound to be highly contentious. It is critically important to have
a transparent and well-understood process that generates analysis and evidence about
where it is best to take and minimize risk while implementing transformation.58 In this
regard, there is a clear need to tighten up and accelerate joint operating concept devel-
opment and to better institutionalize the other key elements of a capabilities-based
approach into a new planning and resource allocation system. Such a system will be
critically needed to support the difficult choices inherent in all transformation deci-
sions, but especially for choosing between alternative force postures and designs un-
der the aegis of global force planning, which puts established defense programs at
risk and affects congressional constituencies across the United States, as well as nu-
merous allied and friendly countries. As the 2006 QDR recognized, fully implement-
ing a capabilities-based approach to planning and resource allocation will require
more institutional reform than the Pentagon has been able to muster to date.59
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Securing America’s Future:
Progress and Perils

Chapter Nine

STEPHEN J. FLANAGAN

By any measure, the first years of the 21st century have been a tumultuous period
for America—one dominated by the threat of terrorism, the wars in Afghani-

stan and Iraq, growing confrontations with known or suspected proliferators, and epi-
sodic explosions of mass violence in chronically unstable regions. The seven strategic
challenges examined in this volume will test the skill, tenacity, and imagination of the
Bush administration’s successors and America’s allies and partners in the coming de-
cade and beyond. This chapter reviews the contributors’ assessments and recommen-
dations on policy and strategy. There are other global problems, including energy
scarcity, pandemic disease, and climate change, that will also have an impact on Ameri-
can security. However, the seven challenges addressed here represent America’s secu-
rity and defense priorities. How effectively they are managed and resolved will influ-
ence whether future generations look back upon this era as a dangerous passage lead-
ing toward an eventually more peaceful global order or as a pathway spiraling down-
ward into an ever more fragmented, violent world.

GLOBAL COUNTERINSURGENCY AGAINST TERRORISM
America’s struggle against terrorism remains mired in controversy. Clearly, its

most tangible achievement was the disruption of and damage to the al Qaeda leader-
ship following the ouster of the Taliban regime in Afghanistan in late 2001. Equally
important has been the creation of a de facto international counterterrorist coalition
operating in the law enforcement, financial tracking, and military spheres. The U.S.
Government has developed a national strategy for combating terrorism, along with
plans and new intelligence and other organizations to implement it. National security
components have improved their cooperation with law enforcement agencies. New
civilian and military organizations for homeland security have been established, and
they have developed a range of measures to prevent or respond to another attack.

Nevertheless, U.S. strategy for combating terrorism faces a number of major ob-
stacles. The groundswell of global sympathy that the United States enjoyed in the
immediate aftermath of the 9/11 attacks has largely dissipated, particularly since the
invasion of Iraq and the ensuing insurgency. Many foreign governments have become
disaffected with the U.S. approach to the struggle and are reticent to cooperate openly

314
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with Washington. Al Qaeda has proven resilient and transformed into a dispersed
movement of affiliated salafi jihadist groups. A July 2007 National Intelligence Esti-
mate on the terrorist threat to the United States acknowledged that the organization
has managed to preserve or regenerate some of the key capabilities required to attack
the U.S. homeland. Iraq has emerged as an epicenter for training and operations and a
cause célèbre for radical extremists more generally. Combating this transnational in-
surgency will require close cooperation with foreign governments and an understand-
ing of the nature of the appeal that the violent, radical Islamist movement seems to
hold for disaffected segments of the Muslim community.

The struggle against terrorism will be prolonged and requires a delicate balance
between efforts to disrupt and defeat terrorist networks and measures to counter their
ideological appeal. An effective strategy must prevent terrorists from acting and at the
same time break the connective tissues between the movement and the populations
from which they draw strength. Considering the immense destructive power in the
hands of modern terrorists, those combating them are compelled to seize the offensive
by discovering, disrupting, and destroying terrorist cells before they can strike. How-
ever, the campaign must also discredit the jihadist theory that the current international
order, dominated by the United States, explains the ills facing their target audience.
Given that the conflict is about legitimacy, the established order can prevail only if it
can convince uncommitted community members that it is prosecuting the struggle
with legitimate means. Western strategic communications across cultural boundaries
will have little effect in the battle of ideas unless authentic voices within Muslim
communities offering compelling alternatives to jihadist ideology can be discreetly
supported.

The strategic concept outlined in chapter two calls for synergy between actions
designed to eradicate jihadist terrorists and their structures and those designed to iso-
late jihadists from the wider Muslim population. It calls for waging a number of tai-
lored local counterinsurgencies in parallel as elements of a grand transnational
counterinsurgency. Early action in a number of seemingly obscure places, long before
violence erupts, will enhance the chances of success. The use of force should focus on
eradicating specific terrorist assets or capabilities that pose a clear and present danger
and should be led by host country forces if at all possible. To mitigate criticism of
such operations, grassroots efforts to build global revulsion to terrorist methods should
be bolstered.

With prudent defensive measures, regenerated international support, and effective
management of shifting coalitions, it is possible to prevent terrorists from doing cata-
strophic harm to U.S. citizens and interests and from raising the temperature of inter-
cultural confrontation to the boiling point. By strengthening control over undergoverned
territories, helping other countries correct the legitimacy deficits under which their
governments labor, lowering the ambient level of violence by working to resolve re-
gional conflicts, and seizing the initiative to support better solutions to tangible griev-
ances than those offered by the jihadists, U.S. strategy can make progress and ulti-
mately eliminate the conditions that breed future jihadists.
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COMBATING WMD THREATS
The proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD)—particularly the specter of

these weapons falling into the hands of terrorists—may well be America’s gravest
strategic challenge in the years ahead. In the post-9/11 context, the Bush administra-
tion, wary of “a perfect storm” of rogue regimes, terrorism, and WMD, has employed
a muscular approach to eliminate the conditions before the storm fully matures. The
record has been decidedly mixed.

Regime change and the shattering of state institutions in Iraq removed a WMD
program that was actually moribund and whose reconstitution potential was vastly
overestimated. The experience has made most U.S. and world leaders reluctant to
contemplate preventive use of force against emerging WMD threats and has set a high
standard for the intelligence required to gain support for preemptive use of force even
against imminent threats. Iraq also demonstrated that the U.S. Armed Forces were ill
equipped to deal with the complex missions of disabling and eliminating WMD, and
progress has been slow in correcting these deficiencies. The U.S. Strategic Command
now has responsibility for the mission, a standing joint task force will be created, and
the Intelligence Community is implementing many of the reforms advocated by
the 9/11 Commission. However, the U.S. capacity for detecting and removing a na-
tion-state’s WMD capability is little better than it was before 9/11, and countering the
terrorist use of WMD requires further refinements in unconventional strategy and
operations.

Libya’s 2003 decision to foreswear nuclear weapons came as a consequence of
years of economic sanctions, the impact of the Iraq example, and the discovery of the
scope of their clandestine enrichment program. But the fact that Libya was much
further along in fuel cycle development than previously suspected was also a wake-up
call to the Intelligence Community. At the same time, the questionable safety and
security of nuclear material in the former Soviet Union and the potential for instabil-
ity in other countries that possess WMD remain grave concerns. The Nunn-Lugar
Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program has had some notable success, but up
to two-thirds of Russia’s weapons-grade material remains inadequately secured.

Iran and North Korea have pursued their nuclear development in order to gain a
deterrent, and international negotiations to slow both programs have yielded few con-
crete results. The unwillingness or inability of the International Atomic Energy Agency,
the United Nations (UN), and the world community to hold North Korea and Iran
accountable for their Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) obligations has diminished
the treaty’s utility. President Bush advanced proposals in 2004 to close loopholes in
the NPT and other nonproliferation regimes, including tighter restrictions on export
of sensitive technologies and expanding the G–8 Global Partnership to eliminate and
secure sensitive materials. While progress on export controls has been limited, the
Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) has gained support as an effective multilateral in-
strument for preventing the transfer of critical WMD components between states.

Given the shortcomings of diplomacy and the nonproliferation regime, the Bush
administration has not ruled out the use of force. However, given the demands of
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current counterinsurgency and stability operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, interna-
tional opposition, and the retaliatory options that might be available to Tehran and
Pyongyang, U.S. military action on any scale carries substantial risks. Limited missile
or airstrikes against key WMD facilities are unlikely to have much impact, given that
both countries have taken steps to disperse, hide, and harden these facilities, and at-
tacks on leadership sites bring the risk of wider conflict and—in the Iranian case, at
least—help the current regime to rally much-needed public support.

Meeting the WMD proliferation challenge requires a comprehensive strategy to
address both the demand and supply problems to include strengthening of the nonpro-
liferation regime, diplomatic engagement, and the threat of force. Given that these
efforts could fail, it is essential to further refine the Bush administration’s concept of
tailored deterrence. In facing a nuclear North Korea or Iran, the United States will
also have to pursue a tailored reassurance strategy to ensure that key allies and part-
ners do not feel the need to develop their own deterrent. Efforts to strengthen and
expand the CTR program beyond the former Soviet space, to include ensuring that
participating countries fulfill their financial pledges, should be continued.

Given the potential for instability in a number of states with WMD programs, the
international community needs to develop plans to quickly find and secure materials
or weapons stockpiles to prevent them from falling into the hands of terrorists or
nonstate proliferators. Further emphasis is needed on denying adversaries access to
fissile materials and weapons in the first place. Extending the PSI model to corporate
enterprises, financiers, and scientists could help prevent nonstate actors from obtain-
ing critical technologies.

PROTECTING THE AMERICAN HOMELAND
There have been significant improvements since 2001 in U.S. preparedness to thwart

catastrophic attacks on the homeland and address the consequences of natural or man-
made megadisasters. The single most important advance has been the deepening un-
derstanding of terrorist threats. The National Counterterrorist Center is fusing infor-
mation about international terrorist activities from many Federal agencies into integrated
databases, which the Federal Bureau of Investigation combines with information on
U.S. persons to create an integrated terrorist watch list. Officials have begun to evalu-
ate more rigorously the actual vulnerabilities and preparations for mitigation and re-
covery. Many states have established command centers to integrate local, state, Fed-
eral, and private resources available in a crisis. Vulnerabilities in U.S. civil aviation
systems have been reduced, making it more difficult for terrorists to hijack another
aircraft. Federal stocks of smallpox vaccine stocks have grown to the point where
nationwide coverage is now attainable. The lessons of Hurricane Katrina have led to
important reforms in disaster preparedness. The Pentagon has given expanded author-
ity to U.S. Northern Command to stage forces and equipment prior to the onset of a
catastrophic disaster and launched a $1.5 billion initiative to improve medical coun-
termeasures against genetically engineered biohazards, as well as new programs for
improved interagency communications.
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However, remedying a number of glaring shortfalls will require even better inte-
gration of the efforts of civilian authorities, the military, the private sector, and indi-
vidual citizens. America’s public health infrastructure remains woefully unprepared
to deal with a major biomedical emergency. While preparedness activities have been
spurred on by the administration’s May 2006 Implementation Plan for the National
Strategy for Pandemic Influenza, the pace of progress remains modest in relation to
the threat. The U.S. public health system is not yet capable of executing a nationwide
crash immunization program and still lacks a fully effective nationwide surveillance
system to provide early warning that an attack has occurred. Given the increasing
probability of genetically modified biological agents, the current system of develop-
ing and producing vaccines remains entirely inadequate.

The consolidation of 22 agencies into the Department of Homeland Security (DHS)
was a major step toward integrating U.S. security. However, coordination among Fed-
eral, state, and local crisis response agencies remains problematic. Planning is still
conducted by vertically stovepiped agencies that hamper integration and agility. State
and local officials still wrestle with an inadequate appreciation of what Federal au-
thorities can provide and with national security regulations that limit the number in
their ranks who have access to intelligence and military information. On the military
side, there is still strong reluctance to build a dedicated operational capability for
catastrophic response, and no Department of Defense (DOD) field components have
as their primary mission the task of aiding civil authorities. While DOD has created an
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Homeland Defense, the U.S. Northern Command,
a Joint Task Force Civil Support, two Response Task Forces (East and West), and the
Guardian Brigade to command the defense of America, it has not actually created any
new units specifically trained, equipped, and tasked to provide support to civil au-
thorities in a crisis since the creation of the Chemical-Biological Incident Response
Force in 1996.

The United States must address a number of challenges if it is to sustain momen-
tum on homeland security. The most difficult long-term problems are structural. The
legislation establishing the Department of Homeland Security did not include incen-
tives to develop genuine interagency operations. Further steps should be taken to im-
prove domestic response and coordination, starting with those agencies now located
inside DHS and expanding to other all Federal agencies involved in preventing and
responding to catastrophic events. There is also a need to improve crisis communica-
tion, planning, and coordination through regular training and exercises among all lev-
els of government and with the American public to clarify the division of responsibil-
ity for security, response, and recovery. To deal with the biological threat, effective
epidemiological monitoring should be developed nationwide by investing in state and
local public health offices.

The international dimension of U.S. homeland security architecture could also be
strengthened. A fresh look should be given to various ways of bolstering defensive
barriers along the most likely geographic approaches to the American homeland. In
May 2006, the United States and Canada agreed, in connection with indefinite renewal of
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their bilateral air defense cooperation under the North American Aerospace Defense
Command (NORAD) agreement, to initiate integrated surveillance of the continent’s
maritime approaches and internal waterways to improve warning of terrorist and other
threats. Across the Atlantic, effective security and transportation cooperation with
European countries can be improved through closer U.S. cooperation with European
governments and the European Union (EU) and by exploring the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization’s (NATO’s) role to support civil authorities in areas where it has unique
capabilities.

Looking south, the picture is more complex. The United States has many neigh-
bors spread across a vast area that is prone to weak governance, rising crime, perme-
able borders, and the corrupting effects of chronic trafficking and associated
transnational problems. Moreover, the quality of bilateral cooperation between these
countries and the United States varies greatly. While the United States remains fo-
cused on terrorism, Central America and the Caribbean governments are most con-
cerned with public order and criminal activities. However, these problems can be miti-
gated in complementary ways. Given its size and proximity to U.S. borders, Mexico’s
role will be pivotal. Instead of trying to integrate Mexico into a U.S-centric scheme—
which will simply fuel Mexican neuralgia over subordination to the United States—
Washington should find ways to encourage Mexico’s leadership in the development
of a Caribbean basin initiative on security and disaster response, based in and led by
Mexico and staffed by military, police, and intelligence officers from participating
countries. Once established and strengthened, this system could collaborate with
NORAD as an equal command, providing a southern hub for international sharing
and coordinated action.

Given the evolving threat environment, homeland security enhancements should
rank at the very top of the priority lists of all levels of government in the United States
over the next decade. Yet the national mood tends to vacillate between periods of
casual distraction and bouts of heightened, sometimes panicky, vigilance. Absent any
new political pressures for a major expansion of Federal authority, the only real public
policy option available is to remedy shortfalls, with a view to making the current
cumbersome system more robust. Such a strategy could well prove effective, pro-
vided the result is more genuine two-way communication between Washington and
the states, based on a clearer mutual understanding of the kinds of circumstances that
could trigger a massive Federal response.

DEFUSING CONFLICTS IN UNSTABLE REGIONS
The global nature of the contemporary security environment provides a compel-

ling rationale for more concerted efforts at mastering another strategic challenge: build-
ing greater stability in the world’s most chronically insecure regions. Along Latin
America’s Andean ridge, throughout much of sub-Saharan Africa, and across a vast
arc from the Maghreb to Southeast Asia, the problems of weak governance, civil un-
rest, and episodic violence are all too common. These regions no longer fit the Cold
War’s stereotypes of being peripheral or backward. Amidst widespread poverty, one
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finds pockets of affluence and economic vibrancy. The bulk of the world’s energy
reserves are found in these regions; vital routes of global commerce run through them.
Yet the volatility permeating parts of these areas feeds conditions in which insurgency
and extremist ideologies can thrive. Regional conflicts often trigger massive human
displacement; they are a boon to illegal trafficking; they can be a magnet for inflows
of arms and, in some instances, mass destruction technologies. They are also incuba-
tors of disease pandemics, and in extreme cases, venues for genocidal violence, as
witnessed in Rwanda more than a decade ago and, more recently, in Sudan’s Darfur
region.

As chapter five argues, the risks posed by regional volatility confound easy assess-
ment. While the explosive potential of legacy conflicts (for example, the Taiwan Strait)
cannot be discounted, the likelihood that a regional crisis would trigger a 1914-like
confrontation among the great powers is much less than in previous eras. The aggre-
gate number of conflicts and their direct human toll also appear to have declined. Still,
there can be little room for complacency. Threatening scenarios are legion: aggres-
sion by dictatorial regimes against neighbors, preemptive strikes by would-be vic-
tims, escalation between nuclear-armed rivals, the collapse of a major energy sup-
plier, and the spread of ethnosectarian conflict across permeable frontiers engulfing
whole regions. Some of these scenarios are already etched into recent history; others
remain hypothetical but very plausible. All of them amplify pressures upon the United
States to take an activist posture in quelling regional instability.

“Exporting stability” is commendable as a policy goal but is extraordinarily diffi-
cult to achieve. The mix of essential tools—intelligence, diplomacy, military capacity,
as well as humanitarian and developmental assistance—is not all that hard to identify.
The real challenge lies in figuring out how to utilize these various instruments within
the distinctive politics and culture of an individual region. Typically, strategies for
stabilization will aim either to contain a conflict by denying outside support to com-
batant groups, to engage warring factions diplomatically with a mix of inducements
or pressures, or to compel a desired outcome, most often through the direct or indirect
uses of force. Compellent action via armed intervention is clearly the most risky; and
in modern times, American attitudes toward the endeavor have been deeply ambiva-
lent. U.S. experiences in Vietnam and Somalia have reinforced a strong preference for
applying force decisively against clearly defined enemies rather than waging lengthy
counterinsurgency or nation-building campaigns. But in warfare, as the saying goes,
the enemy gets a vote too.

Afghanistan and Iraq: The Legacies
Each in its own way, the U.S.-led operations in Afghanistan (Enduring Freedom)

and Iraq (Iraqi Freedom) have come to symbolize cautionary tales about the chal-
lenges of mounting effective stabilization in the wake of military intervention. As
venues for external intervention, these two countries could not have been more differ-
ent. Afghanistan was war-ravaged, desperately poor, illiterate, and largely rural. By
contrast, Iraqi society, though despotically ruled, was more quiescent, highly urbanized,
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literate, and living amidst an extensive, albeit decaying, infrastructure. Geostrategically,
Afghanistan is a remote hinterland while Iraq, endowed by oil wealth, occupies vital
crossroads between the Arab and Persian worlds.

In light of these differences, it is ironic that Afghanistan turned out to be the more
amenable venue for postconflict stabilization. Most Afghans had grown weary from
years of fighting. Initial stabilization efforts were also aided by Pakistan’s quick about-
face, abandoning the Taliban; by the emergence of Hamid Karzai as a unifying leader
from within the very Pashtun community that had produced the Taliban; and by the
fortuitous fact that the capital city, Kabul, did not become a contested zone. In Iraq, by
contrast, the optimism that surrounded preparations for the postinvasion phase of Iraqi
Freedom quickly evaporated. The toppling of Saddam unleashed a number of unre-
solved ethnosectarian tensions. Any hope of building democratic order in Iraq has
necessarily entailed shifting the reins of power from a long-privileged minority to a
long-repressed majority, in effect convincing the winners to be generous in their vic-
tory and the losers to be gracious in accepting their minority status in a new dispensa-
tion. In Afghanistan, this kind of far-reaching adjustment was not required.

Plagued by crippling factionalism and extremist violence, Iraq’s ability to hold
together as a unified state looks problematic; it remains to be seen how the positive
effects of the U.S. military “surge” into greater Baghdad during 2007 can be sus-
tained. Afghanistan also faces an uphill struggle, albeit of lesser magnitude, with a
resurgent Taliban operating in the southeast of the country and along mountainous
Afghan-Pakistan border areas. In both cases, several lessons are clear:

• Postconflict stabilization activities must be accorded a priority commensu-
rate with the task at hand, in much the same fashion that the United States
considers the options and capacities of its foe when preparing to fight and
win battles.

• Planning for the postwar phase must be based upon a rigorous assessment of
alternative scenarios, on realistic assumptions regarding how “ripe” a coun-
try is for outside stabilization assistance, and, above all, a preparedness to
commit the necessary resources to the mission. In hindsight, it is clear that
Washington’s ambitious “tear down and rebuild” strategy for creating post-
Saddam governance in Iraq was incompatible with the security prong of the
U.S. Iraq strategy, which foresaw a modest and quickly diminishing U.S.
postwar military presence, aimed mainly at building the security capacity of
local Iraqi forces.

• Persuading regional neighbors to see a stabilization campaign as being in
their interests is a key to success. If neighbors have reason to be hostile, or
if—as in Afghanistan’s case—spoilers are able to gain cross-border sanctu-
aries, the process can founder until those backing the stabilization are able to
drive wedges between spoilers and their external patrons.

• Multinational coalitions can be indispensable in terms of establishing an
operation’s legitimacy and sharing burdens, though at some cost to operational
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flexibility. In nonpermissive environments, however, coalitions function best
when their mission is to secure rear areas. Casting them as substitutes for
U.S. military power in contested areas—as in southeastern Afghanistan—is
bound to be a gamble.

Recalibrating the Paradigm
Managing America’s conflicting impulses on regional stabilization poses a huge

challenge for future U.S. policymakers. A “stay the course” approach clearly is under
siege. Events unfolding in Iraq and Afghanistan are fueling a long-held view in Ameri-
can politics that nation building is a quagmire to be avoided at all costs. Moreover,
U.S. allies and partners are stretched thin and losing their enthusiasm for the missions.
Yet a shift away from active involvement in regional conflicts provokes a strong
counterargument: the United States ignores these conflicts at its peril because chronic
instability provides fertile ground for extremists and terrorists, endangers key part-
ners, drives demand for WMD proliferation, and abdicates America’s moral leader-
ship wherever violence turns genocidal. Moreover, failing to help build local gover-
nance is simply imprudent since nothing will bar a recurrence of whatever problems
provoked the intervention in the first place.

Ultimately, prevailing threat conditions or humanitarian concerns in the foresee-
able future will generate pressures for the United States to be involved in large-scale
stabilization activities. What is needed is a new strategic framework for such activities
that offers better balance between direct intervention and indirect action, between
U.S.-led operations and regionally led actions where the United States plays an en-
abling role, between a heavy military footprint and a lighter, more diverse, and sus-
tained presence, and between the direct provision of essential stabilization assistance
to affected populations and indigenous capacity building. U.S. regional stabilization
activities should be guided by three overarching goals:

• Mitigating “fault-line” conflicts. By decoupling ethnosectarian conflicts
from each other and from the global struggle that militant Islamists seek to
advance, stabilization activity can help to shrink the recruiting pool for vio-
lent extremists and reduce their geographical room for maneuver. Done right,
conflict stabilization contributes very directly to the larger counterterror
campaign.

• Strengthening “anchors,” plugging “gaps.” By assisting large, modernizing
states whose collapse would trigger massive human displacement, disrup-
tions to global commerce, and/or the spread of militant nonstate actors, the
United States can work collaboratively in a capacity-building mode on ways
to help prevent the lateral spread of conflict.

• Building humanitarian protection. By helping to mobilize international ca-
pacity aimed at thwarting acts of genocide, the United States can act con-
structively on its humanitarian concerns in situations where national security
interests are not directly implicated.



323Securing America’s Future

Achieving these goals will not be easy. America’s military, diplomatic, intelligence,
and foreign aid communities have viewed their primary missions in ways that give
stabilization activities short shrift. Reformers at the Departments of State and Defense
have begun to build a foundation for innovation, but well-intentioned policy provides
no guarantee of the resources and high-level attention that effective implementation
requires. Getting the U.S. house in order requires progress on the following priorities:

• Improving situational awareness. More rigorous conflict assessments, in line
with those being piloted by the State Department, could serve as an impor-
tant baseline for progress on generating balanced information collection re-
quirements and analytic production.

• Building planning expertise. Improved planning across agencies requires a
triumvirate of regional experts who know an affected area’s sociopolitical
environment, program managers who understand how key U.S. capabilities
are resourced and utilized, and strategists who can bridge both worlds and
offset the parochialism of the other two communities.

• Meeting doctrinal, equipment, and force sizing needs. The U.S. Army–
Marine Corps collaboration on developing counterinsurgency doctrine pro-
vides a valuable assist to education and training on stabilization. However,
equipment shortfalls—for example, for armored vehicles, nonlethal weap-
ons, and air-defense countermeasures—need to be remedied; and how best
to prepare, field, and protect civilian specialists in nonpermissive environ-
ments remains a difficult and unresolved question.

• Assisting governance-building activity. Both top-down aid, at the level of
national ministries, and bottom-up assistance, where government is a pro-
vider of community services, are vital to ensuring that an enabled indigenous
security sector does not overwhelm the government it is meant to support.

• Civil-military training. In any mission that requires personnel rotations, early
familiarity with the mission’s civil-military division of labor is essential if
newly arriving personnel are to begin contributing more than they are ab-
sorbing. The highest priority for joint training would be for personnel to be
embedded in ministries and deployed in civil-military field settings.

• Forging closer links to international and regional organizations. Washington
has a compelling interest in working more closely with allies and partners to
strengthen international capacity to meet an ongoing surge in expanding mis-
sion commitments, whether in Darfur, Lebanon, or other venues.

• Strengthening lessons learned. Greater priority should be accorded to inno-
vating new methods for distilling experiences of previous as well as ongoing
operations. U.S. Joint Forces Command is playing a useful role as a locus for
integrated efforts, but the learning process overall is only as strong as its
constituent parts, beginning with collection and ending up with acceptance,
absorption, and dissemination by commanders and policymaking levels of
government.
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These priorities represent a starting point for overcoming the formidable institu-
tional, political, and other barriers that stand in the way of major enhancements in
U.S. stabilization capabilities. A posture of selective engagement built around the
three strategic goals noted above may have the best chance of generating a broad
consensus within an increasingly restive, ambivalent American body politic.

MANAGING GREAT POWER RELATIONS
Past ideological differences that constrained U.S. relations with China, Russia,

and India have given way to a new pragmatism. How well the United States manages
its relations with each country to build constructive relations and avoid the reemer-
gence of rivalries and conflict will be a major test for American leadership in the
decade ahead. Leaders of all three powers confront major domestic socioeconomic
and governance challenges that can be best addressed in the context of a peaceful
external environment. A major internal crisis in any one of them would be fraught
with global consequences. While important strides have been made over the past de-
cade in great power cooperation to combat terrorism, thwart WMD proliferation, and
stabilize certain regional conflicts, differences with Washington over the proper han-
dling of some of these issues, as well as divergent national interests on these and other
matters (particularly promoting democratic governance as an instrument of foreign
policy), will likely limit the scope for effective joint action.

This leads to some uncertainty about the role of these three powers in the interna-
tional system over the next decade and how to best influence their evolution in posi-
tive directions. Working effectively with these powers will not be easy for U.S. lead-
ers. These relationships lack a history of regular consultations, patterns of coopera-
tion, and longstanding personal relationships. All three governments are wary of U.S.
dominance in the international system, have criticized the U.S. exercise of its military
power, and have concerns about the U.S. military presence in neighboring regions.
China and Russia remain suspicious that adapted U.S. alliances and security partner-
ships will be used to the detriment of their security interests.

China: Engagement, Dissuasion, Deterrence
China presents the biggest challenges to and opportunities for U.S. policy. China

has become increasingly important to a wide range of U.S. interests, while the United
States is a key market for China and is uniquely positioned to facilitate or obstruct
Chinese strategic interests. Given its economic power, geopolitical ambitions, and
growing military capabilities, China is emerging as the only potential peer competitor
to the United States in Eurasia and the world. U.S. strategy under the past three ad-
ministrations has combined support for Chinese integration into global institutions as
a way to influence Chinese internal and external behavior in positive directions with
actions to maintain U.S. military capabilities and alliances as a hedge against the
possibility of an aggressive China. Despite occasional crises, Sino-U.S. relations have
seen remarkable continuity and stability during that period. Cooperation on shared
regional and global interests has grown since 2001 in the wake of China’s support for
the war on terrorism and acquiescence to a number of other U.S. policies. However,
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several underlying tensions and potential conflicts are likely to strain relations in the
coming decade:

• Chinese leaders are struggling to cope with vexing domestic social and gov-
ernance problems. A political crackdown by Chinese leaders to maintain in-
ternal stability or eliminate challenges to Communist Party rule would raise
the profile of human rights and civil liberties concerns in U.S. China policy.
Chinese efforts to dampen a crisis through accelerated economic growth via
increased exports would likely aggravate bilateral economic and political
differences.

• Taiwan’s growing sense of a separate identity, Beijing’s robust military mod-
ernization efforts that are improving its ability to use force in a crisis, and
heightened nationalism on both sides of the strait are eroding the stability of
the cross-strait status quo. While China and Taiwan are likely to rely prima-
rily on negotiations to pursue their long-term objectives, the possibility of a
conflict and the growing U.S. role in cross-strait relations complicate the
broader U.S.-China relationship.

• China’s reluctance to discuss its nuclear force modernization plans and un-
certainty about the ultimate size and effectiveness of U.S. missile defenses
create a potential for misperception and the emergence of a strategic military
competition. China’s military modernization is moving faster than expected
in the mid-1990s, which raises the stakes in a Taiwan confrontation and height-
ens concerns in Washington about Chinese ambitions. This negative dynamic
might be tempered by greater transparency and an expanded dialogue on
strategic forces issues.

• China’s rapid economic growth, military restraint, and multifaceted engage-
ment have increased its regional influence and allayed concerns in East Asia
about its rise. This stance contrasts positively with perceived U.S. unilateralism
and preoccupation with fighting terrorism. A broader U.S. foreign policy
agenda with greater appeal to other countries and systematic employment of
superior U.S. hard and soft power assets—for example, greater emphasis on
economic development and on cooperation on nontraditional security issues
of interest to Asian governments—would give the United States a stronger
hand in this competition.

• China’s sustained economic, technological, and military growth feeds con-
cerns that it will eventually challenge the U.S. global position. These con-
cerns are reinforced by the realpolitik worldview of Chinese leaders, the slow
pace of political change in China, and growing nationalism, which could
combine to trigger China’s use of force with respect to Taiwan or a host of
other unresolved maritime and territorial disputes.

Given these challenges and the range of U.S. interests at stake, the United States
should pursue a nuanced hedging strategy of engagement, dissuasion, and deterrence
to influence China’s political evolution and long-term strategic choices in positive
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directions. This involves simultaneously cooperating with China to pursue common
interests, engaging it to alter its internal and external behavior, and deterring it from
unwanted military actions. Maintaining the balance between aggressively pursuing
short-term U.S. economic and security interests and longer-term efforts to shape Chi-
nese thinking about its global interests will be difficult. Leadership, vision, and pa-
tience will be necessary for the United States to take full advantage of the benefits that
cooperation with China offers while successfully meeting the strategic challenges China
poses to U.S. interests.

Russia: Balancing Cooperation and Competition
The U.S.-Russian relationship has fallen short of the partnership hoped for in the

early 1990s as a consequence of a major shift in Russian domestic affairs, problematic
external behavior, and efforts to counterbalance U.S. power. Limited cooperation in
U.S.-Russia relations is now overshadowed by widespread U.S. disapproval of Rus-
sian domestic practices and mutual criticism of the other’s behavior postures in the
international arena. Russia, buoyed by high energy and commodity prices after a pe-
riod of domestic turmoil and painful reforms in the 1990s, is seeking to capitalize on
its newfound prosperity to attain a special place in the international system. A shadow
of its Soviet strength with limited power projection capabilities, Moscow’s military
capabilities still dwarf those of its former Soviet neighbors, and its intelligence and
security services remain active at home and abroad. Its newfound economic muscle,
control of key transportation routes, and willingness to use energy trade for political
coercion give it leverage in Eurasia. Russia’s stature as a major nuclear power, perma-
nent seat on the UN Security Council, and G–8 membership, coupled with its
assertiveness, help it retain influence in the wider world. But the country’s long-term
economic and demographic picture remains quite bleak with a boom-bust cycle of
development heavily dependent on external factors.

Russia’s internal political trends will also complicate effective cooperation with
the United States and Europe. Stability in Russian domestic politics during Vladimir
Putin’s administration has been accompanied by steady accumulation of authority in
the hands of the federal government, a weakening of regional leaders and other politi-
cal institutions, and the marginalization of civil society. However, this so-called verti-
cal of power has failed to produce effective centralized governance and proven inef-
fective in dealing with various crises and social problems. Democracy is in retreat, but
the country’s openness to the outside world and widespread grassroots dissatisfaction
with the government’s performance suggest Russian society is changing. The Kremlin’s
concept of sovereign democracy signals that Russian leaders will resist external pres-
sures for domestic political change and may resort to increasingly nationalist rhetoric
for political mobilization. However, despite the Russian government’s attempts at
domestic consolidation, there remains considerable risk of domestic destabilization
over the next decade that will render the country less governable.

Within this context, the United States faces three key challenges in dealing with
Russia:
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• U.S. interests will require Russian cooperation on various international is-
sues—from Iran’s nuclear ambitions to energy security. The United States
will need to secure that cooperation while adhering to its fundamental prin-
ciples and engaging Russian leaders and the general public in a candid dia-
logue about the importance of shared values for a true partnership. This dia-
logue may have to take place against the backdrop of further retreat from
democracy in Russia or amid growing instability in parts of Russia. Recon-
ciling U.S. interests with its principles in these circumstances will be a major
challenge for U.S. foreign policy.

• Moscow’s assertive behavior with respect to the former Soviet states could
cause considerable damage to these countries and to U.S. interests in pro-
moting their sovereignty and integration in the international arena. Russian
fears of encirclement have spawned a broad political consensus favoring res-
toration of dominant influence over its periphery. However, Moscow’s mixed
record of involvement shows that it often lacks the capabilities or will to
serve as a manager of regional security. Its assertiveness toward its former
satellites has produced a backlash even among its closest allies. The chal-
lenge for the United States and Europe here is to achieve the right balance in
relations with Moscow and its neighbors that would provide the latter much-
needed support without unnecessarily antagonizing the former.

• While Russia continues to posture as a great power, its ability to implement
ambitious international initiatives with respect to North Korea, Iran, and the
Middle East has proven glaringly inadequate. The Putin era has had few dip-
lomatic accomplishments, and Russia has no natural allies or friends. Its re-
lations with the United States and Europe have grown strained; ties with
China, while normalized on the surface, are increasingly wary; and partner-
ships with Japan and India remain elusive. The challenge here will be to
secure Moscow’s cooperation and give it a voice in major international fora,
but without giving it the right of veto or forcing it into isolation and opposi-
tion to the international community.

U.S. policy toward Russia should take the long view and navigate carefully be-
tween two distinct postures: selective cooperation in areas deemed too important to be
neglected, such as nuclear security, WMD proliferation, and terrorism; and neocon-
tainment, which would place greater emphasis on the competition of ideas, geopoliti-
cal balancing, and even diplomatic isolation where U.S. and Russian interests diverge.
U.S. efforts to vigorously contain or punish Russia would not only be of questionable
effectiveness, but also could backfire and either harden the country’s emerging anti-
Western consensus or risk new destabilization.

India: Harmonizing Interests and Managing Expectations
The U.S.-Indian relationship is a work in progress. India’s status as a relative new-

comer to the club of major powers and the absence of geopolitical rivalries with the
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United States make it the most likely of the three Eurasian great powers to become a
full-fledged U.S. strategic partner. However, India’s great power status cannot con-
ceal the nation’s poverty, uneven development, and growing pains. Whether and in
what manner it will assume the global role that many futurists and policymakers see
as inevitable based on a combination of demographic forces, developing military ca-
pabilities, economic expansion, and its political system remains unclear.

India is destined to be the world’s most populous country by mid-century, but this
demographic status also creates enormous political pressures to sustain economic de-
velopment and domestic social cohesion. The Indian armed forces, the world’s third
largest, are professional, well trained, and provide both effective national defense and
valuable contributions to international peacekeeping missions. However, the Indian
military would require significant additional resources for modernization and power
projection capabilities, improved interservice integration, and a shift from its territo-
rial defense posture to support wider global interests that India and the United States
have in common. The Indian economy has taken off in recent years, and India is
expected to surpass the combined output of the European Union by 2035. However,
the country’s internal development has been uneven, and many economists believe
India will have serious shortfalls unless it can overcome many structural problems
and expand external trade and foreign investment. Within India’s thriving multiparty,
multiethnic, and multireligious democracy, there is a yearning for recognition as a
major power, but no consensus on whether or how to apply the country’s political,
military, economic, or cultural power beyond the confines of South Asia. At the same
time, Indians manifest a strong desire to preserve the country’s unique identity and its
independence from any international power bloc, and to balance rival powers rather
than taking sides between them.

While there are substantial areas in which Indian and American interests converge—
defeating terrorism, encouraging the spread of democracy and respect for human rights,
and promoting prosperity—there are also areas of serious divergence, not the least of
which involves relations with Pakistan. Even in cases where the two countries share
common concerns, such as the growing presence and influence of China in Southeast
Asia and the Indian Ocean, they do not have common assessments or strategies. There
are also areas of direct competition, most notably as rival importers of hydrocarbon
fuels.

• While the United States was willing to give symbolic recognition of India’s
great power status by accepting the reality of its possession of nuclear weap-
ons and undertaking the U.S.-India Civil Nuclear Cooperation Initiative, it
has thus far declined to go so far as to support India’s top priority of attaining
a permanent UN Security Council seat.

• On the military front, Indian leaders want access to U.S. military-related
technology without restrictions or linkages of any kind. It remains to be seen
how far Washington will be willing to go in advancing the nascent military
and defense industrial cooperation.
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• While India and the United States share many security interests in South
Asia, countries in the region do not see Indian involvement as benign, which
calls into question how effective India can be. The most pressing security
problem confronting the United States in South Asia today—defeating the
Pakistani and Afghan manifestations of the globalized jihadist insurgency—
is one in which India can play only a marginal role, primarily due to endur-
ing enmity in Indo-Pakistani relations. U.S. relations with India and Pakistan
are inextricably intertwined and will continue to complicate the U.S.-Indian
partnership.

• The Indian commitment to the United Nations as the primary if not the only
source of international legitimacy is another potential cause of friction in the
would-be strategic partnership. India has been and will remain reluctant to
join coalitions of the willing to maintain global peace and stability.

All this counsels realistic expectations on both sides and avoidance of overtaxing
the evolving U.S.-Indian strategic relationship. Whatever kind of power India becomes,
the United States will benefit from positive relations. At the least, a strong India will
preclude Chinese hegemony in Asia, but India is unlikely to be a deferential partner
even on critical U.S. concerns outside South Asia. Forging a successful strategic part-
nership will require identifying where the two countries’ interests converge, slowly
building ties across a multitude of fronts, and developing mechanisms to manage dif-
ferences in substance and style that that have previously strained relations.

Balancing U.S. Interests in Eurasia
Washington’s efforts to forge more effective cooperation with China, Russia, and

India will require careful balancing of diverse U.S. interests and principles. Given
America’s global reach and other asymmetries, each of these three countries has more
at stake in promoting relations with the United States than in joining with each other
to counterbalance American power. Russia and China are trying to limit U.S. engage-
ment and democracy promotion activities in Eurasia, including through their wary
cooperation with four Central Asian countries in the Shanghai Cooperation Organiza-
tion (SCO). However, divergent interests among its members make it unlikely that the
SCO will develop into an anti-U.S. alliance. The emergence, over time, of a stable
Eurasia resting on three regional pillars and one global one would serve the interests
of all four countries well.

ADAPTING ALLIANCES AND PARTNERSHIPS

A Global Web of Relations
To advance its interests in today’s complex global security environment, the United

States must continue to strengthen cooperation with allies and partners and expand
and adapt these relationships to deal with new challenges. The 31 U.S. treaty allies, along
with many close partners, form a capable core group of states that share a stake in
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maintaining global peace and stability. Despite differing policy approaches and a wid-
ening gap between U.S. and allied military capabilities, these countries can augment
and complement U.S. actions in the advancement of mutual interests and help avoid
military and political overextension. Moreover, allied and partner support and involve-
ment grant greater legitimacy to U.S. actions, and sound alliance relations diminish
the inclination of countries to counterbalance U.S. power. Effective consultations and
security cooperation activities with allies and partners are essential to implementation
of the U.S. global force realignment and long-term U.S. defense strategy. Better cross-
regional integration of the activities of U.S. alliances and partnerships could create a
global web of relationships for effective common action on key strategic challenges.

During its first term, the Bush administration’s preference for shifting, ad hoc coa-
litions over alliances and regional security organizations strained relations with many
longtime allies and partners who saw it as reflecting both a diminished U.S. commit-
ment to existing security obligations and a propensity for unilateral action. During its
second term, the Bush administration undertook essential steps to restore relations
with European allies in the aftermath of disagreements over the Iraq war and to accel-
erate the process of adapting East Asian alliance relationships and building new part-
nerships around the world, with some noteworthy progress. However, much work
remains to restore these relationships to their full potential.

Recalibrating the U.S.-European “Terms of Engagement”
NATO’s transformation, begun in 1990, has continued since 2001. The Alliance

has undertaken a range of new and challenging operations, streamlined its military
command arrangements, developed a new Response Force for high-intensity expedi-
tionary operations, absorbed seven new members, and broadened its dialogue and
cooperation with partners in Eurasia and the greater Middle East. Still, NATO’s future
remains far from assured, as its members continue to differ on the nature of emerging
threats, the role of force in international affairs, strategies for countering terrorism
and WMD proliferation, burden-sharing with respect to operations in Afghanistan,
NATO’s global role, and relations with the European Union. These policy debates
continue in the context of a widening gap between U.S. and European military capa-
bilities, due to shrinking European defense budgets and operational constraints, po-
litical transitions in Europe, and doubts among European elites and publics about
American leadership and values.

Transatlantic relations will continue to be concerned less with how Europe and
America relate to one another, and more with how they cooperate in dealing with the
rest of the world. To sustain the transatlantic relationship, the next administration
faces three overarching challenges: to encourage a fragmented, often reluctant Eu-
rope to become as full a partner in managing global security affairs as it is in promot-
ing development and demonstrate that the United States really welcomes such a part-
nership; to restore European confidence in American leadership post-Iraq; and to find
the right institutional arrangements and division of labor, particularly bilaterally with
the EU and between NATO and the EU, to advance many common interests.
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Several specific steps seem warranted to adapt and recalibrate transatlantic secu-
rity and defense cooperation:

• NATO’s 1999 strategic concept needs to be updated to reflect the multifac-
eted, global nature of the security threats that Allies confront in the early 21st

century, particularly terrorism, WMD proliferation, and stabilization of weak
states, and a consensus needs to be reached on steps to address these new
challenges. Allies should initiate efforts to prepare a new concept at the 2008
Bucharest Summit, while recognizing that the next U.S. administration will
need some time to conduct a policy review and formulate its approach before
completing work on a new concept.

• The Alliance should improve its planning and decisionmaking processes to
include granting military authorities greater discretionary authority in pre-
paring contingency plans, better integration of its military planning with the
capabilities of various civilian actors (for example, the UN, EU, World Bank,
and nongovernmental organizations) with whom NATO is working, and new
political procedures to authorize military operations by a limited group of
Allies with minimal operational oversight by countries not engaged.

• NATO and the EU need to improve their strategic dialogue and practical
cooperation at all levels to help bring together their complementary talent,
ideas, and resources to address major global security concerns. With grow-
ing EU involvement in security and defense matters, the United States also
needs to maintain vigorous diplomatic engagement in Brussels and national
capitals to ensure greater synergies and coherence regarding U.S. bilateral
ties with EU member states and its ties with European institutions.

• Allied leaders have affirmed that NATO remains open to new members. An
“open door” policy and active partnerships remain the best way for the alli-
ance to promote positive reforms within and effective cooperation with neigh-
boring nonmember governments. The Partnership for Peace should be trans-
formed, adequately resourced, and better integrated with bilateral and subre-
gional efforts to address new security challenges.

• NATO membership remains a divisive issue within Ukraine. However, con-
tinued allied support to Kyiv’s defense, security sector, and other reforms,
and active cooperation in the NATO-Ukraine Council can advance Ukraine’s
Euro-Atlantic integration and mutual security interests.

• Moscow continues to profess its openness to cooperation with NATO on com-
mon security concerns including counterterrorism, WMD proliferation, mis-
sile defense, and airspace management. Allies cannot ignore Russia’s retreat
from democracy but should remain willing to work with Moscow on such
mutual security interests so long as it respects the sovereignty of its neigh-
bors and other international commitments.

• NATO’s decade-long dialogue with Mediterranean neighbors has borne few
practical results, and it will take time to overcome unfamiliarity and suspicions
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among new partners in the broader Middle East. Nevertheless, NATO and
the EU can build capacity in and limited cooperation with countries in the
region through dialogue and training.

• Since 2001, NATO has undertaken operational military cooperation with
Australia, New Zealand, Japan, and South Korea to counter terrorism and
promote stability in Afghanistan and Iraq. NATO should develop mecha-
nisms for routine political consultations with these and other capable democ-
racies around the world; better integrate their armed forces into NATO-led
operations where they elect to participate; and improve their interoperability
with allied forces.

Balance in the Middle East
In the Middle East, U.S. security ties to Israel remain robust, but fragile partner-

ships with moderate Arab states have been strained by a number of policy differences,
particularly about how to handle the ethnosectarian turmoil in Iraq. Cooperation with
the Maghreb states on counterterrorism, maritime security, and counterproliferation
has advanced in recent years as a result of a growing convergence of interests on these
issues and shifting strategic assessments.

The future of U.S. partnerships in the Middle East will turn heavily on how suc-
cessful Washington is in stabilizing Iraq and balancing its strong support of Israel’s
security with efforts to promote a durable resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
Washington should seek the help of moderate Arab governments in addressing both
these challenges, while enhancing security assistance and cooperation with them in
areas of common concern such as terrorism, security of energy flows, and offsetting
the growth of Iranian power. Saudi Arabia and the other Gulf monarchies can be ex-
pected to provide quiet intelligence and law enforcement cooperation on countering
violent extremist groups, but they will want to avoid appearing too closely aligned
with the United States.

Any long-term U.S. military presence in the region must be reshaped to diminish
the rage that it continues to engender in the Muslim world while still reassuring part-
ners. The United States needs to maintain the capability to respond to major conven-
tional and WMD threats to its interests, to support partners in disrupting certain terror-
ist threats, and to deter Iranian hegemony. These objectives could be achieved with a
small permanent ground presence in the Gulf, together with ongoing naval operations
and rotational deployments of air and ground forces to cooperative security locations
for combined exercises and training with partners, and clear red lines about the U.S.
responses to terrorism and other acts of aggression.

The Bush administration’s efforts to promote democratic reforms in Iraq and
the Middle East have met strong resistance. Yet many leaders and elites in the region
appreciate that adapting their traditional societies and social structures to the re-
alities of globalization is essential to long-term prosperity and stability. The United
States should continue to support gradual political and social transformation that will
allow these countries to become better integrated into the global system without
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triggering an even greater Islamist rage, violent regime change, or anti-American
backlash.

South and Central Asia
U.S. security cooperation with the states of South and Central Asia has gained new

importance, given the war in Afghanistan, the requirements of U.S. global military
strategy, and Central Asia’s contribution to world energy supplies. A new, multifac-
eted strategic partnership with India has been initiated, and Pakistan and Afghanistan
have become partners in the struggle against terrorism.

While Pakistan has provided valuable assistance to the United States in com-
bating terrorism, the partnership remains fragile. Islamabad’s tenuous hold over its
Federally Administered Tribal Areas has allowed the region to remain a safe haven for
Taliban forces conducting operations in Afghanistan. This problem, along with
Pakistan’s enormous development challenges and Pervez Musharraf’s vulnerability
to domestic extremists and growing pressures to restore democracy, all suggest
that the U.S.-Pakistan partnership will remain vulnerable to intermittent disruptions
for some time.

U.S. political support to democracy and human rights in Central Asia will continue
to complicate cooperation with the region’s autocratic governments on countering
terrorism and other transnational threats. However, long-term U.S. interests in re-
gional stability will be best served by continued promotion of gradual economic and
political liberalization that will enable integration of Central Asia into the global
economy. Given their much bigger stake and influence in the region, U.S. security
strategy will need to engage Russia and China while remaining firmly supportive of
Central Asian sovereignty.

East Asia and the Pacific
Considerable progress has been achieved in adapting U.S. alliances in East Asia.

Complex and difficult negotiations with Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK) have
resulted in agreement to transform the U.S. military posture in region, allowing Wash-
ington to meet the security challenges of the post-9/11 world while reinforcing de-
fense commitments. Both Japan and the ROK have become more engaged in interna-
tional security affairs; Japan, with deployments to the Indian Ocean, Iraq, and other
parts of the Middle East, and the ROK with deployments to Iraq and Afghanistan.
Similarly, Australia has supported the United States in Afghanistan and Iraq, while
assuming greater responsibilities for stability in the South Pacific region.

Relations with other treaty allies (Thailand and the Philippines), as well as new
partners in Southeast Asia (Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia, and Vietnam), and
Mongolia (relations) have advanced in recent years on the strength of growing coop-
eration in combating terrorism and other transnational threats, humanitarian relief,
and peacekeeping cooperation.

The key strategic challenges for the United States and its allies in sustaining trans-
Pacific security relationships will be to transform the alliances with Japan and South
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Korea into fuller partnerships, rooted in shared interests and values and open to co-
operation with other countries in addressing certain regional and global security concerns;
to build consensus on dealing with China’s rising influence and military capabilities;
and to show how security ties with the United States provide a stable context for and
complement multilateral regional arrangements. Sustaining these relationships as
mature partnerships will require allies to maintain regular, high-level political dia-
logues, further transform their armed forces, and redouble efforts to sustain domestic
support. Several specific challenges confronting U.S. alliances with Japan, South Korea,
and Australia merit further discussion.

The U.S.-Japan Alliance

• The most immediate challenge in bilateral security relations involves imple-
mentation of the May 2006 agreement on realignment of the U.S. military
presence in Japan, which will reduce some of the friction associated with
that presence, enhance mutual security, and advance the transformation of
Japan’s Self-Defense Forces.

• Enhanced alliance cooperation on regional and global security problems
will require further strengthening of Japan’s national security institutions
and legal authorities, military capabilities, and interoperability with U.S.
forces.

• Cooperative development of ballistic missile defense technologies and con-
cepts has become a critical element of bilateral security relations in light of
North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons and ballistic missile delivery
systems. This cooperation also provides a long-term hedge against modern-
ization of China’s missile forces. Integrating U.S. and Japanese capabilities
to counter a range of possible attacks against either or both countries will
require patient dialogue and careful planning.

The U.S.–ROK Alliance

• The U.S.–ROK Security Policy Initiative has produced agreement on a com-
mon vision of the alliance, but further effort on the part of both governments
is required to broaden and deepen political support for a transformed alli-
ance and move it forward. Reshaped as an equal partnership between two
democracies committed to defending shared values and common interests, a
mature alliance can advance many mutual Korean-American interests on the
peninsula, stand against the emergence of an aggressive China, and effec-
tively support international stability and security.

• South Korea’s assumption of the leading role in the defense of the peninsula
will require continuing improvements in ROK military capabilities as well as
the development, by 2012, of new command structure to replace the present
Combined Forces Command. The long-term U.S. posture in the ROK should
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assure Seoul of an enduring defense commitment, fill critical gaps in ROK
capabilities, allow for rapid augmentation to repulse any aggressor, and pro-
vide the United States with a reliable foothold to support global security
operations.

• U.S. officials and the American media need to be sensitive to political and
social change in South Korea, and U.S. public diplomacy needs to be more
skillful in making the case for a transformed alliance, particularly with younger
people in Korea. Contacts between the U.S. Congress and the ROK National
Assembly are limited and should be expanded. The ROK government needs
to be more outspoken in refuting irresponsible attacks against the United
States in the South Korean media and public discourse and in explaining how
the alliance serves mutual interests.

The U.S.-Australia Alliance
U.S.-Australia security cooperation rests on a solid political foundation and will

remain deep and multifaceted for the foreseeable future. Australia’s small but effec-
tive armed forces play a leading role in addressing security challenges in Southeast
Asia and the South Pacific and provide valuable niche contributions to military opera-
tions around the world. Washington should avoid taking Australian support for U.S.
policies, particularly vis-à-vis China in a Taiwan crisis, for granted. Enhancements of
bilateral, trilateral (with Japan), and other multilateral (with NATO) consultations will
help sustain the relationship during periods of political transition and foster common
security policies.

Other Asian Alliances and Partnerships
Thailand remains a consistent supporter of the U.S. military presence in Southeast

Asia, providing access to key facilities and prepositioning of supplies, and U.S.
interoperability with Royal Thai Armed Forces has continued to grow. Counterter-
rorism cooperation has helped restore bilateral security ties with the Philippines, which
will likely remain strong, given a shared assessment of the risks. However, Philippine
nationalism will not support a large permanent U.S. military presence or major opera-
tions from its territory in the near future. At the same time, Manila’s increasingly
close relations with China have raised doubts about its willingness to support the
United States in a crisis over Taiwan. New Zealand and the United States, though
no longer treaty allies, remain close partners and cooperate on a number of regional
and global security issues including peacekeeping and combating terrorism.
Mongolia has become a valued partner in peacekeeping training and in combating
terrorism.

Several U.S. security partnerships in Southeast Asia have the potential to grow.
Singapore continues to value the U.S. military presence in the Asia-Pacific region and
has extended expanded access arrangements to U.S. naval vessels and aircraft. Progress
on democratization has led to restoration of U.S. support for Indonesia’s military re-
forms and modernization and allowed for increased bilateral cooperation on maritime
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security and counterterrorism activities. Common interest in freedom of navigation
and countering piracy and smuggling has advanced security cooperation with Malay-
sia. Similar regional interests are advancing U.S.-Vietnam security cooperation and
military-to-military contacts.

Western Hemisphere

U.S.-Canadian Security Relations
Security relations between the United States and Canada remain on a firm founda-

tion of good will and practical cooperation. Overall relations were somewhat strained
after 2001 due to erratic official dialogue and public disagreements on a number of
bilateral and international issues. More recently, there has been steady progress on
cross-border law enforcement and counterterrorism programs, including implemen-
tation of the December 2001 Smart Border action plan, which enhances security while
managing the flow of transit and trade; the March 2005 trilateral (with Mexico) Secu-
rity and Prosperity Partnership of North America focused on practical ways to pro-
mote health, safety, and commerce; and the renewal and expansion of the NORAD
aerospace defense agreement in 2006, to include integrated surveillance of the
continent’s maritime approaches and internal waterways. In the defense sector, stag-
nant defense budgets and limited modernization have further eroded the capabilities
of the Canadian Forces and raised concerns about their long-term interoperability
with the U.S. military and the depth of the Canadian commitment to North American
and transatlantic defense.

Canada’s first-ever National Security Policy (NSP), completed under the Paul Martin
government in 2004, provided a blueprint for improving the country’s capabilities in
intelligence, threat assessment, emergency planning, public health, and border secu-
rity to address 21st-century challenges. Another important step was the creation of a
unified national command, Canada Command, with new priority given to domestic
operations. The Conservative government led by Prime Minister Stephen Harper came
to office in February 2006 committed to further strengthening ties with the United
States and revitalizing the Canadian Forces. While the tone of Ottawa-Washington
dialogue and day-to-day operational collaboration have improved, it remains unclear
whether the minority Harper government can engender parliamentary support for
strengthening military capabilities or for more contentious issues, including Canadian
participation in the U.S. missile defense program.

Washington and Ottawa need to sustain high-level dialogue to build consensus on
common approaches to new security challenges and further adaptation of the alliance.
Washington should take a flexible and comprehensive approach to security burden-
sharing and be sensitive to Canadian sovereignty concerns in efforts to bolster defense
of the North American homeland. U.S. officials should also take into account the
broad range of Canadian security concerns, including illegal fishing off its shores,
control of events along its Arctic frontier, and vulnerability to infectious disease. Ca-
nadians need to make a long-term commitment to defense modernization if they want
to retain influence with the United States on security affairs. Washington should seek
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Canada’s help with specific technical challenges and defensive weapons rather than a
broad commitment to cooperation on missile defense. Many thorny sovereignty-related
issues will have to be sorted out before missile defense cooperation can advance.

Latin America and the Caribbean
There has been uneven progress since 2001 in adapting security relations with

other U.S. partners in the Western Hemisphere. While U.S. and Mexican law enforce-
ment and immigration officials have developed pragmatic, albeit wary, cooperation
on border security, military-to-military ties have remained minimal, due to institu-
tional asymmetries and Mexican sovereignty concerns and fears of subordination.
U.S. cooperation with Chile, Brazil, and several Central American and Caribbean
governments on regional and transnational security concerns has produced concrete
results and shows promise. U.S. support to Colombia’s counterinsurgency efforts re-
mains critical to strengthening that country and to containing and managing conflicts,
narcoterrorism, and other transnational threats in the Andean ridge. Multilateral secu-
rity cooperation in Latin America is progressing slowly, as habits of cooperation are
not well established and many governments are uneasy about their growing interde-
pendence. Traditional zero-sum thinking about national security concerns still restrains
serious Latin collaboration.

U.S. security relations with most countries in Latin America have been constrained
by partner concerns about Washington’s exercise of its global primacy, its episodic
engagement in the region, and differing approaches to transnational problems. The
Bush administration’s disinterest in multilateral institutions and the treatment of pris-
oners in Iraq and Guantanamo have eroded U.S. popularity and moral authority among
these less powerful governments that place great stock in international norms. Frus-
tration with ineffective national governance and U.S. support for economic policies
that have failed to deliver equitable development have fostered populism, such as
Hugo Chavez’s “Bolivarian Revolution” in Venezuela, and a new willingness to chal-
lenge Washington. The growing support for tougher immigration policies in the United
States adds to the hemispheric divide. Latin leaders have expanded subregional eco-
nomic cooperation and economic and political engagement with partners outside the
hemisphere to reduce dependence the United States. While U.S. influence in Latin
America has declined markedly since 2001, most leaders in the region seek to main-
tain good relations with the United States, their most important trading partner, and
recognize the need for at least intelligence-sharing with Washington in tackling new
and traditional security problems.

The key challenges for the United States in advancing security cooperation in the
hemisphere are to overcome lingering suspicions and doubts about its policies and
commitment to the region and to build consensus on a comprehensive vision and
strategy built on subregional security collaboration.

• The United States should continue developing all facets of its cooperation
with the governments of the Caribbean and Latin America to combat an
array of transnational threats in a more integrated fashion. The 1994 Summit



338 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

of the Americas in Miami introduced the concept that democratic institutions
and modern, open economies can best maintain regional peace and prosperity, a
concept further affirmed by the 2001 Inter-American Democratic Charter.
The 2003 Organization of American States Declaration on Security in the
Americas, which built on these principles and regional support for a new,
multidimensional approach to security, provides a sound conceptual context
for these efforts.

• Brazil, Chile, Colombia, and several countries in Central America have dem-
onstrated a willingness and ability to collaborate in managing security in the
hemisphere and contribute to regional and global peacekeeping and stabili-
zation operations. The United States should actively encourage and support
such efforts by Latin American governments.

• The weight of history, nationalism, asymmetries of interests and capabilities,
and lingering concerns about subordination will continue to limit bilateral
defense cooperation with Mexico. However, the United States might seek to
develop the partnership with Mexico and the Caribbean basin countries dis-
cussed above to address interrelated transnational security concerns and di-
saster response.

Security Partnerships in Africa
In the face of Africa’s growing economic importance and continuing state weak-

ness, the United States is nurturing partnerships with regional leaders in South Africa,
Nigeria, Kenya, and Ethiopia, and supporting efforts by the African Union and subre-
gional organizations to build African capabilities to maintain regional peace and sta-
bility and mitigate global terrorism. Creation of the new U.S. Africa Command will
enhance American military engagement, contingency planning, and support to train-
ing activities.

A Global Strategy for Alliances and Partnerships
Efforts to adapt alliances and develop new security partnerships are paying con-

crete dividends. Allies and partners are playing a critical role in support of U.S. efforts
to counter global terrorism and innovative mechanisms have been developed for intel-
ligence-sharing and operational coordination to disrupt and mitigate attacks. Allied
and partner engagement in stabilization, security transition, reconstruction, and hu-
manitarian missions in the Balkans, Afghanistan, Haiti, and Africa makes important
contributions to mutual security. U.S. allies and partners provide over 70 percent of
the funding and personnel for UN peacekeeping operations.

In an era of global security challenges and global force management, new patterns
of interaction and cooperation among U.S. allies and partners and regional security
institutions are needed. NATO is expanding its partnerships into the Middle East and
has developed effective operational cooperation with Australia, Japan, New Zealand,
and South Korea in the conduct of counterinsurgency and stability operations in
Afghanistan.



339Securing America’s Future

Cooperation among U.S. Allies and partners in East Asia also is continuing to
evolve. Trilateral U.S.-Japan-Australia cooperation has developed on the strength of
bilateral ties among the three governments and shared assessments of the security
environment. Trilateral U.S.-Japan-India cooperation has sought to build on common
regional concerns and shared democratic values. Renewal of trilateral U.S.–ROK–
Japan cooperation, which existed with respect to North Korea contingency planning,
could help advance the regional role of both alliance relationships and dampen ani-
mosities between Tokyo and Seoul.

Given growing interest in East Asia in new forms of regional security cooperation,
it is incumbent upon the United States and its Asian allies and partners to demonstrate
how these relationships can serve broader regional interests. Much as NATO’s Part-
nership for Peace program engaged Russia and other former Warsaw Pact countries in
humanitarian and peacekeeping activities to build confidence in NATO’s peaceful
intent, perhaps trilateral participation in future humanitarian or peace support opera-
tion along with China and other Asian countries would be a way to demonstrate that
both alliance relationships can contribute to regional security.

The Bush administration’s policies in Iraq and the war on terrorism have led to a
precipitous drop in global public opinion of the United States, even among some of its
closest allies and partners. Expanding and better integrating these relationships will
be a slow process until concrete steps are taken to restore confidence in Washington’s
leadership, strategic judgment, and moral authority. It will require demonstrating a
new willingness to listen to the views of other countries, and to work with them as
partners in solving common problems.

TRANSFORMING DEFENSE STRATEGY AND POSTURE

Taking Stock
The Bush administration made transformation of the U.S. defense establishment a

signature issue and put it in a new strategic context. Administration officials con-
tended that in an era of great uncertainty, the United States needed to identify unique
strategic strengths and potential vulnerabilities and systematically favor the latter in
investment decisions. Their vision of transformation comprised sweeping reforms of
DOD business practices, as well as accelerating a revolution in military operational
art and science. In the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report, the Penta-
gon leadership concluded that DOD is not producing sufficient transformational out-
put and must reform strategic decisionmaking. Rather than just look at output, chapter
eight of this volume assesses three core transformation reforms initiated by the Penta-
gon that are likely to determine whether the United States can field and manage trans-
formational military forces over the next decade: joint operating concepts (JOCs); a
capabilities-based approach to defense planning and resource allocation; and global
force planning.

The Bush administration’s transformation agenda is informed by elements of its
defense strategy, which calls for dissuading future military competition in part through
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experimentation with revolutionary operational concepts, capabilities, and organiza-
tional arrangements stimulated by a culture of innovation and risk-taking. In its 2001
QDR Report, the administration identified six specific operational areas as keys to
transformation: defending the homeland, denying enemies a sanctuary, projecting power
into denied areas, leveraging information technology for operations, protecting infor-
mation networks, and enhancing space operations. It also mandated roadmaps to de-
velop capabilities in these areas, along with the requisite shifts in resources.

Difficult questions about resource allocation to support transformation were com-
pounded after 9/11 by the demands of operations in Afghanistan and Iraq and led
some to question whether the Pentagon could simultaneously transform and fight the
war on terrorism. However, former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld maintained
throughout his tenure that DOD must do just that in order to prevail over terrorists and
deter and defeat future adversaries. Congressional support for increases to the defense
budget reduced but did not eliminate the tension between a high operations tempo and
transformation investments. This led the Pentagon to accept some near-term risks in
order to fund longer-term transformational capabilities. To improve management of
the process, the Pentagon issued the 2003 Transformation Planning Guidance. That
document called for, among other things, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in
coordination with the commander of the U.S. Joint Forces Command, to develop JOCs
that would depict how transformed forces would fight in the future and help senior
decisionmakers choose between competing investment options.

Joint Operating Concepts
The JOCs are intended to guide transformation, assuring that new concepts and

capabilities evolve in an interactive way, so that the joint force is prepared to operate
successfully against the most important threats of the next two decades. The objective
is to ensure that strategy and joint warfighting concepts drive requirements and pro-
grams, rather than vice versa, as has often happened in the past.

An overarching Capstone Concept for Joint Operations and four subordinate joint
operating concepts for homeland security, strategic deterrence, major combat opera-
tions, and stability operations have been drafted. A fifth JOC on irregular warfare is
planned. Iterations of the Capstone Concept have sought to capture the broad outline
of the new American way of war enabled by the emergence of information technolo-
gies and built on the tenets of network-centric warfare and effects-based operations. It
emphasizes high-quality shared awareness, dispersed forces, speed of command,
mobility, and flexibility in planning and execution. The premise of the concept is that
if U.S. forces fight first for information superiority, commanders would be able to
bring all available assets together rapidly to achieve desired effects better. It also em-
phasizes the military contribution to an integrated effort with interagency and multi-
national partners to achieve national objectives.

Chapter eight concludes that most of the JOCs lack sufficient specificity or fail to
address several difficult issues. If the joint operating concepts are to be effective tools
for transformation, they must eventually become discriminating and detailed enough
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to allow identification and prioritization of transformation requirements in the de-
fense program. They also must remain open to modification so they may incorporate
new findings from experimentation and practical experience.

A Capabilities-based Approach
The 2001 QDR also called for a new approach to developing military forces, capa-

bilities-based planning, that would identify capabilities that U.S. military forces would
need to deter or defeat a diverse range of future adversaries. This approach seeks to
overcome two limitations of previous defense planning: that it focused exclusively on
two archetypical threat cases that were actually anomalies—Korea and Iraq; and that
it was too reactive to systems deployed by adversaries. The goal is to focus less on
individual platforms and more on how joint forces could communicate and operate
together for greater effect against a wider range of threats.

The assumption that it is easier to anticipate the tactics an adversary will employ
than it is to predict their identity is open to challenge. In Afghanistan and Iraq, it
would have been easier to predict the adversary than their tactics. In addition, the
enemy tactics identified in the 2001 QDR Report—surprise, deception, and asymmet-
ric warfare—are vague, implying the need to prepare for just about anything. Using
uncertainty as a strategic principle is the antithesis of planning. Most planners now
recognize that some reference to threat cases is necessary. The greater innovation in
capabilities-based planning is recognizing the importance of assessing and managing
risk across a much more diverse range of threats. Implementation of a capabilities-
based approach to defense planning and resource allocation will take time, but chap-
ter eight proposes several steps that could accelerate the process:

• A white paper could clear up much of the confusion surrounding capabili-
ties-based planning. It should define the concept, its attributes, and purpose
in comparison of both risks and risk mitigation options.

• Handling the variability in threat and capability options characteristic of a
capabilities-based approach requires more robust joint analysis and a more
integrated planning, programming, and budgeting system informed by that
analysis than previously was the case.

• The Pentagon needs an authoritative, transparent, and discriminating ana-
lytic system and authoritative planning cases. It also needs sufficiently dis-
criminating and detailed joint operating concepts for how forces will be em-
ployed and risk metrics for evaluating the results of different concepts em-
ployed in different scenarios.

Global Force Planning
The 2001 QDR concluded that uncertainty about the origins of future threats also

requires development of global force planning and capabilities. The intent was to
provide the President with a wider range of military options to discourage aggression.
The concept adopted a much more demanding goal for deterring foreign adversaries



342 STRATEGIC CHALLENGES

by requiring forward-deployed forces, augmented by global capabilities, to defeat
enemy attacks rapidly in a wider range of potential contingencies with only modest
reinforcement from outside the theater. Achieving this goal requires changes in com-
mand and control, posture, and capabilities.

The new approach to global force management includes tools and policies for
administering worldwide deployment of forces and associated risk assessments, and
new combatant commander responsibilities that involve a global span of control over
some forces and missions. Combatant commanders with new global command re-
sponsibilities are expected to provide expert opinion and inputs for the global force
management system overseen by the Pentagon and other national authorities. The
driving force behind global force management is the need to assess and manage risk
better on a global basis, which requires a more centralized approach, including sys-
tems for near-real-time assessment of the location and readiness of all units around
the globe, and for weighing the risks associated with using those forces for various
purposes. The Pentagon calls the set of tools and processes to support decisionmaking
the global force management process, and it continues to work on a prototype of the
new system.

New Combatant Commander Relationships
In the past, the Pentagon organized U.S. combatant commands to deal with tradi-

tional contingencies occurring in one region or another, but those delineations are no
longer satisfactory. Regional conflicts with significant escalation potential that could
spill across regional boundaries—not to mention counterterrorism operations—in-
crease the need for global command and control. Consequently, U.S. defense leader-
ship has revised combatant commander responsibilities to deal with these cross-cut-
ting issues better and to integrate military capabilities more effectively with other
elements of national power. Beginning in 2002, the Bush administration made major
changes to both geographic and functional/global commands, both creating two new
geographic (Northern and Africa) and one functional/global (Strategic) commands
and altering the missions of others. Nonregional commands have been given ex-
panded responsibilities for global missions that cross regional boundaries—altering
the previous balance between geographic and global commands as well as expanding
functional responsibilities as managers of joint capabilities—changing the previous
balance between the Services as capability providers and combatant commands as
force employers. While the changes since 2002 have helped update the command
structure to address 21st-century threats, the command structure may still require fur-
ther adjustments.

• Determining the proper balance in the future between geographic, functional,
and global commands will be difficult, particularly in handling global chal-
lenges. Retaining some mix of the three with appropriate connectivity among
them is desirable. The commands will also find it difficult to balance noncombat
responsibilities such as peacetime planning and security cooperation.
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• The second challenge will be to move beyond integration of combatant com-
manders to interagency integration, as called for in the 2006 QDR and many
other national strategy documents. Many combatant commands have estab-
lished joint interagency coordination groups with personnel who can provide
liaison to their home agencies, but achieving better “whole of government”
efforts will require bolstering the planning and operational capabilities of
relevant civilian agencies and enhancing interagency planning and policy
implementation.

• Among various combatant commands and between the commands and
non-DOD agencies, concerted effort is required to guard against inefficient
or contradictory activities because of areas of overlapping or ill-defined
responsibilities.

Building a More Agile Global Posture
The Bush administration concluded early in its tenure that changes in the security

environment required a new global force posture to improve the agility of U.S. forces
to move quickly to unanticipated hot spots and that improvements in allied capabili-
ties allowed this to happen with reduced risk. Many U.S. military units are still sta-
tioned in proximity to potential Cold War–era flashpoints. In 2002, the Pentagon ini-
tiated the Global Posture Review (GPR) to review Cold War assumptions about the
location and structure of U.S. forces and to make recommendations on realigning the
basing of U.S. military forces around the globe.

In August 2004, the Pentagon announced the results of the GPR. It advanced a new
construct for overseas deployment infrastructure including well-equipped, permanent
main operating bases for the stationing of major forces, austere forward operating
locations for the temporary staging and onward movement of forces, and cooperative
security locations for use as intermediate staging bases. One additional aircraft carrier
battlegroup and more submarines will be forward-stationed in the Pacific, dramati-
cally cutting transit time for these platforms from their home bases to their anticipated
areas of deployment. Also, for the first time since the Vietnam War, Guam now has a
continuous presence of B–52 bombers on its shores. Army forces in Korea have be-
gun a long-overdue downsizing and relocation south of the Han River that better re-
flect the evolution of the North Korean threat and the advances made by the South
Korean Defense Forces. Throughout the world, headquarters will be streamlined, re-
dundant echelons of command eliminated, and forces reoriented toward global em-
ployment rather than regional focus.

Yet the initial results of the Global Posture Review fell short of far-reaching expec-
tations and fears overseas. Contrary to early predictions of a posture review driven by
politics or strategy, operational military logic has dominated the changes to date. Many
of the early and more radical ideas for reposturing the military’s global presence that
had strong political or strategic rationale in the abstract proved less attractive when
operational research demonstrated that they would contribute relatively little to strate-
gic agility. Since the initial results of the GPR deflated many expectations, the United
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States needs to mend some fences with potential partner states. Washington should
emphasize how these arrangements produce local economic and political benefits and
point out that their smaller footprint reduces political friction with local communities.
Moreover, routine operational (or training) use of these facilities demonstrates the
U.S. commitment to the host country and can also enhance the transformation of host
nation armed forces and improve their interoperability with U.S. counterparts.

Recalibrating the Capabilities Mix
New capabilities that provide the potential for rapid and, in some cases, almost

immediate response raise difficult command and control issues, but also make valu-
able contributions to deterrence. National missile defense and global intelligence, sur-
veillance, and reconnaissance (ISR) capabilities were emphasized in the 2001 QDR,
but the global reach of Special Operations Forces and some types of information op-
erations was also noted. In addition, long-range bombers capable of precision strikes
and the possibility of conventional intercontinental ballistic missiles and hypersonic
vehicles that could deliver lethal payloads raise the promise of other global rapid
response capabilities that support forward deterrence. However, some of these global
capabilities are extremely expensive and raise difficult investment and force design
issues. Something must be given up in order to pay for a force with these capabilities.
At the strategic level, there may be tradeoffs between investments in overseas bases
for ground and air forces and in naval and long-range aircraft.

Future options, such as the Navy’s concept for floating seabases, could make U.S.
military forces more sustainable and less dependent on allies for overseas deploy-
ments, but at quite some cost. Many analysts believe such capabilities as seabases and
shipborne mobile ballistic missile defenses make sense because they are impervious
to shifting political developments in a host country and present that country with
fewer risks and burdens. At the operational level, improvements in planning tools and
transportation methods, such as high-speed vessels or novel airships, could improve
strategic mobility.

Some have argued that the United States can also afford to downsize its extensive
forcible entry force structure. Sacrificing some of this force structure in favor of flex-
ible entry capabilities that expand the range of entry points an enemy must protect
would vastly complicate the enemy’s challenge of mounting an effective defense. The
argument that U.S. forces fight first for information superiority also raises questions
about tradeoffs between global ISR capabilities and force structure that provides strike
capability. Another tradeoff exists between costly global and theater ISR capabilities.
With respect to coalition operations, the greatest efficiencies may be possible from
investments in command and control capabilities that permit U.S. forces to share de-
tailed intelligence, rather than much more costly efforts to build interoperability.

Mustering Reforms for Transformation
Transformation of the U.S. defense establishment was accelerated by the 2001

Quadrennial Defense Review and the strong backing of both the President and
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Secretary of Defense. The Pentagon’s current leadership remains committed to trans-
formation, although the 2006 QDR and subsequent guidance from Secretary Robert
Gates placed new emphasis on improving military capabilities by enhancing manage-
ment processes and working more effectively with international and intragovern-
mental partners and less on exploitation of information-age technologies. This change
in emphasis reflects, in part, the demands of counterterrorism activities and other
global and regional security problems where effective collaboration with allies and
integration of all elements of national power are more critical to success than new
technologies. The tension between successfully combating terrorism and preparing
for future information-age threats will grow if the former absorbs increasing amounts
of senior leader attention and new-term funding. The most difficult strategic tradeoffs
could be avoided as long as the President and Congress are willing to support in-
creased levels of defense spending to fund current operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
Thus far, the Pentagon has been able to invest heavily in transformational starts with-
out abandoning much near-term capability. The 2006 QDR maintained this course by
cutting the size of air and naval forces, while resisting pressure to increase ground
forces in response to the demands of ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan.
How the Pentagon will adjudicate risk when the tradeoffs between transformation,
mere modernization, and current operations are more stark remains uncertain.

Sharply defining the essential elements of the security problems embodied by the
joint operating concepts would be helpful for illuminating choices and increasing
their utility as engines of transformation. Improving JOCs would also help accelerate
the development of capabilities-based planning, which in turn is necessary to prop-
erly evaluate options for global force management, design, and posture. The need to
assess and manage risk in light of far greater threat and capability variability is the
raison d’être of capabilities-based planning. The significance of increased variability
is that it heightens the complexity of defense planning and analysis. Complexity can
be managed only by holding firm to several large, foundational ideas about future
demands on forces. However, senior decisionmakers cannot make tough decisions
about defense programs without supporting concepts, organizations, and new modes
of analysis.

MANAGING U.S. GLOBAL ENGAGEMENT
Policy and organizational initiatives since 2001 have led to important progress in

addressing the seven strategic challenges explored in this book. However, much re-
mains to be done to enhance global order and advance vital U.S. interests over the
next decade.

A more successful counterterrorism strategy requires a synergy between actions
designed to eradicate jihadist terrorists and their structures and those designed to iso-
late jihadists from the wider Muslim population. Enhancing security of the homeland
calls for better integration of the efforts of civilian authorities, the military, the private
sector, and individual citizens, as well as further steps to improve domestic response
and coordination. Meeting the WMD proliferation challenge requires a comprehensive
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strategy to address both the demand and supply problems to include strengthening the
nonproliferation regime, diplomatic engagement, and the threat of force. U.S. regional
stabilization activities should be guided by three overarching goals: mitigating “fault-
line” conflicts; strengthening “anchor” states; and building humanitarian protection.
A posture of selective engagement built around these three strategic goals may have
the best chance of generating broad public support for engagement in these demand-
ing activities.

Developing more effective cooperation with China, Russia, and India will require
careful balancing of diverse U.S. interests and principles and a nuanced hedging strat-
egy of engagement, dissuasion, and deterrence to influence the political evolution and
long-term strategic choices of China and Russia in positive directions. The United
States must continue to strengthen cooperation with allies and partners and expand
and adapt these relationships to deal with new challenges. Better cross-regional inte-
gration of the activities of U.S. alliances and partnerships could create a global web of
relationships for effective common action on key strategic challenges. Sustaining de-
fense transformation in the context of continuing the struggle against terrorism will
require defining more sharply the essential elements of the security problems embod-
ied by the joint operating concepts and continuing to focus on enhancing manage-
ment processes and cooperation with international and intragovernmental partners.
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(formerly U.S. Atlantic Command) had both functional (joint experimentation)
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Rota (Cadiz), Spain. Furthermore, it reported that Oeiras (Lisbon) would host the
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ing Reduction of ‘Burden’ on Okinawa,” The Washington Post, October 6, 2004,
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54 See Frances M. Lussier, “Options for Changing the Army’s Overseas Basing,”
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provements in the Army’s strategic responsiveness, at least with respect to Ger-
many. In part because of an excellent German transportation network (that the
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artillery system. More recently, in an open forum discussion with defense writers,
Undersecretary of Defense for Policy, Douglas J. Feith, promised that the Defense
Department would provide lawmakers with analysis that would put proposed de-
fense program cuts into context. Apparently, the promise emerged in response to
speculation about the fate of Lockheed-Martin’s C–130 program, which has nu-
merous and powerful proponents on Capitol Hill. See Shailagh Murray, “Bush
Faces Pentagon Gunfight: Proposed Weapons-System Cuts Stir Republican Oppo-
sition,” The Wall Street Journal, February 1, 2005, 4.

59 For one discussion of a necessary prerequisite for capabilities-based planning, see
Christopher J. Lamb and Irving Lachow, Reforming Pentagon Strategic Decision-
making, Strategic Forum 221 (Washington, DC: National Defense University Press,
July 2006), available at <http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Strforum/SF221/SF221.pdf>.
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