
Ad a p t i n g to the New N a t i o n a l
Security Environment 
B r i e f l y. . .
T he new adm i n i s t ra t ion’s sig nal challenge in int e r na t io nal affairs will be to use U.S. pri-
macy to foster a global system that advances fre e dom, peace, and prosperity for Ame r-
ic a ns and the world. Fore ign and security policy is an uns t i nt i ng re s p o ns i b i l i t y, and
lapses in attent ion or leadership could bring about new crises.

S e v e ral attributes inherited by the new adm i n i s t ra t ion may de t e r m i ne the pro s p e c t s
for suc c e s s. Those attributes inc l ude working with an evenly divided Cong ress and the
l i nge r i ng bitterness re s u l t i ng from a hotly contested election; Ame r ica’s global pre - e m i-
ne nce but also an int e r na t io nal backlash against U.S. leadership; econo m ic stre ngth and
a peaceful Western He m i s p he re but unc e r t a i nt ies over the endu ra nce of both the s e
t re nds; peace amo ng the major powers but serious questio ns about how to build a mo re
stable peace amo ng them; the persistence of re g io nal tro u b l e ma kers and the cont i nu i ng
p ro l i f e ra t ion of nuc l e a r, bio l o g ical, and other weapons; and the challenge of int e g ra t i ng
values into effective polic ies such as criteria for hu ma n i t a r ian int e r v e nt ion and tra de of f s
between hu man rig hts and tra d i t io nal security conc e r ns.

O ne of the first orders of business for the new adm i n i s t ra t ion should be to conduct a
s w e e p i ng re v iew of na t io nal security struc t u re and stra t e g y. The curre nt bure a uc racy was
built on the fo u nda t ion of the 1947 Na t io nal Security Act, which created critical ins t i-
t u t io ns such as the Na t io nal Security Council, the Cent ral Int e l l ige nce Age nc y, and the
D e p a r t me nt of Defens e. It is time to exa m i ne anew whe t her this struc t u re best meets the
needs of the na t ion. At the same time, stra t e g ic policy planners in the new adm i n i s t ra-
t ion should attempt to pre p a re the critical policy guida nce that will articulate objectives
a nd prio r i t ies and re a l i s t ically explain how to achieve the m .

T he re c o m me nda t io ns of the U.S. Commission on Na t io nal Security in the 21st Cen-
tury should be closely cons ide red in thinking about possible de p a r t u res in struc t u re and
s t ra t e g y. The three reports of the bipartisan commission are re f re s h i ngly compre he ns i v e
a nd offer ideas that could help the United States shape the next phase of history.

D e v e l o p i ng and impleme nt i ng a well-tho u g ht-out strategy will be greatly enhanc e d
by re o rg a n i z i ng the ex i s t i ng struc t u res and standa rd opera t i ng pro c e du re s. Amo ng the
major steps that mig ht be cons ide red are the fo l l o w i ng :
• re-establish the importance of stra t e g ic policy planning capabilitie s
• s t re ng t hen the du t ie s, account a b i l i t y, and standa rds of our diplomats and other fo r-

e ign affairs of f ic ia l s
• i m p rove the quality and re s o u rces of our civilian age nc ies involved in int e r na t io nal affa i r s

so they are better pre p a red for int e ra ge ncy coopera t ion and enlarge the array of possible
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i ns t r u me nts of policy to inc l ude better use of public diplomacy and political tools
• clarify the role of the Armed Forc e s, which are caught between two para d ig ms —

re t a i n i ng decisive fo rce to win large wars, and pro v id i ng a re a c t ion fo rce for hu ma n-
i t a r ian int e r v e nt io ns

• i nc o r p o rate new ins t r u me nts of policy into the tra d i t io nal portfo l io of military and
d i p l o ma t ic ins t r u me nt s

• cultivate coalitio ns of the willing and actively tend to them to advance U.S. int e re s t s

I n t ro d u c t i o n
T he next adm i n i s t ra t ion will find the na t io nal security and fo re ign policy enviro n me nt
c h a l l e ng i ng, perhaps overwhe l m i ng. This is not only because int e r na t io nal security is
c h a racterized by a confusing mixture of tra d i t io nal and no nt ra d i t io nal issues, but also
because of the absence of an agreed stra t e g y, an ant i q uated opera t i ng system, a weak-
e n i ng of the disciplines of statecraft, and a lack of suffic ie nt re s o u rc e s. These issues were
ex p l o red by leading experts at the annual confere nce of the Diploma t ic and Consular Offi-
c e r s, Retired As s o c ia t ion (DACOR), which was conducted at the World Bank on October
6 with the close coopera t ion of the United States Institute of Pe a c e. The fo l l o w i ng re p o r t
s u m marizes and synt hesizes the hig h l ig ht s.

The New Ad m i n i s t ra t i o n ’s Inheritance
T he new adm i n i s t ra t ion will inherit re s p o nsibility for the still inc hoate post–Cold Wa r
w o r l d. Analysts emphasize differe nt issues, but collectively they point to at least 10
attributes of that inhe r i t a nc e. Those attributes, in no particular orde r, inc l ude :
• Sole superpower status: T he United States is the world’s pre e m i ne nt power, a truly

global power, and the only cohe re nt center of political, econo m ic, and military
s t re ngth. Sustained econo m ic growth fuels United States confide nce and influence in
t he world. A sudden or pro l o nged slowdown in the U.S. econo my, ho w e v e r, could sig-
n i f ic a ntly tra ns form the orie nt a t ion of Ame r ican fo re ign polic y. 

• A divided Congress: T he new pre s ide nt must deal with a Cong ress in which the re is a
s l e nder majority in the House of Repre s e ntatives and a split Sena t e. A Cong ress torn
in multiple dire c t io ns, in which the center is weak and special int e rests too often pre-
vail, is partly a re f l e c t ion of a distanced population. The next adm i n i s t ra t ion will have
to lead despite popular ind i f f e re nc e, as well as questio ns about the pre s ide nt’s ma n-
date in the wake of a contested electio n .

• A peaceful Western Hemisphere: No t w i t hs t a nd i ng Fidel Castro’s longevity and the
g ro w i ng na rc o - i ns u rge ncy in Colombia, the United States enjoys a largely de mo c ra t-
ic and peaceful Western He m i s p he re. Should the pro b l e ms of Colombia gro w, ho w e v-
e r, spilling over into other parts of the Andean re g ion, the United States would be fa r
mo re pre o c c u p ied with its own re g ion to the exc l u s ion of furthe r - f l u ng int e re s t s.

• Rising anti-Americanism: Resent me nt of the United States, and of globalization that
ma ny see as syno ny mous with the United States, is mo u nt i ng. This re s e nt me nt will
h i nder attempts to erect global tra d i ng and fina nc ial ins t i t u t io ns and impleme nt bold
p o l ic ie s, particularly those seen as re f l e c t i ng Ame r ican unilateralism or he ge mo n i s m .

• Major power peace: This re ma r kable cons e q u e nce of the Soviet Un ion’s de m i s e
e ndu re s, at least for the mo me nt. Pre v e nt i ng the re e me rge nce of a peer competitor
s hould be possible in the ne a r - t o - m id term, but cre a t i ng a concert of powers will be
far mo re pro b l e ma t ic. Russia is not yet anc ho red in the West, China’s re s u rge nc e
e v o kes re g io nal fears, the United States appears ambivalent about partnership with
a vibra nt Euro p e, Japan cont i nues to search for its post–World War II role in the
w o r l d, and Ind ia’s potent ial as a major power is only beginning to be re a l i z e d.
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• The persistence of regional troublemake r s : Despite the demise of some “ro g u e ”
re g i me s, such as that of Slobodan Milosevic, and positive sig ns ema na t i ng from oth-
ers such as Iran and North Ko rea, the United States and other key members of the
i nt e r na t io nal community will cont i nue to be confro nted with rogue re g i me s — s t a t e s
still unde c ided about joining the comity of na t io ns. Cont a i n i ng or otherwise de a l i ng
with such re g i me s, while cont i nu i ng to ma ke pro g ress in fo r merly tro u b l e s o me are a s,
will be a major challenge fa c i ng the new adm i n i s t ra t io n .

• The spread of weapons of mass destruction: No n p ro l i f e ra t ion re g i mes and no r ms have
not halted the spread of inc re a s i ngly lethal me a ns of warfa re, especially nuclear and
b io l o g ical weapons. Not only are these re g i mes teetering, but also Ame r ican leade r-
ship of no n p ro l i f e ra t ion re g i mes is suspect aro u nd the world.

• The challenge of integrating our values into effective policy: Hu man rig hts no r ms and de mo c-
ra t i z a t ion have taken on inc re a s i ng importance in U.S. post–Cold War fo re ign polic y, but
t he United States has yet to devise cohe re nt criteria for hu ma n i t a r ian int e r v e nt ion or to
delimit such int e r v e nt ion to solely “hu ma n i t a r ian” purposes. The U.S. go v e r n me nt mu s t
f ig u re out how to weigh tra de offs between hu man rig hts and mo re tra d i t io nal int e re s t s. 

• The absence of a comprehensive security agenda: Even in the midst of tra d i t io na l
c o nc e r ns, the gro w i ng list of tra ns na t io nal and no nt ra d i t io nal conc e r ns pro v ides a
host of challenge s. Te r rorism and political and re l ig ious ex t remism, enviro n me nt a l
de g ra da t ion, int e r na t io nal crime and illegal na rc o t ics tra f f ic k i ng, hu ma n i t a r ian dis-
a s t e r s, failed states leading to warlordism, disease, and illegal immig ra t ion are all
part of the new security age nda .

• An antiquated national security and foreign policy structure: Based on the 1947
Na t io nal Security Act, and ex p a nded to meet the needs of the Cold Wa r, the bure a u-
c ra t ic inhe r i t a nce is not ideally de s ig ned to meet the challenges of the 21st cent u r y.

The Overriding Challenge
T he bre a dth and scope of challenges fa c i ng Ame r ican global leadership are eno r mo u s. The
o v e r r id i ng challenge for the next pre s ide nt and his adm i n i s t ra t ion is the wise and jud ic io u s
use of Ame r ican primacy in global affa i r s. Fore ign and security policy is an unre l e nt i ng, 24-
ho u r - a - day job. “Cherry pic k i ng” only the most politically attractive issues will not re do u nd
to Ame r ica’s credit, because good leadership re q u i res pre d ictable polic ies across a full ra nge
of issues. Ina c t ion has costs, too, and the United States is too important to stand aside
with respect to critical world de v e l o p me nt s. Mo re o v e r, although the pre s ide nt must seek to
maximize bipartisan coopera t ion with Cong re s s, only the White House can instill U.S. fo r-
e ign policy with the essent ial cohe re nce and credibility to re a s s u re other na t io ns.

T he wise use of Ame r ican primacy me a ns cra f t i ng a new na t io nal stra t e g y, re s t r uc-
t u r i ng ins t i t u t io ns and processes de s ig ned for the Cold Wa r, re s t o r i ng the disciplines and
skills of fo re ign and security policy to the hig hest level of achie v e me nt, and pro v id i ng
our pra c t i t io ners with ade q uate re s o u rces and support. We also have to bring fo re ig n
p o l icy back to the fo re f ro nt of the public int e rest. In an era of globalization, the liveli-
hoods of inc re a s i ng numbers of Ame r ic a ns are affected by world affa i r s. 

A Compre h e n s i ve Strategic Rev i ew
T he first thing a new pre s ide nt should do is to conduct a compre he nsive na t io nal secu-
rity re v iew to establish prio r i t ie s, bring our na t io nal security struc t u re into “sync” with
t he challenge s, and set the appro p r iate tenor and high standa rds of the adm i n i s t ra t io n ’ s
c o nduct of fo re ign and security polic y. 

In conduc t i ng a stra t e g ic re v ie w, the inc o m i ng adm i n i s t ra t ion should take stock of
what is new and what is endu r i ng. New features inc l ude planning for ge ne r ic ra t her than
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s p e c i f ic threats; exe rc i s i ng power under cond i t io ns of re duced state legitimacy and de c l i n-
i ng int e rest in fo re ign affairs; the inc re a s i ng role of no ngo v e r n me ntal org a n i z a t io ns and
“people power” in int e r na t io nal security; and the de c l i ne in the disciplines of statecra f t .
What endu res is the importance of pre d ictable leadership; na t u ral laws such as power
a b ho r r i ng a vacuum—whe t her in the Indo ne s ian arc h i p e l a go or the Ferg a na Va l l e y — a nd
t he cons e q u e nces of ina c t ion. Denial of change in the world is not an effective polic y. It
will be far mo re effective to seize change as an opportunity than to de ny it.

A New National Security Ac t ?
Ma ny veteran pra c t i t io ners wonder whe t her the United States needs a new Na t io nal Secu-
rity Act to supersede the 1947 act. Although the re is no single concept that is likely to
a s s u me the all-enc o m p a s s i ng importance of the fo r mer policy of cont a i n me nt, a ne w
a dm i n i s t ra t ion may want to cons ider both a new Na t io nal Security Act and a new na t io n-
al security strategy akin to NSC-68, the policy directive written in 1950 by Paul H. Nitze
a nd the State Departme nt’s Po l icy Planning Staff to guide the policy of cont a i n me nt .

The 1947 Na t io nal Security Act, which created our curre nt fo re ign and security polic y
b u re a uc racy (the Na t io nal Security Council or NSC, the Departme nt of Defens e, the Jo i nt Chie f s
of Staff, and the Cent ral Int e l l ige nce Age ncy) is mo re than 50 years old. It was created and
mo d i f ied over five de c a des of tinke r i ng with one overa rc h i ng purpose in mind: to contain the
S o v iet Bloc. Not only does the United States need new guid i ng principles to replace cont a i n-
me nt, the bure a uc racy also needs a struc t u ral overhaul, because form influences cont e nt. 

The U.S. Commission on National Security in the 21st Century
In conduc t i ng a compre he nsive re v ie w, the next adm i n i s t ra t ion need not start fro m
s c ratch. While the re have been nu me rous of f ic ial and private re v iews since the end of the
Cold Wa r, the U.S. Commission on Na t io nal Security in the 21st Century pro v ides a par-
t icularly rich me nu of ideas on which to dra w. The bipartisan, inde p e nde nt commissio n
was chartered in 1998 to exa m i ne the ina de q ua c ies of the 1947 Na t io nal Security Ac t .
I m p o r t a nt l y, it is not focused on de f e nse policy na r rowly construed as fo rce struc t u re, but
mo re broadly on the struc t u re and process of na t io nal security de c i s io n - ma k i ng. The pre-
s e nt system is dy s f u nc t io nal and cannot meet the challenges and opportunities of the
c o m i ng cent u r y, and the commission believes “we can’t get the re from he re. ”

T he commission’s first report, “New World Coming,” hig h l ig hts several global tre nd s.
Ad v a nces in scie nce and technology are simu l t a neously ma k i ng us smarter and dumber (or at
least no better able to pre d ict events). Econo m ic globalization is both int e g ra t i ng and fra g-
me nt i ng the world between “have” and “have no t s,” “want” and “want no t s.” Socio - p o l i t ic a l
t re nd s, such as the rising tide of de mo c racy and ma r ket econo m ic s, are simu l t a neously re duc-
i ng the salie ncy of sovere ig nty and stoking na t io nalism. With respect to military security, we
live in an era of inverted de t e r re nce in which the major powers are de t e r red by rogue re g i me s
re s o r t i ng to asymme t r ical me a ns. At the same time, the security our country has enjoyed seems
to be evapora t i ng, and the challenges to it will probably cont i nue to mo u nt. 

T he commission’s second report, “Seeking a Na t io nal Stra t e g y,” hig h l ig hts seven ide a s
a f f e c t i ng the future dire c t ion of U.S. security polic y. First, tone ma t t e r s, and power witho u t
w i s dom is unw o r t hy. Second, we must do a better job at ant ic i p a t i ng challenge s. Third, we
must int e g rate no nt ra d i t io nal and tra d i t io nal eleme nts of power. Fourth, we must retain poli-
cy agility. Fifth, we must nu r t u re new me c h a n i s ms for de a l i ng with the blurring lines of do me s-
t ic insecurity and int e r na t io nal security. Sixth, we need new me a ns to assess our perfo r ma nc e,
as well as the ability to adjust based on lessons learne d. Fina l l y, we need mo re cohe re nc e
between our do me s t ic political debate and our int e r na t io nal role and re s p o ns i b i l i t ie s.

T he commission’s third and final report is due to be de l i v e red to the pre s ide nt - e l e c t ’ s
t ra ns i t ion team in December. Recomme nda t io ns, both ex p l icit and implicit, are likely to
fall into four catego r ie s. First, the report or commission members will re c o m me nd ins t i-
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t u t io nal re form: pre s e r v i ng the important role of the Na t io nal Security Council staff;
s u g ge s t i ng major re o rg a n i z a t ion of the State Departme nt, to inc l ude cre a t i ng re g io na l
p o l i t ical autho r i t ies that parallel the military’s unified comma nde r s - i n - c h ief; and upgra d-
i ng the State Departme nt’s budget by shifting it from fo re ign affairs to na t io nal security.
S e c o nd, the report may ma ke re c o m me nda t io ns re g a rd i ng do me s t ic security, to inc l ude a
new adm i n i s t rative struc t u re he a ded by an of f ic ial with Cabinet rank and separate fro m
t he Departme nt of Defens e. Third, the report will focus on our go v e r n me nt’s hu man cap-
ital, because good policy re q u i res good people. The re is ge ne ral ero s ion in the ethos of
p u b l ic servic e, and both the Fore ign Service and the Armed Services are having diffic u l t y
in attra c t i ng and re t a i n i ng the “best and brig htest.” Fourth, the report will unde r s c o re the
f ragility of the de f e nse indu s t r ial base. Tu r n i ng private sector kno w - how into public go o d s
will be a major challenge in coming years, and one solution may be to create a mo re flex-
ible career path that allows people to go back and forth between the public and private
s e c t o r s. Me a nw h i l e, commission members also see the need for a new Na t io nal Security
E duc a t ion Act in order to sho re up the tra i n i ng of Ame r ican ma t he ma t ic ia ns, scie nt i s t s,
a nd eng i ne e r s, and perhaps also curre nt and future leaders in int e r na t io nal affa i r s.

R e o rganizing for the 21st Century 
As s u m i ng we know what we want to do with Ame r ican prima c y, how do we tra nslate our
p re - e m i ne nce into effective policy? Leadership in the Executive Bra nch must begin with
t he pre s ide nt, who should appoint a cohesive and competent Cabinet. The pre s ide nt
s hould also cons ider the fo l l o w i ng major steps.

S t rengthening Strategic Planning and Intera g e n cy Coord i n a t i o n
A l t hough we have learned lessons from hu ma n i t a r ian military int e r v e nt io ns of the
1 9 9 0 s — s uch as the importance of the unity of comma nd and the need for a clear 
p o l i t ical-military plan—we have stopped short of impleme nt i ng those lessons. Pre s i-
de nt ial Decision Directives for ma na g i ng complex cont i nge ncy opera t io ns have yet to be
i nculcated and enfo rced amo ng senior of f ic ials in differe nt age nc ie s. 

B e de v i l i ng int e ra ge ncy coopera t ion is the perplex i ng budgetary challenge of how to
get re s o u rces when de p a r t me nt he a d s — a nd not NSC of f ic ia l s — a re re s p o nsible for fund-
i ng pro g ra ms. For ins t a nc e, even though int e ra ge ncy coord i na t ion for count e r t e r ro r i s m
is ro u t i ne, the re re ma i ns a persistent problem of find i ng appro p r iate funds for go o d
ide a s. The Defense Departme nt’s relative wealth often leads to Defense fund i ng for civil-
ian pro g ra ms, which in turn ero des int e ra ge ncy trust. A new solution involving the NSC
a nd the Office of Ma na ge me nt and Budget (OMB) is ne e de d.

I nt e ra ge ncy planning will be critical to de t e r m i n i ng when and how to int e r v e ne in
c o m p l ex cont i nge nc ie s. Clearly int e rests should be at stake, but the harder question will
be how to maximize our stra t e g ic weig ht so that our actio ns pro duce a positive and
i ndelible impact.

R e s toring the Disciplines of Diplomacy
As the new adm i n i s t ra t ion also revamps the civilian age nc ie s, it should also return to
t he disciplines of diploma c y. Chief amo ng those disciplines is re s t o r i ng account a b i l-
ity into our age nc ie s, re w a rd i ng opera t io nal competenc e, and re c o g n i z i ng that the
s e a rch for peace is an all-enc o m p a s s i ng, full-time job, like waging war. Po l icy imple-
me nt a t ion, not me rely pro no u nc e me nt, should be the me a s u re of our effectivene s s.
We should not dispense with diplomats but ra t her re s t o re them by giving them re a l
re s p o ns i b i l i t y. Too often our ambassadors have become me re ho t e l ie r s, property ma n-
a ge r s, and NGO coord i na t o r s. Ins t e a d, our diplomats should be elite problem solvers
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a nd conflict ma na ge r s. We also need to level the playing field so that our civilia ns
have the technology and tra i n i ng to sit down and deal effectively in an int e ra ge nc y
s e t t i ng. 

D e f e n s e - D i p l o m a cy Imbalance
T he old aphorism, “millio ns for de f e ns e, not a cent for tribute,” is ina p p ro p r iate fo r
t he curre nt benign enviro n me nt and globalization. While the na t ion needs a stro ng
de f e ns e, military and non-military ins t r u me nts of power should not be seen as a zero -
sum equa t ion. The re is a broad cons e nsus that our civilian capabilities are at risk.
W he reas the re is a ge ne ral cons e nsus on the need to ade q uately fund our de f e ns e s,
t he re re ma i ns wide s p read ind i f f e re nce about our investme nt in fo re ign affairs spend-
i ng. At the time the Na t io nal Security Act was passed in 1947, our de f e nse spend i ng
was only double that of fo re ign affairs spend i ng, a 2:1 ra t io. Thro u g hout the Cold Wa r
t he ra t io was 15:1. No w, a de c a de after the end of the Cold Wa r, the ra t io is still 15:1.
This is not me a nt as an assault on de f e nse spend i ng but ra t her to suggest that our
fo re ign affairs spend i ng, our non-military ins t r u me nts of power (our diploma c y, sup-
port for int e r na t io nal ins t i t u t io ns, and fo re ign aid), have not received the investme nt
a nd attent ion we devoted to them after World War II. 

Giving the Military a Clear Dire c t i o n
T he military is waiting for dire c t ion and, in its absenc e, is filling the void until civilia n
l e a ders de t e r m i ne what they want from Ame r ican global leadership. Our Armed Servic e s
a re capable but confused from fits-and-starts appro a c he s. We have to de c ide as a na t io n
what we want to be. 

O ne military role is that of a beacon, a shining example in which we focus on re t a i n-
i ng decisive fo rce to fig ht and win the na t ion’s wars. This fo rce must be re a dy to de p l o y
to de f e nd our int e rests from re g io nal rogue re g i mes and to he dge against the re e me r-
ge nce of a peer competitor. 

T he second military role is that of a crusade r, a change age nt and fire brig a de oper-
a t i ng on the seam between war and civilian disorde r. In ge ne ral, most U.S. military of f i-
cers prefer the fo r me r, for like their British fo rebears at the end of World War I, they long
to “get back to real soldie r i ng.” They tend to see Opera t io ns Other Than War as mo s t l y
“ d i s t ra c t io ns” to be kept at arm’s length. 

This is clear: the price of inde c i s ion, of not clearly emphasizing one path or the othe r,
w i t hout far mo re fund i ng and political will, is to de g ra de both capabilitie s. The military
must not be left adr i f t .

In short, the new adm i n i s t ra t ion needs to create a real military stra t e g y, one that
gives far mo re de f i n i t ion to shaping the enviro n me nt than simply espousing the amo r-
p hous term “e ng a ge me nt.” Second, the military must operate within a revamped int e r-
a ge ncy process in which civilian capabilities are sig n i f ic a ntly augme nt e d. Third, core
c o m p e t e nc ies should be assig ned to each servic e. Fina l l y, bipartisan political cons e ns u s
needs to be re a c hed on these issues in order to impleme nt the m .

I n c o r p o rating New Instruments of Po l i cy
A no t her issue is how to stre ng t hen a broad array of effective policy ins t r u me nt s. Our
na t io nal security struc t u re is out of sync with the challenges we must cont e nd with.
Our military fo rces are still at the cutting edge of de v e l o p me nt, and yet classical mil-
itary power is not cent ral to most tasks imposed on our Armed Forces toda y. Me a n-
w h i l e, our civilian assets have been atro p hy i ng. Even when our military fo rces could
be part of an effective, long-term approach, the United States is hampered from using
t hem. A good example of this is the effective use of military-to-military re l a t io ns to

6

Our fo reign affairs spending,

our non-military instruments of

p ower (our diplomacy, support

for international institutions,

and fo reign aid), have not

re c e i ved the investment and

attention we devoted to them

after World War II. 

The United States needs to

d evelop its tools for wo r k i n g

with people on the ground, not

just imposing solutions fro m

a fa r. We need to further re f i n e

our understanding of how to

b reak the obedience of the 

g overned from tyra n n i e s. 



build prof e s s io nal militaries in pivotal count r ies such as Pakistan and Indo ne s ia ,
w he re military educ a t ion pro g ra ms are pre v e nted because of conc e r ns over pro l i f e ra-
t ion and hu man rig hts issues.

We also need to fully take stock of new or neglected ins t r u me nts of power. For
i ns t a nc e, “people power,” in which massive groups of citizens withdraw their obedi-
e nce to an illegitimate re g i me and de mo ns t rate their dissatisfa c t ion through stra t e-
g ic no n - v io l e nc e, can also be part of the solution in re g io nal flashpoint s, as re c e nt l y
s hown in Belgra de. The United States needs to develop its tools for working with
people on the gro u nd, not just imposing solutio ns from afa r. We need to furthe r
re f i ne our unde r s t a nd i ng of how to break the obedie nce of the go v e r ned fro m
t y ra n n ie s. 

We should also ma ke use of our “soft power” do m i na nc e, such as how we allow civil
s o c iety and the business sector to flourish inde p e nde ntly of cent ral go v e r n me nt cont ro l .
T he re is a mu l t i p l icity of challenges in the world toda y, and the United States sho u l d
ex p a nd its toolkit in order to deal with these challenges through the most appro p r ia t e
a nd cost-effective me a ns.

Coalition Building
I nt e r na t io na l l y, we need to do better at building coalitio ns by pre a c h i ng less, listening
mo re, de v e l o p i ng a common view of key issues, and sharing cre d i t .

The United States is in a league of its own among the world’s nations. But Amer-
ica’s size and perceived arrogance make even the closest U.S. allies nervous. The
French have dubbed us the “hyper power.” We risk resuscitating Russia and China
as enemies. We are also at odds with the United Nations. In contrast, our domes-
tic debate over foreign policy tends either to focus on parochial issues or exhibit
rank indifference. Neither one is helpful to establishing American leadership. We
are the most potent change agent in the world, yet there is so much in the world
that we are incapable of coping with, especially alone. How do we build interna-
tional and regional institutions to assume more of the burdens of creating a durable
peace in the 21st century? 

T he re are my r iad challenges to building coalitio ns. 
• First, we must not wait until the event is upon us to start building coalitio ns; ins t e a d,

we should be dilige ntly de v e l o p i ng partners and cre a t i ng security commu n i t ie s. 
• S e c o nd, we have to upgra de the political value of coalition partners in the minds of

Wa s h i ngton de c i s io n - ma kers in both the White House and the Cong re s s.
• Th i rd, we have to ma na ge the gap between political legitimacy (which coalition part-

ners usually add) and enhanced capability (from which partners some t i mes subtract). 
• Fourth, we need to re s t rain our own arro g a nc e, re c o g n i z i ng things we some t i mes lack

( s uch as levera ge, cre d i b i l i t y, or legitimacy) and the cons e q u e nt need for power shar-
i ng. For ins t a nc e, we should recognize that we ne e ded Cana da to help work with
I ndo ne s ia to enc o u ra ge the Chinese to be flexible on issues related to stability in the
South China Sea. Similarly, we ne e ded a No r w e g ian no ngo v e r n me ntal org a n i z a t ion to
assemble Colombian fa c t io ns to advance a peace pro c e s s. 

• Fifth, we need to know what not to do, such as taking precipitous action without a
w e l l - t ho u g ht-out plan. In Sie r ra Leone, the British sent 1,000 soldiers in re s p o nse to
a ho s t a ge crisis befo re the re was a cohe re nt plan of action or int e r na t io nal support. 

• Sixth, we also need to help re g io nal org a n i z a t io ns help the ms e l v e s, to share re s p o n-
sibility for re g io nal and global orde r. In Africa, our Special Forces train future peace-
ke e p e r s. Our European Comma nd He a d q uarters facilitates crisis ma na ge me nt gro u p s,
p ro v id i ng a mo del to help others organize for successful action. Building re g io na l
c a p a b i l i t ies is important, and the re are times when we will need re g io nal leaders to
t a ke the lead (as Au s t ra l ia did in East Timor). But the re may also be times whe n
re g io ns re q u i re the United States to act. In Rwanda in April 1994, for exa m p l e, the re
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was a three-week window and only one military had the capability to re s p o nd. Ina c-
t ion cost up to 900,000 lives.

P roviding Adequate Resourc e s
P ro v id i ng ade q uate re s o u rces me a ns ma k i ng clear de c i s io ns on de f e nse spend i ng so that
our tre a s u re is not squa nde red by wasteful du p l ic a t ion. Pro v id i ng ade q uate re s o u rces fo r
fo re ign affairs me a ns not just re s t r uc t u r i ng but also inc re a s i ng overall spend i ng. We mu s t
not slip out of the habit of global leadership, and pro v id i ng greater re s o u rces can be part
of a compre he nsive solutio n .

We also need to be mindful of the next ge ne ra t ion of de c i s io n - ma ke r s. Our stude nt s
a re being sho r t c h a nge d, and it could put the na t ion in peril. A new na t io nal security
e duc a t ion act may be in order: not just for the scie nc e s, techno l o g y, and eng i ne e r i ng ,
but also for fo re ign lang ua ges and int e r na t io nal affa i r s. In a global econo my, the gra d-
uates of universities in tra d i t io nally inw a rd - l o o k i ng re g io ns of the country can no longe r
escape effects of a global econo my.

P ro v id i ng mo re re s o u rces me a ns by de f i n i t ion de v e l o p i ng a closer partnership between
t he White House and Cong re s s. From do i ng a better job ant ic i p a t i ng challenges and pre-
v e nt i ng them from becoming full-fledged conflic t s, to building re g io nal and int e r na t io n-
al capabilities that can handle challenges on their own in the long-term, so much hinge s
on a bipartisan cons e nsus between the pre s ide nt and cong re s s io nal leade r s. We need to
f i nd ways to create mo re unity and a stro nger center in Cong ress so that it will not become
e r ra t ic or be driven by special int e re s t s. The White House can only proceed with a cohe r-
e nt fo re ign policy if the re is a basis for trust between the key members of Cong ress and
t he adm i n i s t ra t ion who are re s p o nsible for int e r na t io nal affairs and de f e nse polic y.

Summary Recommendations
1 . T he pre s ide nt must establish the stra t e g ic dire c t ion and tone of fo re ign polic y.
2 . T he new adm i n i s t ra t ion must work to establish a new mindset in which na t io nal secu-

rity is bro a de ned to inc l ude diploma c y, military, law enfo rc e me nt, econo m ic s, hu ma n-
i t a r ian assets, and similar issues.

3 . A re v a m p e d, effective int e ra ge ncy process re q u i res mo re cent ralized stra t e g ic plan-
n i ng and the pre s e r v a t ion of unity of comma nd in the White House or via vigo ro u s
lead age ncy prox ie s.

4 . T he concept of de f e nse re a d i ness should be revised to reflect na t io nal security re a d i-
ne s s, re c o g n i z i ng that ma ny of the ex i s t i ng opera t io nal lines of authority have lost
t heir me a n i ng. For ins t a nc e, cyber warfa re and do me s t ic pre p a re d ness against weapons
of mass de s t r uc t ion terrorism are two areas whe re no single de p a r t me nt can assume
re s p o ns i b i l i t y.

5 . T he White House must lead, but it must involve both the NSC and OMB because bud-
gets can be the spoiler. A core int e ra ge ncy team must support them. 

6 . T he White House must work with Cong ress to create a new bipartisan cons e nsus on
fo re ign and na t io nal security policy and Cong ress must evaluate how it can re s t r uc-
t u re its opera t io ns to support a mo re agile na t io nal security and fo re ign polic y.

F i na l l y, the gist of the concern of the confere nce partic i p a nts was that change is
ne e de d. If we do not change, we risk having our influence diminished by the pace and
power of global fo rc e s. Mo re o v e r, we will have forfeited this opportunity, and we ma y
w a ke up fa c i ng a world far less hospitable than the one we have toda y.
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