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PARTI:

THE NATIONAL SYSTEM AND ENVIRONMENT






CHAPTER 1

AMERICAN VALUES, INTERESTS, AND PURPOSE:
PERSPECTIVES ON THE ROOTS OF
AMERICAN POLITICAL AND STRATEGIC CULTURE

Marybeth P. Ulrich

... the Revolution . . . is the most important event in American history, bar none. Not only did the Revo-
lution legally create the United States, but it infused into our culture all of our highest aspirations and
noblest values. Our beliefs in liberty, equality, constitutionalism, and the well-being of ordinary people
came out of the Revolutionary era. So too did our idea that we Americans are a special people with a
special destiny to lead the world toward liberty and democracy. The Revolution, in short, gave birth to
whatever sense of nationhood and national purpose we Americans have had.

—Gordon Wood in The Idea of America

THE IDEA OF AMERICA

Even if ideas are not the underlying motives for our actions, they are constant accompaniments of our
actions. There is no behavior without ideas, without language. Ideas and language give meaning to our
actions and there is almost nothing that we humans do to which we do not attribute meaning. These
meanings constitute our ideas, our beliefs, our ideology, and collectively our culture.!

Gordon Wood, the renowned historian of the American revolutionary era, argues that America
at its founding was fundamentally an idea, and remains so today. What was the “ American idea”?
In an era when monarchical rule was universal and the concepts of popular sovereignty and in-
dividual liberty only notional, the Founders” advancement of these values through an ideological
movement was truly revolutionary. The enshrinement of democratic principles and processes of
self-rule in a written constitution institutionalized what were previously only aspirational values.
This “constitutionalism” laid out the parameters of political debate, political participation, and
political power across the American political system.

THE AMERICAN REVOLUTION’S UNIQUE NATURE

Unlike the most recent revolutions the world has witnessed, collectively known as the “Arab
Spring,” the American Revolution was not the classic case of rising up against material depriva-
tion and oppression.

There was none of the legendary tyranny that had so often driven desperate peoples into revolution. The
Americans were not an oppressed people; they had no crushing imperial shackles to throw off. In fact,
the Americans knew they were probably freer and less burdened with cumbersome feudal and monar-
chical restraints than any part of mankind in the eighteenth century.?



In fact, Wood argued, the Americans revolted not to create, but to maintain their freedom.
“American society had developed differently from the Old World. From the time of the first
settlement in the 17th century . . . everything tended to produce and to establish the spirit of
freedom. . .. Americans had come to experience vividly that liberty in their everyday lives.” The
Revolution, then, was not so much the transformation as the realization of American society.

The Revolutionaries realized that over time they had gradually deviated from European prac-
tices. The colonies lacked an established church and titled aristocracy. They came to desire their
rusticity and general equality which had become necessary elements in the maintenance of society
and politics.* These changes occurred slowly in the course of the 17th century “as a series of small
piecemeal deviations from . . . the accepted orthodoxy.”> The comprehending and justifying, the
endowing with high moral purpose, of these social and political divergences was the American
Revolution.®

ROOTS OF AMERICAN VALUES: FROM THE ENLIGHTENMENT TO THE
DECLARATION

“If the origin of the American Revolution lay not in the usual passions and interests of men,
wherein did it lay? . . . It seemed to be peculiarly an affair of the mind.”” The Founders were well
versed in the ideas of the Enlightenment that John Locke and others published in the late-17th
century. The ideas they expressed were products of and resonated with their times; the principles
of government and freedom were better known than at any time in history. The Americans had
learned “how to define the rights of nature —how to search into, to distinguish, and to compre-
hend, the principles of physical, moral, religious, and civil liberty.”® Others were saying similar
things but not as elegantly, not as pointedly, not as persuasively” as the Americans.’

The revolution had taken place not in a succession of eruptions that had crumbled the existing
social structure, “but in a succession of new thoughts and new ideas that had vindicated that social
structure.”'’ In his contract theory of government, Locke argued that liberty was a “natural right.”
The contract theory maintained that legitimate government depends on an agreement between
the people and their rulers. Thomas Jefferson elegantly restated Locke’s contract theory in The
Declaration of Independence:

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal; that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.
That to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the
consent of the governed; that, whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is
the right of the people to alter or to abolish it, and to institute a new government. . . ."!

The Declaration can be boiled down to a magnificently stated opening assumption, two prem-
ises, and a powerful conclusion. The opening assumption, an amazing assertion for its time, is that
all men are created equal and therefore have equal rights that can neither be given up nor taken
away. The first premise — that people establish governments to protect their fundamental rights to
life, liberty, and property —is a restatement of Locke’s contract theory (although Jefferson substi-
tuted the flourish “pursuit of happiness” for property). The second premise is the list of charges
indicting George III for failing to protect the colonists’ rights — the specific rationale for revolt. The
dramatic conclusion follows, asserting that Americans can rightfully overthrow the King’s rule
and replace it with a legitimate form of government that would protect their rights.



AMERICAN VALUES AND THE LEGACY OF ROME

Another principal source of colonial America’s public morality and values was the writings
of classical antiquity. “All political morality was classical morality; people could not read enough
about Cato and Cicero.”*> Wood writes that although people in the 18th century were not much
interested in the past, “antiquity was the exception; no modern era has ever invested so much in
the classical past. And although all the ancient republics — Athens, Sparta, Thebes —were familiar
to educated people in the 18th century, none was more familiar than that of Rome.”"

Furthermore, those educated in the era of the Enlightenment looked to the history of antig-
uity as a sort of laboratory to study republicanism through the autopsies of the dead republics,
especially Rome." Why did they rise and fall? They came to understand that republics were much
more fragile polities than monarchies, requiring a high degree of civic virtue and disinterestedness
among their citizens. “Republics demanded far more morally from their citizens than monarchies
did of their subjects.”’® The Founders mined ancient Rome’s classical ideas in their establishment
of the United States, which many viewed as a rebirth of the ancient Roman republic. The Ameri-
cans shared the key tenets of republicanism, which included the belief that legitimate political
authority comes from the people. Public officials, therefore, should represent the interests of those
who elected them. The Founders also believed that it was possible to define and limit governmen-
tal control through a written constitution.

Both the first—the Articles of Confederation—and the second American constitutions emu-
lated the mixed constitutions of ancient Rome, combining elements of monarchy (in the form of
an elected executive in the second), aristocracy (as represented in the Senate), and democracy (in
the form of popular assemblies, such as the House of Representatives). In a mixed constitution
absolute rule rests in no single body, since power is placed and checked throughout the system.
The Founders also adopted the Roman conception of citizenship, which was open to everyone in
the world. While Englishmen also held these values in high esteem, England had been unable to
realize them. The Revolutionaries hoped to realize what England thus far could not.*

The classical past, therefore, was the source of much of 18th-century political theory in the
English-speaking world —from the ideal of balanced government to the conception of virtuous
citizenship. “ According to the antique republican tradition, man was by nature a political being, a
citizen who achieved his greatest moral fulfillment by participating in a self-governing republic.”"
Wood compared the relationship between the Founders and the classical past to the relationship
between present-day Americans and the Founders. “Just as we use the Founders, such as Jefferson
and Washington, to get our bearings and reaffirm our beliefs and reinvigorate our institutions, so
too did the Founders use antiquity, especially republican antiquity, to help shape their values and
justify their institutions.”'®

Even some of the most iconic revolutionary rhetoric is rooted in the classical age. One particu-
larly influential source was Joseph Addison’s play, “Cato, a Tragedy.” The play was first performed
in 1713 and was popular throughout the 18th century in the American colonies. The play focused
on the last days of Cato, statesman of the Roman Republic, who defended the last vestiges of the
Roman Republic against the advancing legions of Julius Caesar."” Also immortalized in Plutarch’s
Lives, Cato epitomized the republican virtues that the American revolutionaries espoused. Patrick
Henry’s “Give me liberty or give me death” echoed Cato’s line in Addison’s play, “Gods, can a Ro-
man senate long debate which of the two to choose, slavery or death!”* “Cato” was reportedly also
George Washington’s favorite play, and he arranged to have it performed for the troops encamped
at Valley Forge, Pennsylvania. Washington drew upon his familiarity with it and its resonance
across the colonies when he employed a line from it to dissuade one of his commanders, John



Thomas, from resigning due to a perceived slight in being ranked lower than another commander.
Washington wrote to Thomas, “Surely every post ought to be deemed honorable in which a man
can serve his country.”* Nathan Hale, the martyr-spy, whom the British executed in September of
1776, uttered a variation of another line from “Cato,” with which he knew his executioners were
familiar. Hale’s last words were reported to be, “I only regret that I have but one life to lose for
my country.”? The emulated line from “Cato” was, “What a pity it is that we can die but once to
serve our country.”? “It was a neoclassical age and it was a neoclassical revolution the Americans
undertook.”?

THE FIRST AMERICAN CONSTITUTION: THE ARTICLES OF CONFEDERATION

The “idea of America” ultimately had to be fashioned into a concrete design for the proposed
American political system. The ideals embodied in the Declaration of Independence first took
form in the Articles of Confederation. The First American Republic from 1776 to 1789 is often
overlooked in the rush to get right to the Constitution as the core founding document. But the
Constitution does not make sense without some examination of the new United States and its first
attempt at self-government under the Articles of Confederation. The Articles were in effect from
1781 to 1789, when the U.S. Constitution was adopted.

The Articles embodied early American political culture that was characterized by fear of op-
pressive centralized government (i.e., a national taxing authority, preference for individual sover-
eign states, and a deep aversion to standing armies). The first Constitution of the United States as
embodied in the Articles reflected something of an idealized view of American political philoso-
phy. Under the Articles, the United States were a loose confederation of independent states. Under
this first design, Congress comprised the entire national government; there was neither an execu-
tive nor a judicial branch. Congress had the authority to legislate on matters of mutual defense, but
lacked the power to enforce its laws. The powers to impose taxes or to raise troops were reserved
to the individual states. Furthermore, delegates to Congress had to follow the instructions of their
state legislatures, and issues related to financing or war had to have the approval of nine state
delegations.” Delegates to Congress were elected for 1-year terms and could not serve more than
3 years in a 6-year period. Ad hoc permanent congressional committees attempted to perform
administrative duties without executive oversight or supervision.”* One participant in the debate
on the proposed second Constitution concluded, ”. . . the powers of Congress, under the present
confederation, amount to little more than that of recommending.”#

BALANCING LIBERTY AND ORDER IN THE FIRST REPUBLIC (1776-89)

Students of strategy often think in terms of “Ends,” “Ways,” and “Means” when linking objec-
tives, approaches to achieve them, and available resources.®® The Founders also had particular
ends in mind when crafting the system. The “End” in the Articles, the “first draft” of the American
political system, was the sustainment and protection of individual liberty. The “Way” was the
design laid out in the Articles, and the “Means” were the resources that the individual states of-
fered to the common enterprise. The delegates to the constitutional convention in Philadelphia,
Pennsylvania, did not seek to alter the “End.” Instead, their focus was on modifying the “Ways,”
i.e., deficiencies in the weak central government embodied in Congress, remedying which would
in turn result in more robust “Means” or resources.

The national security deficiencies of the First Republic were serious, including the inability to
forge a common economic policy and the incapacity to mount and sustain military operations. It
was clear that the weak central government established under the Articles was unable to prevent
war, mount and sustain military operations should war occur, or even prevent internal rebellion.?



Meanwhile, the perception that European and Native American threats were growing led many
political elites to fear that the unity of the Confederation was vulnerable. The Native Americans
posed a specific threat, and a collective defense policy toward the Indian tribes was lacking. This
lack was especially troublesome since many of the tribes still had alliances with European powers.
Some had even fought on the side of the British in the Revolution and still maintained ties with
them. Settlers began to move to western lands with no guarantee that those areas would remain
loyal to the Confederation. The British, French, and Spanish still held territory in North America
and sought to influence matters in these possessions.*

States increasingly fought over land claims and commerce regulation. Their aversion to send-
ing taxes to Congress is also well known. States were even conducting their own foreign policy
with external countries, despite the fact that the Articles strictly forebade such actions.* “Many
far-sighted leaders realized that the self-interests of the states would eventually tear the union
apart, and that the Articles of Confederation provided no legal or political means to stop it.”*

The precipitating event that motivated many states to send delegates to Philadelphia in May
1787 to explore the revision of the Articles was Shay’s Rebellion. Between August 1786 and Janu-
ary 1787, Daniel Shays, a disgruntled Massachusetts farmer and Revolutionary War veteran, led
a rebellion against what he argued were unfair tax laws in the state. As a result, farmers took up
arms to demand relief from their debts. This popular rioting and overt disorder added to the sense
of pervasive crisis and alarmed the Founders. There was a growing consensus that a better balance
had to be found to ensure security, while preserving liberty.*

THE SEARCH FOR EFFECTIVE SELF-RULE: THE SECOND AMERICAN CONSTITUTION

Eleven years after the signing of the Declaration, in the wake of a 9-year Revolutionary War
and 6 years of ineffective governance under the Articles of Confederation, delegates from all the
states except Rhode Island gathered in Philadelphia in May 1787 to solve the problems of the First
Republic. Their task boiled down to a fundamental problem: How to devise a government strong
enough to preserve order, but not so strong that it would threaten liberty.

One of the defenders of the proposed new Constitution’s enhanced powers of self-defense,
referred back to Shay’s nearly successful uprising in a letter to a Connecticut newspaper in De-
cember 1787:

Had Shays, the malcontent of Massachusetts, been a man of genius, Fortune, and address, he might have
conquered that state, and by the aid of a little sedition in the other states, and an army proud by victory,
become the monarch and tyrant of America. Fortunately he was checked, but should jealousy prevent
vesting these powers in the hands of [the righteous], men chosen by accident or design will in all prob-
ability raise up some future Shays to be the tyrant of your children. A people cannot long retain their
freedom, whose government is incapable of protecting them.*

Key Design Features of the Second American Republic: Adapted Ways.

If men were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, neither external
nor internal controls would be necessary. In framing a government which is to be administered by men
over men, the great difficulty lies in this: you must first enable the government to control the governed;
and in the next place oblige it to control itself.

—James Madison, The Federalist, No. 51



The Founders who gathered in Philadelphia in May of 1787 understood that the “Ways” and
“Means” employed in the first American republic must be adapted to strengthen the powers of
the central government. The “End,” the preservation of individual liberty, did not change, but
the “Ways” and “Means” were deemed insufficient, putting the preservation of liberty at risk.
However, efforts to increase powers could not proceed without the confidence that other design
features were in place to check them.

James Madison wrote in The Federalist No. 10, that “ambition must be made to counter ambi-
tion.”*> Madison’s solution for the new “Ways” was the adoption of a large republic. Madison of-
fered cogent arguments for why a large republic was the best cure for “the mischiefs of faction.”*
What the early Americans called “factions” would be considered special interests today. There
was a fear that these factions would attempt to achieve their interests at the expense of the public
good. Madison argued that there were two ways to deal with the problem of factions. One ap-
proach was to deprive people of the liberty to organize into separate factions. The reason: “Liberty
is to faction, what air is to fire.” He concluded, however, that this would be a cure “worse than the
disease.”* Since the causes of factions cannot be removed, the only choice then is to control their
effects. Governmental design, he argued could moderate the negative effects of factions. A large
republic was the solution. A large republic would be comprised of more factions than would be
found in a smaller republic — therefore, there was a greater chance that the various interests would
be cancelled out.®

The Founders adopted additional design features to control the effects of government by a
ruling passion or interest. A republic was preferable to a direct democracy, because in a republic
interests are filtered through representatives who may filter the passions of the people. The choice
to adopt a bicameral legislature tempered factions further since legislation must pass through two
separate legislative bodies. In addition, senators would be detached from the people since they
would be chosen by state legislatures, which would further temper the passions of the people.
Some of these tempering characteristics prevail today with the direct election of senators.*” Sena-
tors must be elected from across the whole state, making it more likely that interests cancel each
other out than in smaller constituency, such as a congressional district.

Finally, the choice of federalism spread power across national, state, and local levels thereby
tempering interests further. “The Federal Constitution forms a happy combination in this respect;
the great and aggregate interests being referred to the national, the local and particular, to the state
legislatures.”* This was intended to be an improvement over the Articles that reserved almost all
power to the states and left the central government virtually powerless.

In order to prevent a tyrannical majority from taking hold at the national level, the renowned
“checks and balances” design ensured that competing blocs of power would counterbalance each
other across the institutions: a strong central government led by a single-person executive, a strong
legislature with countervailing powers, and a national judiciary. The Framers’ final product was
a careful blend of separated and shared powers. They deliberately considered the sort of insti-
tutional competency they were attempting to develop when deciding which powers should be
shared and which should be held alone. While Congress was granted significant national security
powers such as to declare war, raise armies, establish a navy, and levy the necessary taxes, its insti-
tutional design deliberately prevents it from moving quickly on such matters. The Founders were
attempting to create a body wherein lengthy deliberations could take place, one that was subject
to the influence of the press, and one which was close to and remained accountable to the public.

The executive branch, on the other hand, was designed to move with speed and dispatch, with
an appropriate amount of secrecy in order to conduct day-to-day foreign and security policy in
peacetime and to act decisively in crisis situations.



Finally, the Founders recognized the need for an independent judiciary. Here again, they drew
upon ideas from a key figure in the Enlightenment, French political philosopher Baron de la Brede
Montesquieu, who had written, “There is no liberty, if the power of judging, be not separated from
the legislative and executive powers.”*! Article III of the Constitution provides for lifetime tenure
and prohibition against reduction in compensation to secure judicial independence. By 1803, the
Supreme Court under Chief Justice John Marshall claimed the right to invalidate acts of Con-
gress that the Court deemed to be unconstitutional (Marbury vs. Madison). This established the
precedent of judicial review —another powerful check against legislative and executive authority.
Figure 1-1 depicts these institutional competencies.*?

CONGRESS: THE PRESIDENCY:
e Deliberation and Circumspection * Energy
* Secrecy

* Representation of Diverse Viewpoints

* Frequent Public Accountability * Speed and Dispatch

* Unity of Design

THE JUDICIARY:

* Independence

Figure 1-1. The Constitutional Sharing of Powers.

In 1787-88, the Federalists, those advocating for the new Constitution, “were faced with the dif-
ficult task of justifying their new and strong national government in the face of both deeply rooted
American fears of far-removed central power and the traditional theory holding that republics
had to be small in size and homogeneous in character.”* The Anti-Federalists “thought that the
Constitution was an aristocratic and undemocratic doctrine designed to limit certain popular pres-
sures on government.”* But in the end, the Founders agreed to the revised “Ways” and “Means,”
the collective result of many individual acts of compromise to protect the ultimate vital interests
of the United States, provide for a common defense against all enemies foreign and domestic, and
preserve the liberty of the people.*

American interests since colonial times flow from American values. The roots of these values
and their preservation as the primary national interest have been explored in this chapter. This
unique heritage may at times make it difficult to separate American values and interests, thus
leading to the simultaneous pursuit of seemingly conflicting interests. This phenomenon contin-
ues to manifest itself in modern-day foreign policy dilemmas, such as when the United States is
torn between promoting democracy and facilitating a stable international order. The character and
nature of American politics and policy debates echo the Founders” attempts to balance liberty and
order, an effort pursued since the founding of the first American republic.
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CHAPTER 2
CRAFTING NATIONAL INTERESTS IN THE 21ST CENTURY"

Alan G. Stolberg

When you’re asking Americans to die, you have to be able to explain it in terms of the national interest.

—Henry Kissinger

The most fundamental task in devising a grand strategy is to determine a nation’s national interests. Once
they are identified, they drive a nation’s foreign policy and military strategy; they determine the basic direc-
tion that it takes, the types and amounts of resources that it needs, and the manner in which the state must
employ them to succeed. Because of the critical role that national interests play, they must be carefully justi-
fied, not merely assumed.?

—Robert J. Art

Both Henry Kissinger and Robert Art make it clear that the identification of national interests
is crucial for the development of policy and strategy. Interests are essential to establishing the
objectives or ends that serve as the goals for policy and strategy. “Interests are the foundation
and starting point for policy prescriptions.” They help answer questions concerning why a policy
is important.* National interests also help to determine the types and amounts of national power
employed as the means to implement a designated policy or strategy.

The concept of interest is not new to the 21st-century international system. It has always been
a fundamental consideration of every actor in the system. Despite what many academics have
maintained, national interests are not only a factor for nation-states. All actors in the international
system possess interests. Based on Barry Buzan, Ole Weaver, and Jaap de Wilde’s units of analysis,
the need to have interests is equally applicable to international subsystems (groups or units that can
be distinguished from the overall system by the nature or intensity of their interactions with or
independence from each other) like the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the Organiza-
tion of Petroleum Exporting Countries; to individual units (actors consisting of various subgroups,
organizations, and communities) such as nations of people that transcend state boundaries and
multinational corporations; to subunits (organized groups of individuals within units that are able
or try to affect the behavior of the unit as a whole) like bureaucracies and lobbies; and, finally, to
all individuals who possess separate personal interests as they participate in the overall system.’
Some academics choose to distinguish between national interests (interests involved in the exter-
nal relations of the actor) and public interests (interests held within the boundaries of the actor).®
For purposes of this chapter, given the closing gap between the influence of external and internal
issues in the 21st century international system brought about by the associated components of a
rapidly globalized world, there will be no distinction made between external and internal inter-
ests. In effect, they all fall under the concept of the national interest.

There is a generally accepted consensus among academics that interests are designed to be of
value to the entity or actor responsible for determining the interest. They are what the actor val-
ues. This could include interests that are intended to be “a standard of conduct or a state of affairs
worthy of achievement by virtue of its universal moral value.”” However, there is less agreement
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on the question of whether all nation-state interests are enduring, politically bipartisan, permanent
conditions that represent core interests transcending changes in government,® in contrast to those
interests that may be altered over time and/or respond to change in the international system.’

There is also disagreement over whether national interests are designed purely for the sake
of advancing the power of an actor with the object of attaining greater security for that actor,'
or whether interests can be guided by values and ethics with the intent of doing some type of
good for parts of the international system, or the overall system in general. This might include
collaboration and coordination with other actors in the international system." It may also require
the interest-crafting actor to subordinate certain self-interests for the sake of interests that are of
greater value to other actors in the system.

Finally, there is disagreement over the categorization and determination of intensity or priori-
tization of interests. Terms like survival, vital, critical, major, serious, secondary, extremely impor-
tant, important, less important, humanitarian, and peripheral have been used to categorize inter-
ests in academic writings and official government documents.’? Some categorize how significant
the interest is in terms of chronological relationship to the actor, thus focusing on near-term versus
longer-term impacts. Others relate categories to the intensity of the substantive influence that the
interest is determined to have on the actor. Categorization is directly related to the question of pri-
oritizing interests based on intensity — that is, deciding which types of interests are more important
than others. Perhaps of equal importance is the degree of distinction made between the categories
in the prioritization process. In a zero-sum environment, this distinction could determine whether
and in what amount an actor allocates resources toward the attainment of the interest.

After developing a detailed definition of national interests and analyzing their uses, this chap-
ter will propose a process that future policymakers can use to craft reasonably attainable state-
ments of national interests. The chapter assesses the issue of fixed or adjustable interests over time
to understand the degree of flexibility that crafters of interests might have. Similarly, it examines
whether policymakers create interests only to increase the power and thus the security of a state,
or if they can also develop interests for ethical and value-driven purposes. Finally, the chapter
evaluates a set of category definitions that will provide necessary flexibility for a 21st-century
policymaker.

Overall, the focus of this chapter will be the development of a series of issues that any policy-
maker can use as a guideline to assist in the development of national interests that are within the
realm of the possible.

DEFINITION OF NATIONAL INTERESTS

In a very generic sense, national interests are “that which is deemed by a particular state (actor)
tobe a ... desirable goal.”" The attainment of this goal is something the identifying state believes
will have a positive impact on itself. Realization of the interest could enhance the political, eco-
nomic, security, environmental, and/or moral well-being of a populace and the associated state
(actor) or national enterprise." This holds true within the territory of the actor, as well as in any
external relations that the actor may undertake outside of the administrative control of that actor.'
Interests would be the concern of the actor as a whole, “or at least (for) a sufficiently substantial
subset of its membership to transcend the specific interests” of any of its particular groups.'® For
the United States, the executive branch of the federal government has primary responsibility for
determining the national interests that address perceived needs and aspirations external to the
geographic borders of the nation. The determination of internal or domestic interests is more com-
plex with executive and legislative bodies at federal, state, and local levels interacting in the politi-
cal process to reach decisions.

14



USES FOR NATIONAL INTERESTS

Interests serve as the foundation and guiding direction for the formulation of policy. For a
nation-state, there is more often than not a direct correlation between the nation’s interests and for-
eign policy. In most cases, “statesmen think and act in terms of interest.”"” Those interests believed
to be the most significant for the attainment of a policy objective (the actor’s wants and needs)®
will earn the greatest amount of emphasis during the policy formulation process. These interests
should be distinguished from policy or strategy objectives that could be fully attained. Because the
power of every actor in the international system is limited or constrained to varying degrees, ob-
jectives that can be fulfilled are likely to fall short of what the associated national interests would
require for complete attainment. “The formulation of policy objectives should convert a general
sense of the national interest, a “‘non-operational-goal,” into a prioritized agenda for action.”” In
essence, the development of the interests should not be confined by limitations of national power;
while the interest may not be fully realizable, it can establish the parameters for goals and objec-
tives that can be attained within the limits of the actor’s actual power resource base.” The interests
should be designed to tell the policymaker why and how much he should care about an issue. In-
terests help determine what kind and how much attention should be given to challenges, threats,
and opportunities. They also assist the policymaker in identifying key issues during the policy
formulation process. Examples could include: How are current developments affecting interests?
Are hostile forces able to negatively influence the interests? Is there sufficient power (both military
and nonmilitary) available to protect the interests? How much of that power must be used to de-
fend the interests?* In effect, an actor’s understanding of self-interest helps the actor determine the
degree of importance of an issue.*

FIXED OR CHANGING INTERESTS

Some political scientists, like Hans Morgenthau, believe that national interests are permanent
features of the international system. Regardless of what government is in power, the interests of
a nation-state remain fixed components of the policymaking process. They are “unaffected by the
circumstances of time and place.”” Some interpret this to mean that nation-states possess per-
manent, unchanging core interests. This would imply that the United States has core interests,
potentially in existence since the beginning of the republic in the later part of the 18th century, that
have never changed since their inception. This analysis will suggest that adjustments, in fact, have
taken place over the course of time.

Morgenthau indicated that the key concept of interest is not to be defined “with a meaning that
is fixed once and for all.”** He believed the generic concept of interest was unchanging in terms of
its importance to the international system. However, this did not mean that individual interests
could not be adjusted or newly created in order to take into account changes in the international
system.

Other theorists have argued that interests are likely to be “a diverse, pluralistic set of subjective
preferences that change periodically, both in response to the domestic political process itself and
in response to shifts in the international environment. The national interest therefore is likely to
be what the policymakers say it is at any particular time.”” Like most actors in the international
system, the United States has had both changing and unchanging national interests over an ex-
tended period. Some interests have been a more consistent focus of various policies and strategies
than others, and all have had different degrees of importance over both the long and short terms.
Some of these interests changed or adjusted because of shifting world conditions and/ or domestic
political considerations.? With reference to a portion of the preamble of the Constitution, all seven
national security strategies drafted during the course of the Clinton administration identified three
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core interests that have remained timeless in some manner, shape, or form for the United States:
“provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty
to ourselves and our posterity.” These were translated in those national security strategies into the
modern-day interests of enhancing security at home and abroad (security), promoting prosperity
(economic well-being), and promoting democracy and human rights (democratic values).”

For purposes of 21st-century America, these three core interests may be elaborated as follows:

* Security: “Protection of the people (both home and abroad), territory, and institutions of
the United States against potential foreign dangers.”* This has always included defense of
the American homeland. Domestically, it would now include protection of critical infra-
structure such as energy, banking and finance, telecommunications, transportation, water
systems, and cyber networks.?? America’s expansion into the world that began in the 19th
century resulted in a broadening of the external portion of this core interest to now include
components like protection against weapons of mass destruction (WMD) proliferation,
freedom of movement, access to key facilities, and assurance that U.S. national security
institutions are transformed to meet the challenges and opportunities of the 21st century.

* Economic Well-Being: “Promotion of [American] international trade and investment, includ-
ing protection of United States private economic interests in foreign countries.”* The 19th-
century American entry onto the world stage also ensured that this core interest would
evolve to incorporate expanded global economic growth through free markets and trade, to
include the advance of globalization.™

* Democratic Values: Until the 20th century, this core interest was confined to ensuring that the
domestic democratic process and associated values framed the traditional American tenets
of “life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.” The nation’s continued expansion into the
world witnessed a change that in the 21st century can be said to include the promotion of
democracy and human rights abroad.*

All three of these now 21st-century core interests have farther evolved as a result of the Ameri-
can experience in the aftermath of the two world wars of the 20th century into what can be consid-
ered a fourth core interest for the United States:

* Stable and Secure World Order: A favorable world order based on the “establishment of a
peaceful international environment in which disputes between nations can be resolved
without resort to war and in which collective security rather than unilateral action is em-
ployed to deter or cope with aggression.”* Requirements for global stability in the 21st-
century world would also include secure alliances and coalitions, the security of regions
or countries in which the U.S. has a sizable economic stake, and the need to respond to
humanitarian or other concerns, such as response to natural and manmade disasters, pro-
tecting the global environment, minimizing destabilizing refugee flows, and support for
health problems like HIV/AIDS and food and water shortages.*

REALISM OR MORALITY-BASED INTERESTS

Once the appropriate interests have been determined, the next question relates to why the
actor should care enough to do anything about them. Is the underlying rationale for any kind of
action to be one of realism or morality, or can one use both to explain the need to pursue certain
interests? The complexity of the international system creates a decisionmaking problem that forces
the crafter of national interests to make hard “choices concerning moral and national values; na-
tional treasure and even blood; and the time, energy, and influence that a government expends on
external matters.”*
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The realist school of thought is founded on the premise that as a tool for the policymaker the
national interest is intended to identify what is in the best interest of his state in its relations with
other states.* The term “best” is defined in terms of power and security. Realists view national
security as the primary basis of a state’s national interest because of the threat of anarchy and
constraints on sovereign states that are part of the international system. Anarchy in the interna-
tional system manifests itself as “disorder, disarray, confusion, or chaos.” This could either be
interpreted as a description of the general condition of the international system, or as the absence
of any authoritative institutions, rules, or norms that are more powerful than any sovereign state
actor and, thus, have the ability to ensure security in the overall system.*” The result is a lack of
security for the actors that are members of the system.

In addition to anarchy, realists are very sensitive to threats to a state’s interests posed by “exter-
nal constraints on their freedom of maneuver from international treaties, the interests and power
of other states, and other factors beyond the control of the [state] such as geographic location and
dependence on foreign trade.”

According to realism, the absence of security caused by anarchy and constraints in the system
causes states to orient their interests on “the acquisition and management of power,” more often
than not to be related to some form of the military element of national power.* The result, ac-
cording to Morgenthau, is the need to focus an actor’s national interests on meeting its security
requirements by protecting its “physical, political, and cultural identity against encroachments by
other nations.”*

For the national interest, the emphasis in realism is on doing what is primarily and almost
solely to the advantage of that particular state actor. It is done with an express focus on power and
security. In contrast, morality-based interests are defined “more broadly to encompass intangible
values like human rights, freedom from economic deprivation, and freedom from disease.” While
military power could still be the national power element of choice, morality-based interests would
promote concepts such as “the values of national self-determination and economic egalitarian-
ism.”#! The last part of the 20th century witnessed a surge in support for these kinds of morality-
based interests through humanitarian intervention operations in places like Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia,
and Kosovo. Humanitarian intervention is “the use of armed forces by a state, a group of states, or
an international organization on the grounds of humanitarianism [not for self-gain] with the spe-
cific purpose of preventing or alleviating widespread suffering [human rights abuses] or death.”*
Morality-based interests are not developed only to benefit the actor that crafts the interest. Rather,
they are designed so other actors in the international system are also likely to benefit.

Given the complex world of the 21st century, neither one of these approaches is likely to be
the sole rationale for why any given interest will be developed to guide policymaking. The bipar-
tisan Commission on America’s National Interests believes that the difference between realism
and morality-based interests was more an alternative expression of valuation between the two as
opposed to two opposed dichotomous poles. The American people are oriented on the survival
and well-being of the United States, while at the same time, owing much to historically embedded
values, they are concerned about human rights and the welfare of individuals in other countries.*

In addition, Joseph Nye, former Dean of the Kennedy School at Harvard and a clear pro-
moter of the morality component through his advocacy of soft power, argues that “national in-
terests are a set of shared priorities that often include issues of human rights and democracy. A
democratic definition of the national interest does not accept the difference between a morality-
based and an interest [realism]-based foreign policy.”* There is both constant tension and constant
cooperation between the two underlying rationales that help guide the formation of interests.
Given the situation of the moment, each one will have its own applicability. Henry Kissinger, a
prominent supporter of the realist school, described it best:
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The alleged dichotomy of pragmatism (realism) and morality seems to me a misleading choice. Pragmatism
without a moral element leads to random activism, brutality, or stagnation. We must always be pragmatic
about our national security. We cannot abandon national security in pursuit of virtue. But beyond this bedrock
of all policy, our challenge is to advance our principles in a way that does not isolate the U.S. in the long run.*

The issues associated with the 21st-century world will require the crafter of national interests to
be simultaneously both a pragmatic realist and an advocate of morality. Based on circumstances,
sometimes one theoretical foundation will have greater influence than the other for the develop-
ment of interests. With all of the many complex issues that will be present in the 21st century, this
is likely to be true for American policymakers so long as the United States intends to maximize its
influence on a global basis.

CATEGORIZATION AND INTENSITY OF INTERESTS

To determine what types of resources to allocate in what amount toward the attainment of an
interest, the crafter of national interests must understand the categorization and determination of
the intensity of the interest. This part of the crafting process is necessary to address key policy ques-
tions like: Which issues matter most? Why should people care? How much should the populace
be willing to pay to deal with identified threats or take advantage of recognized opportunities?*

The determination of priority —usually expressed in terms of the intensity of an interest—is
crucial because, from the perspective of the policymaker, interests may very well come into con-
flict with each other. This conflict could be over the resources that an actor would require to attain
the interests, including the time and attention of key decisionmakers.*” Such resources are likely to
be limited in some manner for any decisionmaking body, thus requiring prioritization before the
interest-crafting process is complete.

The most difficult problem in this part of the process is usually the determination of the inten-
sity or stake that an actor has in a specific issue. The leadership of the interest-crafting actor must
address its desire to influence issues and events, both external and internal, its willingness to use
any or all elements of national power to defend or advance certain interests in preference to others,
and potentially its willingness to do so at the expense of other actors.* More specific criteria for as-
sessing intensity could include: the intrinsic value or importance of the interest (benefit/cost), the
degree to which the interest could be attained, whether the interest is a prerequisite for pursuing
other interests or depends on other interests, the time available to attain the interest, and the level
of danger to the interest or opportunity to advance it.*’

Categorization is important not only because it can be used as a framework for systematic eval-
uation of national interests, but also because it can provide “a way to distinguish immediate from
long-range” interest concerns using time as a basis.”® Identified academic sources used between
two and four different categories of interests, and two National Security Strategies published dur-
ing the Clinton administration used three categories.” The categories are designed to delineate the
different levels of intensity or order of priority for any interest.

The principal difference among these approaches is whether they use a separate category for
survival interests, or whether they consider survival interests and vital interests essentially one
and the same. “The major difference between a survival interest and a vital interest [lies] in the na-
ture and imminence of a military threat” to the actor.” Both terms address the life of the actor, one
dealing with the imminent danger of death with the other being only potentially fatal. In this case,
the time difference is the key.” If one believes there are specific interests where the very survival
or existence of the actor is at stake, then four categories of intensity become applicable, discussed
below in their order of degree —Survival, Vital, Important, and Peripheral.
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Survival.

These represent the single most important interests for any actor. This is the very essence of the
actor’s existence — the protection of its citizens and their institutions from attack by enemies, both
foreign and domestic. It addresses an imminent threat of attack and is an interest that cannot be
compromised.” If not attained, it will “bring costs that are catastrophic, or nearly so.”>> Whatever
can be done would be done to ensure the survival of the actor, to include the use of military force.

Examples: Prevent, deter, and reduce the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons
attacks on the interest-crafting actor or its military forces abroad; ensure the survival of allies and
their active cooperation in shaping an international system in which the actor crafting the interest
can thrive; prevent the emergence of hostile major powers or failed states on the borders of the
actor crafting the interest.”

Vital.

A vital interest exists when an issue is so important to an actor’s well-being that its leadership
can compromise only up to a certain point. Beyond that point, compromise is no longer possible
because the potential harm to the actor would no longer be tolerable.”” If the interest is achieved,
it would bring great benefit to the actor; if denied, it would carry costs to the actor that are severe
but not catastrophic.”® Such costs could severely prejudice but not strictly imperil the ability of the
actor’s government to safeguard and enhance the well-being of its populace.”

Examples: Prevent the regional proliferation of WMD and delivery systems; prevent the emer-
gence of a regional hegemon in important regions; promote the well-being of allies and friends and
protect them from external aggression.®’

Important.

These interests would be significant but not crucial to the actor’s well-being. Damage to them
could cause serious concern and harm to the actor’s overseas interests, and even though the result
may be somewhat painful, would much more likely be resolved with compromise and negotiation,
rather than confrontation.® Such a solution could increase its “economic well-being and perhaps
its security” and thus contribute to “making the international environment more congenial” to
its overall interests. The potential value of either achieving or suffering damage to these interests
would be moderate.®> Important interests differ from vital and survival interests in the perceived
degree of danger to the actor and the amount of time available to find a peaceful solution to the
issue.®

Examples: Promote pluralism, freedom, and democracy in strategically important state actors as
much as feasible without destabilization; discourage massive human rights violations in foreign
countries; prevent and, if possible at low cost, end conflicts in strategically less significant geo-
graphic regions.*

Peripheral.

These interests involve neither a threat to the actor’s security nor to the well-being of its popu-
lace. Moreover, they do not seriously affect the stability of the international system.® Protection
of such interests is desirable, but damage to them has little direct impact on the ability of the actor
to safeguard its populace.®

Examples: Promoting the economic interests of private citizens abroad;*” enlarging democracy
everywhere for its own sake; preserving the territorial integrity or political constitution of other
actors everywhere.®
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THE INFLUENCE OF INTERESTS ON 21ST CENTURY POLICY AND STRATEGY MAKING

Just as the development of national interests is complex, so is the actual application of interests
in the policy and strategy formulation process. The importance of national interests to the process
is significant, as described by Lord Palmerston, the British foreign minister in 1856: “When people
ask me . . . for what is called a policy, the only answer is that we mean to do what may seem to be
best, upon each occasion as it arises, making the interests of our country one’s guiding principle.”*
This was highlighted during the determination of national interests for the second George W. Bush
administration’s National Security Strategy in 2005-06, when a successful resolution to the Iraq
war and follow-on occupation were identified as the President’s single most important national
interest. At that time (such an occasion as defined by Lord Palmerston), the American national
interest was almost solely defined by a single policy issue: Iraq. All components of that period’s
national security strategy had to be related to the national interest associated with U.S. policy and
Iraq.”

As we have seen, the crafter participating in the development of interests must take the follow-
ing issues into account: How flexible can the interest of the moment be in relation to the actor’s core
interests of the period? Must the interest be based exclusively on either realism or morality, or can
it be some combination of the two? Where does the interest fit in terms of category and intensity?

Perhaps the most complicating factor that the crafter must take into account will be the influ-
ence of domestic politics on the interest formulation process. That resource allocation by type and
quantity will be impacted by the identification of the interest designed to guide a policy creates
a critical linkage between the two. The connection is key because, in a democracy, it is the gov-
ernment of a state actor that will have to sustain the investment of resources required to attain
the interest. Interests with greater salience, authenticity, and clarity are easier for governments
and populations to support because they have a clearer idea of why it is they are being asked to
do something, like allocate money or military forces.” At the same time, such a detailed under-
standing could lead to a lack of support on the part of either the government, the people, or parts
thereof, if the interest is assessed to be too low on the scale of intensity.

The Australian government developed one approach to determining specific national interests.
Based on guidance from the incoming Labor party administration, there were three identified
components to be associated with any national interest. The first variable was geography and the
relationship of any potential challenge or opportunity to Australia’s physical location; the physi-
cally closer the issue, the more likely that it would become an interest. The second part dealt with
the conditions associated with the risk of attempting to attain an identified interest. Too much risk
could make the potential national interest much too unattractive for the state. The less the risk,
the easier it was to accept. Finally, stated Australian policy is to contribute its share in the interna-
tional system, employing all of its instruments of national power. An issue warranting Australian
involvement in doing its share, like the military commitment to the NATO military mission in
Afghanistan, would likely result in its identification as a national interest.”

If they are to develop relevant and executable 21st-century interests, those participating in the
interest development process must understand that they are endowed with a degree of flexibility
allowing them to discern the limits of domestic politics in terms of what types of interests are likely
to be supportable. This must entail the provision of the maximum amount of data available for the
development and resulting identification of the interests at hand. The greater the authenticity and
degree of consensus on categorization and level of intensity, the greater the possibility that the
public will support actions to protect or advance the interest.

But even with the proper address of all the important issues, resulting in a logical, supportable
interest, at times governments and populations do not support interests assessed as having a high
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level of intensity. Conversely, political bodies often support other interests that are identified with
a low level of intensity. The explanation for this behavior is typically found in the internal politi-
cal decisionmaking of the actor. For example, sometimes domestic lobbies exercise a significant
amount of influence on parliaments or the U.S. Congress, with resulting impacts on decisions that
determine whether some interests will be supported at the level necessary to achieve attainment.

One such example comes from the period between 1992 and 2001, when the relatively small
Armenian lobby in Congress, strongly supported by the Armenian-American community, pre-
vented the United States from providing any direct aid to Azerbaijan. This was in response to the
Azerbaijani blockade of Armenia, which was at war with Azerbaijan over the enclave of Nagorno-
Karabakh. American government policymakers felt it important to provide support for Azerbaijan
because it was just emerging from the former Soviet Union and lay in a very sensitive geographic
region bordering the Caspian Sea and Iran. However, they were prevented from doing so even
though assistance to Azerbaijan could be seen as an effort to protect the vital interest of assisting a
friendly state with Caspian Sea-based hydrocarbon resources resist external aggression.”

To recapitulate, the interest-crafting process should apply several criteria to ensure the greatest
opportunity for the development of interests that are both appropriate and supportable for any
actor. These criteria must be addressed during the course of the process (the conclusion of which
is the identification of a national interest ready for use to guide the development of policy and
strategy):

* Interests should be designed to tell the policymaker why and how much he should care
about an issue. Part of this is framed by the determination of where realism and morality fit
in the process.

* They must help determine what kind and how much attention should be given to chal-
lenges or threats, as well as opportunities.

* They must assist the policymaker in identifying key questions to address during the policy
formulation process. Examples could include:

— How are current developments affecting the actor’s interests?

— Are hostile forces able to negatively impact the actor’s interests?

— Is there sufficient power (both military and nonmilitary) available to protect the actor’s
interests?”

— Which issues matter the most? Where do they fit in terms of prioritization based on levels
of intensity —Survival, Vital, Important, or Peripheral?

— Why should people care?

— How much would the populace be willing to pay to deal with identified threats and chal-
lenges or take advantage of recognized opportunities? Is it enough?

SUMMARY

In the end, we return to the wise words of Lord Palmerston to the House of Commons in 1848,
“We have no eternal allies and we have no perpetual enemies. [Only] our interests are eternal and
perpetual, and those interests it is our duty to follow.”” In thus following those interests, the chal-
lenges and opportunities found in the 21st century will require the flexibility to craft interests that
can work in this complex world, writ large. They may be rationalized in terms of either realism or
a morality-based approach, or by a combination thereof, in accordance with the particular circum-
stances of the issue. In turn, this rational determination is likely to drive how future policymakers
decide to categorize and prioritize future interests. It will not be easy, but it must be done.
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CHAPTER 3
THE NATIONAL SECURITY COMMUNITY, REVISITED
Walter H. Leach

At the time of this writing, a search on Google.com for “national security community” registers
about 62,500 hits. The abstract to a 1998 National War College paper entitled “U.S. National Se-
curity Structure: A New Model for the 21st Century” defines the national security community as
the Department of Defense (DoD), Department of State, and the National Security Council (NSC).!
In a chapter titled “Strengthening the National Security Interagency Process” by John Deutch,
Arnold Kanter and Brent Scowcroft, they add the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).? Interest-
ingly, a group called the National Security Network addresses a so-called “progressive national
security community,” highlighting a partisan political divide in making national policy.’ In site
after site, authors use the term without definition, indicating the authors assume the reader knows
its definition. Who are the major players in the national security community today? The Congress,
think tanks, interest groups, and the media all exert significant influence over American security
policy and strategy formulation. How do they formally and informally interact? To whom are they
accountable and from whom do they get their feedback? Answering these questions will illumi-
nate potential opportunities and barriers to successful policymaking and strategy formulation.

THE CONGRESS

The first and arguably most direct role player to be considered is the Congress. While the
Constitution vests the President with executive powers, it gives the Congress the legislative re-
sponsibility to make the laws of the land and wield the power of the purse. Additionally, the
Constitution allows the President to make treaties with foreign governments “by and with the
Advice and Consent of the Senate. . . .”* When the executive branch implements foreign policy,
expenditure of government funds is usually involved, so the Congress has a formal role to play in
the appropriations process.

One vivid example of struggle between these two branches occurred in May 2007 as President
Bush vetoed an Iraq War supplemental appropriation. When this legislation was introduced, the
policy of the United States was to use military forces in Iraq to train Iraqi security forces, provide
security to the Iraqi people, and to support reconstruction efforts. Critics frequently labeled the
President’s policy “stay the course,” and he rejected calls for a scheduled withdrawal of U.S. troops.
The supplemental appropriation language called for establishing a timetable for withdrawal of
U.S. combat troops from Iraq as conditions for providing supplemental funding to continue the
war effort. The President repeatedly stated his intention to veto the bill as it was being drafted.

Leaders of the Democratic majority in Congress also clearly stated their intention to carry out
what they saw as the will of a majority of the American people. Their intent was to begin the pro-
cess of disengaging American combat forces from what congressional Democrats were labeling
an Iraqi civil war. On May 2, 2007, the House of Representatives failed to override the President’s
veto and then set to work trying to develop another legislative vehicle that would accomplish a
transition of responsibility from U.S. to Iraqi forces. They also wanted to encourage the Iraqi gov-
ernment to take further responsibility for political reconciliation.” On July 11, the Washington Post
reported on various efforts by Democrats and Republicans to force the administration’s hand, ei-
ther to amend the mission and focus of the troops in Iraq or to pull out the combat troops entirely.®
Those congressional actions were directed squarely at changing U.S. policy in a national security
area.
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While this power struggle illustrates direct conflict, how does the Congress routinely influence
policy and strategy formulation in the national security community? The answer is through appro-
priations and oversight. Congress provides appropriations as well as oversight for all the players
in U.S. foreign policy —including the Departments of State and Defense and the CIA. While not
enumerated in the Constitution, congressional oversight logically flows from its appropriations
role.” The leaders of the foreign policy agencies routinely go to Capitol Hill to testify before various
committees and to answer questions, both in and out of committee sessions. Members of Congress
also have individual, direct access to the executive agencies by sending letters of inquiry. Operat-
ing beneath the level of public awareness, but arguably no less important, are the relationships
between mid-grade professionals in these agencies and the professional staffs of the House and
Senate. Separate from the personal staffs of Members, these professional staffs exist to provide
expertise to committees in drafting legislation. To that end, committees frequently hire staffers
with former service in and around the executive agencies. Informal communication between the
executive and legislative branches is continuous at the staff level. Agency staffers and congres-
sional staffers can frame the debate and set the stage for successful legislation. They also provide
early warning to their superiors when a confrontation appears likely. Much of the effective give-
and-take between the branches is concentrated at this level, while the Members and agency senior
executives work more directly in the media spotlight.

As a body within the Executive Office of the President, the NSC is largely immune from direct
congressional pressure. At the same time, the primary members of both the principals and deputies
committees — the Secretaries and Deputy Secretaries of Defense, State and Treasury, the Director
and Deputy Director of the CIA, and the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
are each subject to congressional oversight in their roles within their respective organizations. The
President ultimately determines the extent to which the NSC formally cooperates with Congress.

The NSC Staff is also mostly immune from direct congressional pressure. The President can
claim executive privilege to protect NSC staff members from congressional scrutiny. At the same
time, the NSC Staff must remain cognizant of the role and power of Congress, even as they serve
the President. Similar to the previous discussion of relationships, the working-level relationships
between Congress and the NSC Staff can foster harmonious or acrimonious interactions that help
or hinder the advancement of U.S. policy. When the executive and legislative branches come into
direct conflict and neither is prepared to compromise, the opportunity may arise for the Judiciary
to involve itself in settling issues of Constitutional powers.

In asking the question, “Who is the Congress accountable to?” a researcher turns to the Consti-
tution. All Constitutional legislative powers are vested in the Congress.® In their role as legislators,
Members advance the interests of the Nation, thereby supporting and defending the Constitution.
At the same time, the Constitution makes Members accountable to their constituents via regular
elections.” These legislative and representative roles are generally complementary, yet there are
occasions where Members are forced to choose between these two interests. For the purposes of
this paper, it is sufficient to recognize there can be significant tension between the two roles."

The People provide regular feedback to the Congress in a variety of ways. The most obvious
method is through elections. Every 2 years in the House and every 6 years in the Senate, Members
wishing to continue their service must stand for reelection by their constituents. Between elections,
Members receive feedback from their constituents and other interested citizens through written or
electronic contact with Members’ offices, personal visits in Washington or in the home district, and
through financial contributions. Members may occasionally receive contradictory feedback from
their constituents and the rest of the country, reflecting conflict between their twin roles.
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In their Constitutional role as legislators, Members also receive feedback from both the ex-
ecutive branch and the judiciary. The executive branch feedback process includes the staff-level
communication previously described, as well as formal proposals or draft legislation the President
may send to Congress. Additionally, the executive provides the Congress feedback via the People.
The President can use the bully pulpit to connect with the American electorate via the media. If he
is successful, the electorate can increase or modify the feedback they provide the Congress. The Ju-
diciary provides feedback to the Congress by ruling on challenged laws, with the Supreme Court
as the final arbiter. When considering controversial legislation, Congress always has an eye on the
likely Constitutionality of the legislation, as well as on the various ways opponents may choose to
challenge the Constitutionality of the law through the courts.

With two formal lines of accountability, Members of the House of Representatives are always
in a race for reelection and Senators are finding they have less and less time where reelection does
not impact everything they do. This introduces a tangled web of relationships that usually oper-
ates just below the public consciousness. The most logical result of this perpetual campaign sce-
nario is strengthening of the representative role (accountable to the People) vis-a-vis the legislator
(accountable to the Nation) role. Also becoming increasingly visible with each new campaign is
the growing impact of money.

While any campaign organization is expensive to operate, for truly competitive races the de-
sired level of media saturation can cost enormous sums. To comply with ethics restrictions while
also raising the required resources to compete, Members must separate their personal schedules
and their staffs into congressional and campaign foci. Interest groups can help fill the fundraising
need. These organizations attempt to educate Members and hopefully improve resulting legisla-
tion. At the same time, they bring various financial resources to bear in ways that can benefit a
Member (or the opposing candidate). Members receive direct, although informal, feedback in the
levels of campaign contributions being steered their way by these interest groups, especially as
compared to contributions to their opponents. Interest groups are the focus of a separate section
later in this paper. While many writers have lamented the perceived connections between politi-
cians and money, the national security professional needs to recognize the numerous influencers
operating behind the scenes attempting to sway the course and content of legislation that may
impact national security policy.

As noted earlier, the high cost of media advertising drives ever more time and effort into cam-
paign fundraising. While serving various roles, the presence and actions of the media complicate
the numerous relationships involved in U.S. policymaking. The media is the focus of the final sec-
tion of this chapter.

THINK TANKS

Of the many influences on U.S. foreign policy formulation, the role of think tanks is among the most im-
portant and least appreciated. A distinctively American phenomenon, the independent policy research
institution has shaped U.S. global engagement for nearly 100 years. But because think tanks conduct
much of their work outside the media spotlight, they garner less attention than other sources of U.S.
policy —like the jostling of interest groups, the maneuvering between political parties, and the rivalry
among branches of government."!

—Richard N. Haass, Dir, Policy Planning
U.S. Department of State
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A think tank is an organization that conducts policy-oriented research. Think tanks provide
ideas and analysis on myriad foreign and domestic policy issues. They further serve to assist the
public in making informed decisions about these subjects.’> According to Richard Haass, their
primary contribution is to bridge the gap between academia and government. While government
bureaucrats are too busy in their day-to-day roles to “take a step back and consider the broader
trajectory of U.S. policy,” academicians are generally focused on “arcane theoretical and method-
ological debates only distantly related to real policy dilemmas.”*® Much of the academic research
in any policy field does not end up in a form useful to policymakers. Think tanks serve a useful
function as they review the extant literature and distill or synthesize these material into a useful
format.” More broadly, think tanks serve civil society in five ways: generating ideas, providing
talent to government, offering venues to gather policy professionals, engaging the public, and
serving as a middle ground between opposing parties.'

Think tanks, operating outside the government bureaucracy, have the freedom to challenge
the conventional wisdom. They may be independent or associated with interest groups. Observ-
ing the modus operandi of the administration, think tanks develop new approaches to policy chal-
lenges as well as innovative concepts. At the same time, think tanks may also determine that the
current administration’s approach to an issue is right on target. Recognizing emerging trends and
problems, think tanks can translate the challenges into actionable policy issues.'® During World
War II, the Council on Foreign Relations initiated a project entitled War and Peace Studies that
ultimately generated 682 memoranda for the State Department. It was their flagship publication,
Foreign Affairs, which published “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” in 1947, providing the intellec-
tual foundation for the strategy of containment. Think tanks also serve as intellectual support for
political campaigns, generating policy papers and providing advice to candidates on a wide range
of issues."” In their role as idea generators, they also serve as recyclers. As the number of informa-
tion sources and paths of information transfer explode, gatekeepers of that process gain power. As
R. Keohane and Joseph Nye noted in 1998, “To understand the effect of free information on power,
one must first understand the paradox of plenty. A plentitude of information leads to a poverty
of attention. Attention becomes a scarce resource, and those who can distinguish valuable signals
from white noise gain power. . . . Brand names and the ability to bestow an international seal of
approval will become more important.”*®

In addition to their work generating ideas, think tanks also make available a wide range of
intellectual talent, with appropriate policy focus, for incoming administrations to draft into gov-
ernment service. Almost as important, think tanks also provide fertile ground for outgoing public
servants to remain engaged in the policy realm. Stepping back from the day-to-day grind of gov-
ernment service allows these professionals time to ponder their experience from a wider perspec-
tive. Snaring a retiring high-profile public servant can add luster to a think tank’s reputation and
possibly enhance donations.”” One of the latest examples of the revolving door between govern-
ment and think tanks is the move of former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld from his post
at the helm of the DoD to a visiting fellowship at the Hoover Institute at Stanford University.?
Figure 3-1 below gives some idea of the prevalence of this trend. An extensive list is available in
Appendix Two of Donald Abelson’s 2006 book, A Capital Idea: Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policy.
Consider one cautionary note about the revolving door. Individuals who may consider moving
in either direction may constrain their policy research or innovation, or worse yet, moderate their
actions or the report of their findings with a view to remaining in the good graces of their possible
future employers.

Think tanks also serve as hosts for gatherings of policy professionals. Whether hosting a single-
issue lecture or convening a multiday symposium, these gatherings foster debate and understand-
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ing. While they shape opinions, these meetings can also lay the foundation for new ideas to suc-
cessfully enter the policy arena. Just as importantly, these meetings can also serve to demonstrate
why some new ideas need more time for thought before being implemented. Think tanks can also
provide nonpartisan venues for government officials to announce new initiatives or for foreign
officials to engage the wider U.S. policy community.?

Think Tank

Government Position(s)

John Bolton

American Enterprise Institute

US Amb to UN, Undersecretary of State

Zbigniew Brzezinski

Center for Strategic and International Studies

National Security Advisor

Paula Dobriansky

Council on Foreign Relations

Undersecretary of State

Leslie Gelb

Council on Foreign Relations

Dir, Policy and Planning, State Dept

Richard Holbrooke

Council on Foreign Relations

Asst Secretary of State

Zalmay Khalizad

RAND

US Amb to UN, Afghanistan and Iraq

Henry Kissinger

Council on Foreign Relations

Secretary of State, National Security Advisor

Jessica Matthews

Carnegie Endowment For International Peace

Deputy Undersecretary of State, Director of Global Issues at NSC

Richard Perle American Enterprise Institute Asst Secretary of Defense

George Schultz Hoover Institution Secretary of State, Secretary of Treasury, Secretary of Labor

Strobe Talbott Brookings Institution Deputy Secretary of State, Senior Director at NSC

Figure 3-1. The Revolving Door.”

Using both the public media and their own publishing resources, as well as the Internet, think
tanks attempt to engage and educate the public. While some reflect the philosophical leanings of
associated interest groups, others serve as independent judges of public policy and government
performance. In fulfilling this role, they also build confidence in public policy and public officials.
Even where government fails to deliver sufficient results, think tanks help shine light on policy
failures and suggest corrective actions. The appearance of independence from government is vital
in this role. Additionally, these organizations serve as interpreters of current events for citizens,
providing various viewpoints on the issue of the day.” Researcher Diana Stone suggests, however,
that think tanks” engagement with the public is a one-way relationship. That is, there is little for-
mal structure in most think tanks to receive and process public feedback. She also notes that think
tanks are focused heavily on policy elite and around governmental centers of power, effectively
limiting their engagement mission.*

Similar to their role in providing venues for professionals, think tanks can also provide venues
for mediation between opposing groups. The United States Institute of Peace occasionally serves
as a conduit for behind-the-scenes political negotiations, while also providing negotiation train-
ing to U.S. diplomats. The Carnegie Endowment hosted meetings over 8 years on South Africa,
establishing an ongoing dialogue focused on South Africa’s future and helping enable its political
transition. Additionally, the Center for Strategic and International Studies has been involved in
mediating divisions between Greeks and Turks and ethnic groups in the former Yugoslavia.” In
this role, think tanks can serve an important support function for the U.S. Government in lessening
tensions.
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At this point, it is apparent that think tanks must maintain some level of positive reputation
among both the public and the policy community to have any broad impact. Indeed, many think
tanks strategize about garnering media attention though seminars, conferences and public lec-
tures. They also reach out widely to academics, policymakers, and journalists to get the message
out. These events bring credit to the think tank as well as educate others about their work. Some
think tanks pursue academic audiences through university lectures or pursue a more formal influ-
ence through congressional testimony. Virtually all think tanks now have Internet home pages
making their products widely available for download. While Donald Abelson argues that think
tank influence is quite difficult to assess accurately, he notes that some think tank directors use
media coverage as a gauge of their own organization’s policy influence.*

While the word “independent” is frequently used in describing think tanks or their roles, most
often, the word refers to the relationship between think tanks and the government. It should not
be construed to mean that think tanks are necessarily impartial, nor that they come to their con-
clusions or operate in the policy world without outside influence. Looking internationally, Stone
claims that the term think tank brings a certain prestige to an organization, and that the definition
has become very elastic, especially in a non-Anglo-American setting. Think tanks reflect their na-
tive political environment, and the independence from government influence expected of a U.S. or
U.K. think tank should not be assumed for others.”

To be able to afford all of the activity related above, and the amount of professional expertise
at their fingertips, where do think tanks get their funding? There are four primary avenues of
funding think tanks in the United States. Many, if not all, think tanks accept donations from pri-
vate individuals. Considered separate from these individual donations are endowments or major
contributions of wealthy individuals. Private foundations provide another source of funding, as
do government grants and contracts.” These funding sources are also a source of feedback. As an
organization produces results that are favorable to a donor, the tendency would naturally be for
that donor to consider maintaining or increasing the funding stream. Similarly, if the think tank
fails to deliver significant enough results, or somehow works against the values and interests of
the donor, the natural tendency would be to eliminate or decrease future funding,.

At the same time, donors can choose to overlook short-term results in making funding deci-
sions, while think tanks can also choose to operate without regard for the opinions of their funding
sources. Human nature suggests that these situations would be exceptions to the rule. This fact
should not be construed to be a guarantee of partisanship on any given issue, but simply a caution-
ary note not to assume impartiality. Indeed, James McGann, Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy
Research Institute told a Foreign Press Center audience, “. . . most people don’t talk about it, most
institutions will rail against what I'm about to do, because they don’t want to be pegged in being
one quadrant or another in terms of left, center, right, but the reality is those people who are in
the know know what—where think tanks fall.”* Knowing this, donors select the think tanks they
choose to support, and think tanks tend to generate ideas and products that reflect their employees
and donors. This polarization of some think tanks toward ideological positions can provide utility
where they balance each other, but this tendency can also leave the ideological center with less of
a policy voice.

Think tanks as organizations have no direct line of accountability. As mentioned above, they
are indirectly accountable to their funding sources. Losing a funding source could lead a think
tank to find other sources of revenue which, in turn, may or may not lead to a change in organi-
zational focus. In a broader sense, think tanks are also accountable to their target audience(s), as
losing a significant portion of their audience will reduce their perceived influence. This loss of
influence may, in turn, also affect their funding. At the individual level, think tank scholars are
directly accountable to their boards of directors.
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INTEREST GROUPS

In 1787, writing in Federalist #10, James Madison defined faction as “. . . a number of citizens,
whether amounting to a majority or a minority of the whole, who are united and actuated by some
common impulse of passion, or of interest, adversed [sic] to the rights of other citizens, or to the
permanent and aggregate interests of the community.”* Today an interest group can be broadly
defined as any group of nonelected individuals that organize themselves in an attempt to influence
public policy. While focused on the national security community, this paper nevertheless recog-
nizes that interest groups not claiming any interest in security policy can have impacts on policy
and strategy formulation.

An About.com web page entitled “Issues, Organizations, and Interest Groups” gives some feel
for the Wild West nature of the world of interest groups. At the time of this writing, the website
contained 211 links to interest groups from across the political sphere. From well-known groups
like the National Rifle Association and Greenpeace to polar opposites such as National Right to
Life and Planned Parenthood to lesser-knowns such as Stewards of Family Farms, Ranches, and
Forests, this website barely scratches the surface of interest groups vying to impact policy. To
illustrate the scope of such groups, the Encyclopedia of Associations lists 22,200 U.S. national or-
ganizations; 22,300 international organizations; and 115,000 regional, state, and local organiza-
tions.* (Note that under an expansive reading of this definition, some Federal agencies such as the
Department of Veterans Affairs and Office of National Drug Control Policy could be considered
interest groups —and these executive branch organizations” websites are listed on the About.com
website. This paper does not consider government agencies as interest groups.)

Interest groups obviously vary significantly in terms of size, focus, influence, and name recog-
nition. On one end of the spectrum is Asian Pacific Americans for Progress (APAP), a little-known,
liberal-leaning group based on the U.S. West Coast. In May 2007, this group hosted a conference
call with Elizabeth Edwards, wife of presidential candidate John Edwards. For 30 minutes, she
took questions from 65 call-in sites—mostly people’s homes. APAP, begun in 2004 to support
candidate Howard Dean, claims no more than 7,500 members nationwide.*?

At the other end of the spectrum reside well-known groups such as the American Association
of Retired Persons (AARP). A visit to the AARP website shows they are open to anyone over 50
years old and claim over 37 million members. The organization is well known for their advocacy
on behalf of seniors for affordable prescription drugs and protection of Social Security or Medicare
from changes that would decrease benefit payments to seniors. Their other interests are wide-
ranging, from homeowner insurance to the Taxpayer Bill of Rights to telecom deregulation and
liability issues for volunteer drivers.”

Neither of these groups is primarily interested in or directly related to foreign policy. However,
virtually all interest groups play at least an indirect role in the foreign policy process. For example,
the national security professional might see the greatest impact of AARP in their tenacious defense
of spending in the Social Security and Medicare accounts. Foreign policy funding of all types com-
petes with other spending in the budget process. Thus, any argument for resource growth for the
DoD or the State Department will require either a tax increase or a reduction in other government
spending (or both). The case for discretionary spending growth is problematic, as AARP (among
others) stands ready to mobilize 37 million seniors to oppose any resulting spending reductions
or tax increases.

A significant majority of the American public agrees with the statement, “Congress is too heav-
ily influenced by interest groups.”* While political scientists across the spectrum cannot agree
on the extent of interest group influence over the Congress, they uniformly reject “as crude and
exaggerated” the public view of an interest group stranglehold on Congress.*® At the same time,
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the American system of government has several facets that tend to increase the influence of inter-
est groups when compared to other forms of government. Perhaps most importantly, the First
Amendment to the Constitution guarantees the right of American individuals or groups to be
heard through freedoms of the press, speech, and assembly. The diffusion of power in the Ameri-
can political system also serves to increase the power of interest groups. The separation of powers
into three branches enhances the influence of interest groups by preventing excessive accumula-
tion of powers in any single branch. Further diluting the centralization of power is the concept of
Federalism, or reserving power to the states that is not explicitly granted to the Federal govern-
ment. Furthermore, the limited power of any single political party in the American system tends
to raise the relative influence of all actors in the system. Finally, the independent judiciary gives
interest groups a route of appeal when legislative or executive actions stifle minority rights or
harm group interests.*

Interest groups play important roles in representative government. They tend to organize ei-
ther around broad public policy issues or narrowly focused issues. Organizing is easier for small
groups that share a significant stake in a given issue. Because of its small size, the impact of any
policy change will be more keenly felt, meaning individual motivation and energy are easier to
come by and maintain as the interest group advances its agenda. With small size, however, usually
comes small influence. The amount of time and energy involved in organizing a large public policy
interest group is more extensive. Likewise, the potential impact of any given policy will be more
diluted as it reaches across a larger population, meaning the individual motivation and energy
level is more difficult to sustain.” At the same time, the influence of a large group is likely to be
greater than of a small group, since larger membership represents a larger constituency, and gen-
erally, access to a greater pool of resources. Interest groups formed to represent other groups (e.g.,
business groups, labor organizations, associations of like-minded groups) have similar dynamics.

An example of interest group engagement in governance is the effort to bring greater transpar-
ency to the congressional practice of earmarking. Earmarks are specific appropriations inserted
into legislation by a single Member of Congress that benefits his or her state or district. Referring
to earmarks, the President of Americans for Tax Reform stated, “Transparency is the next big
thing.”*® A Wall Street Journal article asserts that this trend has accelerated at the state level — Kan-
sas, Minnesota and Texas are among 19 states that have passed or are considering laws mandating
public transparency of government spending. In the 2006 election cycle, congressional democrats
campaigned on bringing greater transparency to earmarks. Legislative progress on the issue has
been spotty, however, as some 32,000 earmark requests are working their way through the 2007
legislative session.”

In addition to their efforts to implement change, interest groups” expertise can be an important
asset to Members of Congress, the executive branch and the judiciary. The arcane and technical
aspects of much of American business, agricultural, and scientific life, for example, are generally
outside the experience and expertise of Members and their staffs.*” Interest groups step forward to
fill the void, educating Members and theoretically helping to improve the final legislative product.
Members frequently reach out to those interest groups with which they have established trusted
relationships. According to research from as far back as the 1960s, these relationships may form
the basis for much of the sway interest groups have over policy.* Clearly, relationships continue
to matter.

At the individual level, interest groups often hire lobbyists to represent their views to the gov-
ernment. As lobbyists work to educate Members, they, and the interest groups that employ them
can become sources of financial support Members can tap for campaign expenses. The image of
a congressman receiving money from a lobbyist gets to the heart of the public’s troubled percep-
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tions. In many cases, however, the public perception is misguided, as the greater power in the
relationship often belongs to the Member. As needy as each Member of Congress is for campaign
funds, the universe of available lobbyists with funds is so large that Members can afford to be
somewhat choosy. This inverts the relationship, forcing lobbyists to compete and to bring value
beyond their money to the table.*> While not dependent on interest group money, members of the
President’s administration are also recipients of interest group lobbying. This lobbying attempts
to steer Federal policymaking as well as the content of legislation the administration may propose
to Congress. Finally, interest groups can also directly lobby the administration to threaten a presi-
dential veto of legislation.

In addition to hiring lobbyists, interest groups also can form Political Action Committees
(PACs) to collect and disburse money on behalf of political candidates or specific issues. PACs are
limited to accepting no more than $5,000 from an individual, political party committee, or other
PAC within any given calendar year. PACs may give no more than $5,000 to any candidate’s re-
election committee or more than $15,000 to any national party committee annually.* These PACs
serve as conduits for the “soft money” that has replaced direct contributions to candidates over the
years. As Congress tightened campaign contribution laws in an effort to head off ethics crises and
the worsening of public perception, limits on these direct contributions, known as “hard money”
weakened their overall impact. PACs and soft money emerged out of the resulting political envi-
ronment, and efforts to control or limit PACs have suffered from limited congressional enthusiasm
as well as Constitutional issues regarding limiting free speech.

When working to influence policy, interest groups can adopt an inside strategy, an outside
strategy, or some combination of the two. Inside strategies focus their efforts on influencing
change from the inside the organization. This strategy requires connections with centers of power
and influence inside the organization, which will then change the direction of the whole institu-
tion. Lobbying is an example of an inside strategy, wherein an interest group pays an individual
or lobbying firm to communicate directly with select Members of Congress in order to influence
their votes on a piece of legislation or more broadly across a range of bills impacting their interests.
An inside strategy is the most direct approach and when correctly planned and executed, is more
effective than an outside strategy. An inside strategy also has the possibility of being executed
with less public scrutiny than an outside strategy. Ultimately, however, an inside strategy requires
access to resources such as money, a substantial membership list or perhaps established relation-
ships that facilitate access. Without such resources, interest groups have little hope of effectively
working inside the organization.

An outside strategy attempts to bring external pressure on the organization. The use of public
pressure, shame, protest actions and civil disobedience are samples of tools of an outside strategy.
The appeal of the outside strategy is that is does not necessarily require large sums of money, a
large membership or any direct connection at all to the target organization. Before the advent of
the Internet, the media was a primary tool of the outside strategy, especially for resource-poor
groups. Groups such as Earth First—an environmental action group known to use protest actions
to garner media attention —hope to receive free publicity through news coverage. Just as terrorists
attempt to communicate to their target audience via media coverage of their attacks, some interest
groups create disruptions to garner public attention to their interests. Fortunately, these groups
are a tiny minority, and a more common outside strategy is a simple media campaign that relies
on repetition and a wide reach of press releases and “talking head” opportunities to get the mes-
sage out. This is one avenue where PACs excel. Their large monetary resources, limited in terms
of direct contributions to favored candidates, are available for wide ranging media campaigns on
behalf of both candidates and issues. Additionally, a University of Michigan study concluded that
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a media-based outside strategy is generally only effective for those groups with enough resources
to also attempt an inside strategy.* It appears that in addition to relationships, size also matters.

While PAC money buys expensive media campaigns, the increasing ubiquity of the Internet
has dramatically reduced the cost of Internet-based campaigns. With the lowered financial bar
to entry comes a vastly more congested public space, in which it becomes ever more difficult to
make a message stand out. It is clear that both large national interest groups and narrowly focused
groups can now mobilize their members with little resource outlay. At the same time, the media
still plays an enormous role both in political campaigns and in governance.

THE MEDIA

In the absence of a functioning media, much of the foregoing discussion about the national
security community would become moot. The executive branch would make policy, the Legisla-
ture would make laws, and the Judiciary would continue to interpret them as before. In that case,
however, all three branches would be more isolated from the People, and think tanks and interest
groups would be hard pressed to generate the influence they enjoy today. The media serves as a
conduit energizing the informal connections highlighted elsewhere in this chapter. Complicating
the picture is the fact that the media cannot cover these issues without also affecting them, both
directly and indirectly. The media impacts the national security environment in many ways. Most
importantly, the media serves as a communications channel between the government and the Peo-
ple. It also serves as a democratic watchdog over government, guarding against the inappropriate
accumulation and exercise of power. Somewhat less recognized outside of journalistic circles, but
arguably no less important, is the media role of framing,.

Framing can represent the context within which the media presents information. Given the
finite news cycle, how much space or time does any single news item deserve? Editors are always
challenged to maximize a story’s accuracy, depth, and context while minimizing the time or space
allotted. Limiting context, however, affects the framing and ultimately the consumer’s interpreta-
tion of the story. For example, is a news item presented with enough context to allow the consumer
to distinguish a conspiracy just unmasked from a simple case of human error? Was this news event
even out of the ordinary? Framing can also relate to whether or not an item is covered at all. When
an editor reaches the limit of a given news cycle’s coverage, any remaining lower-priority stories,
according to his sole judgment, are left out—many never to be reconsidered. In choosing not to
cover one story, while covering another, the editor has in a small way personally framed the larger
public debate. A familiar example in military circles is the media’s perceived predilection to report
daily U.S. casualties in Iraq as well as the body count from insurgent attacks. A source of conten-
tion for military professionals is the editorial choice to ignore information contained in Coalition
press releases documenting progress in security, civil society, and basic services. The military
professional grouses about the preponderance of negative coverage, while the media editor la-
ments that most press release information, while perhaps valuable to the overall context, simply
is not news. This media framing presents the war as a recurring drumbeat of costs paid without
also providing the balancing compilation of benefits purchased in part through the efforts and
sacrifices of those paying the costs.

In any close observation of the media and the government, it is helpful to remember that they
share the same ultimate customer — the People.*” While on the surface, relations between the gov-
ernment and the media frequently appear strained, there are institutional continuities working
beneath the surface that make for a symbiotic relationship. These continuities include the media’s
ongoing need for access to information and the government’s need for the means to communicate
with the People. While both parties want more control over the relationship, they make extensive
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use of each other to achieve their objectives. The media exerts pressure on the government to pro-
vide greater access to information —in some cases information that the government does not want
to release. The government, in turn, devotes resources both to crafting strategies to communicate
its message to the People via the media and to responding to media requests for information.*® In
that relationship, both parties hold some power.

The news cycle drives the media’s recurring appetite for information. Theoretically, the gov-
ernment has the power to grant or withhold access. (Notwithstanding the idealized picture of the
investigative journalist digging through the system looking for a sympathetic source.) If the gov-
ernment wants to fulfill the media’s request, it generally must do so on the media’s timeline. If it
fails to do so, the story may not get the extent of coverage the government desires. Likewise, if the
government does not want the story to get wide coverage, delaying a response until after deadline
can have that effect. For stories that editors feels have sufficient impact, however, such govern-
ment delays do no good. In fact, the media can report on the government’s lack of responsiveness,
and thereby contribute to heightening public attention to a subsequent story.

When compared with the government-media relationship, the relational dynamic between the
media, think tanks, and interest groups is somewhat more one-directional. Here, the pull of the
media news cycle is enhanced by the push of these groups” desire to generate media coverage for
their ideas. Indeed, it may be more accurate to portray a media responsibility of filtering in this
relationship. In today’s fast-paced and crowded news environment, not every think tank or inter-
est group press release or report is worth a slice of finite media coverage, and the media therefore
decides what receives coverage and what does not.

The proliferation of Internet websites and satellite/cable television channels containing news
and commentary have led to saturation of the media marketplace. Newspaper circulation is de-
clining around the country, and the ability to turn a profit is more problematic.*” Conventional
wisdom asserts that pursuing high quality journalism costs additional resources, and these added
resources detract from the profit margin of a news organization. With shareholders always looking
over the shoulder, the pressure for profits frequently leads to cost-cutting measures, which in turn
degrade the quality of in-depth reporting. The Chairman of the Tribune Company, Jack Fuller,
spoke on the tension between business and journalistic priorities:

. . . those of us who put out newspapers are important . . . participants in the system of public gover-
nance. If we take that seriously, as we should, our jobs as leaders of newspaper enterprises is to find
the sweet spot where we can fulfill both our fiduciary obligation to the shareholders and our social
obligation to provide communities the kind of information they need in order for people to make their
sovereign choices wisely.*

To determine if objective measures of newspaper quality are available, Koang-Hyub Kim and
Philip Meyer began by reviewing a study published in 1989 by Leo Bogart. In his conclusions,
Bogart declared that indicators such as accuracy, civic-mindedness and impartiality in reporting
were too subjective to be measured. What Kim and Meyer went on to find, however, was that for
seven quality indicators they isolated, quality was indeed directly related to profitability. (Higher
quality led to higher profits.) But they noted, “Quality journalism, in the minds of some, is more
cost than gain.” Perhaps more ominously for newspapers in general, the researchers’ final conclu-
sion was that those focused on cutting costs were achieving short-term gains while masking the
long-term costs in terms of reduced readership as quality inevitably suffers.*

How does this phenomenon affect the national security community? As pressures build on
newspapers, and media more generally, to generate additional profits to justify stock price in-
creases, the time, effort and resources devoted to news collection and quality reporting will likely
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decline. Reporting may depend more and more on inside sources cuing reporters to evolving is-
sues. Perhaps the various interrelationships in the community will become more complicated as
the Internet opens up ever wider spaces for individuals and groups for report news, leak informa-
tion, or opine on the issues of the day. The Internet will certainly increase the relative power of any
connected, enterprising individual. It remains to be seen if it will lead to more in-depth, quality
reporting,.

CONCLUSION

While the executive branch bears the primary burden for national security policy, it functions
in an environment with other actors clamoring for influence. The Congress wields significant sway
in policy debates. In a movement gaining momentum over many years, think tanks have greatly
increased in number. While their direct influence remains difficult to measure, there is little con-
tention over the idea that their influence continues to grow. Metaphorically elbowing their way
onto the stage are interest groups, large and small, that sometimes bring access to tremendous
resources —resources that are important to the Congress for the almost-perpetual campaigning
required. Providing much of the discussion space for each of these parties to interact is the media.
The national security community is a morass of intersecting relationships of feedback and ac-
countability. Whether forecasting the second-order effects of a policy proposal or attempting to
shepherd policy changes through the process, the national security professional needs to remain
attuned to the many players involved, and to choose his sources wisely.

ENDNOTES - CHAPTER 3

1. Jeffrey S. Washburn, “U.S. National Security Structure: A New Model for the 21st Century,” Abstract, available
from www.stormingmedia.us/67/6791/A679144.html.

2. John Deutch, Arnold Kanter, and Brent Scowcroft, “Strengthening the National Security Interagency Process”
Ashton B. Carter and John P. White, eds., Keeping the Edge: Managing Defense for the Future, Cambridge, MA: Preventive
Defense Project, 2000, available from bcsia.ksg.harvard.edu/BCSIA_content/documents/KTE_ch10.pdf.

3. “National Security Network,” search of website content for “national security community,” available from
www.nsnetwork.org/search/node/% 22national+security+community %22.

4. Donald M. Snow and Eugene Brown, Puzzle Palaces and Foggy Bottom, New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1994, p. 125.

5. Dan Robinson, “Democrats to Keep Pressure on Bush Over Iraq Funding,” May 2, 2007, available from voanews.
comy/english/2007-05-02-voad55.cfm.

6. Jonathan Weisman and Shailagh Murray, “In GOP, Growing Friction On Iraq; Senate Dissenters Chafe at Tactics
Of Party Leaders,” Washington Post, July 11, 2007, Sec. A, p. 1.

7.Snow and Brown, p. 119.
8. U.S. Constitution, Art. 1, Sec. 1.
9. Ibid., Art. 1, Sec. 2-3.

10. For further insight, consult Roger H. Davidson and Walter J. Oleszek, “The Two Congresses” in Congress and
It’s Members, Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly (CQ) Press, 2006, pp.1-10.

38



11. Richard N. Haass, “Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policy: A Policymaker’s Perspective,” available from www.
state.gov/s/p/rem/15506.htm.

12. James McGann, “Development of Think Tanks and Their Role as Catalysts for Ideas and Actions in the U.S.
Political System,” Foreign Press Center Briefing, February 28, 2006, available from fpc.state.gov/fpc/62388.htm.

13. Haass.

14. Diane Stone, “Recycling Bins, Garbage Cans or Think Tanks? Three Myths Regarding Policy Analysis Insti-
tutes,” Public Administration, Vol. 85, June 2007, p. 272.

15. Haass.

16. McGann.

17. Haass.

18. R. O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, “Power and Interdependence in the Information Age,” Foreign Affairs, Vol.
77, September/October 1998, quoted in Diane Stone, “Recycling Bins, Garbage Cans or Think Tanks? Three Myths
Regarding Policy Analysis Institutes,” Public Administration, Vol. 85, June 2007, pp. 272-273.

19. Stone, p. 270.

20. Jonathan D. Glater, “Rumsfeld as Fellow Draws a Protest at Stanford,” New York Times, September 21, 2007,
available from www.nytimes.com/2007/09/21/education/21stanford.html?ex=1348027200&en=7fce3ae5392f19f0&ei=5088&Ep
artner=rssnyt&emc=rss.

21. “The Revolving Door,” available from usinfo.state.gov/journals/itps/1102/ijpe/pj73fact.htm.

22. Haass.

23. McGann.

24. Stone, pp. 268-269.

25. Haass.

26. Donald E. Abelson, A Capitol Idea: Think Tanks and U.S. Foreign Policy, Montreal, and Kingston, Canada: McGill-
Queen’s University Press, 2006, pp. 148-149, 150-151, 154.

27. Stone, pp. 262, 265.
28. McGann.
29. Ibid.

30. “The Federalist Paper No. 10: The Utility of the Union as a Safeguard Against Domestic Faction and Insurrec-
tion (continued),” available from www.constitution.org/fed/federal0.htm.

31. “Encyclopedia of Associations,” available from library.dialog.com/bluesheets/html/bl0114.html.
32. Ariel Sabar, ”Niche groups use Web to gain ear of ‘08 contenders,” Christian Science Monitor, May 29, 2007, p. 1.
33. AARP homepage, available from www.aarp.org.

34. John R. Hibbing and Elizabeth Theiss-Morse, Congress as Public Enemy: Public Attitudes toward American Politi-
cal Institutions, Cambridge, UK, and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1995, pp. 63-65; quoted in Frances E.

39



Lee, “Interests, Constituencies, and Policymaking,” in Paul J. Quirk and Sarah A. Binder, eds., The Legislative Branch,
Oxford, UK, and New York: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 288.

35. Frances E. Lee, “Interests, Constituencies, and Policymaking,” in Paul ]. Quirk and Sarah A. Binder, eds., The
Legislative Branch, Oxford, UK, and New York: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 288.

36. R. Allen Hays, “Democracy Papers: The Role of Interest Groups,” available from usinfo.state.gov/products/pubs/
democracy/dmpaper9.htm.

37. Lee, p. 289.

38. Kimberly A Strassel, “Pork Project,” Wall Street Journal” June 22, 2007, p. A-10.
39. Ibid.

40. Lee, p. 294.

41. Janet M. Grenzke, “PACs and the Congressional Supermarket: The Currency is Complex,” American Journal of
Political Science, Vol. 33, 1989, pp. 1-24, quoted in Lee, p. 294.

42. Lee, p. 294.

43. “What is a PAC?” The Center for Responsive Politics website, available from www.opensecrets.org/pacs/pacfaq.
asp.

44. A. Trevor Thrall, “The Myth of the Outside Strategy: Mass Media News Coverage of Interest Groups,” Political
Communication, Vol. 23, October-December 2006, pp. 407-420. In a review of television, magazine, and newspaper cov-
erage of four public policy areas, he found that of all groups attempting to impact policy, the single most frequently
covered interest group in a policy arena averaged 41 percent of the newspaper coverage, 36 percent of the news maga-
zine coverage, and a staggering 43 percent of all TV news coverage.

45. Martha Joynt Kumar, “Government and the Press: An Ambivalent Relationship,” Geneva Overholser and
Kathleen Hall Jamison, eds., The Press, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 221.

46. Martha Joynt Kumar and Alex Jones, “Government and the Press: Issues and Trends,” Geneva Overholser and
Kathleen Hall Jamison, eds., The Press, Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press, 2005, p. 227.

47. Koang-Hyub Kim and Philip Meyer, “Survey Yields Five Factors of Newspaper Quality,” Newspaper Research
Journal, Vol. 26, No. 1, Winter 2005, available from WilsonlWeb.

48. Ibid.

49. Ibid.

40



CHAPTER 4
MAKING NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY IN THE 21ST CENTURY
Alan G. Stolberg

Otto von Bismarck is often credited with saying that, “Laws [as expressions of policy] are like
sausages. It is better not to see them being made.” Then at the beginning of the last century, Upton
Sinclair wrote about the gory details of the sausage-making industry in his work, The Jungle. While
the book is more than a century old, a modern commentator validates its current relevancy: “I dare
anyone to read the book and enjoy a ballpark frank the same day. Policymaking, much like sau-
sage-making, is a messy enterprise . . . sometimes tedious and frequently stomach-wrenching.”"

Making policy, especially national security policy, has never been a science, and the art form
remains inexact at best. Whether in the 19th or the 21st century, national security policymaking is
complex, depends on numerous variables, and often has had to rely on a bit of luck. The level of
difficulty becomes even more pronounced when considering a policy that must progress beyond
grand conceptualization to actual implementation. At the same time, if the question driving the
policy is direct and understandable; if there has been a thorough analysis of the foreign and do-
mestic strategic context; if policymakers identify and prioritize interests in a rational manner; if
they acknowledge relevant domestic political considerations; if they stipulate facts and assump-
tions and develop logical end states, supporting objectives, and measures of effectiveness; and
if there is a thorough risk assessment, then it is possible to develop policy that can actually be
implemented to attain the desired goal.

In the Washington, DC, community, the words policy and strategy are often used interchange-
ably. This is often convenient, but the terms have distinct meanings. Policy is “what to do about
something” or “what is to be done,” not how to do it. The implementing strategy provides the “how
to do it.” A more formalized definition for policy would be: a course of action or guiding principle
that provides guidelines, boundaries, and limitations intended to influence and determine deci-
sions and actions, to include guidance for the development of an implementing strategy, in pursuit
of identified objectives.? Policy itself is nothing new, and not only applicable to governments.
Every human being makes policy decisions on a daily basis. It is the determination of what to do
in life. As an example, a school child has to decide whether to arrive at school on time. If the policy
decision is to be on time, then he or she must develop a strategy to execute the policy decision.
For example, the school child might ensure that the alarm clock works and is set, plan to beat the
brother or sister to the bathroom, or have clothes laid out the night before ready to wear. One can
argue that strategy is the “bridge” or “distinct plan between [the] policy and operations.” Strategy
is how actors use their abilities (power) to get what they want.? In a military sense, strategy is “the
use that is made of force and the threat of force for the ends of policy.”* However, it is the policy
that creates the direction for that strategy.

Clearly, a policy and supporting strategy must be very tightly aligned in order to attain the
policy outcome. There is no completely clear delineation between where a policy ends and the
implementing strategy begins. Both a given policy and its implementing strategy should have the
same end state or goal (the two terms are used interchangeably in this chapter). This is true for
aspirational or ideal policy end states that are unlikely to ever be completely attained for a variety
of reasons (e.g., the cost is too high) as well as for policy end states that can actually be attained at
“reasonable cost and risk.””
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In turn, the ways (courses of action) and general means (resources) identified by the policy-
maker will provide the strategist direction for the development of detailed courses of action as
well as setting policy limits or expressing policy preferences for ways or means that the strategist
must consider. The crucial difference between the policy and strategy, as well as a principal connection
between the two, is that there must be policy approval for each component of the supporting strategy. There
must be a policy decision (approval) made for the separate ways and means of the strategy. The policy deci-
sions for the strategy ways and means will confirm that both are acceptable to the leadership of the policy-
making actor, thus confirming policy approval for the overall strategy. For example, a course of action
(way) to use force to attain a certain end state will typically require policy approval at the highest
levels of a government. The same is true for the quantity and quality of the specific military forces
being employed as the resource (means) to implement the course of action (way). It is this policy
approval for the ways and means of the strategy that forms a tie that must remain solid to ensure
that political and strategic end states remain completely aligned.

While the actual crafting processes for policy and strategy are similar, the focus of this chapter is
the making of policy as applied to the national security arena in the 21st century. National security
can be defined as “a collective term encompassing both national defense and foreign relations.”®
Generally, it is an investigation of the “security problems faced by [actors], of the policies and
programs by which these problems are addressed, and also of the government processes through
which the policies and programs are decided upon and carried out.”” It relates both externally and
internally to the actor —the foreign and domestic components of national security.

With an overall intent of making Bismarck’s and Sinclair’s descriptions of policymaking some-
what less applicable for the 21st century, this analysis will describe in detail a policy formulation
model developed between 2004 and 2011 by the faculty and students of the National Security
Policy Program (NSPP) at the U.S. Army War College. It identifies a series of variables or directive
steps in the national security policymaking process. These steps are:

* Define the Policy Issue;

* Analyze the Strategic Context: Foreign and Domestic;

* Identify and Recommend Prioritization of U.S. National Interests and Domestic Political

Considerations;

* Determine Facts/ Assumptions/Factors Framing Policy Development;

* Determine Desired Policy Issue End State/Goal;

* Determine Policy Supporting Objectives and Measures of Effectiveness;

* Identify Policy Options;

* Analyze and Validate Each Policy Option;

* Analyze Risk for Each Option;

* Compare Policy Options and make Recommendations;

* Obtain Consideration and Decision by Leadership;

e Communicate the Policy;

* Monitor Implementation;

* Receive Feedback on Success or Failure of Policy and its Implementation and Assess For

Adjustment.

This chapter will examine each step of the Policy Formulation Model in detail. The first four
steps in the model (Define the Policy Issue; Analyze Strategic Context; Determine National Inter-
ests and Domestic Political Considerations; and Determine Facts/ Assumptions/Factors) comprise
an analysis of the policy issue and its environment in depth.?

While succeeding NSPP classes have judged the order of the steps to be the most logical, there
is clearly no sole, mechanistic way of developing policy. The process is not necessarily linear, step-
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by-step, or amenable to a simple checklist approach. Some steps can happen simultaneously, and
some can be combined. Feedback loops may introduce mid-course changes. Arguably, every indi-
vidual’s decisionmaking process is different. Some people see the process as a tightly connected
continuum and are thus able to fuse some of the steps. Others may approach the steps in a differ-
ent sequence than that of the model and assess them accordingly. Finally, the decisionmaking pro-
cesses of some individuals will be to faithfully hew to the model. All of these approaches can work
equally well. The key is not the order of the steps, but the comprehensiveness of the approach so
none of the factors is overlooked. Omitting steps of the policy formulation model, regardless of
whether intentional or not, significantly heightens the risk of poor, ineffective, or inefficient policy.
The goal for the following pages is to reduce the chances of that happening.

DEFINE THE POLICY ISSUE

The definition of a policy issue is a question asked of the policymaker that will require a policy
response. It is a question inquiring what to do about something, not how to do it. The source of
the question could be other members of the government from either the executive or legislative
branches or sources outside the government like the news media or various interest groups. “What
should the U.S. response be if Iran tests a nuclear device?” is a good example of a question used
to define a policy issue. From the beginning, the process of defining the appropriate policy issue
will focus the entire formulation process on the key issue that the process exists to support. This
defining procedure creates the conditions for the issue to enter the policy decisionmaking process.’

In framing the issue that will drive the policy process, the policymaker should ask himself spe-
cific questions such as: Where do we plan to go with the policy (the overall intent of the policy) —
what is it attempting to achieve? Why would we want to go there--what benefit will we derive
from a successful implementation of the policy? How will we get there—what ways and means
might we use to attain the policy’s designated end state? What will we do when we get there—
what follow-on actions will we take after we attain the initial end state?'

STRATEGIC CONTEXT: FOREIGN AND DOMESTIC

Analyzing the strategic context is necessary for an understanding of the environment in which
policy formulation will occur. The conditions to be addressed would include those that are both
externally (foreign) and internally (domestic) driven. They are conditions created by events taking
place both outside and inside the boundaries of the policy development process used by the poli-
cymaker. Perhaps the most important component of the context would be the issue’s root causes
and effects such as the cultural and historical origins of a particular policy question. The actors to
consider would be both the policymaking actor and all other actors that are relevant to the policy
issue. This would include both potential allies and adversaries in the international system (e.g.,
nation-states, international organizations, nonstate actors) and all relevant domestic actors."

Relevant Stakeholders, Audiences, and Policy Community Interests.

The policymaker must determine all actors that might be interested in or able to influence the
policy in some manner. It is important to know their views on the policy under consideration.
Do they support it or will they oppose it, and why? The answer to the “why” may tell the policy-
maker what to do to convince a particular actor to support the policy in question. In some cases,
the policymaker may not be able to satisfy the concerns of relevant actors who may object either
to parts of a policy recommendation or to the entire policy proposal. In those instances, the senior
decisionmaker must determine the significance of the disagreement and its impact on the policy
recommendation.
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Stakeholders are those actors with an interest in the policy being considered because the actor
can affect or be affected by the policy."? They could range from interest groups and the general
population to branches of the Armed Forces, departments of the executive branch, or members of
the legislative body of government.

Audiences might be elements of the society that are not directly involved in the policy process
or do not have an interest in the specific policy but can influence the process if they perceive the
issue to be important enough. Their general support may also be required to resource or imple-
ment the policy. These audiences might encompass parts of the media, the general population, or
other actors in the international system such as other nation-states or international organizations.

Finally, policy communities are those communities of actors in or outside the respective gov-
ernments responsible for, interested in, or influential over the national security and foreign poli-
cymaking issue in question. They are often also stakeholders. They would include the specific
elements of the executive and legislative branches such as the relevant departments and agencies,
the Executive Office of the President, and components of Congress, as well as interested think
tanks. In the end, if executive branch departmental policy objectives are compatible with the na-
tion’s overall desires and goals, if they have public support, if they can provide needed long-term
direction, if they possess the specificity from which sufficiently detailed courses of action can be
developed, and if, once executed, there can be a measure of the results, then there is a good chance
that the policy end state will be attainable.

Root Causes and Effects.

In a cultural vein, this might include an analysis of the identity, political culture, and resilience
of the actors involved in the issue at stake.'* This would be necessary at both the individual and
collective level. “Identity can be comprised of race, gender, generation, family, clan, class, ethnici-
ty, tribe, religion, locality, nation and region . . . identity normally determines purpose, values, and
interests.” It represents a foundation for policy in its effort “to attain or preserve those interests.”*®
Political culture refers to “a political system, political tradition, political institution, decisionmak-
ing, (potentially) faith and religion, and strategic culture (the impact of cultural factors on strategic
behavior).” While identity creates the underlying value foundation for actors to come together on
a given issue, it is political culture that provides the “instrument and means” to unify the actors
toward desired “actions and results.”*® Finally, resilience is the “capacity or ability of a culture to
resist, adapt, or succumb to external forces.” It helps us determine the ability of a culture’s values
and interests to change, and the associated impact on that actor’s policy and strategy. There could
be a direct correlation between the permanence, or lack thereof, of an actor’s culture, and one’s
own ability to influence the actor.’” An examination, or what Clausewitz calls a “critical analysis,”
of the historic background of the root causes and effects of a particular issue will permit “the dis-
covery and interpretation of equivocal facts” as they occurred in the past, along with the ability to
trace “effects back to their causes.”*®In the end, this part of the analysis reveals what came before
the current policymaking effort. All policy issues have a history, and understanding that history
is important.

The cultural and historic analysis examines relevant domestic and international law; domestic,
regional, and global policies and strategies, to include the significance of long- term core objectives
and strategies; and relevant stakeholders, audiences, and policy community interests.
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Domestic and International Law.

The analytic process used to determine the policy should address those tenets of international
law (rules, principles, customs, precedents, and agreements) that could have the force of law on
all the relevant actors.”” These same principles would apply to the respective domestic laws that
could impact each actor.

Previous and Existing Regional and Global Policies and Strategies.

The policymaker assesses in detail previous and existing policies and strategies on the issue or
related issues for each relevant actor. It is very important to identify the ends, ways, and means
employed by these policies and strategies over the course of time. Differentiating between the abil-
ity of the prior policies and strategies to attain both long-term and short- or near-term objectives
may permit the evaluator to understand what policy can be successfully implemented over the
course of time. It is critical to distinguish between policies oriented on near-term objectives and
those oriented on longer-term goals. Attainment of the longer-term goals is often more important
for the policy issue at hand.* An important question is, “Did components of the policies and
strategies change or remain the same and why in either case?” The answer should show where the
ways and means succeeded and where they failed. It could also provide sufficient information to
determine weaknesses and opportunities created by previous policies and strategies that the cur-
rent policymaking actor could take advantage of and change in the new or modified policy.

IDENTIFY AND DETERMINE IMPORTANCE OF NATIONAL INTERESTS AND
DOMESTIC POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS*

National interests are “that which is deemed by a particular state (actor) to be a . . . desirable
goal.”** The goal is “what one values.”* The attainment of this goal is something that the identify-
ing actor believes will have a positive impact on itself. Realization of the interest could enhance the
political, economic, security, environmental, and/or moral well being of a populace and the state
(actor) or national enterprise to which they belong.* This holds true within the territory of the ac-
tor, as well as in any external relations that the actor may undertake outside of the administrative
control of that actor.”

Interests should be ascertained without regard to their actual attainability. While they serve as
a key component for policy, they do not absolutely mandate action by themselves. This is because
the power of every actor in the international system is limited to some degree (e.g., by cost), thus
likely requiring subordinate policy objectives to fall short of what the ideal interest might demand.
In the end, “governments never have the luxury of being able to serve all of their interests to the
maximum degree. . . . To equate interests would require, either that the state underestimate and

... lose sight of the full range of its real interests or that it sets goals well beyond its capabilities.”

In order for the crafter of national interests to determine what types of resources to allocate in
what amount toward the attainment of an interest, he must understand the categorization and de-
termination of the intensity of the interest. This part of the crafting process is necessary to address
key policy questions like: Which issues matter most? Why should people care? How much should
the populace be willing to pay to deal with identified threats or take advantage of recognized op-
portunities??

The determination of priority —usually expressed in terms of the intensity of an interest—is
crucial because, from the perspective of the policymaker, interests may very well come into con-
flict with each other. This conflict could be over the resources that an actor would require to attain
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the interests, including the time and attention of key decisionmakers.?® Such resources are likely to
be limited in some manner for any decisionmaking body, thus requiring prioritization before the
interest-crafting process is complete.

The most difficult problem in this part of the process is usually ascertaining the magnitude of
the stake that an actor has in a specific interest and thus the intensity of his determination to pur-
sue that interest. The leadership of the interest-crafting actor must address its desire to influence
issues and events, both external and internal, its willingness to use any or all elements of national
power to defend or advance certain interests in preference to others, and potentially its willingness
to do so at the expense of other actors.”

Categorization is important not only because it serves as a framework for systematic evalua-
tion of national interests, but also because it provides “a way to distinguish immediate from long-
range” interest concerns using time as a basis.*” Identified academic sources used between two and
four different categories of interests, and two National Security Strategies published during the
Clinton administration used three categories.’ The categories are designed to delineate the differ-
ent levels of intensity or order of priority for any respective interest.

The principal difference amongst these approaches is whether they use a separate category for
survival interests, or whether they consider survival interests and vital interests essentially one
and the same. “The major difference between a survival interest and a vital interest” is “in the
nature and imminence of a military threat” to the actor.’> Both terms address the life of the actor,
one deals with the imminent danger of death while the other is only potentially fatal. In this case,
the time difference is the key.® If one believes there are specific interests where the very survival
or existence of the actor is at stake, then four categories are necessary.

For purposes of this assessment, using the work of Neuchterlein, Art, and the Commission on
America’s National Interests, this study will use four categories of prioritization levels of intensity,
from high to low (Survival, Vital, Important, Peripheral).

Survival.

Survival interests represent the single most important interests for any actor. This is the very
essence of the actor’s existence —the protection of its citizens and institutions from attack by en-
emies, both foreign and domestic. It addresses an imminent threat of attack and is an interest that
cannot be compromised.* If not attained, it will “bring costs that are catastrophic, or nearly so.”*
Whatever can be done would be done to ensure the survival of the actor, to include the use of
military force.

Examples: Prevent, deter, and reduce the threat of nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons
attacks on the interest-crafting actor (e.g., state) or its military forces abroad; Ensure the survival
of allies and their active cooperation in shaping an international system in which the actor craft-
ing the interest can thrive; Prevent the emergence of hostile major powers or failed states on the
borders of the actor crafting the interest.*

Vital.

A vital interest exists when an issue is so important to an actor’s well-being that its leadership
can only compromise to a certain point. Beyond that point, compromise is not possible because the
potential harm to the actor would be intolerable.”” If the interest is achieved, it would bring great
benefit to the actor; if denied, it would carry costs that are severe but not catastrophic.* Such costs
could severely prejudice but not strictly imperil the ability of the actor’s government to safeguard
and enhance the well-being of its populace.”
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Examples: Prevent the regional proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and de-
livery systems; prevent the emergence of a regional hegemon in important regions; promote the
well-being of allies and friends and protect them from external aggression.*

Important.

Important interests are significant but not crucial to the actor’s well-being. They could cause
serious concern and harm to the actor’s overseas interests, and even though the result may be
painful, would be much more likely to be resolved by compromise and negotiation than confron-
tation.*’ An important interest could increase an actor’s “economic well being and perhaps its
security” and, thus, contribute to “making the international environment more congenial” to its
overall interests. The potential value, as well as potential loss of these interests, would be moder-
ate.”? Important interests differ from vital and survival interests in the degree of danger perceived
to the actor and the amount of time available to find a peaceful solution to the issue.*’

Examples: Promote pluralism, freedom, and democracy in strategically important state actors as
much as feasible without destabilization; discourage massive human rights violations in foreign
countries; prevent and, if possible at low cost, end conflicts in strategically less significant geo-
graphic regions.*

Peripheral.

Peripheral interests neither involve a threat to the actor’s security or the well-being of its popu-
lace, nor seriously affect the stability of the international system.* They are desirable conditions,
but ones with little direct impact on the ability of the actor to safeguard its populace.*

Examples: Promoting the economic interests of private citizens abroad;* enlarging democracy
everywhere for its own sake; preserving the territorial integrity or political constitution of other
actors everywhere.*

As we recall from Chapter 2, when the very existence of a state actor is called into question,
its interests can be framed in terms of four degrees of intensity —survival, vital, important, or
peripheral. We need not repeat our discussion of those four categories here. Suffice it to say, once
identified, the interests should be examined for legitimacy and political viability with the domes-
tic audience. The policymaker must begin by identifying the potential stakes or interests that all
relevant domestic actors have in the policy issue. These domestic actors could include specific ele-
ments of the executive and legislative branches such as the relevant departments and agencies, the
Executive Office of the President and Congress, think tanks, the media, interest groups, lobbies,
and the general population. In some cases, the judicial branch of government may also have an
interest. Different components of each actor may have a role to play that will mandate examina-
tion. For example, in the case of Congress, one must assess not only the positions of the legislators
themselves, but also the thinking of their staffs, both personal and committee, that can influence
either the member or the process.*

Domestic Political Considerations.

Once the policymaker identifies the actors and their interests, he/she must analyze them to dis-
cover shared, complementary, and diverging interests to determine potential domestic support or
opposition and the reasons behind those positions. The policy must conform to both international
law and domestic laws. A violation of either would automatically render the policy illegitimate.
Beyond that, the policymaker is looking for the effect—actual or perceived —of the issue under
consideration on the group in question, existing positions/policies, ideological stances, or other
interests (for example, economic) that might be involved in even the slightest way with the issue.
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An evaluation of domestic political viability would ask whether the identified audience, whether
the entire nation or a separate domestic constituency, considering its own interests would be likely
to support the policy. It is critical that the policymaker understand any specific issues that generate
disagreement, as well as those policy components that catalyze strong support. An understanding
of why the domestic audience supports or opposes a policy or parts of a policy is critical to de-
termining whether the policy will ultimately have the support required for execution. Leaving out
of the analysis any constituency that potentially can influence the policy decisionmaking process
creates risk to the ultimate policy approval authority and should be avoided.”

FACTS/ASSUMPTIONS/FACTORS FRAMING POLICY DEVELOPMENT

To ensure the policy conforms to the direction of the leadership, it is essential that the leader-
ship provide clear and detailed guidance for the specific policy issue. Such guidance allows policy-
makers to understand the constraints, restraints, resource considerations, time frame, and enablers
with which they must work.

Constraints are restrictions imposed on policymakers that require them to either avoid or spe-
cifically ensure some type of action, reaction, or event occurs.” Restraints are restrictions internally
imposed by the policymaker; they represent the act of holding back. Restraint is a self-imposed
limitation or restriction on the will for any action under consideration.”® Resource considerations
are those that relate directly to the availability of the means required to support the implementa-
tion of the policy. Means can be tangible or intangible. Examples of tangible means are forces,
personnel, equipment, and money. Intangible resources include things like “will” and courage.*
Knowledge of the time available, both the time at the policymaker’s disposal prior to the begin-
ning of the execution of the policy and the time that the policy, once implemented, will need to
run its course and attain the designated objective or end state, will be crucial for an understanding
of the policy planning assumptions under which the policymaker must operate. Finally, enablers
are those resources required, usually in a supporting role, to make the policy feasible or possible.*
Examples might be communications, logistics, or intelligence in support of a specific policy. As a
method of analysis, resources can be evaluated using the framework of the elements of national
power. The policymaker evaluates each element of power for potential utility in support of a pol-
icy option. “American security professionals have traditionally categorized the elements of power
in terms of the acronym DIME for the diplomatic, informational, military, and economic elements.
This concept has been expanded in some of the more recent national level strategies to DIMEFIL:
diplomacy, information, military, economic, finance, intelligence, and law enforcement.”>

Other issues for evaluation are any assumptions, information gaps, and blind spots in the in-
formation required to formulate an executable policy. The intent is to identify the data, challenge
it when it is in question, and determine what lacunas might exist after the previous questions are
resolved. An assumption is the pre-acceptance that something is true—in this case, information
related to the policy issue in question; it is information that can be taken for granted as a fact or
be acted upon as a calculated risk.”® Information gaps exist when all the information is not known
about specific issues relating to the policy in question.”” The information may or may not exist.
Blind spots occur when certain information cannot be known or observed in the information base
related to the ongoing policy process.”® The policymaker can believe that the information is there,
but is unable to find it for a variety of reasons.

DETERMINE DESIRED POLICY END STATE/GOAL

The goal for the policy represents objectives that, if accomplished, create the enduring and
overarching conditions that resolve the policy issue. The correctly accomplished goal will serve
to answer the question posed by the earlier described Policy Issue that asked what to do about a
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given issue. The policymaker works to design a policy to attain this goal or end state. An example
of a desirable end state would be an Iran in total compliance with the Non-Proliferation Treaty.

The intent of the goal should be to reconstrue the national interest (described as a “nonopera-
tional goal” or one that represents the “ideal” and cannot be completely attained) into something
that will serve and that the policy could reasonably accomplish. “End state/goals (termed “objec-
tives” by some) are what is doable within the wish-list of the nation’s interests. They are not ev-
erything that (policymakers) need or want, just those things that can be sought at reasonable cost
and risk.”*®

When crafting an attainable goal shoehorns excessive complexity and precision into the pol-
icy formulation process,® caution should be raised. Some feel that government planners have a
tendency to create goals that are “very rosy and foolish ends,”®' and therefore never completely
within reach. As a result, it is important to be circumspect about developing end state conditions,
confining them to those that are actually attainable. While at times there are rational political
reasons (e.g., American idealism) to declare grandiose or ideal goals for public consumption (e.g.,
total democratization), having a more practical approach in private is key to determining the best
means in the right amount for the implementation of the ways. Dennis Ross articulates a very sim-
ple, pragmatic approach when describing national security goals: “The basics of statecraft would
seem self-evident: have clear objectives; tailor them to fit reality.”** In the end, given the resources
available and the risk involved, the policy goal should be one that could be realistically attained.

DETERMINE POLICY SUPPORTING OBJECTIVES AND MEASURES
OF EFFECTIVENESS®

Identification of interests and end state conditions enables development of intermediate objec-
tives by which to measure progress toward desired outcomes. Supporting or intermediate objec-
tives/conditions necessary to attain the overall end state should be identified (e.g., Iran becomes
open to unimpeded International Atomic Energy Agency [TAEA] inspection, or Iran signs a formal
diplomatic document pledging its cooperation). As was the case with the Facts, Assumptions,
and Factors Framing Policy Development, the evolution of the supporting objectives should be
framed in conjunction with each relative instrument of national power. Doing so ensures that
broader stakeholder strengths and equities are considered to identify the best approach to realize
desired outcomes. Thus, the policymaker might best pursue some supporting objectives using the
diplomatic and economic elements of national power, while others could require the military and
information elements.

The determination of qualitative and to the extent possible quantitative indicators that measure
attainment of the end state is key to knowing if the policy is working and whether it has succeeded,
either completely or partially. Naturally, measures of effectiveness (MOE) can also inform the poli-
cymaker when the policy is failing and requires modification or adjustment. Continuing with the
Iranian example, applicable MOE:s that tell us our policy is effective might include indicators that
Iran is transparent about the amounts and location of uranium stocks and WMD facilities and is
not attempting to hide or obtain more uranium or build new technology or facilities. Conversely, if
observations like these were not present, these same measures would indicate that the Iran policy
is failing or ineffective. It is more difficult but not impossible to develop meaningful quantitative
measures of effectiveness for national security and foreign policy issues (e.g., numbers of enemy at-
tacks on government facilities, institutions, or leaders; capital earned from exports; and population
attitudes as measured by polling data). However, these types of MOEs, by themselves, are likely to
be insufficient to determine whether all the conditions established by the end state objectives have
been met. It is far more difficult to quantify political decisions on the part of an actor, especially an
opposing actor. As a result, qualitative measures take on a high degree of importance for national
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security and foreign policy effectiveness assessment. In fact, decisionmakers will likely not place
any value in quantitative analysis if we do not get the qualitative factors correct.®

In the United States, the Government Performance and Results Act of 1993 requires executive
departments and agencies to focus on outcomes and results rather than output. It is important to
distinguish performance (output) from effectiveness (outcome). Output measures are defined as
“the tabulation, calculation, or recording of activity or effort and can be expressed in a quantitative
or qualitative manner.” Output is the actual doing of something — the performance of a task —not
how influential the conduct of the task was —simply that the task was executed and of what it con-
sisted. The document goes on to define outcome measures as “assessment of the results of a pro-
gram activity compared to its intended purpose.”® Outcome tells us what difference the output
made — the effectiveness that the execution of the task had. A number of Department of Defense
(DoD) publications distinguish between the two as the difference between task and purpose.®
Performance measures relate to accomplishment of tasks, while effectiveness relates to specific
outcomes and attainment of end state conditions. The policymaker must focus on the evaluation
of the ultimate outcome in determining the success or failure of the policy. This is a continuous
process. The identification of new supporting objectives and measures of effectiveness are likely to
be necessary to adapt to a shifting environment and conditions of changing threats or challenges
and opportunities. This will require policy practitioners to constantly engage in environmental
assessment and policy adaptation.®”’

IDENTIFY POLICY OPTIONS

Defining policy outcomes and end state conditions provides the foundation on which the poli-
cymaker can build. Because the optimum solution is unknown, the policy process develops and
tests a range of alternative approaches to attain the desired end state.®® This gives the decision-
maker latitude to select one or a blend of several options to satisfy defined interests while accom-
modating the decisionmakers’ tolerance for risk. This approach also lends itself to both qualitative
and quantitative comparisons to evaluate and select the best alternative.”” As elsewhere in the
process, it is essential to involve stakeholders early in this effort.”” Perceptions of fairness are vital
to cooperation, and involvement lets stakeholders see that the policy decision is still a work in
progress, and that they can still positively influence the process. Involving stakeholders also in-
troduces broader perspectives and expertise. These lead to more informed decisions and therefore
reduce uncertainty.” The policymaker should now develop a spectrum of policy options—each
designed to attain the policy’s objective goals in support of the desired end state. These policy
options must give senior decisionmakers a number of truly different choices or approaches from
which to select.”? Options should include doing nothing except maintaining the status quo as well
as creating distinctly new and different departures from those that currently exist (assuming a
policy exists for the issue being addressed).

For policy options to be executable, they must consider both ways and means. This is where
policy and strategy directly overlap, since theoretically policy provides ends, and strategy de-
termines ways and means. In the real world, a policy is useless and potentially dangerous if the
policymaker has not realistically assessed it in terms of the ways and means necessary to imple-
ment it. Thus, policymakers must consider the availability and utility of ways and means just as
the strategists who design the implementation of the policy must.

Ways are courses of action explicit enough to provide sufficient guidance to those charged with
providing the resources and implementing the policy. A way tells the policymaker how the means
or resources will be used (e.g., the military force will deter). This is in contrast to means that de-
scribe the resources necessary to execute the way (e.g., forces, people, and money).” An example
of a valid policy option might be to use multilateral diplomacy to attain Iranian compliance with
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the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Note that even though detailed ways and means were considered in
the policy development process, the policy statement does not give detail other than the preference
for multilateral negotiations. Again, like the cases of the Facts, Assumptions, and Factors Framing
Policy Development and Determining Policy Supporting Objectives, the development of ways and
means should be framed in conjunction with each relative instrument of national power. Some
policy options might emphasize components of the diplomatic and economic elements of national
power, while others could emphasize the military and information elements. It is highly unlikely
that only one instrument of national power would be used in any one option. The employment of
multiple means provides the opportunity for using some immediately, some gradually, and oth-
ers simultaneously.” Each option should consider all of the elements of national power that the
policymaker could bring to bear.

ANALYZE AND VALIDATE EACH OPTION

The policymaker should now evaluate each policy option in detail to determine its ability to at-
tain the identified end state objectives. If applicable in the specific case, the options should each be
assessed with respect to the opposing actor(s). This might require an evaluation that would com-
pare and contrast opposing military forces, also known as a Blue vs. Red Assessment. Similarly, it
might be an analysis of the impact of specific sanctions on an adversary’s economy or the potential
response of an opposing country’s population to a specific strategic communications theme. Such
analysis is key to determining potential direct as well as second and third order effects of the
policy. It also gives the policymaker insight into the composition of the course of action in terms
of its diplomatic, economic, military, and informational elements, and also insight into the pos-
sible type and size of forces and other resources that might be necessary in support of the option,
although such information can only be tentative at this stage.

There are many ways to analyze alternatives and characterize the viability of a policy approach
and associated risks. A simple but effective method by which to assess alternative policy approach-
es is to use an evaluation tool known in the DoD as the FAS (feasibility, acceptability, suitability)
test. This test requires the policymaker to assess each option for its feasibility, acceptability, and
suitability to attain the policy end state objectives.

An evaluation of suitability (known as “adequacy” in current joint DoD doctrine (although the
term has not yet caught on in the policy community) determines if the option will reasonably at-
tain the policy objective end state.” If all the prior analysis in the model is valid and the ways and
means are believed to be executable, then the policy option should be suitable for the issue in ques-
tion. The converse is also valid. If any of the initial assessment is faulty, or components of the ways
and means not executable, then in all likelihood the particular policy option will not be suitable.

The measure of feasibility determines if the policy option can be accomplished with available
resources over a contemplated amount of time.” The successful implementation of any policy will
require the availability and employment of certain resources derived from the national elements of
power. To this end, there must be sufficient resources present or reasonably producible to execute
the course of action.

Acceptability assesses whether the policy option is proportional to the overall effort required,
i.e., whether the benefit of the option is worth the cost. It is also designed to determine whether
the option is compliant with domestic and international law and is militarily and politically sup-
portable.”” There are three types of cost associated with the acceptability part of the FAS test. The
tirst relates to the material cost of executing the course of action. This is typically a quantifiable
number, usually in dollars. The second type of cost is the political. If measurable at all, it is an ex-
pression in terms of both domestic and international politics of support for the policy and the actor
implementing it. The greater the political support, the less the cost. The inverse is also true —if the
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policy fails to generate political support, the potential cost of implementation increases. The third
type of cost might be called the moral cost. From the perspective of the international community,
a policy that complies with international law and is sanctioned by international organizations
would have a lower moral cost than one that circumvents international law or outrages world
opinion. At the same time, a policy that results in high civilian casualties or that permits genocide
or ethnic cleansing could have a steep moral cost (both domestic and international). The combined
political and moral cost assessment gives an indication of the potential legitimacy of a policy.

The U.S. National War College has further delineated two associated evaluation criteria: desir-
ability and sustainability. Desirability refers to the prioritization of the national interest(s) at stake;
is the interest important enough to do something about? It also requires a cost-benefit analysis of
the options contained in the policy’s ways, with consideration of “worst case” scenarios. Will the
cost (to include the collateral impact of the policy that could compromise other interests, oppor-
tunities, or policies in effect) be worth it? Sustainability considers whether all necessary resources
will be available for the length of time required for the implementation of the policy (are the
resources sufficiently robust?), and whether public support, both domestic and foreign, can be
maintained over time.”

While the various categories of costs are convenient, the analysis cannot be done strictly by
those categories. One of the most important costs the policymaker must consider crosses all cate-
gories. It is the willingness of the actor to endure the material, political, and moral costs associated
with casualties to its own armed forces, security forces, or its civilian population. Similarly, the
FAS test must be done holistically, not by stovepipe categories since there are potential conflicts
among the categories. For example, assassination of a key leader might be feasible but not accept-
able, and generally acceptable ways like economic sanctions may not achieve the goal in a timely
enough manner to be feasible. A policy option that does not pass the FAS test is not a valid option
and must be adjusted or discarded.

There are also valuable quantitative techniques that enable evaluation of policy alternatives
in terms of their comparative ability to attain end state conditions. Mathematical techniques like
Multiple Objective Decision Analysis (MODA) are highly effective tools to identify the best alter-
native when there are multiple conflicting objectives among stakeholders and great uncertainty
involved.” This analytical method quantitatively assesses the trade-offs between conflicting ob-
jectives, and it permits both comparative scoring of alternatives and generation of better ones.®
Where possible, the policymaker should capitalize on this type of mathematical expertise to un-
derpin policy recommendations and decisions. These are value-focused methodologies that ac-
commodate stakeholders, objectives, and levels of uncertainty in the common effort to achieve
desired end states.

ANALYZE RISK FOR EACH OPTION

Policy decisions affect a complex system of interdependent and interacting dynamics in the
environment, by which term we mean the macro-context of the contemplated course of action. In
order to characterize a policy alternative’s likelihood of attaining desired outcomes, policymakers
must understand how a particular course of action will affect the environment beyond the battle-
field or beyond the narrowly military and take measures to reduce risks to effective implementa-
tion and the impact of unintended consequences. The risks associated with a policy option are the
chance of incurring loss, danger, or misfortune while executing the option.” There are many ways
to assess policy-relevant internal and external environmental factors, threats, and hazards and
characterize the likelihood of their occurrence. This characterization may include qualitative and
quantitative measures. Ideally, policymakers should use all available techniques. An evaluation of
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all the potential risks inherent in each policy option provides a cost-benefit assessment to ensure
the gain from attaining the end state objective will be greater than the negative consequences of
implementing the policy.

For some policies, risk may be approached in a quantitative manner similar to analysis of al-
ternative policy approaches. Commonly used techniques to inform decisionmakers on the risk
associated with policy alternatives include use of comparative scoring methods and analysis us-
ing weighted values.® These proven methods provide insight into a particular policy alternative’s
likelihood of achieving desired outcomes in the context of decisionmaker values and risk tolerance.

Exploiting experts in risk assessment techniques such as those above to characterize risk com-
prehensively helps the decisionmaker. This is particularly important with regard to spoilers that
may force a change in policy. However, neither experts nor their techniques are a panacea. All
decision analysis methods are subjective to some degree, and in the end the decisionmaker must
make an informed decision based on the available data in line with personal and institutional
tolerance of risk.

The following discussion will focus on simple but effective qualitative approaches to char-
acterize uncertainty and reduce risk. These include evaluation of the policy issue from multiple
perspectives, including stakeholders and external actors (including threats). This evaluation must
also consider both intended and unintended consequences and the sensitivity of a particular ap-
proach to changes in the environment. Recall the importance of including multiple stakeholders
in the identification of policy alternatives. This simple effort early in the process serves to reduce
uncertainty and risk by leveraging multiple perspectives, expertise, experience, and judgment.
This approach continues in the risk assessment process to compare and contrast alternative policy
approaches for the decisionmaker. There are a number of risk-related issues to evaluate to ensure
a thorough assessment of policy alternatives.

The first risk-related issue is a series of questions about timing the policy implementation —
how quickly must we implement the policy, and should we implement it at all? The policymaker
assesses the risk of immediate execution, delayed execution, or nonexecution (maintaining the
status quo). Could rushing the policy’s execution increase the risk; conversely, could delaying
implementation intensify the risk? Is there greater risk to either approach? At the same time, is
there greater or less risk to implementing the new option, and would it be advantageous to simply
opt for maintenance of the status quo? Sometimes it may be better to do nothing new because of
the potential risk for any policy option.

The second risk-related issue also concerns time. It is an assessment of the risk of executing the
policy option over an extended period. Does the policy have a shelf life? Will concerns like pos-
sible decreasing support by the policymaker’s population, legislative body, or media, or exhaus-
tion of the armed forces (both for personnel and equipment) pose a significant risk to the ability of
the actor to execute the policy over an extended period. If the answer is yes, then adjustments may
have to be made for the policy option to have the best chance of success.

Third, the policymaker must assess the value of his own risk assessment. The ability to accu-
rately assess risk requires that the policymaker understand all the variables and parameters of the
environment. This may be unrealistic. Thus, assessing the probability of each or even any potential
risk is perhaps an unreasonable expectation. However, a thorough qualitative assessment and
understanding of both the domestic and external environments are essential to understand where
adverse effects might be encountered in policy implementation. To this end, the policymaker must
be diligent in assessing and characterizing the effect a particular policy approach might have on
both domestic and external environments. This requires a thorough wargaming of probable con-
sequences for policy implementation. Policymakers must then consider steps to mitigate the con-
sequences of adverse influences to engender final decisionmaker confidence in recommendations.
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The fourth risk-related issue the policymaker must assess is an analysis of the positive and
negative second and third order effects of implementing the policy option. This is an extension of
the environmental risk assessment already completed, but this part of the risk evaluation looks at
the indirect results of the policy option. Implementation will naturally cause effects — the direct ef-
fect is actually its purpose —but some of the effects will be unintended. Unintended consequences
can have either a positive or a negative effect, but the policymaker should be aware of them and
prepared to adapt policy to mitigate negative influences. The policymaker thus must assess the
linkage between his policy and all its potential effects.**

The fifth component of the risk assessment is an examination of how sensitive the policy op-
tion is to changes in external and internal factors. If certain variables related to the environment
or strategic situation change, will that change the option’s viability? Here we are talking about
things like unexpected technological changes (for example, acquisition of nuclear weapons), sud-
den political power shifts (for example, a new alliance), radical shifts in public opinion as might
be expected after a major terrorist attack, and other such occurrences that might affect the policy.
Will the changes increase or decrease the chance of success of the policy option? How likely are
such environmental changes? Can they be managed if they do occur?

The sixth component is closely related to the fifth. In this case, the policymaker looks specifi-
cally for potential policy spoilers that would mandate a change of policy. A policy spoiler is an
event that would corrupt, mar, or render the policy option useless.* It tells the policymaker what
action could occur that would prevent the policy in the act of execution, from attaining its end
state objective. The event in question could be developed and executed by an adversary directly
responding to the implementation of the policy, or it could be the result of impersonal forces like
weather, disease epidemics, or natural calamities. A policy in its implementation phase could also
be “spoiled” by the operational demands of the ways, the nature and availability of the means
(resources), and a need to share authority with or retain the support of other actors.®> All of these
events could have the effect of spoiling the policy option.

A seventh part of the risk assessment is the determination of potential ways to mitigate any
identified policy spoilers. Scenario planning is a tried and useful way to understand and test po-
tential consequences of policy decisions. This anticipates the development of a number of “re-
serve” mitigating policy changes to serve in a contingency to respond to policy spoilers. Mitigation
of spoilers could require the modification of the ends, ways, or means. End state objectives may
have to be modified to more realistically fit the altered situation; different courses of action may
have to be selected; and/or there could be a forced increase or reallocation of resources.®

The final part of the risk assessment is a determination of whether the residual risk is ac-
ceptable. This evaluation includes all identified risks to include the policy spoilers. Based on the
knowledge of the existing risks and available mitigators, the policymaker must decide if the risk
is acceptable. Once again we question whether it is riskier to implement the policy than not. It is
crucial to understand that the policy formulation process is dynamic and replete with unknowns
(information gaps and blind spots). The result is that it is impossible to develop a risk-free policy.
The policymaker’s job is to mitigate and manage risk.

There is no single methodology for the conduct of a risk assessment that fits every policy de-
cision contingency —as is true of any other component of the assessment processes found in the
model. Absolutely crucial is determining and addressing the key variables and decisive questions
associated with each particular concern, whether the identification of policy spoilers in the Ana-
lyze Risk for Each Policy Option or information gaps during the course of the overall analysis in
the Facts, Assumptions, Factors portion conducted at the beginning of the process. Asking the
right questions for each issue is crucial, such as for the objective of determining policy spoilers:
What can the opposing actor do to make the proposed policy unable to attain the chosen end state
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goal? This is not an idle or redundant question. Our political and military enemies over the past
half-century have been very good at hatching asymmetric responses to U.S. power, leaving us sur-
prised and confounded. Another “right question,” this time for understanding information gaps,
would be: What do I know, what don’t I know, and what information is missing that is crucial to
knowing enough to establish an executable policy? It is the detailed assessment of the answers to
these questions and others like them that will determine the value of the model’s analytic efficacy.

COMPARE POLICY OPTIONS AND MAKE RECOMMENDATIONS

With each policy option assessed individually, the policymaker next conducts a comparative
analysis of the policy options and makes a recommendation on which option can best attain the
objective with acceptable risk. It is the comparison of the options against each other that will likely
identify the best policy option for execution.*” Evaluation criteria for each policy option would
include:

1. Appropriateness (international, domestic, historical, and cultural)

2. Preferences (leaders, stakeholders, national interests)

3. Validity (comparative performance, feasibility, acceptability, suitability)
4. Risk (likelihood, impact, volatility, and mitigation)

The basis for analysis of the options is very situational dependent. Some circumstance will
cause the policymaker to emphasize political considerations, while others may emphasize the
military or economic factors. Some situations demand efficient policy options over effective but
inefficient options; other situations may place little weight on efficiency and instead stress timeli-
ness. The policymaker simply needs to know which criteria are most significant in the particular
situation he faces.

Once he has decided on criteria, the policymaker uses them to compare each policy option to
the other, including doing nothing, if suitable. He selects the best option or range of options along
with an appropriate timeline for implementation. Once complete, the policymaker presents a rec-
ommendation that specifies the proposed policy option and timeline. Ideally, he uses a qualitative
and narrative format to describe critical parts of the selection methodology and the line of reason-
ing, to include addressing potential policy spoilers and modifications.

Consideration and Decision by Leadership.

Once the policymaker provides a recommendation to the decisionmaker, the issue leaves the
policymaking process and enters a separate decisionmaking process controlled by the decision-
maker. For the American government, that process is usually the interagency decisionmaking pro-
cess established by presidential directive. In the case of the Obama administration, Presidential
Policy Directive-1 (PPD-1) established the interagency process for national security and foreign
policy decisionmaking.®® Using this process or one like it, a democratically elected leadership will
likely reach its decision through value judgments and consensus building, not to mention political
factors.”

Communicate the Policy.

Communication of the policy involves both internal and external communications from the
perspective of the policymaking government.” Internally, the policy decision with the relevant
associated details is transmitted to everyone involved in the implementation of the policy. The
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administration will likely be selective in the type and amount of detail it forwards, depending
on the recipient’s role in policy implementation (e.g., the military leadership will need to know
more details about the involvement of the military element of power than will the leadership of
the economic component of the government). Externally, the government is likely to need a com-
munications strategy designed to articulate the policy to various external stakeholders (e.g., the
target of the policy, allied governments, the domestic population of the policymaking state, and
the legislative body of the state). The intent of this communications strategy will be to ensure that
each recipient of the information about the policy will understand and accept it in the way that the
policymaking government desires (e.g., fear, approval, and support).

Monitor Implementation.

Implementation begins after the senior political decisionmaker selects the policy to be executed.
Those lower level policymakers that conducted the initial policy formulation analysis and made
a recommendation to the senior leadership must now observe the policy in its execution stage.
Typically, someone other than the policymaker is responsible for implementation, but that does
not relieve the policymaker of responsibility to monitor execution.

Receive Feedback on Success or Failure of Policy and its Implementation and Assess for Ad-
justment.

This step might be combined with the preceding, but there is value in addressing the func-
tions separately. Feedback —an element of the monitoring process —is key in determining whether
the policy is a success or failure as measured by the identified measures of effectiveness. To fo-
cus the review process, key criteria associated with the policy in question should be selected for
evaluation.” There should be a formal institutionalized process requiring periodic meetings with
colleagues in all related government departments and agencies for the exchange of information
on the implementation of the policy. Should the policymaker receive information indicating the
policy is producing results different from those desired, he/she must assess those results (they
could be more or less positive than the intended consequences) and make policy adjustments as
necessary. The ends, ways, or means may have to be modified. If the cost is too high, the policy
could be adjusted to limit the original ends, reallocate the resources, or enhance the ways with
additional means.” In any case, the monitoring/feedback/assessment process must be sensitive
to policy spoilers and other environmental changes and should identify and track second and
third order effects as they manifest themselves. The policymaker must not hesitate to intervene,
potentially with new or revised policy, should execution prove ineffective or counterproductive.

SUMMARY

Making national security and foreign policy in the 21st century is a complex task. There is
more information available to the policymaker than ever before, which makes the overall mission
assessment conducted in the early stages of the model both easier and more difficult to complete.
It is easier because access to more knowledge allows increased situational awareness. However, it
is also potentially more difficult than in the past because of the amount of information to digest.
Understanding the key elements of the model will be critical to ensuring a thorough analysis at
every step.
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Dennis Ross’s summation of statecraft could be applied to all policymaking steps writ large:

... frame them so they are more easily accepted by others; develop and utilize the means and the re-
sources to act on them; quietly and openly condition attitudes and expectations about what needs to be
done; recognize the key points of leverage that we and others possess; carefully consider how to get those
who have influence to join us, and work to get them to apply the leverage they have; know how to wield
carrots and sticks; develop a sense of timing for when to apply pressure and when to offer a way out;
read how others —friends and adversaries —are interpreting what we are doing; don’t leave anything to
chance; and above all, follow through meticulously.”

Policies will inevitably change, especially when opposing players actively work to counter
them. Policymakers should not expect certitude.” The 21st-century policymaker’s environment is
one of change and adaptation. Opposing players are thinking actors and will do all that is pos-
sible to counter the established policy. The policymaker must ultimately develop policies flexible
enough to be modified and adapted as required. If the policymaker does not work with that flex-
ibility in mind, he will likely fail. In the end, using the Policy Formulation Model with a flexible
approach could make success much more likely.
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CHAPTER 5

NATIONAL SECURITY POWERS:
ARE THE CHECKS IN BALANCE?

Marybeth P. Ulrich

On the distinction between policy success in domestic and foreign policy, President John F.
Kennedy once noted, “The big difference is that between a bill being defeated and the country
[being] wiped out.”! Much is at stake in the formulation and implementation of national security
policy. Not only is the achievement of national interests on the line, the preservation of the Framers’
constitutional allocation of power designed to keep liberty and security in balance is also at stake. As
the United States proceeds further in its “Long War”? focused on fighting terrorism, its political elite
is struggling to define the degree of collaboration that must remain between the different branches
of government. Does a state of national emergency or war justify the suspension of deliberation and
consultation inherent in the American political system’s design? Does Congress retain meaningful
powers to resist presidential assertions of power? What role should the courts play in limiting
or facilitating presidential overreach and congressional reassertion of its powers? These are key
questions of concern to all who participate in and seek to understand the U.S. national security
policymaking process. This chapter will review the constitutional foundations of the American
political system, explore the adaptation and evolution of this original distribution of power, and
assess the impact of the current state of “checks and balances” on prospects for strategic success and
the preservation of American democracy.

CONSTITUTIONAL FOUNDATIONS

A unique aspect of the American political system is its design feature creating two co-equal
principals among the President and Congress. The Framers of the Constitution envisioned a
national security process that would depend on a system of shared and separate powers across
the democratic institutions that they created. Embedded in these constitutional foundations are the
formal sources of power of the presidency and Congress, the two key democratic institutions that
work together to formulate and carry out national security policy.

Some scholars argue that the Framers’ intent to give the Congress a leading role in government
is evident in the fact that Article I of the Constitution grants many explicit powers to the Congress in
comparison to the ambiguity and vagueness of the President’s powers outlined in Article II. Indeed,
a survey of the historical record reveals that, over time, Presidents have successfully exploited the
ambiguity of their formal powers to increase the power of the Presidency vis-a-vis the Congress.
A brief review of the constitutional basis of each institution’s powers will be useful to strategists
seeking to understand the evolution of these powers in the life of the American republic.

The Framers envisioned the Congress as the main preserve of governmental powers. The powers
enumerated in Article I, Section 8, touch on the entire scope of governmental authority. Chief among
these is the power to tax and spend. This power of the purse, checked by the President’s veto power,
is the defining characteristic of the Framers’ intent to create an energetic central government with
a vigorous legislature.’ The Framers concluded the powers enumerated in Article 8 with the elastic
clause, the power “to make all laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into execution
the foregoing powers.”* The shared vision of their republic was that of a “deliberative legislature,
composed carefully to reflect both popular will and elite limits on that will.”>
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The first sentence of Article II clearly designates the President as the Chief Administrator of
the government, but the Constitution offers few specifics about how this executive responsibility
should be carried out. The President’s role as chief executive stems from language in Section 2
that requires the heads of each executive department to report to the President. In the Washington
administration, the federal government consisted of only three cabinet departments (State,
Treasury, and War) and a few hundred people.® Of course, the vast bureaucracy of the United
States has grown exponentially since then and is now comprised of 15 executive departments and
136 federal agencies and commissions,” backed up by a work force of 1.7 million federal civil service
employees.® As the federal government has grown, the power of the President has also expanded as
the statutory and constitutional responsibility for the policies, programs, and expenditure of funds
is asserted across the executive branch.

Formal Powers of the President Relevant
to National Security Policymaking
As Stated in the Constitution

Formal Powers of the Congress Relevant
to National Security Policymaking
As Stated in the Constitution

“The executive Power shall be vested in a
President of the United States of America.” Ar-
ticle II. Section 1.

“...he shall take Care that the Laws be faith-
fully executed...” Article 11, Section 3.

“The Congress shall have Power to ... make
all Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
all other Powers vested by this Constitution...”
Article |, Section 8

“Every Bill which shall have passed the
House of Representatives and the Senate, shall,
before it becomes a Law, be presented to the
President...If he approve he shall sign it, but if
not he shall return it...If after such reconsidera-
tion two thirds of that House shall agree to pass
the Bill, it shall be sent...to the other House...
and if approved by two thirds of that House, it
shall become Law.” Article I, Section 7.

“The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to
pay the debts...” Article |, Section 8.

“No Money shall be drawn from the Trea-
sury, but in Consequence of Appropriations
made by Law..” Article |, Section 9.

“The President shall be Commander in Chief
of the Army and Navy of the United States, and
of the Militia of the several States, when called
into the actual Service of the United States.” Ar-
ticle Il, Section 2

“The Congress shall have Power to...
provide for the common defense and general
Welfare of the United States,...declare War, ...
to raise and support Armies..., To provide and
maintain a Navy; To make rules for the Gov-
ernment and Regulation of the land and naval
forces; To provide for organizing, arming, and

disciplining, the Militia, and for governing such
Part of them as may be employed in the Service
of the United States...” Article 1, Section 8.

“...he may require the Opinion, in writing,
of the principal Officer in each of the executive
Departments, upon any Subject relating to the
Duties of their respective Offices...” Article I,
Section 2.

Figure 5-1. Key National Security Powers as Enumerated in the Constitution.

Authority to administer the federal bureaucracy, however, does not necessarily translate into
its control. All Presidents are faced with the challenge of making the bureaucracy responsive
to their leadership. Two key tools to shape the executive branch’s outputs into a more coherent
administration vision are the use of the appointment authority and the White House Staff. Article
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II, Section 2 gives the President the power to appoint the department and agency heads within the
federal government.

President Dwight D. Eisenhower created the Schedule C personnel classification for appointed
policymaking positions throughout the executive branch. This represented a shift from party-based
patronage that rewarded the party faithful with everything from predominantly uncontroversial
government jobs in the field to key policy posts in Washington.” Schedule C personnel play critical
behind-the-scenes roles, such as setting the schedules and agendas of cabinet members, guiding
political strategy, and giving legal opinions and policy advice. These appointees are lower in rank
than noncareer Senior Executive Service (SES) officials, who fall just below presidential appointees
and who must be confirmed by the Senate. At latest count, SES and Schedule C employees
numbered 1,935 in the George W. Bush administration. In all, President George W. Bush has 3,000
political appointees serving in his administration. Although political appointees account for less
than 2/10ths of 2 percent of the total civil service, their presence results in significant influence
throughout the policymaking process.’ In the modern presidency, Presidents have offered these
positions to ideologically compatible people who will work to ensure that their department or
agency’s policies are in sync with the President’s vision.

The Senate’s confirmation role is its check on the President’s appointment power. While the vast
majority of the President’s nominations are confirmed, the potential to subject nominees to intense
congressional scrutiny and to ultimately reject candidates gives the Senate great influence in the
appointment process and, tangentially, in the overall policy process. While the executive sits at the
top of the federal bureaucracy, the design of the various departments and agencies is specified in
congressional statutes that detail their structure and duties. Though not explicitly mentioned in the
Constitution, Congress’s capacity for oversight can be a tremendous check on the executive when it
is employed. Oversight hearings require officials to appear and testify under oath and report what
the administration is doing. Oversight programs demanding reports on executive department or
agency activity can also have some bite." Congress has the responsibility to keep a careful eye on
the administration of its laws to ensure that they are properly interpreted and executed."

Another management tool of relatively recent creation is the Executive Office of the President
(EOP), better known as the White House Staff. President Franklin Roosevelt established this “mini-
bureaucracy within the bureaucracy” with Congress’s consent in 1939 as an attempt to centralize
control over the executive branch and to provide unity and direction to the federal government.”
The EOP includes both the professional staff working in such places as the National Security
Council and the Council of Economic Advisers as well as the President’s most trusted advisers in
the White House Office." The two tools are closely related, because presidential appointments have
increasingly become subject to intense vetting in the EOP.

In national security affairs and the conduct of foreign policy that might result in the use of armed
force, the President draws on the authority vested in him as commander in chief. However, the
Framers were in agreement that significant war-related powers must also reside in the Congress.
Indeed, as Figure 5-1 indicates, Article I, Section 8, lays out extensive and explicit war-related
powers granted to the Congress. The Declaration of Independence and Bill of Rights both reflect
the Framers’ distrust of standing armies unaccountable to a legislature. Their design of American
democratic institutions separating the power to declare war from the power to command or direct
military forces in wartime was meant to ensure that the President was unable to make war alone. It
is important to note that rather than giving the President the power to declare war with the “advice
and consent of the Senate,” like they had done with the treaty power, the Framers deliberately
elected to give Congress the sole authority to declare war.” The historical record shows that, in
practice, Congress has not been the initiator of all significant military actions and that there has
been a struggle for power between the two branches over war powers.
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This brief survey of constitutional powers relevant to the conduct of national security
policymaking highlights the Framers” intent that policymaking and implementation be a shared
process across the legislative and executive branches. The Framers” design of shared and separate
powers resulted in a policymaking framework that requires both cooperation and coordination to
achieve anything of real significance in national security affairs.

INSTITUTIONAL COMPETENCIES

The Framers’ final product reflected an understanding that the institutions they created had
distinct and complementary institutional competencies. While Congress was granted important
powers ensuring it a significant role in the conduct of national security policy, its institutional
design also meant that it would almost never move quickly on such matters. The requirement for
legislation to clear both the House and the Senate after potentially lengthy deliberations in each
body subject to the influences of public opinion and the media, favored Congress’s role as the
branch of government that considered diverse viewpoints, deliberated among them, and remained
accountable to the public.

The executive branch, on the other hand, was designed to move with speed and dispatch. An
appropriate amount of secrecy was presumed in order to conduct day to day foreign and security
policy, and to act decisively in crisis situations. Congress’s design, meanwhile, has afforded it
significant oversight checks as well as policy influence in the power of the purse. The Framers’
deliberate consideration of institutional competencies when deciding which powers should be
shared, which should be held alone, and in which branch power should be placed is evident in
the Framers’ debate on the distribution of war powers at the constitutional convention. Early
deliberations argued that Congress should be given the power to “make war.” However, it was
eventually agreed that this should be changed to “declare war” to clarify and ensure that the actual
conduct of war remained an executive function, maximizing the institutional competencies of the
Presidency during wartime.

PRESIDENTIAL POWER AND PERSUASION

Formal powers contribute to and limit the influence wielded by the President and Congress in
any specific policymaking scenario. Informal powers of each branch, on the other hand, if astutely
employed, can significantly enhance the influence of either institution. The struggle for influence
is characterized neither by all-out competition nor by perfect consensus. Congress can be both a
potential adversary and key partner in the formulation and conduct of national security policy.
Conversely, the President and his team cannot sustain any national security policy course without
the support of Congress and the American people. Dominating the political agenda requires that
the President build popular support, work effectively with Congress, control the vast federal
bureaucracy, and know when and where to invest political capital. Presidential leadership and the
administration’s articulation of a vision underpinning its foreign and domestic policies are keys to
success as well.

The President and Congress are at once so independent and so intertwined that neither can be said to govern
save as both do. And even when they come together they face other claimants to a share in governing: the
courts, the states, the press, the private interests, all protected by our Constitution, and the foreign governments

that help to shape our policy.'®
Although the President is the single actor in the American political system granted the greatest

range of formal powers, the ability to make his will prevail among the competing wills of actors
also vested with significant powers depends on skillful presidential leadership. President Harry
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Truman once remarked that presidential power really just boils down to the power to persuade.”
The renowned presidential scholar, Richard Neustadt, in his classic text, Presidential Power and the
Modern Presidents, equates presidential power with influence and seeks to explain its sources and
the contexts where presidential power is more or less dominant.

Scholars differentiate between situations where the President can essentially command and those
in which he must rely on his powers of persuasion. If the issue involves presidential authority that
is not shared with a competing entity, then the desired result may be achieved without resistance.
Examples include the relief of a military commander, the use of an executive order to advance an
unpopular policy, and the deployment of military forces to protect American interests.

President Truman’s relief of General Douglas MacArthur in 1951 is probably the most well-
known dismissal of a military commander in the modern presidency. Truman was careful to consult
the Joint Chiefs in the matter and they unanimously agreed that MacArthur should go. Truman
implemented the order in a successive delegation of authority from him through the appropriate
military authorities. The President and the Chiefs viewed MacArthur’s public statements critical
of Truman’s war policy, in the face of strict orders not to publicly comment on administration
policy, as open defiance of the commander in chief. This insubordination consequently justified
his dismissal as essential to maintaining civilian control of the military. There was no question
in the MacArthur affair that the President, in his commander in chief role, had the authority to
dismiss a commander in the field. However, congressional critics of Truman’s Korean Policy and
MacArthur’s Republican supporters used the opportunity to conduct a full-fledged congressional
investigation of the government’s foreign and military policies against a domestic backdrop that
featured a grand tickertape parade honoring the relieved general, MacArthur’s address to a Joint
Session of Congress, and an adoring public passionately opposed to the ouster of an American
icon.” Truman’s actions consequently were offset by the exertion of informal powers inherent in the
Congress, the press, and the people, which shaped the ultimate political impact of the President’s
actions.

Theissuance of an executive order is another strategic tool presidents can use to assert presidential
authority. Eisenhower’s use of federal troops to enforce the orders of a Federal Court to desegregate
Little Rock schools in 1957 illustrates a President’s prerogative to assert his constitutional power
over the state militias, a power that is not shared with another constitutional entity. The President’s
decision to federalize the Arkansas National Guard troops originally called into action by Governor
Orval Faubus to halt the integration of Central High School was clear, unambiguous, and highly
public. The President’s assertion of power featured a “sense of legitimate obligation, legitimately
imposed”? As in the MacArthur case, to have not exerted the authority would have resulted in its
erosion and the prevalence of less legitimate sources of power in the American political system.

Executive orders have mainly been used in three areas: to combat various forms of discrimination
against citizens, to increase White House control over the executive branch, and to maintain secrets.?
When Congress perceives that executive orders are taken to bypass Congress on controversial
issues, they may elicit great political controversy and be a source of conflict between the two
branches. This is why the congressional reaction to President George W. Bush’s series of executive
orders authorizing the National Security Agency (NSA) to eavesdrop on the conversations of
Americans without warrants as required in the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) has
been uncharacteristically strong. Members of Congress on both sides of the aisle saw the action as a
challenge to the Congress’s power vis-a-vis the executive.

Even the prospect of an executive order being issued can erupt in major political controversy as
was the case with President Bill Clinton’s proposal to lift the ban on gays serving in the military.
There was no question that the President had the legitimate authority to issue such an order as
President Truman had done to integrate the Armed Forces in 1948, but the political backlash was so
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strong in 1993 that President Clinton abandoned the idea in order to salvage his domestic agenda
before Congress.*!

While the President’s formal powers are significant, presidential leadership more often depends
on the President’s power to persuade others that what he wants of them is also compatible with
the pursuit of their own interests. The successful launching of the Marshall Plan is an example
of a President with minimal political capital achieving a critical foreign policy goal through the
effective use of the informal powers of his office. Truman faced the uphill battle of convincing a
Republican and traditionally isolationist Congress and a Treasury department focused on controlling
spending that massive European aid deserved their support. The domestic political context in 1947
was further characterized by animosity over Truman’s veto of the Republican leadership’s key
legislative initiatives and the assumption that Truman would be easily defeated in the upcoming
1948 presidential election.

He had a key advocate in the figure of General George C. Marshall pushing for the plan that bore
his name from State and the support of the Republican Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, Arthur Vandenberg. All the resources of the administration were unleashed to back the
plan and special care was taken to meet the terms Vandenberg insisted on to maintain his support,
which included frequent personal meetings with the President and Marshall and extensive liaisons
between Congress and the agencies involved with implementing the plan. Truman even deferred
to Vandenberg’s choice of a Republican to head the new agency created to administer the program.
These “bargains” subsequently resulted in key players lending their prestige and influence to make
the proposed European Recovery Program a reality.

The few cases discussed here highlight the linkages between presidential power and effective
presidential leadership. The American political system’s institutional design, with its unique
blend of shared and separate powers, means that key actors often have divided loyalties, a result
of serving multiple masters in government. Even players within the executive branch are also
responsible to Congress and have allegiance as well to their staffs and departments to represent
their bureaucratic interests. Fulfilling the President’s policies, in addition, necessarily involves
interagency cooperation and overcoming the disparate bureaucratic interests of each. Presidential
power is as much a function of personal politics as it is of formal authority or position.”

CONGRESS: DOES AN EFFECTIVE CHECK REMAIN ON PRESIDENTIAL POWER?

Most texts examining the extent of the presidential-congressional partnership in national
security policymaking cite the constitutional scholar Edwin Corwin’s musing that the Constitution
“is an invitation to struggle for the privilege of directing American foreign policy.”* What does the
historical record suggest about the President’s capacity to dominate national security policy? Is the
American political tradition that Congress defers to the executive in foreign and security policy,
weighing in with countervailing powers only by exception? Can Congress regain its lost clout and
limit presidential overreaching?An objective assessment of the congressional-executive struggle
over the control of national security policies will reveal several findings. First, American history
is replete with examples of serious congressional quarrels with the President over the conduct of
foreign policy. Second, periods of deference to the executive have been limited, and even then,
included at least tacit approval of the basic parameters of U.S. foreign policy. Third, as a result of
congressional reforms in the 1970s, Congress gained an increased capacity to challenge presidential
policies with the creation of the Congressional Budget Office, the Congressional Research Service,
and the expansion of personal and committee staffs. These tools boosted the Congress’s analytical
ability and contributed to more enhanced oversight of foreign policy and a greater trend toward
legislating specific aspects of foreign policy.” Finally, the congressional-executive relationship
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on use of force issues seeks a comfortable equilibrium. Periods of congressional acquiescence are
often interrupted by perceived executive overreach that leads to the reassertion of congressional
authority. Such was the context for the passage of the War Powers Act in 1973.

However, the net result of this struggle over time has been what one report called “the
executive’s slow-motion coup” made possible by Congress, itself, which has been complicit in its
own diminution of power instead of guarding its institutional prerogatives.? Even though Congress
periodically fought back with such measures as the War Powers Act and the enactment of FISA in
1978, enforcing the oversight provisions mandated in these initiatives has been uneven, amounting
in the overall concession of power to the executive. Some question whether it is even possible in
the current political environment of polarized politics favoring partisan loyalties over institutional
obligations to correct the imbalance between congressional and executive power.

ENTER THE JUDICIARY: WILL IT ACT TO RESTORE THE BALANCE?

Beginning with George Washington, Presidents have drawn on the institutional competencies of
the executive and formal powers to play an active and assertive role in foreign affairs and national
security issues. President Thomas Jefferson essentially conducted the Louisiana Purchase on his
own. Abraham Lincoln, citing war powers, governed without Congress and suspended the courts.
Franklin Roosevelt oversaw the establishment of a plethora of federal agencies empowered to make
policy in their realms in order to lift the country out of the Depression. Justice Robert H. Jackson’s
1952 decision has been cited in the debate over President George W. Bush’s use of presidential
power. Justice Jackson rejected President Harry Truman’s claim that, as commander in chief, he
had the inherent power to seize the nation’s steel mills. This decision has been cited as precedent
for future Supreme Court deliberations of the issue. Justice Jackson’s framework for judging the
constitutionality of assertions of executive power is outlined below and was at the center of the
confirmation hearings of Justices John Roberts and Samuel Alito.” Many believe that many aspects
of the question of presidential overreach will come before the Supreme Court, giving the Court a
unique opportunity to reshape the balance between the executive and Congress.

Three Political Contexts.

Justice Jackson laid out three possible political contexts characterizing congressional-presidential
relations in the national security arena. First, presidential power is maximized when the President
acts pursuant to the express or implied authorization of Congress in a given area. In such periods of
concordance, presidential leadership is virtually unchallenged. Such cooperation may be attributed
to agreement over the major policy decisions in play. Presidential power has also been at its height
during times of national crisis and war. Lincoln largely got his way in the conduct of the Civil War.
In the 20th century, Woodrow Wilson until 1919, and Franklin Roosevelt after 1941, enjoyed an
advantage over the control of foreign policy. The postwar era through the mid-1960s was another
period of presidential dominance rooted in broad agreement over policy. Harry Truman, Dwight
Eisenhower, John Kennedy, and Lyndon Johnson all governed during major wars or at the height
of the Cold War, and each had relative control over national security and foreign policy.” President
George W. Bush contended that the 2001 congressional resolution authorizing the president “to
use all necessary and appropriate force” to respond to the September 11, 2001 (9/11) attacks and to
prevent such attacks in the future served as implied authorization for detention and surveillance
programs incident to the use of force in wartime. However, it is clear that the administration and
Congress shared sharp differences of opinion over the matter.

Each period of perceived presidential overreach was followed by a backlash or resurgence of
congressional power. Following the Civil War, powerful Congresses dominated the Presidency in
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the late-19th century, and Congress handed Wilson the devastating political and personal defeat
of rejecting the Treaty of Versailles with a reassertion of congressional power that resulted in the
domination of foreign policy until World War I1.*¥ The War Powers Act of 1973 was the culmination
of Congress’s break with the President over the conduct of the Vietnam War and its reemergence in
national security affairs.

Second, presidential independence is possible if Congress is indifferent or acquiesces in a particular
policy area. In this political context Congress falls short of playing the role of constructive partner
to critique, build support for, and improve on the President’s foreign and security policy. Many
factors may contribute to such a scenario. There is a tendency in Congress to view foreign and
security policy through domestic political lenses or from the perspective of special interests, which
may both be barriers to judging foreign policy initiatives on the basis of the national interest.
Presidential independence may also be possible simply because Congress is not paying attention
to the administration’s policies. Domestic issues often dominate the congressional agenda in
peacetime. Furthermore, Congress may neglect its responsibilities in foreign affairs and devote too
little time to rigorous programmatic oversight.* In both the concordant and acquiescent political
contexts, the President’s leadership is not essential. However, in the third context to be considered,
presidential leadership is critical.

Presidential power in security and foreign policy is at its lowest ebb when the administration’s desired
action is incompatible with the expressed or implied will of the Congress. An analysis of congressional-
presidential relations in the Vietnam War illustrates a dramatic conversion of Congress’s perception
of its role in checking presidential war-making powers. Its 1964 passage of the Gulf of Tonkin
Resolution essentially ceded to President Johnson the “blank check” he sought to deal with the
crisis in Southeast Asia. The near unanimous backing in Congress (there were only two dissenting
votes in the Senate) gave the President authority to take all “necessary measures” to repel any
armed attack against U.S. forces and “to prevent further aggression.” Johnson’s interpretation of
his commander in chief powers, which President Richard Nixon took to even greater heights as his
successor, was an open-ended doctrine permitting the President to order Armed Forces into combat
whenever the President determined that U.S. security was threatened.™

As the administration’s prosecution of the war continued, Congress retreated from its role of
presidential cheerleader and gradually began to reassert its authority. Congressmen increasingly
traveled to Southeast Asia in the mid-1960s to take stock of the war, the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee held televised hearings in 1966, and, by the early-1970s, Congress changed its rules
for considering defense appropriations bills so that individual amendments attempting to limit
or influence the policy could be considered without rejecting the entire defense appropriations
package.’? Continuation of presidential dominance was challenged in the face of a growing majority’s
disagreement with the Vietnam policy. Even broader consensus that the Nixon administration
had overreached with the assertion that the executive had unlimited discretionary authority as
commander in chief to send American troops into action around the world, led to the passage of the
War Powers Act.

The act established procedures in three main areas: presidential consultation with Congress,
presidential reports to Congress, and congressional termination of military action. Congress’s intent
was to assert its authority via procedural constraints limiting the ability of the President to commit
U.S. forces abroad. The act called for the President to consult with Congress “in every possible
instance” before introducing U.S. forces into hostilities or imminent hostilities, declared that the
President must report to Congress within 48 hours when such forces are introduced, and mandated
that forces be withdrawn within 60 to 90 days unless Congress authorizes that they remain.*

The continuous shifting between the political contexts discussed above is indicative of the
ambiguous role the War Powers Act has had since its passage. President Nixon rejected it out of
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hand with his veto of the measure in 1973. Congress shot back with its overwhelming override,*
asserting its intent to expand its influence in national security policymaking with measures beyond
the blunt instrument of withholding funds.

In practice, Congress has not consistently asserted the authority granted in the act. Presidents,
meanwhile, have been careful not to acknowledge the law’s constitutionality, while avoiding direct
confrontations with Congress over its provisions. In fact, Congress has managed to get the President
to honor the War Powers Act only once, in an obscure 1975 Marine action to recapture a container
ship off the coast of Cambodia.*® Depending on the lawmakers’ overall view of the President’s
proposed intervention, they may sit on the sidelines or strive to be consulted. Presidents continue
to insist on flexibility and may seek Congress’s explicit authorization for an impending action, but
without admitting that such action is being taken in order to comply with the Act. There is, however,
an acceptance, if grudgingly, that the War Powers Act stands as a reminder of the ultimate need to
get at least congressional acquiescence, and, ideally, congressional approval for the commitment of
troops.* Since the introduction of the War Powers Act into congressional-presidential relations all
three political contexts, enthusiastic concord, indifferent acquiescence, and expressed disagreement
with the President’s foreign and security policy continue to occur.

The controversy surrounding President Bush’s domestic surveillance program illustrated
the political context of expressed disagreement between the administration and Congress. This
raised the ire of the usually acquiescent Republican Congress because it sidestepped the oversight
provisions outlined in FISA. The Republican Chair of the Senate Judiciary committee, Senator Arlen
Specter, conducted hearings to dispute the administration’s claim that its broad powers to fight
terrorism overrode specific legislation prohibiting warrantless eavesdropping. Attorney General
Alberto Gonzales testified before the Judiciary Committee in February 2006 that the administration
reasonably interpreted the 2001 authorization of force resolution as the legal justification for its
actions. However, when two laws seem to come in conflict, the law that is more specific tends to
prevail unless alaw meant to supersede an earlier one specifically includes language to the contrary.?”
The FISA debate was unique because it brought together elements of wartime presidential powers
within the context of actions contrary to “the express will of Congress.” Indeed Senator Lindsey
Graham warned Attorney General Gonzales that the administration’s expansive interpretation of
the 2001 resolution may make it “harder for the next president to get a force resolution if we take
this too far.”*® Two years later when Gonzales’s replacement, Michael Mukasey, appeared before
the Judiciary Committee, its chairman expressed his frustration that lawmakers have been almost
completely unsuccessful trying to hold the executive branch accountable for its actions on the issues
of torture, the Central Intelligence Agency’s destruction of interrogation videos, White House
claims of executive privilege, and the “terrorist surveillance program.”* Senator Arlen Specter
vented to Attorney General Michael Mukasey, “Congressional oversight has been so ineffective,
notwithstanding Herculean efforts for the last 3 years. The courts provide a balance, a separation of
powers . .. the only effective way of dealing with what is argued to be executive excesses is through
the courts.”* Congressional angst notwithstanding, the current balance of power between the
executive and Congress is likely to stand unless the courts address the alleged executive excesses.

KEYS TO EFFECTIVE PRESIDENTIAL LEADERSHIP

The executive branch’s institutional competencies make the President the most important actor
in foreign and security policy. The President alone has command of the bully pulpit to give him an
unrivaled voice in policy debates. The President is also the actor in the American political system
best positioned to consider the national interest. Since World War II, control over foreign and
security policy has increasingly been centralized in the executive. The government’s expertise for
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formulating and implementing foreign and security policy is largely resident in the Department of
State and DoD, with the National Security Council also assuming an increasing amount of author-
ity and influence —all three components of the executive branch. Yet effective leadership is not a
given. Perhaps the broadest and most common sense recommendation comes from presidential
scholar Paul Quirk, who contributes the concept of “strategic competence.” Quirk argues that
Presidents must have a well-designed strategy for achieving the competencies they need to lead
effectively. In this view, the key competencies to be mastered are policy substance, policy process,
and policy promotion. Policy expertise results from years of attentive engagement in the major
national issues. The development of direct in-depth personal competence in policy areas is neces-
sarily selective, but a base knowledge of the key issues is essential to the President’s recognition of
the elements of responsible debate and to responsible decisionmaking.*’ Anything less than this,
Quirk argues, is minimalist and may impede intelligent decisionmaking.

A minimalist president . . . will not fully appreciate his own limitations. By consistently neglecting the
complexities of careful policy arguments, one never comes to understand the importance of thorough analysis.
In politics and government, at least, people generally do not place a high value on discourse that is much more
sophisticated than their own habitual mode of thought.*

To lead effectively, Presidents must also be competent in the processes of policymaking. The
President sits atop a system of complex organizational and group decisionmaking processes and
must ensure that the administration has put in place reliable decisionmaking processes. The major
threats to effective national security policymaking processes are intelligence failures, groupthink
and other malfunctions of the advisory process,* and failing to coordinate effectively within the
interagency process and beyond the executive branch as appropriate.* Finally, building coalitions
with congressional leaders and key interest groups, and using the bully pulpit to take the case to
the public are essential ingredients for effective policy promotion once policy decisions have been
made.

Lee Hamilton offers his advice for effective presidential leadership in foreign and national
security policy from his perspective as the former chairman and long time ranking Democrat on the
House Committee on International Relations. Presidents must make foreign policy a priority and
set forth a day-to-day course that is driven by an overall strategic vision. Hamilton argues that the
foreign and security policy arena uniquely depends on the President’s attention and leadership. Too
often an issue receives intense attention and scrutiny for a short time, but then the administration
fails to remain sufficiently focused or to expend the requisite resources to achieve success. The
President is also uniquely positioned to forge the personal relations with foreign heads of state that
are critical to alliance building and to articulate U.S. policies and the associated national interests
with clarity to the American people.*

In a system of shared and separate powers in national security policymaking, successful policy
will rarely be the result of strong-arming Congress or the American people through the overplaying
of formal powers. The Supreme Court is extremely reluctant to check the President’s power while
a war is in progress. Presidential leadership in national security policymaking effectively blends
presidential authority with a consideration of the institutional competencies that the rival branch
brings to the development and execution of strategy.

As the most accessible and representative branch of government, Congress can help mediate
between the American people and the foreign policy elite. Through the hearings process, Congress
can also help to educate the public on complex foreign and security policies. Testifying before
the appropriate committees also forces the administration’s top officials to articulate and defend
their policies. However, some observers are concerned that this check on Executive power is being
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weakened by an administration reluctant to make senior officials available for sworn congressional
testimony or to provide documents to relevant committees, citing the confidentiality of Executive
branch communications.*®

Debates over contentious and weighty matters of national security, such as whether or not to
authorize the use of force, engage the public, and strengthen the policy process. Passing legislation
in support of the administration’s policies can also help to strengthen the President’s hand before
international bodies, adversaries, and allies. In the case of the Gulf War, congressional leaders
insisted on being consulted and on debating the issue before authorizing the use of military force.
President George H. W. Bush, however, feared that weak support or a split vote would be worse
than no vote at all and might actually weaken his hand in the face of Iraqi aggression. President Bush
maintained throughout the period of congressional consultation that, regardless of the outcome
in Congress, he still had the constitutional right to commit U.S. forces to battle. In the end, the
Congress passed the resolution with a clear victory in the House by 250 to 183, and a squeaker in
the Senate by 52 to 47.%” Effective presidential leadership in foreign and security policy recognizes
Congress’s constitutional role in the process and seeks ways to ensure that sustained consultation
is a characteristic of the executive strategy for interacting with Congress.

CONGRESSIONAL-PRESIDENTIAL COLLABORATION IN THE WAR IN IRAQ

The open-ended resolution Congress passed in October 2002 granted the President broad
authority to use any means he determined necessary and appropriate —including military force —
to respond to any security threat posed by Iraq.*® Critics contended that in contrast to the 1991
appeal of President Bush’s father to authorize force on the eve of conflict when key conditions
related to its prosecution were well-known, “The president is asking Congress to delegate its
constitutional power to declare war before he has decided we need to go to war, but he has not
adequately explained what this war will look like.”* Others argued President Bush’s request was
constitutionally inappropriate because it was seeking a conditional grant of power, leaving in the
President’s hands the decision to change the nation into a state of war. These critics contend that a
nonbinding resolution declaring support for the President’s efforts to make Iraq comply with UN
resolutions followed by the authorization to use force if peaceful means fail may have been more
appropriate. Such a two-step approach would have left Congress in the loop up until the point
when the President was ready to begin military action.™

Although some Republicans had concerns about endorsing the new doctrine of preemption,
they deferred to the President. With the midterm elections only weeks away, many Democrats
felt pressure to “get this question of Iraq behind us” so they could return to other issues that they
thought would be successful for them in the elections. At the height of the House debate, less than
40 members could be found on the floor. On the Senate side, no more than 10 senators were in
attendance. The resolution passed 296 to 133 in the House and 77 to 23 in the Senate.”*

Observers noted that the debate over the Iraq war was a pale shadow of the Senate’s more
vigorous role in the past. Congressional scholar Norman Ornstein commented on the Senate’s
role on the eve of the Iraq war, “The Senate is struggling to find an appropriate role to play. I
think you’d be hard-pressed to suggest the Senate is a great debating body —on anything.”>*> The
concordant-acquiescent political context that has characterized congressional-presidential relations
since the 9/11 terrorist attacks may have contributed to executive overreach in ways that ultimately
weakened President George W. Bush’s ability to sustain support for his Iraq strategy.

The political environment in the run-up to the War in Iraq was conducive to the Executive
“going it alone” vis-a-vis Congress. Although the Congress put up little resistance over the open-
ended resolution to use force in Iraq, this support occurred within a climate of some angst on the
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Hill over the administration’s attitude toward the role of Congress in defense policy. Congressmen
of both parties complained that Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld “tells lawmakers little and demands
immense discretion.”** Complaints continued throughout the Bush administration, with Congress
accusing it of thwarting Congress’s investigative authority. Some lawmakers were frustrated that
their attempts to get more information about the administration’s impending war plans and strategy
came up empty. Administration officials were unable to answer with any specificity questions
related to the cost of the war or of the reconstruction effort to follow before lawmakers cast their
votes.

Some members of Congress demanded to hear the administration’s plans for the postwar
occupation, but were denied such consultations based on the argument that it would not be proper
to plan for the aftermath of a conflict that the President had not yet decided to fight. The “ends”
that the President advanced shifted among competing candidates, eventually settling on the need
to disarm Saddam Hussein and dismantle the imminent threat that his weapons posed.

Scholars pointed out that the doctrine of preemptive military strikes added a “new wrinkle to
the Imperial Presidency,” because the trigger for the use of force is classified intelligence.** Richard
Durbin, a member of the Senate intelligence committee, complained that an insufficient body of
intelligence was declassified in the run-up to the vote on Iraq, hindering the ability of his colleagues
to make an informed vote.

The choice to maximize the powers of the presidency, while marginalizing the participation of
the Congress may have put the strategy at risk. Congress shares responsibility for the policy due
to its decision to support the open-ended resolution. However, the emphasis on regime change
through invasion without laying out all aspects of a comprehensive strategy complete with clear
strategic ends, a thorough explanation of the ways or courses of action the administration would
pursue to achieve the ends, and a good faith estimate of the means or cost to the American people
in terms of lives and treasure made it more likely that the administration would be on the defensive
when the strategy ran into difficulty.

Indeed, in September 2003, when the Bush administration finally delivered the first major bill for
the war to Congress in the form of a request for $87 billion dollars to fund Iraqi reconstruction and
the military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan for the remainder of the fiscal year, Congress pushed
back mightily. Pent up frustration over the lack of collaboration with the Legislative branch was
evident. Senator Diane Feinstein remarked, “We want to be good Americans. We want a bipartisan
foreign policy. We know the time is tough. We want to be with you. But there’s a feeling that you
know it all. The administration knows it all. And nobody else knows anything. And, therefore,
we're here just to say, “Yes, sir. How high do we jump?” And at some point we refuse to jump.”*
More direct was Senator Robert Byrd’s comment to Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz,
“Congress is not an ATM. We have to be able to explain this huge, enormous bill to the American
people.”**

The administration sustained another wave of attacks in January 2004 when its Chief Weapons
Inspector in Iraq, David Kay, concluded that there were no large stocks of weapons of mass
destruction in Iraq before the war. “Based on what I've seen is that we are very unlike to find
stockpiles, large stockpiles of weapons. I don’t think they exist.” “It turns out we were all wrong.””’
Democrats charged this was further proof the war was based on false premises. Lawmakers on both
sides of the aisle took issue with the certainty of the language that administration officials used with
regard to the pre-war intelligence, and some questioned whether administration officials misled
them.

Members of Congress complained that the Director of Central Intelligence, George Tenet, gave
his personal assurance in closed-door hearings that weapons of mass destruction (WMD) stocks
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would be found in Iraq. “He was telling the senior people in the Administration . . . that the
weapons were absolutely there, that they were certain the stuff was there.”*® Ohio Senator Mike
DeWine, a Republican on the Intelligence Committee, told the Columbus Dispatch, that he was not
sure he would vote to authorize war with Iraq if he had to do it all over again.” Meanwhile, on the
2004 campaign trail, Democratic presidential candidates took aim at the administration. “We were
misled not only in the intelligence but misled in the way that the President took U.S. to war,” the
Democratic front-runner, Senator John F. Kerry (MA), said when asked about Kay’s conclusions.”®

The administration’s critics faulted the lack of consensus building and derided its unwillingness
to collaborate with either international allies or its domestic partners in the national security
policymaking process. As the popularity of the Iraq War wanes in the face of its $500 billion price tag
by early-2008 and deaths of American servicemen creep upward of 4000,°' the Bush administration
stands undeterred in its approach to Executive power. The sweeping assertion of the powers of the
presidency is grounded in a belief that the full power of the Executive must be restored in order to
prevail in the War on Terrorism.*? Leaving the Congress and the Courts in its wake, however, is at
least politically flawed and may provoke a reaction from these bodies that ultimately cuts back on
presidential powers.

Supporters of the administration, on the other hand, laud the resurgence of presidential power
and maintain that the administration’s approach is merely a corrective action necessary to reverse the
erosion of presidential prerogatives in recent decades. According to this view, the administration’s
approach is to be admired as a model in presidential leadership,

To achieve all this, Bush staged one of the most impressive exercises of presidential power in modern times.
He used all the tools at hand: the bully pulpit, TV, personal persuasion in the Oval Office, and the skillful
deployment of top officials in his administration. And, not to be underestimated, there was sheer presidential
bullheadedness. When a president takes a firm and defensible position and doesn’t flinch, he normally prevails.
... One telling result of Bush’s full-throttle use of his presidency was a far greater percentage of Democratic
support for his congressional war resolution than the elder President Bush won in 1991 after Iraq had invaded
Kuwait.*®

Is President Bush’ leadership vis-a-vis Iraq firm, resolute leadership appropriate to the national
security challenges inherent in fighting the security threats facing the United States in the 21st
century or imperial presidential overreach that, if continued, will ultimately lead to a failed strategy
for fighting the War on Terrorism? The historical record indicates that policy is strengthened when
each branch understands its proper role, powers, and limitations in foreign policy. An analysis of
the case of the war in Iraq suggests that both branches have fallen short of this ideal.

CONCLUSION

The American republic’s very essence lies in its allocation of power across the political system.
The Founders envisioned a struggle for power between actors enabled with competing powers
to keep each other in check. That such struggles continue is a testament to the continued viability
of the founding blueprint. In the current political environment, the backdrop of national security
seems to present an obstacle to the balanced interplay of the President, Congress, and the Courts.
But the Founders’ institutional design was undertaken with a realistic expectation that national
security matters could be at the heart of power plays among the government elite placed in each of
three empowered branches. Liberty could not be forfeited, the Founders assumed, unless key actors
chose not to employ their countervailing power to preserve it. Security, meanwhile, would depend
on the adoption of an effective strategy for victory. At the early stages of the “Long War,” balancing
the quest for security with the preservation of liberty requires a collaborative employment of the
national security powers that the President, Congress, and the Courts share.
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Effective conduct of national security policy depends on understanding one’s power, its limits,
and the recognition that other actors” actions also shape the policy battlefield. Successful national
security policy exploits the institutional competencies that the Framers designed into the American
political system. Coordinated efforts that link the President’s national security policy initiatives
with the unique capacity of Congress to vet the policy, educate the public, and ultimately lend
its support are more likely to lead to successful strategy. Such policy must also withstand the
scrutiny of the Courts empowered to rein in the President or Congress when either entity oversteps
its allocation of power. Successful policy implementation, furthermore, is reliant on competent
executive decisionmaking, efficient bureaucratic processes and the keen oversight of lawmakers,
the media, and the American people.
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CHAPTER 6

NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGIES:
A HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE,
1990 TO 2012

Richard M. Meinhart

The six Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff between 1990 and 2011 — Generals Colin Powell
(1989-93), John Shalikashvili (1993-97), Hugh Shelton (1997-2001), Richard Myers (2001-05), Peter
Pace (2005-07), and Admiral Michael Mullen (2007-11) —used an unclassified National Military
Strateqy (NMS) to provide strategic direction to the Armed Forces based on guidance from the
President and Secretary of Defense and to communicate that direction to Congress and the Ameri-
can people. The Chairman’s responsibility as the nation’s senior military advisor to provide this
strategic direction, along with many other planning, preparedness, and requirements responsi-
bilities, are specified in Title 10 U.S. Code. These increased responsibilities were a result of the
1986 Goldwater-Nichols Act (GNA), considered the most significant piece of defense legislation
since the National Security Defense Act of 1947 that established the Department of Defense (DoD).!
The GNA was the result of almost 4 years of somewhat contentious dialogue and debate among
Congress, military leaders, the defense intellectual community, and the Ronald Reagan admin-
istration.? Congress’s intent in passing this Act was to better organize the DoD, strengthen civilian
authority, improve military advice to civilian leaders, provide for more efficient use of resources,
develop better strategy and plans, and improve mission execution by combatant commanders.’

While this chapter will discuss the strategic environment each Chairman faced in more detail
when examining each military strategy, the first three Chairmen were challenged by a global
environment that began with the Gulf War and continued with an increasing number of regional
military operations across the spectrum of conflict as the decade continued. They had to meet
these challenges with slowing and declining financial resources and a Cold War-equipped force
reduced by about one-third. Since 2000, and particularly after September 11, 2001 (9/11), the last
three Chairmen faced different security challenges dominated by the focus on terrorism, most
evidenced by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, while needing to transform in stride by developing
future capabilities to achieve the vision of full spectrum dominance. They met these challenges
with greater financial resources, better technology, more reliance on activating Reserve forces, and
a slow growth in Army and Marine Corps force structure as the decade ended.*

The third decade, which began in 2010 and is still relatively fresh at this writing, appears to be
significantly different from the previous one in three main ways.’ First, and perhaps most signifi-
cant, is that the nation’s fiscal issues will result in lower defense spending that will affect service
force structure and weapons platforms to a degree as yet unknown. Second, the military’s depar-
ture from Iraq in 2011 and forecasted force reductions in Afghanistan between 2012 and 2014 will
result in significant reposturing of U.S. forces from the decade’s beginning. Third, there are broad
challenges associated with “. . . a ‘multi-nodal” world characterized more by shifting, interest-
driven conditions based on diplomatic, military, and economic power, than by rigid security com-
petition between opposing blocs.”® The rising powers in the Asia-Pacific region, other regional
alignments, and the dynamics associated with persistent tension provide context and direction for
this third decade. Figure 6-1 summarizes these challenges, identifing key similarities and differ-
ences in the strategic environment during these three decades.
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1990-1999
e Regional competition and threats
e Gulf War
e Diverse military operations
e Declining financial resources
e Reduced personnel by one-third
¢ Need to integrate technology
e  Robust overseas bases and forces

e Well-maintained Cold War equipment

2000-2009
Global War on Terror & insurgencies
Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan
Increased operations tempo & stress
Increased financial resources
Reserve use & ground force increases
Need to transform to capabilities
Less global infrastructure

Sustain, modify & update equipment

2010-2012
Persistent tension & violent extremism
War winding down & Asia-Pacific focus
Greater home training & cyber focus
Decreased financial resources
Reduced force structure
Balance capabilities & technology
Less forces stationed overseas

Retire, reset & invest in equipment

Figure 6-1. Chairmen’s Strategic Environment Challenges:
1990s vs. 2000s vs. 2010s.

This chapter will focus on how the Chairmen developed and used five different National
Military Strategies in 1992, 1995, 1997, 2004, and 2011 to respond to those strategic challenges.
Since the global environment formed the basis for these challenges and subsequent military
guidance, it will form the first part of each specific strategy discussion. Then we examine each
of the strategies” key components. Since a strategy generally looks out about 5 years, its key
components address how the military learns from the past, responds to current challenges,
and helps shape the future. The formal direction provided by these strategies was an important
aspect of the Chairman’s leadership legacy. As each military strategy was part of and perhaps
the key integrating component of an overall strategic planning system used by the Chairman
to help execute his many formal responsibilities, this chapter begins by briefly examining from a
military strategy perspective this planning system’s key components and integrating nature.

JOINT STRATEGIC PLANNING SYSTEM

The Chairman’s strategic planning system integrates the processes and documents of the people
and organizations above him (the President, Secretary of Defense, and National Security Council)
and the organizations with which he directly coordinates (services, agencies, and combatant com-
mands). The Chairman has no direct control over any significant defense resources or operational
military forces; however, he has significant formal and informal influence over both. One of the
ways he exerts that influence is through the processes and documents developed by the strategic
planning system. In addition to influencing leaders, this planning system provides insights and
specific direction for the many staffs that support those leaders. It is the key planning system that
integrates the nation’s strategy, plans, and resources from a joint military perspective. This is a
significant task that by FY2010 encompassed approximately 2.3 million active, Guard, and Reserve
forces and total defense outlays of $664B.”

The Joint Strategic Planning System (JSPS) has formal documents and processes related to en-
vironmental scanning, vision, strategy, resources, and plans. It formally evolved five times during
this 21-year period in 1990, 1993, 1997, 1999, and 2008 to respond to the Chairman’s leadership
focus and security challenges. It also changed in structure and complexity to better link with DoD
planning documents and associated processes.
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The JSPS’s initial evolution lowered the number of formal planning documents from 10 before
1989 to four in 1990, and reduced the system’s bureaucracy and complexity associated with the
Soviet Union’s demise. In 1993, the unclassified NMS became a formal document of this planning
system. In 1997 and 1999, there were formal vision and additional resource documents added to
increase emphasis on the future while providing more focused resource advice in the constrained
financial environment of the 1990s. At the decade’s end, the JSPS was a very focused and inte-
grated planning system with seven formal documents.®

From 1999 to 2008, an unusually long time without a formal system revision, there were ad-
ditional documents added somewhat incrementally. These focused on subjects such as terrorism,
cyberspace, weapons of mass destruction (WMD), and joint operations. The Chairman’s vision
moved from being a separate document to being embedded directly in the 2004 military strategy
and later also articulated in the 2009 Capstone Concept for Joint Operations. In essence, the plan-
ning system again became too complex, as was the case prior to 1990, with 11 or more documents,
and it was not seamlessly integrated with DoD processes. The significant 2008 revision that took
over a year to complete reduced documents from 11 to seven and better integrated them with other
Defense documents.” While there have been different JSPS environment scanning, planning, and
resourcing documents, the unclassified NMS became a key document from its first publication in
1992. Figure 6-2 illustrates a way to envision the overall role of the NMS in the JSPS."

Figure 6-2. National Military Strategy.

In the planning system’s framework, the National Military Strategy gets inputs from many sourc-
es. Some inputs are from other national documents such as the National Security Strategy (NSS) and
National Defense Strategy (NDS), which help frame the military strategy’s objectives. Other inputs
come from other JSPS documents and processes like the Joint Strategy Review Report and Process
that help identify the challenges associated with the strategic environment. There are inputs from
the service chiefs and combatant commanders and their staffs that provide varied perspectives. All
of these inputs help to synthesize national objectives and challenges into a military strategy objec-
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tives, ways, and means framework. Congress now requires the Chairman to provide to it (through
the Secretary of Defense) an annual assessment of the strategic and military risk to executing this
strategy.! The NMS directs the Joint Force to develop strategic plans, capabilities, and joint con-
cepts. Finally, it informs many audiences to include other defense and government organizations
and the public.

NATIONAL MILITARY STRATEGIES
1989 Military Strategic Context.

At the beginning of 1990, the formal manner by which the Chairman advised the President and
the Secretary of Defense on the strategic direction of the Armed Forces was via a classified and
rather voluminous National Military Strategy Document (NMSD) and a shorter classified national
military strategy chapter that was part of the NMSD. Admiral William Crowe published these in
1989 to provide guidance for the resource period of FY92 to 97. The process to produce this strat-
egy was formally linked to the Defense Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System. This was
the strategy and planning process that General Powell inherited when he became chairman.'?

The classified 1989 National Military Strateqy Document included chapters dedicated to subjects
such as: national military objectives, national military strategy, appraisal of U.S. defense policy,
intelligence appraisal, fiscally constrained force levels, net assessment options, and risk evalu-
ation.” In addition to the basic document, there were seven separate classified annexes on func-
tional subjects that supported the strategy such as intelligence; research and development; and
command, control, and communications. The size of some of these annexes exceeded that of the
basic document itself, as one annex alone had 11 chapters, 13 tables, and 15 tabs."* The 1989 strat-
egy focused on the Cold War and the Soviet Union and articulated the military element in many
of the worldwide alliances, such as the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The strategy,
which assumed a robust nuclear deterrent, included a forward defense with many forces deployed
overseas, particularly in Europe and Korea. Rapid reinforcements that could deploy to dispersed
operating bases in many nations backed up the forward forces."”

1992 National Military Strategy.

The demise of the Soviet Union, a broad global retreat from ideological support of communism,
and an inclusive international coalition that reversed Iraqi aggression in Kuwait characterized the
strategic environment that influenced the 1992 strategy.'® On the positive side, democracy was
growing in many parts of the world. On the negative side, regional conflicts, animosities, and
weapons proliferation that the bipolar world and Cold War had previously constrained now had
the potential to intensify. In essence, this was the new world order that President George H. W.
Bush articulated in his September 11, 1990, speech to a joint session of Congress and repeated
many times later."”

The 1992 strategy, which was unclassified and only 27 pages long, was a complete change from
the previous one in clarity, conciseness, and strategic direction. While this strategy was published
in January 1992, its roots can be traced to the President’s National Security Strategy, the Secretary
of Defense’s policies in his Defense Planning Guidance and Annual Report to the President and the
Congress, and General Powell’s development of the Base Force. This strategy represented a ”. . .
shift from containing the spread of communism and deterring Soviet aggression to a more diverse,
flexible strategy that is regionally oriented and capable of responding to the challenges of this
decade.”"In essence, this was the most fundamental change in the U.S. military strategy since
the global containment strategy and Cold War that began in the 1950s. The military’s primary
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objective now focused on deterring and fighting regional wars rather than containing a super-
power rival.

This strategy was based on the United States providing leadership to promote global peace
and security. It was built on the following four foundations:

1. Strategic Deterrence and Defense, which consisted of a credible nuclear deterrent composed
of offensive and defensive capabilities;

2. Forward Presence, which consisted of forces continually stationed or deployed worldwide;

3. Crisis Response, which was the ability to respond quickly to more than one regional
crisis; and,

4. Reconstitution, which involved the ability to mobilize personnel, equipment, and the
industrial base to rebuild military strength."

The strategy also specified eight strategic principles that reinforced those four foundations.
These principles were readiness, collective security, arms control, maritime and aerospace superior-
ity, strategic agility, power projection, technological superiority, and decisive force. In conclud-
ing, the strategy described how to employ forces and specified the broad military force structure,
called the “Base Force,” to implement the strategy.

The Base Force, which was determined earlier, comprised strategic nuclear forces, Army divi-
sions, Navy ships, Marine expeditionary forces, and Air Force fighter wing equivalents. When
compared to the 1991 force structure, the Base Force was significantly smaller, consisting of the
following force composition components: 460 missiles and 16 nuclear submarines from the stra-
tegic forces; four active and two Army Guard divisions; 80 naval ships and three carrier battle
groups; and seven Active and one Reserve Air Force fighter wing equivalents.” The strategy clear-
ly conveyed to the American people, one of the main target audiences if not the most important,
why they needed a military and in what size. At that time, the American people and Congress were
clamoring for a peace dividend as the end of the Cold War sank in and the euphoria of the 1991
Operation DESERT STORM victory ended.

This strategy’s coordination was different from the bureaucratic coordination of other Joint
Staff strategic planning documents, which illustrates the flexibility in strategic planning that
General Powell achieved. The strategy changed and was interrupted by operational necessity
(the Gulf War and the Soviet Union’s internal turmoil) from its conceptual beginnings in 1990 to
its final publication in January 1992. It did not go through a disciplined 2-year cycle with its
associated annexes and formal assessments as specified by the planning system’s instructions.
Instead, it reacted quickly to changes in the strategic environment and the Chairman’s focus. A
Joint Staff Officer, Harry Rothman, who was part of the process, gave credit for breaking down
the impediments of formal planning processes to General Powell’s personal relationships and
strategic vision. Rothman wrote, ”. . . people and not the process were more important in the
forging of the new strategy.”* General Powell spent considerable energy convincing other senior
leaders and converting them to his broad views rather than conducting the detailed coordination
at junior or middle levels that usually influenced the content of a Joint Staff planning document.

One other significant aspect about this strategy was the Foreword, which illustrated General
Powell’s leadership style that combined boldness and humility. The Foreword directly stated that
the strategy was his advice, in consultation with other members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
Commanders of unified and specified commands, and that he presented it to fulfill his responsibil-
ity under the GNA to provide such advice. Acknowledging civilian control of the military, the strat-
egy’s Foreword also stated that in determining this strategy, he listened to his civilian leadership,
as the strategy clearly implemented the President’s security strategy and Secretary of Defense’s
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policies. As the first Chairman totally under the GNA, General Powell created a leadership legacy
in this strategy’s style and substance. His 1992 NMS was the first unclassified military strategy
signed by a Chairman. Lorna Jaffe in her detailed examination of the Base Force, a key part of the
strategy, concluded that Powell fully used the enhanced authority of Goldwater-Nichols:

While he hoped to win the Services to his point of view, he did not aim for either bureaucratic consensus
through staff work or corporate consensus through JCS meetings. He never asked the Service Chiefs to
vote on either the Base Force or recommending to the Secretary and the President adoption of a new
strategy [NMS]. Rather, he thought it was more important to win the Secretary’s approval.”

1995 National Military Strategy.

The strategic environment when the 1995 NMS appeared was an unsettled world that exhibited
both opportunities and threats.” The following developments characterized this world: regional
instability as evidenced by conflict in the Balkans, Somalia, and Rwanda; concern about the pos-
sible proliferation of WMD to hostile regional groups or terrorists from the Soviet Union’s break-
up; transnational dangers associated with fleeing refugees, diseases, and crime syndicates; and
dangers to nations undergoing transition to democratic reform, particularly those in the former
Soviet Union. The strategy developed to respond to these challenges was one of two produced by
General John Shalikashvili. These strategies looked very similar to General Powell’s in style, but
they were very different in direction in a few key areas.

The 1995 NMS took guidance from the President’s National Security Strategy of Engagement and
Enlargement, stating the military’s main objectives in two simple phrases —promote stability and
thwart aggression. While the 1992 NMS addressed thwarting aggression, promoting stability was
fundamentally different from anything in the 1992 strategy. The 1995 strategy described a more
active use of the military globally to promote stability rather than to react to instances of insta-
bility. To achieve these two objectives, the 1995 NMS set forth three components:

1. Peacetime engagement, which was the broad range of noncombat activities to promote de-
mocracy, relieve suffering, and enhance overall regional stability;

2. Deterrence and conflict prevention, which ranged from conflict’s high end represented by
nuclear deterrence to conflict’s low end represented by peace enforcement to restore stability, secu-
rity, and international law; and,

3. Fight and win, which the strategy described as the military’s foremost responsibility and
defined as the ability to fight and win two major regional contingencies.*

In essence, the strategy expected the military to become more engaged in conflict preven-
tion to include conducting missions such as peacekeeping, peace enforcement, and nation assis-
tance —missions not mentioned in the 1992 military strategy.

This National Military Strategy identified the military forces necessary to execute the strategy,
but earlier work by the Secretary of Defense’s Bottom-Up Review had actually determined the
force structure outside the formal strategy development process. While the military missions were
growing in noncombat areas, the force structure was decreasing from the 1992 Base Force. For
example, active Army divisions declined by two, the Air Force lost six fighter wings, and
Navy combatant ships went from 450 to 346.” In addition, reconstitution, described in the 1992
strategy as forming, training, and fielding new fighting units along with activating the indus-
trial base, dropped out of the 1995 strategy altogether. Hence, maintaining readiness became ever
more important as the force became smaller and more frequently used. Chairman Shalikashvili
emphasized this readiness requirement in his annual Posture Statements to Congress, where he
mentioned readiness significantly more frequency than had Chairman Powell.*
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This strategy’s development was significantly different from that of the 1992 NMS, as it fol-
lowed the more flexible processes and overall structure outlined in the 1993 JSPS’s instructions
that changed the strategic planning system. The strategy included information summarized from
another strategic planning product, the Joint Strategqy Review, and reflected the conceptual outline
as defined in the 1993 memorandum.” This illustrated that formal processes, as well as people,
drove the strategy’s development, which was in line with General Shalikashvili’s leadership style
that used interpersonal skills to develop consensus and the strategic planning processes to for-
malize and implement that consensus.” In addition, since this strategy was similar in style to the
previous one, an existing strategic planning process could more easily produce an evolutionary
as opposed to a revolutionary product.

1997 National Military Strategy.

Opportunities and threats again characterized the strategic environment in 1997.* The oppor-
tunities were the lower threshold of global war and the potential for a more peaceful world. The
four principal threats this strategy identified were:

1. Regional dangers as primarily represented by Iran, Iraq, and North Korea;

2. Asymmetric challenges as represented by state or non-state actors to include terrorists that
might possess WMD;

3. Transnational dangers such as extremism, ethnic or religious disputes, crime, and refugee
flows; and,

4. Wild cards that could arise from unexpected world or technology events as yet undefined or
by a synergistic combination of the other three threats.

To respond to these challenges, the strategy used concepts described by the three simple words
of shape, respond, and prepare. These words and concepts were more broadly articulated for all ele-
ments of a nation’s power in the President’s May 1997 National Security Strategy and also used in
the Secretary of Defense’s May 1997 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). In integrating advice from
the President and Secretary of Defense, these words took the following meaning in the military
strategy: “US Armed Forces advance national security by applying military power to Shape the
international environment and Respond to the full spectrum of crisis, while we Prepare Now for
an uncertain future.”*

The 1997 NMS built on the work of the 1995 NMS, but was different in four main areas:

1. It more specifically identified the asymmetric and wild card threats, which in hindsight could
conceptually reflect the characteristics of the al Qaeda organization and the 9/11 attacks 4 years
later.

2. It strongly made the case for involving the military in shaping the international environment.
While doing so, it clearly emphasized the warfighting aspect when it stated: “Our Armed Forces’
foremost task is to fight and win our Nation’s wars.”?!

3. It identified the force structure to execute the strategy in greater detail than previously. This
force structure was summarized from the Secretary of Defense’s first QDR published 4 months
earlier. For example, the strategy now identified the required numbers of Army corps, cavalry reg-
iments, and National Guard enhanced brigades; naval attack submarines and amphibious groups;
and DoD civilians, Coast Guard personnel, and special operations forces.

4. In preparing for the future, the strategy established an early foundation for the current Joint
Force and defense transformation when it identified the characteristics for a multi-mission, joint,
and interoperable force. Overall, it had a solid joint focus.

87



This strategy was also developed using the strategic planning process. It relied on two other
1996 strategic planning documents. The Joint Strategy Review influenced the NMS’s assessment
of the strategic environment, and the section that covered preparing for the future employed the
concepts identified in the 1996 Joint Vision 2010. Since the strategy came out in September a
short time after the President’s May NSS and the Secretary of Defense’s first QDR, it illustrated
the interconnectivity and strong collaboration that existed among the military and civilian leader-
ship in the National Security Council, Office of the Secretary of Defense, and Joint Chiefs of Staff.
While General Shalikashvili signed this strategy during his last month as Chairman, it was fully
coordinated with General Shelton, the incoming Chairman.®

2004 National Military Strategy.

Prior to the publication of the National Military Strategy in 2004, the nation experienced a dra-
matic change in the strategic environment that started with the terrorist attacks of 9/11, and
included Operation ENDURING FREEDOM in Afghanistan in October 2001 and Operation IRAQI
FREEDOM in March 2003. The military was fully engaged in the War on Terrorism in these two
countries as well as in others. A defense strategy being written in concert with this military strat-
egy assigned the persistent and emerging security challenges faced by the United States to the four
categories of traditional, irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive.®

A traditional challenge referred to states employing well-formed militaries and systems that
typified the massive state-on-state warfare characteristic of World War II. Irregular challenges
reflected unconventional methods used by either state and nonstate entities against a stronger
state, perhaps somewhat akin to what occurred during parts of the Vietham War. Catastrophic
challenges focused on terrorist or rogue use of WMD or methods producing WMD-like effects,
which reflected concerns identified in the 1997 strategy. The last category — disruptive — described
wildcard events such as competitors making a breakthrough by technological means to overcome
the U.S. advantage in a particular operational domain. This last category reflected aspects of the
21st-century environment that previous military strategies had not addressed.

The 2004 NMS amplified these four broad defense challenges with three specific key aspects
of the environment that had unique military implications. These three aspects fell under the head-
ings: a wider range of adversaries; a more complex and distributed battlespace; and technology dif-
fusion and access.* The wider range of adversaries ran the gamut from established or rogue states
to nonstate organizations such as crime syndicates or terrorist networks, and finally to individu-
als. Complex battlespace included the entire globe, whether in urban or isolated areas, physical
space or cyber space, foreign states, or the U.S. homeland. Emphasis on the U.S. homeland was
unique to this strategy. Technology diffusion reflected the global availability and easy access to
civilian dual-use technologies that determined adversaries could adapt for military use. The last
aspect was again very different from that seen in previous military strategies.

To meet these challenges, the military strategy again built directly on defense objectives, as it
defined three key supporting military objectives. These three military objectives were organized
around three simple words: Protect, Prevent, and Prevail. They were elaborated as: “protect the
United States against external attacks and aggression; prevent conflict and surprise attack; and
prevail against adversaries.”®

To achieve these objectives, the strategy did not specify force structure as had previous mili-
tary strategies. Instead, it emphasized the desired attributes, functions, and capabilities for a Joint
Force. It also supported what came to be called a 1-4-2-1 force sizing construct articulated in the
defense strategy. This 1-4-2-1 construct postulated that the U.S. military needed to accomplish
the following: defend the homeland (1), deter forward in and from four regions (4); conduct two
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concurrent defeat campaigns (2) while having the ability to win decisively in one (1) of
these two campaigns, and conduct a limited number of lesser contingencies.* Overall, this force
structure approach provided greater flexibility for future force structure changes in concert with
a capability-based approach (in lieu of threat-based), and it clearly had the strongest joint focus of
any military strategy to date.

The process to produce the 2004 strategy was very different from those of the other three strate-
gies in many ways. The staff produced a draft of the strategy in 2002 to integrate the guidance
of the 2001 QDR and the 2002 National Security Strategy. It was not published, as there was some
question of the need for such an unclassified NMS, given the ample published material. For
example, a defense strategy was part of the QDR, the Chairman provided military specific advice
in the 2002 classified National Military Strategic Plan for the War on Terrorism, and he provided
unclassified operational military advice in 2003 through the Joint Operations Concepts. However,
Congress exercised its oversight role and cleared up any question on the issues when it passed the
2004 National Defense Authorization Act. This Act required the Chairman to produce a detailed
biennial report of the national military strategy in eight specific areas, to include the strategic and
military risks inherent in executing the strategy.”

The actual writing of the 2004 military strategy followed a very coordinated path, with the
Vice Director of Strategy, Plans, and Policy on the Joint Staff declaring: “So we’ve worked
hand in glove with the Secretary of Defense’s staff in developing both of these documents.”** The
Defense Staff focused on writing a national defense strategy, the first time this was done as a sepa-
rate unclassified document, while the Joint Staff focused on writing a national military strategy.
As such, one sees the military strategy directly referencing a national defense strategy in many of
its sections, which reflects the close collaboration to ensure synchronization and alignment. While
the military strategy was completed in 2004 and copies were available on the internet, it was not
officially released until a March 18, 2005, press conference when the Under Secretary Defense
for Policy and the Joint Staff Vice Director of Strategy, Plans, and Policy discussed the 2005 Na-
tional Defense Strategy and 2004 National Military Strategy together.*

2011 National Military Strategy.

This strategy characterized the strategic environment as a multi-nodal world of shifting inter-
est-driven coalitions and persistent tension, with the following five specific areas highlighted: (1)
demographic trends, (2) prosperity and security, (3) WMD, (4) global commons and globally con-
nected domains, and (5) nonstate actors.*” Demographic trends focused on the increasing popula-
tion growth in developing countries, which will present governance challenges especially in coastal
regions that are at a greater risk for national disasters. The prosperity and security discussion iden-
tified for the first time in any military strategy the nation’s debt as a national security risk, while
recognizing that greater economic growth of China and other Asian nations would increase their
military capabilities. The WMD discussion reflected challenges associated with a nuclear-capable
North Korea and Iran’s growing nuclear facilities, while recognizing the intersection between
nonstate adversaries, all of which creates risk regarding regional stability and nuclear terrorism.
The global commons focus recognized the anti-access and anti-denial challenges associated with
shared areas of sea, air, and space, to include cyberspace, by both state and nonstate actors. Finally,
nonstate actors to include terrorists and criminal networks, when combined with advanced tech-
nologies, complicate the problem of achieving deterrence and stability. The main positive strategic
environment perspective was that the United States remains the world’s preeminent power.
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The strategy’s preface articulated the direct linkage of this military strategy to the 2010 National
Security Strategy and the 2010 QDR. The NMS specified that the strategy provided the military
ways and means to execute direction provided in the other two documents. It articulated an inte-
grated approach: “Our military power is most effective when employed in support and in concert
of other elements of power as part of a whole-of-nation approach to foreign power.”* A key com-
ponent of this military strategy not found in other military strategies is that it “emphasizes how
the Joint Force will redefine America” military leadership to adapt to a challenging new era.”*
The leadership approaches it identifies are facilitator, enabler, convener, and guarantor. These
approaches range from indirect to more directive that could occur simultaneously. One could say
that we have seen some of these leadership approaches demonstrated with our military assistance
and public encouragement associated with the 2011 overthrow of Gaddafi’s government in Libya
by rebel groups directly supported by NATO air power, of which a large portion was U.S. aircraft.

To respond to these challenges and in accord with the senior leadership focus, the four military
objectives were: counter violent extremism; deter and defeat aggression; strengthen international
and regional security; and shape the future force.” Countering violent extremism, the first time
an ideology was specifically identified in an objective, was focused on employing military force
in concert with other instruments of power, which explicitly recognized that the military was not
always in the lead. As the words connote, deterring and defeating aggression were similar to the
concept in previous strategies, but there was more focus on cyberspace and countering anti-access
and anti-denial capabilities. Strengthening international and regional security was again similar to
that found in previous military strategies with perhaps more emphasis on building partnerships
and using alliances, and the overall focus was both globally- and regionally-focused.* Shaping the
future force was the first time that developing people and taking care of veterans and their families
was a separate objective. This last objective incorporated a combination of capability and readiness
considerations on how the Joint Force would be developed and maintained within the expected
constraints of future budget pressures.

A key aspect of this strategy was the broad conceptual way it articulated the means with no
associated force structure or force sizing construct. It greatly differed from the three military strat-
egies in the 1990s that specified the force structure of the services in greater detail as the decade
progressed. Further, while the conceptual means is somewhat similar to the broad capabilities pre-
scription in the 2004 NMS, the 2004 strategy did identify an overall 1-4-2-1 defense strategy force
sizing construct. A key reason why today’s military strategies do not identify force structure is that
the QDR does so with greater specificity than earlier QDRs. The Chairman is an active participant
in the QDR process to include providing Congress an independent written assessment of the final
product as required by law. Hence, military strategies now include less detail on force structure,
but have a tighter conceptual focus on how the force will be used.

CONCLUSION

The National Military Strategy is the keystone document of an overarching strategic planning
system that enabled the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as the nation’s senior military advisor
to execute his formal leadership responsibilities specified by Congress in Title 10 U.S. Code. Since
1990, each of these five strategies identified the military’s objectives, ways, and means needed
to meet the nation’s security challenges broadly identified by the President in his National Security
Strategy. The NMSs all implemented guidance from the Secretary of Defense as contained in other
strategic documents that now include a National Defense Strateqy and the QDR. The unclassified
nature of the military strategy, its completion by the Chairman, its integration of civilian guidance,
its intent to both provide strategic direction to the Armed Forces and communicate to external
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audiences are all legacies of Chairman Powell that continue today. Most importantly, the NMS
tells the American people directly why they need a military, what that military will do, and how it
will do it, all as part of the military’s provision for our nation’s security. The NMS essentially cre-
ates a compact between the military and the American people that is vitally necessary in today’s
complex and interconnected global security environment.
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CHAPTER 7

PRESENT AT THE COUNTERREVOLUTION:
AN ESSAY ON THE 2005 NATIONAL DEFENSE STRATEGY
AND ITS IMPACT ON POLICY!

Nathan P. Freier

In the wake of September 11, 2001 (9/11), the war against Afghanistan’s Taliban “government,”
the start of a worldwide conflict against extremists, and the fall of Baghdad, Secretary of Defense
Donald Rumsfeld chartered a comprehensive reappraisal of the “transformational” strategy he
outlined in the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR 01).> The shock of 9/11, the wars occurring
in its wake, and a growing insurgency in Iraq had profound impacts on the course of the strategy
review. The Department of Defense’s (DoD) quick relook at QDR 01 occurred in late-2003 and
early-2004. It ended with publication of The National Defense Strategy of the United States of America
(NDS 05) in March 2005.> NDS 05 overturned much of QDR 01’s worldview. Indeed, that world-
view officially lasted a little over 2 years —even shorter if one considers that DoD finished the for-
mal 4-year defense review just prior to 9/11 and published it while the Pentagon still smoldered.

THE COUNTERREVOLUTION TO THE REVOLUTION IN MILITARY AFFAIRS

By 2003-04, it was clear the assumptions and strategy underpinning QDR 01 were out of synch
with strategic conditions. QDR 01 was largely an aspirational document, a 100-level survey course
on how we might dominate the Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). It focused on the capabili-
ties defense leaders wanted in response to threats that might emerge from the RMA versus those
they needed now to confront threats that had recently emerged and would persist. The course of
history between 9/11 and late-2003 provided a tragic but perversely necessary call to action for the
defense establishment in this regard. NDS 05 laid a foundation for a long-overdue defense adjust-
ment to strategic conditions that had emerged since the end of the Cold War and the sudden jolt
of 9/11. These conditions were radically different from those DoD was originally chartered and
designed to confront.

In the end, NDS 05 was not simply a reaction to 9/11, the War on Terror (WoT), or unconven-
tional conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. To those of us involved in what became DoD’s first post-
9/11 strategy development exercise, these all were emblematic of more fundamental changes in
the character of future defense demands. As a consequence, we concluded very quickly that the
secretary’s transformation agenda was in part misdirected. Given new defense demands, we were
concerned that DoD was transforming itself, at best, toward limited utility and, at worst, toward
strategic irrelevance.

NDS 05 proceeded from the hypothesis that consequential competition and resistance them-
selves were in the midst of revolutionary transformation, a kind of accidental counter-revolution
to the RMA. While there may have been an RMA underway, we concluded that much of it rested
squarely in the realm of traditional military competition, an area still dominated by the United
States. Therefore, we argued that traditional —albeit “transformed” —military competition emerg-
ing from it was neither the likeliest nor the most important for DoD.*

In the end, NDS 05 made a simple and compelling argument. The character of the nation’s most
meaningful security challenges shifted dramatically with the collapse of the Soviet Union, but
the national security establishment (including DoD) had failed until now to fully account for the
significance of the shift. We concluded that the most important defense challenges would be more
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unconventional than those common to the Cold War. And, as a result, DoD would have to accept
and affect dramatic change in its orientation, missions, and culture to adjust; a much different form
of “change” than that argued for in QDR 01.

BOTTOM LINE: NDS 05 REFRAMED DOD’S STRATEGIC PRIORITIES

The strategic ground shifted in Washington between September 2001 and October 2003. The
2 years after 9/11 marked a bellwether period for defense and national security strategists. The
new millennium opened with the new U.S. administration focusing on military competition with
a rising “asymmetric” China. By 2003, that same administration and its Defense Department radi-
cally changed course, focusing — perhaps to a fault—on a new set of challenges emanating from a
troubled Muslim world. The limits of American military power vis-a-vis these newly recognized
forms of resistance were increasingly apparent. As a consequence, the most influential defense
and security policymakers had to revisit and change prevailing assumptions about the relative
importance of a range of new threats.

There were a number of important defense-relevant questions left open in the immediate post-
9/11 period. Answers to them would have dramatic effects on the future of DoD. Among them:
Were changes in the strategic environment additive—new challenges added to old —or instead
qualitative —new challenges replacing old? Had a revolution occurred in the character of competi-
tion and hazard for the United States? And if so, were unconventional threats and their associated
costs more significant to DoD than all possible traditional challenges on the planning horizon?
Finally, would DoD’s continued fixation on traditional conflict ultimately equate to dangerous
under-preparedness for other forms of resistance and friction?

Those of us chartered to craft the new defense strategy believed that answers to these ques-
tions were sufficiently clear to merit a new focus for DoD. The strategic environment within which
the United States would defend its people, interests, and position was changing qualitatively.
Strategically significant competition with state and nonstate rivals was migrating away from the
traditional military domain. Thus, violent conflict —the sine qua non of DoD —would increasingly
assume what came to be labeled irregular, catastrophic, disruptive, and hybrid forms. Finally,
continued employment of 20th-century military convention to protect, exercise, and extend U.S.
influence may actually undermine our position and interests. In short, new challenges demanded
fundamentally new responses. The nature and form of defense-relevant competition with and re-
sistance to the United States had changed —likely long before 9/11. However, DoD and the wider
U.S. Government (USG) were just now catching up.

NDS 05 was the first attempt to make up ground and adapt the defense enterprise in this
regard. It was also the first unclassified, stand-alone articulation of defense strategy in DoD’s his-
tory. Among its most prominent contributions, NDS 05 gave birth to a novel and controversial
description of the strategic environment and its “four mature and emerging challenges” —tradi-
tional, irregular, catastrophic, and disruptive (see Figure 7-1).° The controversy surrounding the
four challenges stemmed in large measure from their imperfect representation in the once ubiqui-
tous DoD “quad chart.” And, furthermore, overuse of that depiction in defense deliberations.

Important nuance and meaning associated with the four challenges were lost in policy debates
that preceded and followed NDS 05’s publication. In short, the “quad chart” never really offered
a complete description of the emerging strategic environment to those responsible for producing
it. We had a more sophisticated concept of competition, resistance, and hazard in mind when we
came up with the four challenges, a concept that is inherently difficult to communicate effectively
with a single (now familiar) PowerPoint design. We failed to fully explain it and, in true Wash-
ington fashion, its consumers and users across DoD rushed to interpret it in terms that were most
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Figure 7-1. The Four Mature and Emerging Challenges.”

favorable to their institutional perspective and budget/acquisition priorities. We intended for the
quad chart to start conversations. Others were keen to use it to end them.

In spite of the criticism, NDS 05’s abstract characterization of the environment’s principal chal-
lenges and their associated hazards remained largely uncontested inside the Pentagon for the
next 4 years. In fact, I can reasonably argue here that the “four challenges” and NDS 05’s general
description of defense responses to them had profound impacts on defense policy and culture for
the remainder of the decade. From a policy perspective, NDS 05 can also be credited with initiating
a chain of evolutionary steps across DoD that reoriented the enterprise away from its traditional
warfighting bias and toward a more complex, less conventional defense future. History and the
weight of events were clearly pushing DoD in this direction. But, NDS 05 served to capture and
shape the character of new defense trends in this regard. That evolution away from a traditional
warfighting focus continues today.

NOTHING HAPPENS FAST IN WASHINGTON, BUT THIS DID

Substantive work began on NDS 05 in mid-October 2003 and was largely over by February 2004.
Work on NDS 05 was initiated in response to the impending release to Congress of the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff’s (CJCS) 2004 National Military Strategy (NMS). By law, the NMS had
to be transmitted to Congress no later than February 15, 2004, according to the FY 2004 National
Defense Authorization Act (NDAA).®> When the draft NMS was sent to Secretary Rumsfeld for
comment and endorsement, he is purported to have asked why the definitive public statement of
defense strategy from inside DoD came from the CJCS and not — consistent the tradition of civilian
control — from the Secretary of Defense (SecDef).” A fair point. A short, high-level debate ensued.

This seemingly pedantic policy debate was catalytic for DoD. Civilian defense policy officials
saw it as an opportunity for DoD to: 1) reassert civilian primacy over defense strategy; 2) ad-
just DoD’s trajectory given the events of the past 2-plus years; and, finally, 3) preempt and finish
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debates about defense strategy in advance of the 2005-06 QDR. The vehicle for all of this would be
a national defense strategy (NDS). This left the already completed NMS as the CJCS'’s instrument
for operationalizing the defense secretary’s vision inside the military.

Initially, two staff officers (one military, one civilian) in the Office of the Undersecretary of
Defense for Policy (OUSDP) were tasked to review and revise QDR 01’s strategy to more fully
account for the conditions that had changed since 9/11. Thus, NDS 05 was originally intended
to be an update, not a rewrite. The author and Mr. D. Burgess Laird were the two individuals
assigned to the mission. The deadline for completion of the work was the end of January 2004. That
deadline coincided with the next major conclave of defense senior executives (the SecDef, Dep-
SecDef, all defense undersecretaries, the JCS, and all combatant commanders). In the secretary’s
view, delivering a new draft strategy at that level would limit parochial debate and get the strategy
“in the field” much faster. As a draft NMS existed already, policymakers decided to synchronize
language in the two documents by iterating the drafts between OSD Strategy and J5 Strategy.

There was very little time between mid-October 2003 and the end of January 2004. Standard
practice and processes for an initiative like this were therefore impractical. Thus, direct participa-
tion in the work was limited by design to the two working-level OSD strategists, their supervisors,
key senior civilian leaders above them, and their uniformed counterparts on the Joint Staff. The
author has characterized this approach as a “modified black box.”

Those outlined above were officially “in the box.” The “modification” was informal but direct
contact and consultations between the principal OSD strategists and their counterparts in the ser-
vice staffs, in other relevant OSD offices, and in key intelligence positions. These consultations
occurred as required and enabled the OSD team to test key concepts throughout the process. This
“modified black box” approach is anathema to routine Pentagon processes that generally involve
“a cast of thousands” from initiation. Participation in this process —to the extent one can call it a
process —was purposefully much more limited. This approach proved to be providential, as even
the earliest drafts of NDS 05 were more internally consistent than past strategy documents and,
thus, more likely to survive formal staffing intact.

In retrospect, noticeably absent from the black box “modification” were working-level rep-
resentatives of the combatant commands (CoComs) and the interagency.” Time and prevailing
culture in OSD at the time were responsible for this. Some among the former (CoComs) were let
into the box when convenient. With respect to the latter, comprehensive whole-of-government
participation in the process clearly would have been an advantage. However, as students of de-
fense and national security affairs well know, that has long been an unrealized aspiration. And, it
will not likely change soon.

What began as revision of an existing strategy, ended as a near-complete rewrite, after the strat-
egy team recommended a “back to the drawing board” approach early in its initial review of QDR
01. Given both political considerations and limited time, there was naturally some reluctance for a
complete rewrite at higher levels. However, again the author understands that the SecDef himself
endorsed the idea of wholesale revision when the option was briefed to him."

In the end, there was only one non-negotiable point in this regard. The labels Assure, Dissuade,
Deter, and Defeat would remain central to the document.'? However, even these were subject to sig-
nificant redefinition in order to conform to a new, post-9/11 worldview. They were also demoted
from their position of primacy as defense ends (“goals” in QDR 01 parlance) and instead, identified
in the NDS 05 as ways (i.e., “How We Accomplish Our Objectives”).”* A new set of “strategic objec-
tives” supplanted them as ends in the new strategy.

NDS 05 was largely complete, distributed for comment, and accepted in concept by key stake-
holders prior to the January 2004 deadline. In the end, however, formal coordination and socializa-
tion across DoD proved to be more laborious endeavors than perhaps the secretary anticipated by
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his jumping the formal staffing chain. Fourteen months of official staffing passed between effective
completion of NDS 05 in January 2004 and official publication in March 2005." The strategy was
officially rolled out long after the two original working-level strategists departed for other duties.'®
However, by design, a number of NDS 05’s key concepts had already entered the public debate.'”
This amounted to a kind of rolling “socialization,” where key ideas were infiltrated into the wider
defense discussion, as they were accepted by senior defense leadership and the charter members
of the “black box.”

The corporate reevaluation of QDR 01 that resulted in NDS 05 necessitated asking and answer-
ing some impertinent questions given powerful predilections inside DoD for high-tech military
transformation. Doing otherwise though —ignoring what some considered at the time to be real
gaps in QDR 01’s analysis and scope —might have impeded essential change. Broadly speaking,
success in NDS 05 relied on a quick elemental investigation into the primary defense-relevant chal-
lenges facing the United States and DoD’s role in confronting and managing them. Ultimately, this
foundational investigation resulted in three new big defense ideas.

NDS 05’S THREE BIG IDEAS

The idea that QDR 01’s foundational strategy needed rewriting hinged on careful consider-
ation of the original strategy’s focus and a comparison of that focus to the realities confronting
USS. forces in the field. We felt from the start that those who crafted QDR 01 over-militarized the
landscape and its challenges, weighting their recommended strategic design heavily toward a
transformed idea of traditional military superiority.

In QDR 01’s logic, the most significant challenges would continue to be nails and the solutions
to them increasingly more capable, complex, and technically advanced hammers. In short, nothing
would be novel about the sources of consequential competition —only the quality of that competi-
tion and the physical address of the competitors. Aggressive states would remain the dominant
sources of strategic hazard, and they would largely continue competing with the United States in
ways that were novel technically and operationally but by no means unrecognizable from past
periods of military rivalry.

QDR 01 was replete with references to anticipated “asymmetric” competition.’ However, the
most important asymmetric threats by its definition would continue to manifest themselves in
well-recognized forms of military rivalry — principally, rising great powers and rogue states em-
ploying ballistic missiles and weapons of mass destruction (WMD) to limit American regional
influence and, at times, hold the U.S. homeland at risk directly. * Further still, though ostensibly
founded on the principal of “uncertainty” and, thus, trumpeting a “capabilities-” versus “threat-"
based approach to strategy, QDR 01 focused implicitly on the certainty of future military competi-
tion with China. * It was classical realism redux.

In QDR 01’s vision, the grand strategic dynamics of the nation’s military future would look
very much like its Cold War past. This view came from influential defense intellectuals who had
declared meaningful military competition with the United States a decade or more off in the future.
Those holding this view sought to hinge future American military success on careful exploitation
of what they thought was a “strategic pause” in meaningful competition. They believed that the
United States should seize the opportunity afforded by the pause to undertake a transformational
“leap ahead” in military capability.”

In drafting NDS 05, we rejected this view and thus, also by implication questioned the valid-
ity of DoD’s on-going transformation. Candidate Bush argued in 1999, “The best way to keep the
peace is to define war on our terms.”?> We concluded that the defense establishment had redefined
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war in QDR 01 (and likely since the end of the Cold War) as it would prefer to see it versus as it
was or as it most likely would become.?

From our perspective, QDR 01 failed to acknowledge that real power and its effective employ-
ment no longer adhered to 20th-century realist convention alone. Continued American primacy
relied only in part on retention of dominant traditional military capacity — transformed or not. We
concluded that traditional military superiority neither guaranteed broad spectrum primacy nor
accounted for new forms of unconventional competition and resistance effectively. We also felt
that the playing field DoD would have to fight through was itself both more complex and more
level than QDR 01 acknowledged. The “leveling,” however, was less a function of our state-based
opponents” military advances (although that was important) and more a function of an expanded
challenge set and the wide diversity of its individual threats.

Until DoD initiated work on NDS 05, it corporately continued to bind its relevance to the nar-
row maintenance of traditional military dominance alone. This was true in spite of the fact that
meaningful competition and resistance against the United States were straying further and further
away from the traditional domain. It was clear that, despite recent experience, DoD continued to
assess strategic risk only in the context of traditional conflict with great or lesser powers. In fact, it
did so in ways not dissimilar to the net and risk assessments that dominated the Cold War. There-
fore, though most concluded that years of demonstrated U.S. military superiority would continue
to drive opponents toward new areas of competition, defense risk was nonetheless still pegged
against DoD’s ability to conduct large-scale traditional campaigns. This view of risk assessment
seemed to rely on the United States facing both the unlikeliest and the most favorable strategic
circumstances at the same time — purposeful traditional conflict focused squarely at the jaws of
U.S. advantage.

NDS 05 deliberately worked to deconstruct this perspective. The result was three new big de-
fense ideas.

The First “Big Idea”: The New Normal — Persistent Conflict.

We concluded that the new strategic and operational state of nature would see the United
States buffeted by persistent con