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Executive Summary

For many  years, the National Strategy Forum (NSF) has 
undertaken periodic reviews of U.S. national security 
strategy.  The NSF institutional objective is to provide our 
members and readers with a nonpartisan and objective 
view of the fundamental elements of contemporary U.S. 
national security strategy.  The anticipated result will be an 
informed citizenry able to engage in discussion and 
communicate their ideas to policymakers on issues 
regarding U.S. national security policy.  

American national security  policy is derived from the 
Òinalienable rightsÓ described in the Declaration of 
Independence: life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.  In 
national security terms, these are personal security, civil 
liberties, and economic prosperity.  These are the three 
pillars of the National Strategy ForumÕs "U.S. National 
Security Strategy 2010."  

Four assumptions underlie this effort:

¥ First, U.S. national security principles must be 
revisited and refined to meet the challenges now 
before us.  National goals must have clear means 
for their achievement.  U.S. frustrations in Iraq and Afghanistan speak to this eloquently. 
Strategy considers both goals and the means to achieve them.  Actions unrelated to 
strategic objectives may be counterproductive.  As Sun Tzu noted, tactics without 
strategy are simply the noise before defeat.

¥ Second, the concept of national security  must be expanded to be congruent with the 
challenges and opportunities that America faces today.  The U.S. must compete in a 
globalized world Ð a world in which our competitive edge is deteriorating rapidly. 

¥ Third, U.S. national security strategy must be proactive in nature.  By the time a threat 
becomes apparent, it may be too late to address it effectively.  Current and foreseeable 
threats are far too serious for a reactive strategic approach.  National security strategy 
should be proactive and forward thinking in perspective.  StrategyÑas an instrument of 
achieving national goalsÑshould aim to put in place the infrastructure, laws, ideas, and 
capabilities that will enable the U.S. to be flexible in adapting to current and unforeseen 
threats  

¥ Finally, the National Strategy Forum has broadened the concept and application of 
national security policy, and has attempted to link national goals with the means to 
achieve them.  The NSF national security strategy  includes topics relating to economic 
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security, the American ethos, educational development, military preparedness, American 
leadership, public diplomacy, cyber security, and management.  

Clear objectives are essential for national security  strategy.  What is it that America needs, wants, 
and can afford?  A national discussion with full public participation is needed before 
policymakers construct a U.S. national security strategy.  This may be perceived as 
counterintuitive, particularly by  policymakers.  However, an informed public could provide 
common sense guidance to policymakers in support of fundamental objectives.  In essence, this 
is the objective of the NSF national security strategy report.  

The following articles are intended to provide the reader with context for an array  of national 
security strategy issues.  We seek to identify emerging trends and ask pertinent questions.  

Our report calls attention to the following issues which should be considered by those 
responsible for the national security strategy of the United States:

1. American Ethos: The concepts that we introduce as ÒAmerican EthosÓ are the driving 
force behind creating national security strategy.  What is it that America values?  How do 
we, as a people, want to define our security?  What measures are we willing to take to 
pursue security?  What tradeoffs in civil liberties are required?  Answers to these 
questions will aid policymakers in crafting national security policy that the American 
people will understand and support.  

2. Economic Security and National Planning: Economic security is one of the most 
important elements of a national security  strategy.  Without growth, our economy 
sputters, we lose our competitive edge, standards of living decrease, and our outlook on 
life is weakened.  Therefore, America must ensure a strong, adaptable, and competitive 
national economy.  Globalization heralded a new age in which American competitiveness 
is now challenged by  emerging economies.  Outsourcing, for example, is causing many 
domestic industries to reexamine their business models and to cut costs by moving 
overseas.  This situation is unacceptable.  A national economic strategy must be 
considered to ensure that our future economic security does not slip  while others gain the 
upper hand.  

3. Energy Security: America's addiction to oil and coal raises our expenses, shackles our 
foreign policy, and threatens our environment.  Achieving effective reforms will require a 
careful balance between short-term and long-term tradeoffs.  Hard choices are ahead, but 
with the innovation and drive of the American people the necessary infrastructure and 
policies can be laid for a future without undue dependence on foreign energy.  

4. Education and National Security: An educated citizenry is crucial for creating a robust 
and competitive nation.  Three issues should be considered: effectively educating young 
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people to compete in a changing world; making education affordable and accessible to 
students; and engendering competition within the school system.  

5. Military Component of National Security: National security policy  options are directly 
linked to the availability  of military capabilities.  Military capabilities are linked to the 
appropriate weapons mix, as outlined by the defense budget, procurement schedules, and 
armed forces planning.  Military preparedness is a fundamental pillar of national security: 
without a strong, flexible military, the U.S. cannot hope to safeguard both our domestic 
and international security.  

6. Cyber Security: Global technology is rapidly developing.  Private citizens, businesses, 
critical infrastructure, military installations, and government services are all networked 
with one another.  While these developments bring a multitude of positive results, a 
growing possibility  exists for individuals and states to hijack the system.  America must 
think critically  about its cyber security infrastructure and safeguard this critical 
component of our way of life.  

7. International Dimension of National Security: The NSF emphasizes the importance of 
complementary strategy Ð the common sense principle that U.S. strategy  must be 
sensitive to the strategic objectives of other states.  This process emphasizes listening to 
others, rather than transmitting U.S. policy in a vacuum.  A key goal of complementary 
strategy is the ability to shift countries along the spectrumÑenemies, adversaries, 
competitors, allies, friendsÑfrom lower-order, negative categories to higher-order, 
positive categories.  Listening to and calibrating national objectives among countries at 
all points of the spectrum helps to achieve this goal.  The U.S. has many common 
interests with enemies, adversaries, competitors, friends, and allies.  These interests vary 
in degree of commonality and shift based on the nature of the situation.  Continuity of 
relationships is desired, although agreement on some future issues is unlikely.  The 
overarching strategic objective is to identify the common interests of the U.S. and other 
states, and to initiate an implementation plan that will address mutual interests.

8. Public Diplomacy: Managing America's international image is a difficult task for the 
government.  As normal citizens gain power to shape America's image abroad, this brings 
both great benefits and great costs.  One message is clear: America should listen more 
and transmit less.    

9. American Leadership: America's position as the leader of the free world is in danger.  
The U.S. must reevaluate both who it  can lead and where they should be led to.  
Remembering our friends, encouraging our allies, partnering with our competitors, and 
overcoming our adversaries and enemies are important considerations for returning 
America to its rightful position: as the leader of the free world.
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10.Management of National Security: An overarching infrastructure is needed to turn 
strategy and goals into a functioning system.  Therefore, national security management is 
a particularly important topic.  What principles guide our national security management?  
How do we structure our national security agencies?  What is the cost of national 
security, and how much is too much?  Are there any tradeoffs required in constructing a 
cost effective, efficiently run, and productive national security infrastructure?

Chapter 1: History of the "National Security Strategy of the United States"

The "National Security  Strategy of the United States" was mandated by  Section 603 of the 
Goldwater-Nichols Defense Department Reorganization Act of 1986, and requires:

A comprehensive description and discussion of the foreign policy  worldwide 
commitments and national defense capabilities of the United States; the proposed 
short-term and long-term uses of the elements of national power required to 
protect and promote the interests and achieve the stated goals and objectives; and 
to provide an assessment of the capabilities of the United States to implement its 
national security strategy. 

The legislation was motivated by the National Strategy ForumÕs founder, Morris Liebman. 

Sun Tzu, the classic military strategist, once wrote that a leader should never reveal his strategy 
to a competitor, lest he lose the advantage of surprise.  Why would the U.S. want to reveal its 
national security strategy  to the world?  IsnÕt such a revelation a certain way to lose a 
competitive advantage?  What benefits could the U.S. gain by doing so?  

The world we live in today is very different from that of Sun Tzu.  The United States operates in 
an interdependent world, where friends, allies, competitors, adversaries, and enemies all hold the 
ability  to affect the fate of other states.  No single state can expect to thrive alone.  Moreover, in 
an era where public and private information is widely available, few things are kept secret from 
determined prying eyes.  

The National Strategy Forum (NSF) believes that disclosing the national security strategyÑif 
done in a managed, purposeful mannerÑallows the U.S. to convey its intentions and capabilities 
to a networked world in the hope that other states will be interested in partnering to achieve 
common security-related goals.  Rather than operating in a vacuum, it is better to have access to 
multiple sources of information to reduce or minimize misunderstanding, as occurred in the 
Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962.  Disclosure of U.S. national security  strategy becomes less about 
losing the element of surprise and more about adapting national security strategy to the realities 
of the world stage and working with other states to create security strategies that reinforce one 
another.
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Beginning in 1987, the ÒNational Security  Strategy of the United StatesÓ was published in 1988, 
1989, 1990, 1991, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1997, 2000, 2002, and 2006, during which time 
opportunities for serious discussion and long-term strategy creation have been missed. The next 
report will likely be published in Spring 2010. 

The purpose of the NSF's "U.S. National Security Strategy 2010" is two-fold: to provide NSF 
members, affiliates, and readers with a guide for independent thinking about national security 
strategy; and to encourage  U.S. government national security  policymakers and editors to think 
strategically as they make decisions.  

The NSF believes that strategy must be carefully thought through and explained before policy 
actions should occur.  Traditionally, U.S. national security  policy has been ad hoc, reactive, and 
impelled by the need to put out today's fires.  Tactics trumped strategy.  This orientation persists.  

The NSF's report identifies U.S. strengths, opportunities, and threats, and anticipates future 
unforeseen matters that may affect U.S. national security strategy.  The report defines the issues 
and addresses strategy rather than developing policy prescriptions.  

Conflicting views regarding subject categories and future issues are valuable because they 
engender informed, robust discussion, and provide an array of options. Too often, national 
security discussion is based on partisan political interests.  A nonpartisan national security  policy 
may be a goal too far, but the NSF U.S. National Security Strategy could be a step  in the right 
direction. 

There are several analytical approaches to the U.S.-world relationship: global affairs, 
international relations, foreign policy, and foreign affairs, all of which are valid.  However, the 
value added by the NSF approach is that, since our inception in 1983, we have focused on 
national security strategy, broadly defined.  In redefining national security, we expand the focus 
of national security to include the following:

¥ American Ethos
¥ National Economic Planning
¥ Education and National Security
¥ Energy Security
¥ Cyber Security
¥ Military Strategy
¥ International Relations: Complementary Strategy
¥ Public Diplomacy
¥ Management of National Security
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All of these subjects in our U.S. National Security Strategy  have been examined in depth by the 
NSF in the National Strategy Forum Review (NSFR), our monthly NSF lecture series, and by 
annual national security conferences sponsored by McCormick Foundation.

A fundamental principle of our approach to national security strategy is complementary strategy. 
This is based on the common sense principle that U.S. strategy must be created congruent with 
the strategic objectives of other states.  This process emphasizes listening to others, rather than 
transmitting U.S. policy in a vacuum.

While U.S. strategic objectives compete with other statesÕ conflicting objectives, it is important 
to recognize that U.S. strategy  is interdependent and relies, in large part, on coordination with 
other states.  In this regard, U.S. objectives must be carefully  calibrated with the goals of other 
states so far as possible.  

The U.S. has common interests with adversaries, competitors, friends, and allies Ð even enemies, 
although such interests are more limited.  These interests vary in degree of commonality and can 
shift based on the nature of the situation.  Continuity of relationships is desired, but constancy on 
most future issues is unlikely.  The overarching strategic objective is to identify the common 
interests of the U.S. and other states and to initiate an implementation plan that will address 
mutual interests.  Major examples include:

¥ Conflict Avoidance
¥ Energy Dependence 
¥ Scarce Natural Resources: (e.g. water, minerals, fish).
¥ Terrorism (domestic and international)
¥ Nuclear Proliferation
¥ Radical Nationalist Movements
¥ Piracy and Cyber Security
¥ Global Economic Security

A primary strategic objective of complementary strategy is to convert enemies into adversaries; 
adversaries into competitors; and competitors into friends.  

Is there one sentence that identifies an all-inclusive national security strategy organizing 
principle?  Our working answer is: national and personal safety and security.  

The National Strategy Forum is competent to propose a U.S. National Security Strategy.   The 
NSF frames issues as questions rather than answering them, and we provide options for common 
sense, informed, civil, nonpartisan discussion. We have focused solely  on strategy  since 1983, 
and developed strong relationships with governmental and nongovernmental leaders and analysts 
in the U.S. and abroad.  In a series of Forum lectures, NSFR articles, and conferences, we have 
closely examined virtually all of the issues referenced in the following document.  We do not 
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present them as the final word on the issues discussed, but to highlight issues and options that we 
believe should be considered in the development of U.S. national security strategy.

Chapter 2: What is U.S. National Security Strategy?

Strategy should be consistent with American ethos and congruent with informed public opinion.  
If not, attempts by the presidential administration to take the American public where it does not 
want to go will lack the necessary public support to succeed.  

Strategy begins with identification of clear objectives that are agreed upon, in large measure, by 
the public, Congress, and the Administration.  This sequence appears counterintuitive, but the 
administration policymaker must recognize that public and congressional support is essential to 
achieving strategic objectives.  Policymakers can lead only by following.

Domestic politics is a dominant factor in strategy setting.  In this context, a major strategic 
decision is whether to wage war.  In 1940, President Franklin Roosevelt correctly perceived that 
the U.S. must assist Britain and France against Nazi Germany.  There was substantial public 
opposition, expressed initially as Òavoidance of foreign entanglements,Ó championed by  the 
Isolationists and America Firsters.  FDR deliberately and skillfully maneuvered public opinion 
towards war, which was galvanized by the attack on Pearl Harbor. 

There are constitutional checks and balances on national security strategy.  For example, there is 
a continuing tension between the executive branch and Congress regarding the exercise of war 
powers.  Congress has clear responsibility to supply  or withhold funds for war.  The Supreme 
Court is the referee between the competing interests of the executive branch and Congress.  An 
additional player is needed Ð the informed public.  This cadre of people and private institutions 
has the potential to lead public opinion, notwithstanding the presidentÕs Òbully pulpit.Ó  The 
appropriate role for the informed public and private sectors is to bore into major issues, surmount 
partisan politics, and make its case clearly  to the general American public by using all means of 
communication.  Parenthetically, this is what the National Strategy Forum (NSF) has been doing 
since 1983. 

The NSF frames issues, asks relevant questions, and presents the views of qualified experts, 
often in a point/counterpoint format.  The NSF touchstone is complementary strategy: listen to 
other states, friend and foe; determine their strategic objectives; and fold these objectives into 
U.S. national security strategic objectives to the degree possible.  In essence, the U.S. needs to 
listen more and transmit less.

One of the highest priorities for the U.S. may be to restore domestic optimism.  The foundation 
for optimism is common sense, trust, respect, and confidence that political leaders will abandon 
partisan politics and make critical decisions that will benefit all Americans.  Strategy  requires a 
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recognition of what Americans want and need, and what they dislike.  Without this, public 
support for the strategy will be lacking.

The basic component of strategy is to gauge correctly the consequences of action or inaction.  
Given the realities of the election cycle, a presidential time horizon for a strategic objective is 
approximately eight years.  Year one: the candidate's presidential campaign and the election, 
followed by the first yearÕs presidential rush to achieve something great.  However, the president 
and policymaking staff may have difficulty getting up to speed.  Years two and three are 
governed by political maneuvering for the mid-term Congressional elections and preparations for 
the president's second election campaign.  The president's second term is largely spent dealing 
with the consequences of the actions initiated in the first term.  The last year of the president's 
second term focuses on legacy.

Actionable intelligence is needed to assist policymakers.  The Office of the Director of National 
Intelligence (ODNI) was established in 2004 to marshal the intelligence assets of the sixteen 
federal national security  agencies.  The scope and authority of the ODNI is a work in progress.  
The CIA is not trusted by  some policymakers and is struggling to retain its influence in the face 
of past blunders and miscalculations.  

America is a land of no secrets and many mysteries.  In contrast, Russia has many secrets but no 
mysteries.  The U.S. is approaching a time when there will be virtually  no secrets Ð everything 
will be out in the open.  A highly transparent society  will require innovative, adaptive ways to 
compete, survive, and flourish.  Secrecy will no longer be the keystone of strategic advantage.  If 
secrecy is lost, a strategy that is based on secrecy will become increasingly more fragile and at 
risk.  A vision is needed that will enable the U.S. to make an effective transition from rapidly 
eroding secrecy to a vastly more transparent world.

U.S. national security  requires sensitivity to the need to modify, make mid-course corrections, or 
abandon strategic objectives if there is not a critical mass of public support, and if support for 
measures of the project or campaign is low.  Thus, an exit strategy  must be defined at the 
beginning of the strategy process.  The strategic process requires skilled government internal 
management at every step.  

Tactics are the final phase of the strategic process Ð the implementation of strategic objectives.  
A strategy checklist includes:  

¥ Deciding which objectives are vital, non-vital, or discretionary.
¥ Gauging public support and public opposition before the objective is announced and 

implemented.
¥ An awareness that Congressional support or opposition is heavily influenced by partisan 

political perspectives.  Strategy must be developed with this in mind.
¥ Examination of the media regarding the objective and its consequences, because the 

media frequently  forms public opinion, which, in turn, leads Congressional policy on 
basic issues.
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¥ Co-optation of public support  and momentum, if possible.  There are issues in which the 
public is proactive, rather than passive, and in which the public leads, the media reports, 
and the media pundits analyze.

¥ A clear message regarding the objective for the public, including affordability, 
consequences, and what constitutes victory.  

There are two ongoing errors often made by policymakers.  One is the failure to address the 
considerations summarized above.  Even if these are fulfilled, the objective may require 
modifications which would enhance the likelihood of building and retaining broad public 
support.  The objective may be abandoned because of anticipated lack of support.  The second 
error is to confuse tactics with strategy.  Strategy is the dominant factor: identification of 
strategic objectives and a plan for implementation.  Tactics are subordinate: how are the elements 
of the grand strategy implemented?

Chapter 3: The American Ethos and National Security Strategy
By Richard E. Friedman

Is the American ethos important to U.S. national security strategy?  The answer is affirmative.  
Too often, American policymakers disregard ethos when they consider national security strategy.  
However, the American public will react, favorably  or unfavorably, to policy  based on the 
America ethos.  

What is ethos?  
¥ The fundamental character of a country.
¥ The underlying sentiment that forms beliefs, customs, traditions, and practices.
¥ The dominant, commonly agreed upon assumptions of Americans in a particular period 

in time.
¥ The moral element that impels thought and emotion.
¥ Recognition that there is periodic and continuing change, but that the underlying 

fundamental characteristics remain virtually unchanged, although they are adaptive to 
major shifts in national and global political, cultural, and economic affairs.

Does the American ethos drive U.S. national security strategy policy?  Although ethos may be 
obscured by partisan politics, it is fundamental.  Defining contemporary American ethos with 
any degree of precision is difficult, because we are too close in time to have an uncluttered 
historical perspective.  We can define the historical shifts in the prevailing ethos of the post-
colonial period, the U.S. Civil War, World War II, and the 1960s and Woodstock, but a 
commonly agreed upon definition of contemporary American ethos is elusive.
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Alexis de Tocqueville, a French political thinker, first commented on the formative elements of 
American ethos in his book Democracy in America, Volumes I and II, published in 1835 and 
1840.  In these books, Tocqueville found:

¥ ÒThe American has no time to tie himself to anything; he grows accustomed only to 
change and ends as regarding it as the natural state of man.  He feels the need of it, more 
he loves it; for the instability; instead of meaning disaster to him, seems to give birth 
only to miracles all about him.

¥ ÒThe best laws cannot make a constitution work in spite of morals; morals can turn the 
worst laws to advantage.

¥ ÒI know of no country, indeed, where the love of money has taken stronger hold on the 
affections of men.

¥ ÒIn America, as elsewhere, the people move forward by sudden impulses and short-lived 
efforts.

¥ ÒIn order to enjoy the inestimable benefits that the liberty of the press ensures, it  is 
necessary to submit to the inevitable evils it creates.

¥ ÒIn countries where associations are free, secret societies are unknown.  In America, 
there are factions, but no conspiracies.

¥ ÒI know of no country in which there is so little independence of mind and real freedom 
of discussion as in America.

¥ ÒIn the United States, the majority undertakes to supply a multitude of ready-made 
opinions for the use of individuals, who are relieved from the necessity of forming 
opinions of their own.Ó

What is the nexus between contemporary  American ethos and U.S. national security  strategy?  
The elements of American ethos that motivate U.S. national security strategy policy follow:  

¥ Altruism Ð the principle of unselfish concern for the welfare of others.
¥ The humanitarian impulse resulting in pax America, pan-democracy, and nation building.
¥ The presence of ego Ð the habit of valuing everything in reference to oneÕs personal 

interest resulting in the potential for arrogance and the belief in global, enduring U.S. 
primacy.

¥ Ethnocentrism Ð regarding the U.S. as the center of all things.  Having minimal regard 
for the interests, beliefs, or attitudes other than our own.  The U.S. transmits its goals but 
it does not listen to the needs of other countries; hence, international policy coordination 
is more difficult.

¥ A belief in global pan-democracy that is premised on the empirical belief that 
democracies usually do not engage in wars with each other, and that all states would be 
enhanced by adopting democracy.

¥ The rule of law is the guiding principle of American civil liberties and a pillar of the 
functions of national security.  All national security policies must adhere to the rule of 
law as a safeguard for international order and domestic civil liberties.  

¥ Adherence to the rule of law internationally.  If the global community is to deal with 
international instability, a coalition of like-minded nations must forge a robust, flexible 
international legal framework for dealing with non-state challenges. 
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What do American citizens really want?  And why is this important to U.S. national security 
strategy?  Domestic politics frequently determine U.S. national security strategy.  The president 
is the apex of the American power pyramid.  He makes ultimate national security policy 
decisions with relatively low constraints imposed by Congress or the judiciary.  The major 
component of the PresidentÕs decisions is the political climate Ð will a policy decision be 
sufficiently popular with his political constituency and a broad swath of voters resulting in the 
president being reelected or enabling the presidential candidate to be elected?  Elections are won 
and a PresidentÕs popularity is determined, in large part, by understanding and adhering to the 
American ethos.  

The following is speculation about what Americans want regarding ethos and civil liberties:
¥ Americans want unified economic, social, and political solutions that will achieve two 

things:  peace of mind and insulation from further harm.  A bumper sticker phrase that 
encapsulates these ethos-related concerns is "Personal Safety and Security" (PSS).  

¥ The reason for the emerging shift towards PSS is the perceived lack of opportunity  and 
safety  in America.  We are more apprehensive today than in past periods of transition.  
Because of concerns regarding failure to resolve contemporary problems, there is fear 
about an undefined future.  

¥ There are contradictions between altruism and self-interest.  Fundamentally, however, 
Americans prefer to view themselves as the Òcity on a hill,Ó an altruistic country that is a 
leader in the global community.  

¥ During a January 4, 1941 address to Congress, President FDR announced the "Four 
Freedoms," which included freedom of speech, freedom of religion, freedom from want, 
and freedom from fear .  Economic fear and, to a lesser extent, personal safety fear has 
returned and has become a dominant characteristic of the American ethos.

¥ Freedom from fear requires a trade-off.  Would the public be willing to trade absolute 
personal privacy for the chance to make them safer from domestic terrorist cells?  Would 
the public be willing to accept financial and economic reforms that, while difficult 
initially, would strengthen AmericaÕs ability to compete in the global economy?  Freedom 
from fear requires difficult trade-offs.  American ethos may need to adapt.  

¥ Americans want protection from acts of terrorism.  A key factor is whether the continued 
presence of U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan will make Americans safer and whether 
that added security is affordable.

¥ There is a belief that the American dream is being degraded because of lack of trust in 
government, political leadership, business leaders, and financial institutions.  This is 
coupled with a lack of confidence in the governmentÕs ability  to provide a clear strategy 
to achieve it.  Americans want a clear, effective national strategy that will benefit 
Americans.

The American ethos is rapidly changing.  Although the older generation is in power, their version 
of American ethos may only be temporary.  The younger generation is different from the older 
generation, probably more so than at any other time in U.S. history.  The looming confrontation 
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is young versus old.  The younger generation has been given a legacy  of crushing national debt 
and the certainty that they will pay higher taxes and that they will not be as well off as the older 
generation.  Most of these wants and likes are components of the American ethos that motivate 
U.S. national security strategy.  The significance of what Americans really like and want 
provides insights into the contemporary American ethos.  The question is, how will the younger 
generation redefine American ethos and the value of civil liberties in the years to come?

The American ethos includes the belief that America is a system that rewards hard work, 
intelligence, sacrifice, and that America is a land of opportunity.  This is what unites Americans Ð 
a common purpose that ties us together.  The dark side of ethos is that failure to reward virtue 
and ignoring the constituent parts of ethos that diminishes and devalues the American dream.  
The American ethos does not survive only by  words and speeches, because many Americans 
deem them to be hollow, wooden-headed, and divisive.  The danger lies in a creeping anti-ethos 
based on expansion of government, the rise of crime, and social pathologies over which the 
individual has no control.

Chapter 4: A Strategic Plan for the Economy
By Frank Schell

The United States of America is endowed with more than most.  It has natural resources, 
intellectual capital and technology, global brands, an entrepreneurial spirit, a skilled and diverse 
work force, agricultural bounty, the ability  to marshal capital, a competitive culture with social 
mobility, leading educational institutions, high quality medicine, the worldÕs foremost military 
might, 24/7 media, and flourishing fine arts.  It has a history  of being a global leader in time of 
war and peace, and its values of life and liberty have at times inspired the world. 
 
Yet in spite of these blessings, we are tied down like Gulliver, by adversarial or competitive 
forces from Venezuela to Russia, the Persian Gulf, the greater Muslim world, China and the 
Korean peninsula. Some seek outright to destroy  us, while others prefer, with more subtlety, to 
purloin our industrial, scientific, and military  secrets, and menace us from cyberspace.  Lurching 
from crisis to crisis, the United States rarely seems to have attractive options, often appearing as 
a mighty  colossus that cannot help itself.  Other nations of Europe and the developing world test 
our resolve and seem more cunning and agile Ð and more capable of defining and pursuing their 
national interests.  Our foreign policies seem aligned in some regions with rulers of convenience, 
reacting to crisis after crisis. 

As the United States and rest of the world begin to recover from the worst economic catastrophe 
since the Depression, the worldÕs only superpower, hated and respected both, finds much that has 
changed. Major industries Ð automotive, banking, insurance, and health care Ð have been taken 
over or subjected to increased government control, the expressed justification being to prevent 
even larger scale economic annihilation.  To many, the primacy of our system is now in doubt, 
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and free markets that have produced vast increases in global standards of living are now under 
attack because of abuse and the ensuing social consequences.

Before us is a mosaic of strategic economic and foreign policy challenges. American jobs have 
migrated offshore due to wage and benefit differentials, Wall Street is damaged, and our 
interrelated trade and treasury deficits continue. An addiction to foreign oil from authoritarian 
regimes has received rhetorical attention for decades but diversification of sources is nowhere in 
sight.  Our military assets have been shrinking while the global mission has increased, and 
homeland security  is not to be taken for granted.  The rise of China as the worldÕs second largest 
economy poses opportunities and threats, and the Middle East is a matrix of hostile sovereigns 
and non-state actors.

Asking the right question about this formidable array of problems is not easy.  Perhaps we could 
start with this: Does America have a strategic plan and what is the value of planning?  Most 
global enterprises have a strategic plan, with sponsorship from the board of directors and chief 
executive, as well as dedicated senior management. Generally, a mission and vision are 
articulated by a group  of stakeholders, followed by an analytical process that defines and 
assesses the status quo, looks to the selected good in other role models, reviews the competitive 
landscape, sets forth strengths and limitations, defines the cost of remedies in expense, capital 
and human resources, states how a long term competitive advantage can be sustained in selected 
endeavors, and then expresses all this thinking in a budget document, with defined accountability 
for delivering results.

This process requires sponsorship from the top  to be credible, although it is not a CEO and staff 
responsibility but rather a line responsibility.  A national planning process must accommodate 
decentralization and robust engagement of the private sector.  It is by no means to be equated 
with central planning, a badly discredited notion now interred with the remains of the Soviet 
Union.  Nor is it to suggest that yet another federal bureaucracy or agency be created.

It is the value of planning in defining a national interest Ð those policies and actions of an 
economic, diplomatic, military  and cultural nature that are advantageous to a country Ð that 
makes it useful in focusing and defining priorities, made decidedly more difficult  in a pluralistic 
democracy than in a corporate or military command and control environment.  It should also be 
acknowledged that it is easier to plan than to execute well.  Grade A execution of a grade B plan 
is better than the reverse, as the expression goes.

While partisanship  is certainly a constraint, it is fair to say that the United States nevertheless 
had a generally  consistent plan for addressing the strategic challenge of the former Soviet Union:  
the nuclear triad and mutually assured destruction; competition through surrogate client states; 
support for the aspirations of Eastern Europe; and outspending the U.S.S.R., such that its 
economy eventually collapsed, unable to match the expenditures of the United States.
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The problems of today are different of course.  However, the process of developing a strategic 
plan would focus us on a sense of national imperatives and the resources to address them, with 
thought aforethought, rather than later when there is a crisis.  

A strategic plan would affirm principle before analytics and budgets.  For example, it  would offer 
a framework in which to prioritize spending, besides on interest on the public debt and a level of 
entitlements such as Medicare and Medicaid, and it would put health care restructuring into a 
broader context of trade-offs.  It would address a targeted use of debt by the public sector and a 
monetary policy to facilitate growth outcomes by the private sector.

It would focus on the value of free trade among nations, and the pros and cons of low cost 
outsourcing, including the related major supply chain risks, as well as loss of American jobs.  It 
would define the mix of energy sources, both at present and in a target environment several 
decades from now, and the actions and resources needed to get there.  It would also help us better 
construct our relationship with China Ð both a business partner and potential adversary.

A strategic approach would simulate levels of trade deficits using various rates of exchange for 
the Chinese currency, the yuan, and it would model the effect of a concentrated accumulation of 
U.S. Treasury instruments, the impact on interest rates, and the countryÕs cost of debt capital in 
broad terms.  Looking at dangerous trade imbalances with certain countries through a planning 
process is far preferable to realizing them after the fact, where several trade partners are able to 
exert influence over U.S. monetary policy. 

No doubt our government is concerned with and focused on many of the foregoing issues. 
However, it is doing so through the short term prism of an annual budget, not through the prism 
of strategy Ð and it is doing so retrospectively, rather than strategically.

Most plans change with circumstances, sometimes known as a mid-course correction.  And as 
President Eisenhower said, ÒPlans are nothing; planning is everything.Ó  In view of the scale of 
the global challenges aligned against us, it might be wise to do something different Ð and write a 
strategic plan.

Chapter 5: Education and National Security
By Eric S. Morse

America relies upon a strong, cutting-edge economy to compete in a globalized world.  As 
scientific and technological advancements progress exponentially, many nations are becoming 
increasingly  reliant upon these industries to achieve economic growth and prosperity.  The 
American economy is supported by the education system.  To achieve economic security and 
prosperity, education at all levels must adapt in ways that meet the demand for well-educated 
graduates capable of competing in the evolving global economy.  
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The nexus between higher education and U.S. national security is important for several reasons:

¥ Higher education has transformed AmericaÕs economy.  The knowledge economy 
contributes to AmericaÕs innovative spirit, our capitalistic philosophy, and our skilled 
workforce.  Without quality higher education, the U.S. cannot achieve its fullest growth 
potential.

¥ The science and technology  sectors are vital contributors to AmericaÕs economic well 
being and national security.  Today, we are a leader in science and technology.  Higher 
education significantly contributes to our ability  to produce top-notch scientists, 
technicians, researchers, and academics.  In addition, America cannot compete militarily 
with other nations without advanced weapons technology programs, which are only 
possible with cutting-edge science and technology.  To maintain U.S. military  supremacy, 
these capabilities must be maintained. 

¥ The public sector relies upon higher education to develop leaders at the city, county, state, 
and federal levels of government.  Higher education trains government leaders and 
directly affects our nationÕs leadership and policy decisions at all levels of public office.  

¥ A vibrant, informed civil society is the backbone of American democracy.  Higher 
education improves the intellectual capabilities of citizens to grasp the meaning of 
democracy and to positively contribute to its nurturing.  

¥ Civil society  should have the ability to engage in vibrant public debate about national 
policy issues.  An informed citizenry, engaged in public debate, sharpens the policy focus 
of government, which contributes to a more effective, reflective, and secure public sector.  

AmericaÕs ability to produce top quality graduate students hinges on the educational 
opportunities that are available.  Unfortunately, American education has seen a steady decline 
over the past decade.  Graduate students are less competitive with other nations in science, 
mathematics, and reading skills.  In fact, the U.S. has slid in educational rankings over the last 
decade.  Coincidentally, AmericaÕs technological edge has lost ground to China, India, and South 
Korea.   These foreign countries produce an incredible volume of science and technology 
graduates, but often at a qualitative disadvantage.   Although America struggles to compete 
numerically, we can certainly compete qualitatively; this  should be our strategy.  

Achieving a viable higher education system faces a number of challenges.  

The academic curriculum must accurately reflect the economic and industrial needs of the 
country.   A major obstacle exists for achieving competitive advantages in science, mathematics, 
reasoning, critical analysis, reading, and foreign language.  Curriculum reform is needed.  Too 
often students lag behind in basic reading and math skills.  An educational gap at the secondary 
and postsecondary education levels contributes to a serious degradation in higher educational 
potential.  If students must relearn rudimentary skills at the postsecondary level, they waste time 
that could be spent succeeding in other areas of study.  In addition, too few students are pursuing 
advanced education in science and mathematics fields.  This lack of interest occurs from both a 

16

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


financial disincentive and from a lack of rigorous training needed to succeed at the higher 
echelons of academia.  The current education system does not sufficiently emphasize the 
coursework and skills Ð particularly science, math, and reading skills at the secondary education 
level Ð that students will need to compete in the global economy of the future.  While a diverse 
liberal arts education produces a well-rounded individual, a broad curriculum should not be 
pursued to the exclusion of practical skills that graduates will rely upon in the competitive 
working world.  

The cost and affordability  of higher education are unsustainable long term.  Increasing costs of 
higher education decrease access to higher education along the entire socioeconomic spectrum, 
but particularly  for low-income students.  Institutions face increasing costs per student, forcing 
students to pay higher tuition rates; meanwhile, state and federal funding (educational grants, 
fellowships, ands scholarships) is drying up.  Financial subsidies and financial aid packages 
should be readily  available to improve access among the public to higher educational 
opportunities.  These financial barriers discourage students from pursuing careers in advanced 
science or mathematics fields.  The cost of medical school, for example, is exorbitant and the 
return on financial investments is long delayed.  Consequently, our national health system is 
facing a dearth of general medical practitioners because medical students tend to migrate to 
higher paying specialty fields.  Since AmericaÕs economy relies upon a vibrant scientific sector, 
educational opportunities should reflect this need by providing better financial incentives for 
students in these fields of study.   

Study abroad and foreign exchange programs are a vital part of any educational experience.  
Learning about other cultures can significantly  change the way a student thinks about the world.  
These eye opening experiences create better understanding of the complex international system, 
improve understanding of foreign cultures and ideas, and create opportunities for Americans and 
foreigners to engage in productive dialogue.  Not only do these experiences shape the mental 
acuity of students, but they also help  to positively improve AmericaÕs image.  Study abroad 
opportunities for domestic students, and support for foreign exchange programs for foreign 
students, is an important tool for shaping the minds of graduate students.  A reevaluation of 
government support for these programs is needed to ensure that America is calibrating its 
educational opportunities to the needs of both domestic students and foreign students.  

An education system is only as good as its teachers.  A critical mass of highly educated, well 
paid, and motivated teachers is needed to train the future generations.  Unfortunately, the system 
lacks a large resource of highly trained teachersÑparticularly in the math and science fields.  A 
principal cause is the low salary  and other financial incentives for teachers at the secondary and 
postsecondary  levels.  In order to attract the best and the brightest individuals to teaching careers, 
financial remuneration should fit the valuable expectations placed on teachers, at least as is 
commensurate with private sector positions.  

Finally, education needs to be elevated on the political agenda.  For too long, education has 
remained a mid-level political priority due to unrealistic expectations and lack of policy 
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solutions.  In addition, the link between education and national security has not been adequately 
communicated to the private and public sectors.  One untapped driver of the political agenda is 
the business community.  Political cooperation with the business community  could help to boost 
financial support and increase educational competition and quality.  For example, a structural 
difference between the business community and public policy is the innovative drive of the 
private market.  Education reform falls short of expectations because educators and educational 
institutions have not been provided with adequate incentives to implement radical transformation 
to compete in a private market-like system.  Public schools (K-12), for instance, all receive 
federal funding with little regard for academic performance.  Charter schools, on the other hand, 
tend to innovate as they compete for students in the education market.  Taking cues from the 
business community, both in financial support and structural reform, may elevate education on 
the political agenda and increase academic quality.    

Education lies at the core of economic prosperity and national security.  Educational investments 
of time, resources, and human capital will contribute to stronger U.S. economic security.  

Chapter 6: Energy Security: Protecting our Environment, our Economy, and our 
Independence
By Endy Zemenides

Since the beginning of the oil age 150 years ago, the United States has relied almost exclusively 
on fossil fuels Ð most notably  coal and oil.  Over the past century and a half everyone in the 
United States has benefited from a standard of life fueled by an era of cheap and abundant oil 
and coal.  There are several items that we take for granted Ð our ability to constantly  drive; our 
consistent electricity; air conditioning; big box retailers and their low transport costs (low costs 
from which all international trade benefits); and affordable air travel Ð that certainly would be far 
more costly and less central to our lives without cheap oil and/or coal.  

Energy is, however, no longer purely a domestic issue.  It has gone from being primarily the way 
we fuel our economy and our lifestyle to a major factor influencing how countries conduct their 
foreign, economic, environmental and national security policies.  Energy  security may indeed be 
the key issue of our time, because our present course could potentially  (a) be economically 
unsustainable; (b) make us dependent on global adversaries; and (c) expose us to WMD-like 
effects of climate change.

The Expense of Energy Insecurity

In his 2004 book Blood and Oil, Michael Klare argued that our reliance on foreign oil was an 
economic burden, at $30 a barrel.  Going into the last month of 2009, the price of crude oil has 
topped $70 a barrel.  
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That price may even seem like a bargain a few years from now, as instability  in the Middle East 
and exploding demand in India and China will wreak havoc on the marketplace.  With growth in 
these and other emerging markets, the worldÕs daily demand increased by 9.4 million barrels 
between 2000 and 2007 (with 85% going to the developing world).  Estimates by the 
International Energy Agency have the Chinese and Indian shares of the global rise in oil demand 
through 2030 at 40%and 20%, respectively.  To offset Chinese demand, the worldÕs wealthiest 
countries would have to reduce their demand by 20%.

The problem is not merely with demand; there is also a problem with supply.  While debate still 
rages over when we may reach the peak in world oil production, even those that conclude that oil 
resources on Earth are sufficient to keep up with demand for decades to come acknowledge that 
much of that supply  will come from ultra deep waters, Canadian oil sands, and the liquids that 
are produced with natural gas Ð all unconventional sources of oil and much more expensive to 
extract and refine.

To make matters worse, the vast majority  of the oil consumed by Americans comes from abroad.  
Thus, our reliance on oil adds to our current account deficits.  To top it  all off, petrodollars come 
flowing back into our financial and real estate markets, expanding dangerously inflated bubbles 
further.  

The Shackles on U.S. Foreign Policy

Russia, Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Venezuela are all examples of Thomas FriedmanÕs ÒThe First 
Law of PetropoliticsÓ which posits that the pace of freedom in oil producing countries and the 
price of oil move inversely.  One of the great challenges for American foreign policy is how to 
treat these and other oil producing nations.

American commanders in Iraq and Afghanistan have raised the alarm about the militaryÕs 
reliance on oil, since fuel convoys are especially  vulnerable to attack.  And there is the argument 
Ð closely analyzed since 9/11 Ð that the money we spend on oil goes in part to fund extremism in 
the Middle East.

A comprehensive energy security strategy must be able to answer the following questions: How 
will Iran and Venezuela behave if oil prices remain high?  Will oil and natural gas lead to not 
only a resurgent, but increasingly  aggressive, Russia?  As long as we rely so heavily on Saudi 
Arabia, will we ever be able to pressure them into becoming real partners for peace in the Middle 
East?  Will our already complicated relationship with China become even more tense as we 
compete over access to oil with the Chinese?  The answers to these questions are not so 
promising at this point.

Climate Change

19

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


While most analyses of energy security focus on oil, there is another major player in the energy 
equation: coal.  The U.S. is not in danger of becoming dependent on other states for coal, nor is it 
likely to compete with China over this resource Ð indeed, the U.S. and China have the worldÕs 
largest coal resources, and they are the worldÕs biggest consumers of it.  

As significant cuts in emissions are needed to stem global warming, the worldÕs two largest 
economies will be relying on one of the greatest sources of such emissions to sustain their power 
grids.  

There is scientific consensus that without action to reduce carbon emissions, the world is on 
track to double its annual carbon emissions by 2050.  The British government has warned that 
continuing the present course would have a cataclysmic effect on the global economy, devouring 
as much as 20 percent of the worldÕs gross domestic product.  Rapidly melting glaciers 
contribute to the growing scarcity  of water resources, setting off potential flash points in some of 
the worldÕs most volatile regions.  NASA simulations that assume a forty centimeter sea level 
rise in the Atlantic by 2050 combined with a Category  3 storm found that a Katrina like fate 
could befall large parts of New York City.  

The 2006 U.S. National Security Strategy (NSS) noted that Òenvironmental destruction, whether 
caused by human behavior or cataclysmic mega-disasters such as floods, hurricanes, 
earthquakes, or tsunamis É may overwhelm the capacity  of local authorities to respond, and 
may even overtax national militaries, requiring a larger international response.Ó  This may have 
been written with the tsunami experience in mind, but consider our own experience with 
hurricane Katrina -- the storm destroyed much of the city, knocked key parts of the nationÕs 
critical infrastructure (oil refineries) off line, killed more than 1,800 people, displaced more than 
270,000.  More than 70,000 soldiers were mobilized, including about 10 percent of the total 
National Guard strength. 

In addition to the vulnerability of our cities and our critical infrastructure, consider the major 
military installations that are vulnerable to hurricanes.  U.S. Central Command is headquartered 
in Tampa Bay; U.S. Southern Command is headquartered in Miami.  In the last two decades, 
hurricanes have closed down two major air stations.

Add to these vulnerabilities the global consequences of climate change Ð displaced populations, 
droughts, floods, (all of which could result in more failed states) resource wars Ð and one can 
only imagine what extraordinary stress will be put on our national security apparatus to combat 
an adversary that it cannot defeat.

Getting on the Road to Security

The energy security challenge Ð both in terms of energy independence and climate change Ð is 
indeed monumental.  There is also no silver bullet.  Consider the cheerleading over nuclear 
power.  Proponents of nuclear power claim it can serve as an alternative to oil (if plug in cars are 
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developed), natural gas and coal.  However, if major cuts in emissions are needed this decade, 
nuclear power is not the answer.  The first new U.S. reactor is scheduled for 2017 (without 
accounting for delays), and there is no other Western country with more than one nuclear plant 
under construction.     

True energy security will not be achieved overnight.  But thinking only of the long term may dig 
us a hole too deep to climb out of.  There will be a great deal of rancor over details, but certain 
guiding principles can shape a serious energy security strategy.

In the short term, there must be a great deal of emphasis on efficiency, economic incentives, goal 
setting, and research.  The United States is twice as energy efficient as it was in the 1970Õs, and it 
can be achieved once again.  Energy efficient appliances, hybrid cars, fluorescent light bulbs, 
green roofs, and energy audits of older buildings can allow us to reduce our energy use without 
changing our behavior.  The government should launch an energy literacy program that guides all 
Americans in how to become more energy efficient.  Economic incentives Ð whether in the form 
of a cap and trade system, or in tax breaks for certain purchases or behaviors Ð will play  a key 
role as well.  Simply put, as long as it is cheaper to be less efficient and cheaper to pollute, we 
cannot substantially  change such behaviors.  To know exactly what economic incentives we 
should employ, specific goals should be declared, starting with our goals for reductions in carbon 
emissions.  Finally, substantial investments in energy R & D must be increased, but not wasted 
on solutions that do more harm than good in the long term (such as ethanol).  The history of oil 
and coal has been marked by technological advances.  The future of energy should be tied to 
technological revolutions as well.

In the long term, conservation and a new energy infrastructure have to be part of the equation.  
We have to go from driving hybrids to driving less altogether.  State and local governments have 
to redefine land use, creating neighborhoods that require less driving.  A proliferation of high 
occupancy vehicle lanes, congestion pricing, and higher gas taxes combined with high speed rail 
and additional innovations in public transportation should transform the transportation industry, 
which accounts for roughly two-thirds of AmericaÕs net oil consumption.  And, after proper 
investment in technological advancements, we should be ready to benefit from a truly new 
energy infrastructure Ð wind farms, solar panels on most buildings, geothermal.  Just as oil 
emerged 150 years ago to fuel an era, so will another resource.  

Chapter 7: Cyber Security           

Cyber security  is a rapidly growing, critical threat to U.S. national security because it affects our 
national economy, communications, business and commerce, academia and education, and 
society.  A distinction is made between physical threats of the real word and the less well 
understood threats emanating from the cyber domain. Not only do cyber attacks threaten the U.S. 
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critical infrastructure, but cyber information security lags far behind counter-threat measures and 
technology.

These issues were examined at a recent conference titled, ÒNational Security  Threats in 
CyberspaceÓ conducted by the American Bar Association Standing Committee on Law and 
National Security and the National Strategy Forum. The conference was underwritten as part of 
the McCormick Foundation Conference Series.

The U.S. is nearing total reliance on the integrity of cyberspace.  This trend is irreversible.  A 
small number of people, states, and organizations can manipulate cyberspace with devastating 
effect.  The expense of cyber intrusion prevention systems is very high and can never be 
completely effective because the identity of the threat cannot be determined with a high degree 
of certainty.

For the immediate future, unless there is a technological breakthrough, society must adapt to the 
new realityÑthat cyber threats are inevitable and pervasive.  The new phenomenon is that 
nefarious actors can cloak their identities in virtual worlds and operate freely with relative 
impunity.

Intrusive events could cause serious consequences, such as taking down the U.S. electrical grid, 
interfering with wire transfers of funds, and disrupting air traffic control systems, all of which 
could be deemed acts of war.  The problem is that America would be unable to identity the 
enemy quickly and respond appropriately.  Cyber intrusion is a shadow problem: it is difficult to 
anticipate the intrusion; it is difficult to determine when the crisis is over; and there is uncertainty 
as to when and if the problem has been resolved.

The U.S. response to cyber threat and cyber security  is a work in progress with dual tracks: 
organizational/leadership and legal doctrine.  The magnitude of the problem has been adequately 
defined by  the government and the private sector.  Unfortunately, response lags far behind 
increasing vulnerability.  One of the barriers to resolving the problem is the reluctance of private 
sector organizations to report intrusions because of their concern that acknowledging 
vulnerability would adversely  affect their stock value. The ideal approach is widespread 
international information sharing.  However, privacy  concerns arise because of fear of 
governmental intrusion.  Any approaches that the government might take to cure the problem 
must consider privacy concerns. 

There is a need for a coherent legal doctrine that enables law enforcement officials to investigate, 
prosecute, and sanction intruders. There are two problems in this regard: one, identification of 
the intruder; and two, many or most of the intrusions originate abroad, and there is no unified 
international legal regime to facilitate investigation, prosecution, and imposition of sanctions.  

The first step is to overcome inertia.  Until the recent creation of U.S. Cyber Command, headed 
by the director of the National Security Agency, there was no suitable governmental structure in 
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place to address the problem.  It remains to be seen how well it will work in  practice, but it  is a 
step in the right direction.  Government communications are routed through privately owned 
communication networks, but inter-private sector coordination and government/private liaison 
and cooperation is lacking.  At a minimum there is an urgent need for interagency  cooperation.  
This would be imposed by Congress and a presidential leadership initiative.  Although the 
challenge is technological, an effective bureaucratic organization coupled with an urgent plan 
will be needed to address and resolve the problem.  

A relatively simple objective would be the recognition that a plethora of the information 
collected and stored is redundant.  For example, retailers need only to authenticate purchasersÑ
they do not need the bulk of financial and personal information that accompanies transactions.

Two decades ago, the U.S. was the leader of the new information age.  Today, the world still 
looks to the U.S. for leadership  in this area.  For the moment, determined adversaries are in 
control; they have anonymity and skills that enable them to intrude successfully  on relatively soft 
targets.  A rapid and robust national response could significantly  impede the ability  of cyber 
threats to affect U.S. national security.  

The U.S. needs a clear objective that is articulated with a high degree of precision.  A unified 
strategy to address the threat has not been developed.  While ad hoc tactics are in place, they are 
neither comprehensive nor do they implement a developed strategy.  Time is of the essence 
because the intruders are acquiring skills that exceed development of countermeasures.

Chapter 8: The U.S. Military: Balancing Old and New Challenges
By John Allen Williams

The physical security of the United States is a prerequisite for the achievement of all other 
national goals, and maintaining it is the primary national interest.  This does not make it the sole 
objective of national policy, but it is the most important one around which all others revolve.    
Achieving physical security will continue to require a high level of national resources of all 
types.  The most critical task is intellectual: understanding the nature of the threats and 
developing strategies to deal with them efficiently and with the least cost to other national 
priorities.  Implementation will continue to be difficult, but the loss of lives and treasure will be 
less if the problems are better understood at the outset.  A primary consideration must be the need 
to uphold the fundamental values of the United States Ð which need not clash with the 
requirements of national security.

The Changing Threat Environment

Two threats exist to the physical U.S. national security: state threats and non-state actor threats.  
Traditional state challenges remain as a major concern to U.S. security.  While there is not yet a 

23

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


peer competitor for the U.S. military, it is only a matter of time before one emerges.  The likeliest 
candidate is China, given its resources and willingness to develop its military capabilities.  It is 
easy to imagine scenarios that would put the U.S. and China at odds militarily, but it is important 
not to assume the inevitability of hostility and become victim to a self-fulfilling prophecy.   

Apart from major powers, smaller regional powers such as Iran and relatively  minor states such 
as North Korea and Venezuela can also cause enormous problems for U.S. security through 
various asymmetric means.  Even our putative allies, such as Pakistan, can cause problems, 
especially when nuclear issues are involved.  In addition to the more traditional state centric 
military challenges, this new era will continue to see threats from subnational groups that define 
themselves politically and/or are bound by religious, tribal, or ethnic identities and use terrorist 
attacks as their weapon of choice.  Such groups attacked the U.S. abroad many times prior to 
September 11.  Given the evolution of weapons technology, they will become a more deadly 
problem as time goes on Ð especially  if they have the support of a state.  States no longer have a 
monopoly  on the means of mass violence, and the merging of criminal enterprises with 
asymmetric adversaries is a growing problem for the United States.

A number of situations could cause the military to operate at home because of a serious civil 
emergency, with adjustments made to posse comitatus restrictions on the use of military  forces 
domestically.  One possibility is restoring order after a serious natural or man-made catastrophe.  
Another is the use of the military to enforce a quarantine in the wake of a biological attack on a 
U.S. city or a natural epidemic.  These scenarios have serious implications for civil liberties and 
the links between civil society and its military. 

Military Priorities

Because resources and the ability to imagine future threats are both limited, the military cannot 
be well prepared for every  possibility.  Choices must be based on the seriousness and likelihood 
of a particular threat and the level of risk leaders are willing to assume.  The end of the Cold War 
saw a transition from a low probability of a catastrophic (perhaps society-ending) nuclear attack 
by the Soviet Union to a high probability  of more limited attacks by non-state actors, groups, and  
even individuals.  Given the evolution of weapons technology and the diffusion of information 
on how to construct explosive devices, even a ÒlimitedÓ attack could be catastrophic for anyone 
nearby and would have untold political and psychological consequences.
 
Unfortunately, the state-on-state threat did not evaporate with the onset of the new challenges 
mentioned above.   New threats are layered atop the old, rather than replacing them, affecting 
both strategy and resource allocations.  Even if the previous threats seem unlikely at a particular 
time, the military must remain prepared to deal with them.  As many have pointed out, our 
current emphasis on population-centric counter insurgency may be appropriate for Iraq and 
Afghanistan.  Reasonable and knowledgeable people continue to differ on the priority that should 
be given to this capability and the extent to which it should shape the military as a whole.  But 
the ability  to strike quickly and decisively in fast moving ÒkineticÓ conventional operations must 
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remain a core competency of all branches of the military, and can be a crucial supplement to 
counter insurgency operations..  
 
Ideally, military priorities and policies should flow seamlessly from the objective threats to U.S. 
security.  Practically, there are other considerations that affect military related actions.  These 
include a lack of complete knowledge, differing perspectives on the threat, economic 
considerations, political pressures, service cultures, the attachment of individuals to certain 
weapons platforms, and the difficulty of dealing with controversial issues relating to the nature of 
the threats and the means to deal with them.  Still, it  is wise to approximate the ideal as much as 
possible.

Overall Defense Challenges

The U.S. military faces a future of ambiguous and deadly threats at a time of severe economic 
crisis.  Even if resources were less constrained, the military  could not develop  every capability it 
might wish to, so choices need to be made.  They need to be made wisely, with as much 
awareness as possible of the objective threats to U.S. security.
 
Sun Tzu wisely  said that tactics without strategy is the noise before defeat.  Strategy is the means 
by which resources are related to national security goals, leaving a cushion in case the 
assumptions or analyses prove to be incorrect.  This requires that there be more specific 
objectives than Òenhance national security.Ó  With an understanding of desired end states, 
strategic planning can replace personal preferences and other nonstrategic bases for resource 
allocation and prioritization. 
 
Sound analysis will be required to make decisions about procurement (types and amounts of 
weapons and equipment), personnel issues (such as the role of women in close combat and the 
service of open gays and lesbians in the military), training vs. education, organizational forms 
and structures, and force employment.

Service specific challenges
 
In addition to the overall issues, the separate services confront their own unique challenges.  

The Army is seriously stretched by  simultaneous wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  It is not large 
enough to handle the tasks required of it and had to resort for a time to the temporary expedients  
such as lowering recruiting standards and implementing Òstop lossÓ programs to force soldiers to 
remain on active duty beyond their expected discharge date.  There still are extended and 
multiple deployments, and the Army uses its reserve components Ð including the National Guard 
Ð at a rate and in ways it  never envisioned previously.  The Army is not yet broken, which is a 
credit to soldiers and leaders alike, but it is seriously overtaxed.  The Army is also divided on the 
importance of counterinsurgency operations, counterterrorist operations, and the more 
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conventional kinetic operations.  Optimizing the force for counterinsurgency, for example, could 
pose a problem if it became necessary to perform other types of operations.

The Air Force faces a major change in its pilot-dominated service culture as unmanned aerial 
vehicles (UAVs) grow in importance.  This is compounded by the capping of the Air ForceÕs 
F-22 fighter program at 187 by Defense Secretary  Robert Gates, who felt the plane was too 
expensive and not sufficiently relevant to near term threats.  While useful in war with an 
advanced state, the utility of the F-22 in the sort of unconventional wars the U.S. is waging in 
Iraq and Afghanistan is limited Ð especially compared to the UAVs.  The F-35, formerly  known 
as the Òjoint strike fighter,Ó is now in development and will perform many of the missions of the 
F-22, but at a lower cost and capability.  Even so, the F-35 will be extraordinarily expensive and 
cannot be procured in desired numbers.  This poses a particular problem if one were to be shot 
down.  The Air Force sees space as their special area of future operations, and needs to balance 
technological investments as it makes the migration from an air force to an air and space force.   
The Air Force maintains a special operations capability  clearly  relevant to current conflicts; in 
addition, the Air Force has increasing responsibility for offensive and defensive cyber warfare.  It 
may be that the most important day-to-day contribution of the Air Force in current operations is 
its unglamorous but essential transport mission.

The Navy can no longer focus on its open ocean Òblue waterÓ operations, as it did to counter the 
Soviet Navy.  This capability must remain, but there is an increasing need to project power from 
littoral Ògreen waterÓ areas.  Shipbuilding is a very expensive long-term operation, requiring 
educated estimates of future requirements.  A related issue is the need to sustain the civilian 
shipbuilding capability, a resource that will atrophy if not used.  The increasing role of Aegis 
guided missile ships in ballistic missile defense carries with it  the likelihood that many very 
capable ships will be tethered to a geographic region to provide missile defense and thus be 
unavailable for mobile battle force operations.  Although modern naval vessels are very capable, 
their numbers are shrinking while the size of the globe is not.  The Navy will eventually receive 
an aircraft carrier variant of the F-35 to replace its F/A-18 series of fighter/attack aircraft, which 
are still very capable but growing long in the tooth.

The Marine Corps is also stretched by  the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, although not nearly  so 
much as the Army, and just as in Vietnam, Marines often find themselves performing land 
missions indistinguishable from those of the Army.  It is vital that the Marine Corps retain its 
amphibious capability and mindset.  Central to this capability is the right mix of ships, landing 
craft, aircraft, and command and control to enable them to project power ashore quickly and 
effectively.  The controversial tilt rotor V-22 ÒOspreyÓ aircraft, now being delivered in large 
numbers, will enable Marine forces to transition rapidly  ashore at locations an enemy cannot 
predict.  The Marine Corps short takeoff/vertical landing variant of the F-35 fighter faces 
daunting technological challenges and possible cost overruns and delays.  The need for greater 
sealift capability remains a perennial Marine Corps concern.  A longer term problem will be 
repositioning major forces to Guam as they  are drawn down in Okinawa in response to political 
pressure in Japan.
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The Coast Guard is miniscule in comparison with the other services, but it has a vital role in 
close-in defense of the homeland and migration control.  Coast Guard members can alsoare 
permitted to act in a law enforcement role prohibited to the other services by posse comitatus 
restrictions.  Its location in the Department of Homeland Security is appropriate in view of its 
military importance.  It may also be the most appropriate service for navy-to-navy contacts with 
smaller allies, such as those in South America, whose missions are much closer to those of the 
Coast Guard than to those of the U.S. Navy.  

Implications for Civil-Military Relations

Policy  choices will impact both civil-military relations and national security directly.   With the 
demise of compulsory service in 1973 (although a male-only standby system remains), fewer 
Americans have personal experience with the military.  Even an increase in the Army's size 
would not have a significant impact on this, compared to the large draft  call-ups of the 1950s and 
1960s.  This is reflected in the lower percentage of veterans in all walks of life.  

If compulsory service was needed for a greatly expanded military or to fill needs unmet by 
volunteers, it would likely be in the context of a program of national service for both men and 
women, and with an option for civilian service instead of military  service.  Some of the 
separation between the military  and society is reduced by the use of reserve forces for front-line 
operations.  This is a benefit of having the forces called up, although it was done for reasons of 
military necessity.

Decisions made about women in close combat and the service of openly homosexual members 
will affect civil-military  relations in ways that cannot yet be determined.  Surveys show growing 
acceptance of change in these areas, especially among civilian respondents, but there exists 
significant opposition in the services Ð especially among more senior members.

Military personnel decisions should continue to support the goal of making the military more 
reflective of American society.  Perhaps the greatest difference, and one most difficult to 
overcome, is the relative lack of personal participation in the military by the most privileged 
members of U.S. society.  Racial diversity has long been a priority, and much progress has been 
made, especially in the enlisted ranks.   

A critical issue that arises periodically is the public role of high ranking serving military officers 
in public discussions of military policies.  Officers need to be able to give their best professional 
judgment when testifying before Congress, but public advocacy is more problematic.  

The possibility that military forces may have to operate within the U.S. presents many problems.  
Among them are when restrictions of posse comitatus can be waived, the lack of training of most 
military forces for police work, the great difficulty  in performing some tasks (like enforcing a 
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quarantine), the possibility that the military may injure citizens in the course of their work, and a 
diminution of the respect and affection of the American people for their military. 

Conclusion 

ClausewitzÕs dictum that Òwar is the continuation of policy by other meansÓ reminds us of the 
primacy of policy  in military planning and operations.  The political dimension in such matters is 
both unavoidable and necessary.  It provides a perspective of the international strategic 
landscape, outlines the specific goals of our national security strategy, and judges the amount of 
sacrifice we are prepared to make in their pursuit. 

The second Bush administration posited a preemptive strike doctrine based on the extreme 
danger of weapons of mass destruction and the difficulty  of determining their existence and the 
intentions of adversaries who may have access to them.  This doctrine led directly to the invasion 
of Iraq.  The invasion of Afghanistan was based on the support of the government there for the 
activities of al Qaeda, or at least its tolerance of them.  Unfortunately, Iraq proved to be both a 
strategic distraction and a years-long military quagmire, permitting a reemergence of the threat in 
Afghanistan while U.S. attention was directed elsewhere.  President Obama's decision to 
augment U.S. forces in Afghanistan, request more forces from NATO allies, and focus more on 
protection of the Afghani population may turn that conflict around, but how much light there 
may be at the end of both tunnels is yet to be determined. 

Nation-building may be an important objective of U.S. policy in some areas, but it  is a very long 
term commitment that must not tie down our already overstretched military forces indefinitely.   
Future plans will need to include non-military components of the U.S. government whose 
expertise in relief and reconstruction can relieve an overstretched military of some of that 
burden. 

No one can predict precisely  what the future holds in the way of security  threats, but the 
direction is clear.  State-on-state conflict is unlikely for the time being, although we need to be 
prepared to deal with it if necessary.  The subnational, often terrorist, threats are much more 
likely and we need to be ready  to meet them.  This will require imagination to anticipate them 
and good judgment to react appropriately.   The force must operate as effectively as possible in 
the current counterinsurgency environment, but without serious degradation of basic war fighting 
skills.  As Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has argued, we need to strive for a Òbalanced forceÓ 
capable of operating against current and future threats.  Given the possibility of strategic surprise 
or the emergence of unanticipated threats, severe force reductions and too much specialization in 
the name of efficiency are shortsighted. 
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Chapter 9: Complementary Strategy 
By Richard E. Friedman and Eric S. Morse

A fundamental tenet of the National Strategy ForumÕs approach to U.S. national security strategy 
is complementary strategy, the common sense principle that U.S. strategy must be developed 
with awareness of the strategic objectives of other states.  In practice, complementary strategy 
emphasizes listening to others, rather than transmitting U.S. policy in a vacuum.  While U.S. 
strategic objectives may conflict with other statesÕ objectives, it is important to recognize that 
U.S. strategy is interdependent and relies, in large part, on other states.  In this regard, U.S. 
objectives must be carefully calibrated. 

Complementary strategy means listening to other states, identifying their strategic objectives, 
and relating these objectives to U.S. national security strategy.  Ideally, it would be beneficial for 
the U.S. to learn the strategic objectives of all 191 states in the international system.  
Realistically, the U.S. can only  focus its attention on a select group of key countries in the hope 
of achieving significant goals. 

A simplified synthesis of complementary strategy in practice might occur over four stages.  First, 
categorize countries according to a spectrum of friend or foe.  Second, identify which states hold 
the greatest strategic interest to U.S. goals.  Third, identify important mutually  held goals and 
interests between important countries and the U.S.  Fourth, implement targeted foreign policy 
actions to bring about desired change in the international relationship.  

This process is described in greater detail below.  

Complementary Strategy Spectrum 

The first step in implementing complementary  strategy is understanding where countries lie on a 
spectrum of friend to enemy.  Categorizing countries along the complementary strategy spectrum 
outlined below will provide a rough, albeit inexact, overview of how countries relate to the U.S.   

We have created a Complementary Strategy Spectrum that defines and categorizes major 
countries as Enemies, Adversaries, Competitors, Allies, and Friends.  A primary strategic 
objective is to convert enemies into adversaries; adversaries into competitors; and competitors 
into friends.  At times, it may be necessary to alter defined international relationships in the 
opposite direction; for example, from friend to ally and competitor to adversary. 

Enemy: A country that does not share an ideological affinity  with the U.S., nor does it work with 
us to achieve mutual goals.  In addition, an enemy country actively pursues confrontation with 
the U.S. and seeks to undermine U.S. security and prosperity.  This country  is a direct military 
and/or non-military  threat to the U.S.  It destabilizes global politics and national security.  
Conflict and confrontationÑmilitary and/or non-militaryÑis inevitable.  Opportunities for 
diplomatic engagement, productive dialogue, and policy coordination are minimal.

29

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


Adversary: A country  that does not share an ideological affinity with the U.S.  This country 
could be actively  engaged in economic, cultural, and military competition with the U.S.  This 
country  may  or may not be a direct military and/or non-military threat.  Conflict and 
confrontationÑin some formÑis possible.  Opportunities for diplomatic engagement, productive 
dialogue, and policy coordination are unlikely, but possible.

Competitor: A country that may or may not share an ideological affinity with the U.S.  In the 
global arena of power, this country  would be actively engaged in economic and cultural 
competition with the U.S.  While not a direct military and/or non-military threat, this country 
may have significant and growing military  capabilities.  Direct conflict and confrontation are not 
in their immediate interest, although these are not ruled out.  Opportunities for diplomatic 
engagement, productive dialogue, and policy coordination are common, but not always fruitful.  

Ally: A country that is partnered with the U.S. in binding economic and/or military alliances.  
This country may or may not share an ideological affinity with the U.S., but is at least accepting 
of U.S. ethos and leadership in the world. Opportunities for diplomatic engagement and 
productive dialogue are prevalent, and positive policy coordination is likely.  

Friend: A country  that is partnered with the U.S. in binding economic and/or military alliances.  
Also, they share an ideological affinity  with the U.S. and actively work with us to achieve 
mutually  beneficial goals.  Opportunities for diplomatic engagement and productive dialogue are 
prevalent, and positive policy coordination is frequent. 

Levers of Change

After countries are appropriately classified, the next step is to identify common objectives and 
goals between the U.S. and the indicated country.  Mutually shared objectives and goals are the 
foundation for creating policies that directly improve international relationships.  The ability for 
the U.S. to move countries from one category to another or to prevent them from moving into a 
more hostile category is a vital foreign policy objective.  For example, moving China from a 
competitor to an ally would be a major foreign policy  victory.  Similarly, preventing countries 
from moving into a hostile category would also be a victory.  

The U.S. has common interests with enemies, adversaries, competitors, friends, and allies.  These 
interests vary in degree of commonality and can shift  based on the nature of the situation.  
Continuity of relationships is desired, but constancy on most future issues is unlikely.  The 
overarching strategic objective is to identify the common interests of the U.S. and other states 
and to agree upon an implementation plan that will address mutual interests.  Major examples 
include:

¥ Energy Dependence: This affects all energy dependent states.  The common cause is to 
enhance technology, resulting in substantial reduction of dependence on oil and coal. 

¥ Scarce Natural Resources: (e.g. water, minerals, fish, etc.).
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¥ Terrorism (domestic and international)

Some states may not have readily  identifiable objectives.  In these cases, long-term learning 
could occur, for example, through personal dialogues, state visits, citizen to citizen exchanges, 
and other interactions.  The goal is to take the time to learn about other countries to a degree 
where interests and goals are understood well enough to form a comparison with U.S. interests.  

U.S. strategic relations with the rest of the world should be flexible and adaptive to emerging 
trends.  Trade-offs for nonessential issues, where the U.S. need not be a hard bargainer, might be 
necessary, provided that vital U.S. interests are protected.

Once mutual objectives are clarified, targeted foreign policy levers can be created to achieve the 
desired effects.  Several obvious tools include the following:

1. Economic and Trade Policy: Countries that trade freely together have a greater incentive 
to engage in open and productive diplomatic relationship.  Foreign direct investment is 
another signal of healthy economic ties.  For example, the U.S-China relationship 
suggests a symbiotic economic relationship in which mutual economic policy 
coordination is in the interest of both countries.  Calibrating economic policies to 

2. Educational & Cultural Exchange Programs: Although education is often considered a 
component of domestic national security, international education may be just as important 
for creating a unique level of understanding between two cultures at the civilian level.  A 
productive policy  tool might take the form of expanded foreign exchange opportunities 
for both U.S. and international students.  Greater civilian to civilian contact improves the 
mutual understanding of each countryÕs customs, beliefs, goals, and dreams.  

3. Public Diplomacy: The messages that America conveys to the world are as important as 
the intent behind them.  Calculating our words and actions for maximum effect is 
difficult.  Moreover, the government in no longer the sole proprietor of public diplomacy; 
everyday citizens are increasingly  capable of communicating America's messages to a 
foreign audience.  Consequently, efforts at public diplomacy  should aim to calibrate 
government communications, while simultaneously managing and supporting civil 
society's ability to shape foreign perceptions about the United States.  The idea of 
America is still a powerful tool in the world, something to be promoted to its greatest 
potential.   

4. Humanitarian Aid: Foreign aid has long been a controversial topic.  The discussion often 
centers on the question of whether monetary aid is effective, or whether it is usually 
siphoned off through corruption.  Nevertheless, any foreign policy must recognize the 
potential for monetary, development, and humanitarian aid to improve conditions on the 
ground.  Examples include disaster relief, civilian infrastructure projects, and debt 
forgiveness.  When the U.S. is perceived as a generous partner on global initiatives, this 
boosts our political capital for diplomatic initiatives and creates an environment where 
other countries are more open to America.  
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5. Joint Military Operations: Increased military  to military contact deepens that level of 
trust, understanding, and openness between conventional militaries.  By conducing both 
joint training and military  operations, the U.S. military and other global militaries 
decrease the likelihood of armed misunderstanding.  In addition, partnering with foreign 
militaries that share common goals decreases the burden of responsibility and increase 
the capacity for success.

6. Alliances: America's allies are a great source of strength for our national security.  
Moreover, America's participation in alliance structures has significantly  improved global 
collective security  goals over the years.  The key to continued success is to ensure that 
our allies feel secure in these partnerships.  America must be careful not to cast aside 
existing alliances too rashly, lest our allies fail to come to our aid when we are in crisis.

7. Confidence Building Initiatives: While these types of activities can encompass nearly 
every  conceivable form of diplomacy, the basic feature is the same: build confidence 
among actors by working together and keeping promises.  

Complementary strategy offers no easy fix to AmericaÕs international relationships.  Rather, it 
seeks a long-term change in the existing order.  Listening is elevated over transmitting; 
confidence building is more important than shadow games; policy coordination is preferred to 
dominating the agenda; and multilateralism is prioritized above unilateralism.  There may be 
times when America finds the need to take action without the support of the global community, 
but this calculation carries a number of risks.  If recent history is any lesson, America cannot do 
everything alone.  America may  still be the most powerful country in the world, but we must 
recognize that we are the strongest and most secure when we are surrounded in like-minded 
endeavors with our friends and allies; and that we stand the best chance of turning enemies into 
friends when we first seek to understand their points of view.

Chapter 10: Afghanistan:  A Mission in Search of a Strategy
By Richard E. Friedman and Frank Schell

Note: This chapter was written largely prior to the December 1, 2009 speech by President 
Obama announcing his new strategy in Afghanistan.  The goal is to provide unbiased 
background on the issue in Afghanistan.  Chapter 11 addresses the implications of President 
Obama's new strategy for Afghanistan; and Chapter 12 addresses American foreign policy in 
Pakistan.

After eight years, Afghanistan has become the primary war focus for the United States.  There 
are approximately  68,000 U.S. troops in Afghanistan.  President Barak Obama has inherited the 
Afghan war from President George W. Bush, and this is an opportunity for the president's 
administration to develop, announce, and implement a new strategy.  
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President Obama must grapple with the George W. Bush legacy and clarify  the administration's 
objectives for Afghanistan prior to forming a strategy.  The current objectives for America's 
presence in Afghanistan are not clear, nor are they effectively communicated to the American 
public.  Instead, President Obama has re-implemented the policies of the previous 
administration.  

A principal understanding is the breadth of the battlefield.  The war in Afghanistan is broader 
than currently conceived and should be defined as "Af-Pak" to take into account the link between 
two countries.  A reexamination of American objectives, strategies, and tactics is required to 
achieve victory in Afghanistan.  

An Inherited Legacy

President George W. Bush made the decision to invade Afghanistan in the aftermath of 9/11.  His 
objective was to protect the U.S. homeland from future terrorist attacks.  The decision was made 
to kill al Qaeda operatives and to defeat the Taliban.  

Lack of a strategy gave the George W. Bush administration only partial and temporary victory.  
Under these policies, the U.S. temporarily suppressed the Taliban and made it more difficult for 
al Qaeda to operate in Afghanistan.  However, al Qaeda is not limited to Afghanistan; it also 
operates in ungoverned spaces in Pakistan and abroad.  While American troops had suppressed 
the Taliban, it has subsequently reconstituted itself with greater strength and zeal.  

Linking Strategy To Objectives: Is There a U.S. Objective in Afghanistan?  

President Obama's objective in Afghanistan is similar to the previous administration's: to protect 
the U.S. homeland from terrorist attacks.

Although President Obama has made a series of statements regarding Afghanistan as the "good 
war" and the "necessary war," these statements include a mixture of undefined assumptions, 
aspirations, and premises that do not meet the test of being an actionable strategy.

Objectives precede strategy.  The reason for strategy is to fight wars effectively, and to make 
sense of war for the troops who fight, and for U.S. citizens who are called upon by government 
to support war.  Tactics are the implementation of strategy, such as counterinsurgency and 
counterterrorism.  Without a clear objective, strategy and tactics are misleading and cannot be 
formulated.  The Obama administration is addressing the military  tactics without first defining 
the strategy.  Counterinsurgency and counterterrorism are not a strategy: they are tactics that 
implement strategy.  

Based on the frequently  iterated statements of President Obama, the objective of the U.S. 
presence in Afghanistan is to launch a comprehensive and effective counterinsurgency mission.  
The rationale is that by so doing, U.S. national and personal safety and security, including 
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defense of the U.S. homeland, will be strengthened.  The strategy of developing and protecting 
the Afghan critical infrastructure, nurturing a politically stable Afghan government, and 
encouraging economic prosperity are subsets of the counterinsurgency tactic.

The focus of the present discussion is the increase of the U.S. military  presence in Afghanistan.  
General McChrystal has requested 40,000 or more additional troops.  While this issue is being 
pursued, it is necessary to consider when, how, and why the U.S. will eventually withdraw from 
Afghanistan.  However, public discussion of withdrawal alongside consideration of expanded 
troop strength is confusing and counterproductive.  There is a palpable sense that media 
commentaries and public opinion are trending towards withdrawal. 

Afghanistan and Pakistan: The Af-Pak Connection

Is counterinsurgency the correct tactic in Afghanistan?  President Obama endeavors to make 
Americans safe at home by implementing counterinsurgency in Afghanistan.  The gist of his 
statements in this regard are:

This is a war of necessity. Those who attacked America on 9/11 are plotting to do 
so again. If left unchecked, the Taliban insurgency will mean an even larger safe 
haven from which al Qaeda would plot to kill more Americans. So this is not only 
a war worth fighting Ñ this is fundamental to the defense of our people. The 
Taliban must be met with force and they must be defeated, because if they take 
over a country, it may become a base for terrorists who will kill U.S. citizens.  The 
U.S. should attempt to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in both 
Afghanistan and Pakistan, and to prevent their return to either country in the 
future.  

President Obama believes that Afghanistan is a necessary war, one that defines the enemy as al 
Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  What is lacking is a clear definition of how the Taliban fits 
into the picture.  Is al Qaeda the only threat to U.S. national security?  Does the Taliban pose a 
threat to U.S. national security?  

The war in Afghanistan is directly related to the political stability  of Pakistan.  Roughly 40 
million Pashtuns live on both sides of the Af-Pak border.  There is a high degree of ethnic 
nationalism among the Pashtuns, who do not welcome U.S. troops.  The best outcome would be 
Pashtun neutrality.  The smaller the U.S. military  footprint, the better.  A larger footprint could be 
tolerated by the Pashtuns for a short period of time, but a protracted counterinsurgency campaign 
could result in vigorous and widespread Pashtun religious and nationalistic hostility to the U.S.

On balance, the U.S. stake in Pakistan is much higher than in Afghanistan.  Pakistan is a major 
political player in the region: Afghanistan is not.  The U.S. objective in the region should be to 
support Pakistan's political stability.  An imminent Taliban takeover of Pakistan is unlikely, but it 
suggests the possibility, albeit distant, of nuclear weapons being acquired by terrorists.  In this 
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context, one of the U.S. objectives is to prevent the Taliban from using Afghanistan as a base to 
attack Pakistan.  

Although Pakistan has not regarded the Taliban as an existential threat in the past, it now has a 
new objectiveÑthe defeat of the Taliban.  The long term consequences of this slow turnaround in 
Pakistan's strategy is that the Af-Pak tribal region has continued to be a relatively  safe haven for 
al Qaeda and the Taliban, with little force being exerted in these regions until recently.

If the U.S. counterinsurgency campaign continues in Afghanistan, or if the U.S. abandons 
Afghanistan by substantially  decreasing troop strength or withdrawing, the negative consequence 
for the U.S.-Pakistan relationship is great.  An unstable Pakistan would also create a major 
problem for India because of IndiaÕs 150 million Muslim population, who could be the target of 
Taliban Islamist extremism.

Ungoverned space is another important consideration.  Afghanistan's ungoverned space is very 
large because of its mountainous terrain and weak central government.  The Taliban can operate 
without significant U.S. interference and it can control the local population by threat of 
retribution.  When challenged, the Taliban can shift operations to other areas.  Although there are 
virtually  no spaces within Afghanistan where the Taliban can operate without interdiction, their 
advantage is that they are adaptive and can move relatively freely when pressed.  In Afghanistan, 
al Qaeda and the Taliban may be confronted by  up to 100,000 U.S. troops and a combined 
400,000+ Afghan military and police force.  However, the terrain in Afghanistan tends to 
equalize even a massive counterinsurgency force.

Ungoverned space need not be large to provide a safe haven for al Qaeda and Taliban to plan, 
gather equipment, and implement an attack on Afghan and Pakistan targets.  Safe havens for al 
Qaeda could be located in Somalia or Yemen with varying degrees of difficulty.  Al Qaeda could 
operate in virtually any place in the US, although there would be a very  high degree of risk of 
interdiction.  Terrorists can operate with a relatively small amount of money and a few trained 
operatives.  The belief that control of ungoverned space prevents terrorist attacks is off the mark.  
Managing ungoverned space will suppress terrorists and make it more difficult  for them to 
operate, but it will not completely eliminate the threat.  

The TalibanÐAl Qaeda Affiliation: Which is the Primary Concern?

Understanding the Taliban, as now configured, is the starting point for developing an Af-Pak 
strategy.  The nature of the Taliban has changed since 9/11 when it provided sanctuary for al 
Qaeda and those who carried out the attacks on the World Trade Center. Its degree of religiosity 
has been moderated and it has become more of a countryside movement and revolutionary force, 
promising benefits to rural populations that are disenfranchised and exist in miserable conditions.  
The Taliban today is more of an opportunistic association of thugs, drug runners, ethnic 
nationalists, and tribal insurgents fueled in part by opium money, who are aligning themselves 
with the rural poor who do not have meaningful prospects of employment and who need basic 
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human services. They are challenging forms of private and public authority in an attempt to bond 
with those outside the mainstream rural economy.

The al Qaeda objective is to encourage and to launch terrorist  attacks in the U.S., although this 
basic premise is subject to scrutiny.  In contrast, the Taliban, at this point, do not actively seek to 
attack the U.S. homeland.  The Taliban objective is to force the U.S. to withdraw from 
Afghanistan and abandon its support of Pakistan.

Unlike the regionally  focused Taliban, for which the counterinsurgency model seems to be 
gaining traction, al Qaeda is best dealt with globally through counterterrorism - the use of 
Special Forces for covert activity and rapid deployment, the focused use of force, and aerial 
drones.  However, the conflict within Islam itself must ultimately be addressed in the long run, 
and for this ideological resolution, American support is of very  limited value. Eventually 
moderate elements in the world of Islam will need to prevail against radical ideologies.

The Taliban's influence can ultimately  be countered by economic reconstruction and the promise 
of a better way of life for the alienated rural poor.  Rural construction projects, a robust role of 
international non-government organizations (NGOs), and the deployment of civilian experts to 
provide social services for the basics of life Ñ shelter, foodstuffs, and public health for example. 
Until such time, there is a major role for the U.S. military and NATO coalition to contain the 
influence of the Taliban and to prevent it from achieving further penetration within Pakistan.

The Taliban is a formidable adversary, but they do have limitations: They do not have a 
conventional army, and the moderate Afghans fear them.  The U.S. counterinsurgency campaign 
is based on Òwinning the hearts and mindsÓ of the Afghan people.  This requires meeting the 
goals of critical infrastructure, a politically stable central government, and economic prosperity.  
The most difficult task would be to overcome Islamist hostility to the U.S. presence in 
Afghanistan.  

However, the Taliban have a significant advantage in the region because of their ethnicity and 
Islamic religious beliefs.  In addition, their social service campaign has become effective, 
probably  better than that of the Afghan central government.  Because they thrive in remote 
regions, it is likely that the Taliban objective is to first control the outer provinces, but not the 
central governments of Afghanistan and Pakistan.  Their strength is their proven ability  to adapt 
to conditions on the ground.  They are using the same Òcultural anthropologyÓ approach as the 
U.S. troops.  The difference is that they have home field advantage, and that they are fellow 
Muslims.  

A liberating force becomes an occupying force within a short period of time.  U.S. troops have 
been in Afghanistan for eight years.  Afghans do not like the U.S., notwithstanding strong 
humanitarian and economic contributions made to their society.  A cohesive Afghan state is 
possible, but it could take a decade to achieve, with or without U.S. support.  The result might be 
an Islamist theocracy, rather than a Western-style democracy.  For these diplomatic reasons, the 
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U.S. has not made a clear statement to the Afghan people that the primary reason for the U.S. 
presence in the region is to protect the U.S. homeland, to protect Pakistan (a major U.S. ally  with 
nuclear weapons), and to do what it can to help Afghanistan rebuild.  

What do the Afghan People Really Want?

The U.S. strategy in Afghanistan should not be developed in a partial vacuum Ð a U.S. perception 
of its interests in Afghanistan without due regard to what the Afghan people really  want.  The 
counterinsurgency tactic is built upon the premise that, to win the hearts and minds of the Afghan 
people, the U.S. must provide them with those things that they perceive are needed and wanted.  
The U.S. troops on the ground in Afghanistan know the Afghan people and their wants, but this 
empirical information becomes diluted as it moves towards Washington, and is in jeopardy  of 
disappearing, or not being fully utilized in the strategy development process.  

Most of the following "wish list" items are personal safety and security interests that must be 
provided at the village level.  These are components of the long-range nation-building project 
that is envisioned for Afghanistan.

¥ Eliminate Corruption: The government-related insiders gain from U.S. payments, and this 

causes hostility within the Afghan outsiders to the U.S. and the Afghan central 
government.

¥ Establish Rule of Law: The Afghan legal system is dysfunctional, particularly at the 
village level.  The Taliban fill this need by providing a successful, rapid, and accessible 
justice system.

¥ Build the Economy: Lack of economic opportunity and high unemployment levels enable 
the Taliban to successfully recruit by providing a source of income.  

¥ Improve Education: High illiteracy is a major problem for economic development.  
Educational opportunities need to be provided to all Afghans.  The coalition solution has 
so far been to build schools.  While this is a productive endeavor, it  misses an underlying 

problem, which is a lack of effective teachers.  
¥ Minimize Collateral Damage: High collateral damage to villagers caused by  U.S. action 

creates hostility and the condition for al Qaeda and Taliban recruitment.

How Should the Obama Administration Define its Strategy in Afghanistan?

The details of the ÒNew AfghanistanÓ package are identified in the PresidentÕs statement that 
ÒU.S. security and economic prosperity depend on the security and prosperity of other states.Ó  
This provides insight into the unstated dichotomy of the U.S. presence in Afghanistan.  In 
essence, the U.S. deems Afghanistan to be important because of U.S. security interests Ð denying 
al Qaeda operational space in Afghanistan, and preventing the Taliban from launching terrorist 
attacks against Pakistan from ungoverned tribal border areas.  The American humanitarian 
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impulse to assist the Afghan people (nation building) is subordinate to the U.S. 
counterinsurgency goal.  

A clearer version of the components of a new Afghan strategy might be: 
¥ Refocus objectives by acknowledging that the Taliban is a major threat to U.S. interests.
¥ Elevate Pakistan as a potentially  greater threat than Afghanistan if the Taliban and al 

Qaeda could gain access to nuclear weapons.
¥ Reach an accord with the Pakistan government that authorizes the use of unmanned aerial 

vehicles (UAVs) and special forces troops to operate in the Af-Pak tribal border regions.  
¥ Remember the lessons learned training IraqÕs security forces and apply them to training 

Afghan security forces on an accelerated basis.  Reallocate deployment of U.S. forces, if 
necessary, for this mission.  

¥ Invest sufficient funds and provide enough civilian technical advisors to provide 
economic and agricultural assistance to villagers.  The efforts should complement, rather 
than replace, Afghani opium crops for the immediate future.  

¥ Provide funds for micro-investment to address and achieve economic prosperity at the 
local village level.  Large critical infrastructure investment would follow.

¥ Recognize that government corruption is culturally  endemic in Afghanistan.  Ensure that 
grants-in-aid focus on villages and provinces, with robust U.S. oversight, rather than 
giving grants directly to the central Afghan government.  

¥ Recognize that winning the hearts and minds of the Afghan people involves protecting 
villages from Taliban retribution by partnering with tribal leaders.  A supplemental goal is 
to train and equip village militias, in addition to Afghan security forces, so that the local 
populations can protect themselves once American troops withdraw.  

¥ Maintain a long-term view of the counterinsurgency strategy in Afghanistan, which may 
require a minimum of three years to succeed.  U.S. Public opinion may create political 
pressure to withdraw from Afghanistan.  This will be a factor in the mid-term 
Congressional elections in November 2010, and in the November 2012 presidential 
election.  

¥ Conduct periodic assessments of conditions on the ground and report back to the 
American public.  These reports will need to communicate progress against clearly 
defined training metrics.  Affordability will be a key variable in the cost-benefit analysis 
of future operations in Afghanistan.  

Eliminating al Qaeda and Taliban personnel may be the easiest task to achieve.  The other goal, 
nation building, is much more difficult.  However, failure of one goal will decrease the success 
of the others, since these strategic goals are interdependent.  All of these goals must be met to 
contribute to victory.  

Potential Consequences of the Decision

Achieving these strategic objectives requires careful attention to complex tactical issues. 
Complications could arise from any number of areas, such as:   
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¥ The domestic U.S. political consequences of wartime decisions. 
¥ The consequences of early withdrawal.
¥ The impact on U.S. relationships in the Middle East, including India, Iraq, Iran, and 

Israel.

Domestic Political Considerations

Conducting a war abroad is an extension of domestic politics.  In the event that competing 
strategic options are in reasonable parity, it  is possible that the President's difficult choice would 
be based on the preferences of his political constituency.  Public support of war at its inception is 
usually  high, based upon Òrally-round the flag.Ó  However, as years drag on and causalities 
mount, the public becomes war-weary.  Public antipathy motivates Congress, and, if anti-war 
demonstrations occur and reach a critical mass, they will be magnified by the media, resulting in 
increasing public pressure to end the war.  Consequently, domestic politics will seriously affect 
any strategic plan.

Counterinsurgency tactics are risky from a domestic political perspective.   A realistic time frame 
for a successful counterinsurgency campaign is an estimated 3-7 years, with no guarantee of 
victory.  However, this could stretch much further, far beyond public patience.

Will the American public be patient?  Affordability is a new concept that must be considered in 
light of domestic political agendas.  The estimated expenses to be incurred in Afghanistan range 
from $40 billion to $60 billion per year at the current 68,000-troop level.  An increase of 40,000 
troops coupled with raising some 400,000+ Afghan military and police security forces could cost 
$80 billion to $100 billion.  The consequence may be a comparison between unmet domestic 
social service needs and continuing the war.  

The war in Afghanistan is in its ninth year.  The American public is not yet Òwar wearyÓ because, 
to date, there has been only  limited public involvement.  It is possible that the public may 
become more involved as time progresses when the financial costs of war in Afghanistan become 
known, and troop casualties mount.  This could degrade support for the U.S. continuing presence 
in Afghanistan, including a vigorous anti-war protest movement.  During times of economic 
prosperity, the public was not interested in the cost of war in Afghanistan.  That has changed 
within the last year because of the economic downturn, a high unemployment rate, and enormous 
budget deficits.  However, in the event of a large-scale al Qaeda attack in the U.S. homeland, 
support for the counterinsurgency campaign would increase.  

Early Withdrawal

War must have an exit strategy.  In Afghanistan, the U.S. must carefully consider the point at 
which withdrawal from the region would result in greater benefit than cost.  On the positive side, 
withdrawal would limit more American, NATO, and allied causalities.  In addition, the financial 
costs would be reduced greatly.  
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On the negative side, four consequences could occur.  First, the Taliban could continue to gain in 
strength and ultimately dominate the outer provinces and possibly Kabul.  The weakening of 
Afghanistan's government suggests that this is a serious possibility.  Second, the Taliban could 
become an extraterritorial concern and spread further into Pakistan.  Third, if the Taliban 
presence in Pakistan grows substantially, Pakistan's nuclear arsenal could be in jeopardy.  Fourth, 
although al Qaeda is an international operation, U.S. troop withdrawal from Afghanistan could 
be perceived as a major Islamist victory.  

Regardless of whether there is a troop increase, a stable troop level, or early withdrawal, there 
should be a rationale based on a clear objective, strategy, and tactical implementation. The 
objective needs to be reexamined.  The strategy should then be formed.  The tactical 
implementation should be deferred until these two conditions are met.  

This discussion is based on speculation and intellectual abstractions Ð political, economic, and 
academic.  What is missing are the anecdotal facts on the ground which are best supplied by  U.S. 
troops in Afghanistan.  They can provide evidence of the positive disposition of the Afghan 
people resulting from the individual acts of bravery  and kindness of U.S. troops.  The U.S. 
military commanders in Afghanistan are the best source of information and their evaluation of 
objectives, strategy, and tactics should be the point of departure for policy setting. The military 
ethic, which is at times at odds with the political imperative, is a commitment to victory.  
Anything less suggests that the investment of blood and treasure will have been wasted.

Chapter 11: President Obama's New Direction for the Afghan War
By John Allen Williams

On December 1, 2009, President Obama announced his decisions on the way forward in 
Afghanistan in a televised address before an audience of Cadets at the U.S. Military Academy at 
West Point.  We do not believe that his announcements change the strategic issues discussed in 
the previous article, but they were significant and deserving of comment in this setting.  The 
following article will review the changes he proposed and their implications for the conduct of 
the war in Afghanistan and for the region.  Only  time will tell whether the changes proposed will 
put the U.S. on the path to Òvictory,Ó somehow defined.  This will become clearer by the time the 
president proposed to start pulling forces out, in July of 2011.  The National Strategy Forum 
Review will revisit this issue around that time. 

Background

In September, 2009, General Stanley McChrystal, the U.S. commander in Afghanistan, requested 
40,000 additional U.S. troops to conduct a counterinsurgency (COIN) campaign.  The goal was 
to reorient the military  focus from conventional ÒkineticÓ operations (although they would 
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continue) toward protection of the population.  In his view, there were insufficient troops to hold 
territory once local enemies were defeated, let alone build infrastructure.  His preferred strategy 
of Òwin, hold, and buildÓ required more boots on the ground to have a chance of success.  
Whether those boots were American, allied, or Afghani was less important than their numbers 
and training, but the large majority  of reinforcements could only come from the U.S.  President 
Obama undertook an intensive review of strategies and options in preparation for the decisions 
announced on December 1.

Presidential Decisions

The presidentÕs announcement was summarized in a December 1, 2009 White House press 
release as follows:

The President has decided to deploy an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to 
Afghanistan.  These troops will deploy on an accelerated timeline to reinforce the 
68,000 Americans and 39,000 non-U.S. ISAF troops already there, so that we can 
target the insurgency, break its momentum, and better secure population centers.  
These forces will increase our capacity to train effective Afghan Security Forces, 
and to partner with them so that more Afghans get into the fight.  And by pursuing 
these partnerships, we can transition to Afghan responsibility, and begin to reduce 
our combat troops in the summer of 2011.  In short, these resources will allow us 
to make the final push that is necessary to train Afghans so that we can transfer 
responsibility.  

Details on how the additional forces would be used were sparse, although more detailed 
statements of Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and General McChrystal can be expected to 
clarify their intentions in this regard.  While the rate at which combat forces would be withdrawn 
will be conditioned by facts on the ground, the plan now is to start pulling them out in July of 
2011.  No firm date for a complete transition of security responsibility to the Afghan forces was 
given, so the commitment remains open ended.  

An important part of the plan is a ÒsurgeÓ of civilian experts to help  develop governmental 
institutions and rebuild the economy.  The Afghan government will be expected to fight 
corruption and encouraged to seek rapprochement with elements of the Taliban who will 
renounce al Qaeda and participate in the political process.

What the President Did Not Address

Not all important considerations were addressed in a speech that was relatively brief and 
necessarily general.  These include the following:
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¥ The expected pace of troop withdrawal and a target date for its completion (although it is 
hard to fault the president for not knowing now what the situation will be 18 months from 
now and beyond).

¥ Benchmarks by which military success will be judged.
¥ Criteria for assessing the success of the Afghan government in meeting its responsibilities 

for security enhancement and corruption reduction.  The Afghan government is weak and 
unstable in Kabul, and its reach does not extend to all the other 31 Afghan provinces.  
Government stability  requires time and money to achieve, neither of which is being given 
to Afghanistan under the new plan.  The culture of corruption is deep-rooted and it is 
unlikely that government corruption can be eliminated or substantially diminished within 
18 months. 

¥ How the new counterinsurgency military strategy will differ from the old and the precise 
ways in which the forces will be used. 

¥ Expectations for the significant reduction in poppy growing and ways to accomplish this. 
The Afghan economy is based upon income derived from the drug trade.  The transition 
from poppy growing to a broad-based agriculture within 18 months is unrealistic.  It 
would weaken, rather than strengthen, the Afghan government.

¥ Ways to encourage and compel the Pakistani government to take the steps necessary to 
confront its own Taliban problem and to cooperate more extensively with the U.S.  

Analysis

The speech included a thoughtful review of historical and regional considerations relevant to the 
decision.  It is clear that the president is aware of the connection between success in Afghanistan 
and the larger strategic concerns over the border in nuclear-armed Pakistan.  The active 
cooperation of Pakistan is essential for the ultimate goal of destroying elements of al Qaeda now 
active in the tribal areas of that country.  The likelihood of such cooperation was greatly 
enhanced by terrorist attacks in Pakistani cities and overreaching by Taliban forces that posed a 
threat to the Pakistani government, but few Americans believe the Pakistanis are doing all they 
could in the common effort.

The plan announced was a compromise between implementing an exit strategy immediately and 
giving General McChrystal the forces he wanted.  As is often true with good compromises, no 
one is completely satisfied.  The president had to consider several realities in his decision:

¥ The deteriorating military situation in Afghanistan and the resurgence of the Taliban, who 
provided sanctuary for the al Qaeda elements that organized several attacks against the 
U.S. and our allies Ð most notably September 11.

¥ The need for significantly increased forces to implement the counterinsurgency strategy 
that proved useful in Iraq.  (Given the presidentÕs previous criticisms of the Iraq War and 
the way  it was fought, he did not tie this decision explicitly  to the utility of 
counterinsurgency in Iraq.)
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¥ The difficulty of surging massive numbers of troops, given that the Army and Marine 
Corps are already overstretched and current commitments in Iraq cannot be drawn down 
immediately.

¥ Declining public and political support at home and abroad for the Afghanistan conflict.
¥ Limited funding available in view of competing domestic priorities.  The U.S. spends 

approximately $40 billion annually at the 68,000 troop level.  The addition of 30,000 
troops will cost approximately an additional $30 billion annually.  Over the next 18 
months, the U.S. will expend in Afghanistan an estimated $105 billion, plus an estimated 
$35 billion for a six-month withdrawal period, totaling $140 billion to defeat Al Qaeda in 
Afghanistan.  (This $140 billion estimate for Afghanistan compares to the $787 billion 
U.S. economic stimulus appropriation.)

¥ Realistic expectations about what can be accomplished in Afghanistan.  There is no 
possibility of transforming that country  into Switzerland and expectations for a Western 
democracy among a people who have had no prior concept of it need to be restrained.  It 
will be enough if there is a curb on rampant political and economic corruption.  

The two most controversial aspects of the new plan are the numbers of troops and the 
announcement of when they  might be withdrawn.  Given political realities, it was necessary to 
minimize domestic opposition to the plans by discussing an exit plan and indicating the timing.  
This has occasioned much negative comment among those who support  a more aggressive 
response in Afghanistan.  They argue that the Taliban (and to some extent al Qaeda) forces can 
go to ground and wait the U.S. out.  This is a genuine concern, but in addition to increasing 
flagging U.S. support for the war there it should focus the minds of leaders in Afghanistan and 
Pakistan on the fact that they must prepare to carry  a much greater share of the security burden.  
Also, while insurgent forces are relatively  inactive, much progress can be made by U.S. and 
allied forces to dilute their support among the people and attack elements that are identified.

The presidentÕs new strategy will tie up  large numbers of already overstretched forces for a 
period whose extent has yet to be determined.  Should the plans go well and significant numbers 
of forces be withdrawn beginning in 18 months, it  will ease the burden on the military and make 
forces available as a hedge against contingencies elsewhere.  The process of withdrawing U.S. 
troops is complex.  It involves the transition of U.S. mission responsibility  to Afghan security 
forces.  The U.S. must either give its military  equipment and bases to the Afghan security forces, 
or destroy them to ensure that they will not be acquired by the Taliban.

The counterinsurgency tactic is based on winning the hearts and minds of the Afghan people 
through providing security.  Many military experts believe that a minimum period of three years 
would be required to make significant progress in a counterinsurgency campaign in Afghanistan, 
and it will be a project of a decade or more to finish the job.  Meanwhile, the ability of the 
Afghan government to operate effectively  is questionable.  The motivation for the government of 
President Karzai to make political changes within the next 18 months should be strong.  
However, experience suggests that even well-intentioned reform is a slow process.  An additional 
barrier to Karzai's government stability is that the ethnic Pashtuns have been excluded from his 
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government.  They reside in the area of Kandahar which is the heartland of the Taliban.  If the 
Pashtuns are not included in the Karzai government, this will diminish the likelihood of 
defeating the Taliban in this critical area.  

Regional considerations are crucial in analyzing the problems in Afghanistan and devising means 
to combat them.  The most important strategic consideration is Pakistan and the security of its 
nuclear stockpile.  Further, Pakistan, Iraq, India, and Saudi Arabia all have a direct stake in the 
Afghanistan outcome.  They would benefit from a stable and strong Afghan government and the 
suppression of the Taliban.  However, they are minimally concerned about the al Qaeda threat to 
the U.S. homeland because they recognize that al Qaeda can operate from any ungoverned space 
and threaten their respective homelands.  Iran seeks an unstable Afghanistan because regional 
instability is in their interest.

Conclusion

The grand wager of the new U.S. strategy is that, within 18 months, Afghanistan will be making 
significant progress toward political stability and economic prosperity, and that Afghan security 
forces can suppress the Taliban.  Simultaneously, the hope is that Pakistan will get its own 
domestic insurgency  under control, while maintaining civilian control of their government andÐ
cruciallyÐits nuclear stockpile.

Overall, the presidentÕs strategy is a reasonable start, but success is not assured.  The devil, of 
course, is in the details of implementation and the resulting facts on the ground.  Perhaps it can 
be said that the plan is among the least bad options, there being no truly good ones.

Chapter 12: American Foreign Policy Toward Pakistan
By Frank Schell, Richard E. Friedman, and Lauren Bean

Note: This article is reprinted here from the Fall 2009 issue of the NSFR.

Introduction

Pakistan, which means the Òland of the pureÓ in Urdu, was once envisioned to be a secular 
country.  It  was founded at the partition of India in 1947 by Mohammed Ali Jinnah. Pakistan and 
India have fought three major wars over Kashmir and Bangladesh since partition, and there was 
an undeclared conflict in the Kargil area of Kashmir in 1999.  This history serves to make South 
Asia especially tense, and there is potential for failed states and disintegration. 

In view of its proximity to Russia, a shared frontier with China, and its borders with India and 
former Soviet republics that are principally Muslim, Pakistan is strategically important to the 
United States.  Despite possessing a military ranking in the worldÕs top seven, the Islamic 
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Republic of Pakistan is currently challenged by an ideologically driven Taliban, which has laid 
claim to much of the Northwest Frontier Province (NWFP) and BaluchistanÑtwo of the 
countryÕs four provincesÑand to the Federally  Administered Tribal Areas (FATA), located 
northeast of Baluchistan on the border with Afghanistan.

The locus of the Taliban and Al-Qaeda continues to be in neighboring Afghanistan and Pakistan, 
sometimes known as ÒAf-Pak,Ó where a porous border through remote and rugged terrain 
permits easy  hit and run operations by Taliban and Al-Qaeda insurgents.  For some observers, 
PakistanÕs security is challenged by the Taliban, a deadly enemy of the United States.  However, 
these observers believe there is no immediate threat to the government and they think that the 
Taliban, while it  cannot be eradicated, can be diminished and controlled.  For others, the Islamic 
republicÕs life is in danger and time is running out.

During the months of May and June, 2009, the National Strategy Forum conducted a series of 
seventeen telephone interviews and two meetings in person with Pakistani leaders, past and 
present, in the fields of security, military and intelligence, non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs), the political establishment, civic and religious leaders, medicine, law, business, and 
financial services Ð all without attribution.  The purpose of this special report is to:

¥ Gauge PakistanÕs importance to the U.S. and review the historical relationship.

¥ Define the strategic objectives of the U.S. and Pakistan, and PakistanÕs perceptions of the 
U.S.

¥ Examine PakistanÕs unmet social and economic needs and the message of the Taliban.

¥ Discuss geopolitical issues pertaining to Afghanistan and the Kashmir territory.

¥ Review the U.S. role in meeting these challenges to PakistanÕs security.

¥ Recommend policy actions for the U.S.

History of the U.S. - Pakistan Relationship

For decades, the United States has treated Pakistan without sufficient regard to the long term.  
There has been no comprehensive strategy, and U.S. efforts have largely been reactive to events 
and directed at the particular regime in power, as opposed to the country or region as a whole.  

PakistanÕs membership in the Central Treaty Organization, established in 1955, alongside border 
countries such as Turkey, Iran, and others, made it a key  partner in containment of the Soviet 
Union during the Cold War. For example, Peshawar, the capital of the NWFP, was the site of a 
major U.S. airbase for U-2 flights over the Soviet Union.  Also, the Pakistani President,  General 
Yahya Khan, facilitated President Richard NixonÕs 1972 visit to Beijing.  
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In the 1970s, General Zia-ul-Haq introduced Islamic Sharia law, encouraged the development of 
madrassa schools with religious teachings, and Islamicized the Pakistan army and the Inter-
Services Intelligence (ISI), the intelligence apparatus. When the armies of the Soviet Union 
crossed the ancient Oxus River, now known as the Amu Darya, to invade Afghanistan in 1979, 
Pakistan became a sanctuary for the U.S. equipped mujahedin Ð ultimately helping to force 
RussiaÕs withdrawal from Afghanistan.  No longer useful and soon abandoned by the United 
States, many of those well-armed and religiously inspired mujahedin evolved into the Islamist 
jihadists of today, with Taliban and Al-Qaeda associations. 

After Pakistan tested its nuclear weapons in 1998, U.S. support declined and Pakistan was 
subjected to sanctions. At the same time, rogue Pakistani nuclear scientist A.Q. Khan was 
spreading nuclear technology to North Korea, Libya, and Iran.  He is still regarded as a national 
hero.  The full extent of cooperation within Pakistan has not been fully disclosed, further 
straining relations between the U.S. and Pakistan. 

As a partner in the global war on terror, Pakistan has been criticized by the U.S. for a lack of 
resolve in engaging the Taliban, despite having received more foreign aid from the U.S. than 
most countries.  For example, the U.S. has provided $12 billion in aid since 9/11, most of it in 
military assistance.  There is now a proposal in Congress, the Kerry-Lugar Bill, to provide $1.5 
billion in non-military  assistance per year for five years, with another $7.5 billion for the 
following five years.  In addition, military assistance will be $3 billion per year for the next five 
years.  From the early  1950s until last year, Pakistan has received $73 billion in aid from all 
sources.  Since the Mumbai attacks in 2009, Pakistan has received aid or commitments of $23 
billion, including a $7.6 billion IMF loan (source: Japan Times, April 25, 2009).  Recently, the 
International Monetary  Fund approved Pakistan's request for an additional $4 billion in aid 
funds. 

U.S. and Pakistan: Strategic Objectives

Combating the Taliban and Al-Qaeda is a shared U.S.-Pakistan objective, one that has been more 
prominent on the U.S. agenda since 9/11 and has been elevated by Pakistan in recent months due 
to increasing violence there.  The Af-Pak region may be seen as a whole in view of the 
dysfunctional border, which has never been recognized by the local Pashtun (Pathan) since 1893, 
when the Durand Line was established by British cartographers.  In recent years, U.S. strategy in 
Af-Pak has been protean and confusing, initially directed at the hunt for Osama bin Laden.  It 
then evolved into support  for democracy, drug interdiction, maintaining the dictatorial Musharraf 
and Karzai governments, winning over warlords, averting disintegration, and now fighting a 
rejuvenated Taliban insurgency to prevent the takeover of a nuclear armed nation while 
protecting the Afghan countryside.  U.S. objectives toward Af-Pak tend to be seen principally 
through a military prism, or as some might say, through the target acquisition sensors of a 
Predator drone. 

46

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


The Pakistani objective has been, in large part, to secure foreign aid and to assure regime 
survival Ð with enough engagement with the Taliban to placate the U.S., but not enough to 
provoke a domestic crisis or coup dÕetat by Taliban members or sympathizers within the army 
and ISI.  Further, Pakistan has used the strategic threat of India to justify  the high profile and 
voracious appetite of its professional army, the most respected and capable of its institutions, and 
to rally public opinion behind various military and civilian governments. 

U.S. Intentions Ð PakistanÕs Perceptions

There is a widespread perception in Pakistan that the U.S. is interested only in its own selfish 
objectives, such as counterterrorism, military  engagement with the Taliban, and the security  of 
Pakistani nuclear weapons, rather than in the underlying social causes of unrest in Pakistan.  
Some Pakistanis attribute U.S. interest in Pakistan to shared borders with China and Iran, and its 
proximity to Russia and the Caspian oil region. 

The presence of the U.S. coalition in Afghanistan is identified as a cause of instability in FATA 
and NWFP, in view of the conflict being pushed into Pakistan.  Some Pakistanis believe that 
prior to 9/11, the situation in those areas was relatively manageable. 

There is also a view that the lack of hands-on monitoring of U.S. aid, administered over decades, 
has contributed to a culture of corruption of major proportions, with very little support getting 
through to the intended recipients.  Furthermore, some observers maintain that the U.S. will 
abandon Pakistan as soon as U.S. objectives are substantially metÑabove all, suppression of the 
Taliban and its influence.  In the meantime, the U.S. is perceived as supporting an unstable and 
corrupt Pakistani government, all the while professing its commitment to democracy. The street 
in Pakistan reportedly  harbors anger toward its own government and toward the United States, 
which it considers a facilitator of corruption.  The Predator drone strikes, with their collateral 
civilian casualties, have incensed rural populations.  The intelligentsia is generally less anti-
American than the street, although it continues to be cynical about the U.S. and its intentions.

PakistanÕs Unmet Needs and the Message of the Taliban

The economy of Pakistan has weakened to the point that a $7.6 billion emergency IMF loan was 
announced in November of 2008.  Added to that is a rate of inflation that reached 25 percent late 
last year, although it is now receding somewhat. 

There are other negative statistics (source - CIA World Factbook).  Much of the 176 million 
population is separated from the mainstream and either conducts subsistence agriculture or lives 
in urban squalor.   Nearly 40 percent of the people are under the age of fifteen, with a median age 
of about 21.  Many in urban and rural areas have no prospects for any meaningful employment or 
life ahead of them.  Per capita GDP (Purchasing Power Parity) is $2,600.  Also, low literacy rates 
inhibit broad-based communications: male literacy is 63 percent and female literacy  is 36 
percent.  The information vacuum created by  the absence of radios and televisions in remote 
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areas creates fertile ground for conspiracy  theories.  Information is often passed by word of 
mouth, and is frequently anti-U.S.

Although education, public health, infrastructure, and human services are among the top 
priorities of the Government of Pakistan, it has failed to deliver them to the interior and to parts 
of the cities.  There is a deep cynicism expressed as to how the elites of the country have failed 
the rest of the population by living cloistered lives, amassing great wealth, participating in 
systemic corruption, siphoning off aid monies, and maintaining their own wealth in offshore 
havens.  NGOs are also met with some skepticism because some are reportedly owned by 
powerful Pakistani political elements. 

The Taliban is now comprised of many segments: foreign parties, displaced refugees, Sharia law 
fanatics, criminal elements, warlords and mercenaries who associate for circumstantial reasons, 
the followers of the toppled Mullah Omar now in hiding, the other tribal insurgents from NWFP 
to FATA to the southeast province of Baluchistan, and unemployed Pakistani youth who see the 
Taliban as a source of income.  While ethnically Pashtun in major part, it  is by  no means the 
same Pashtun Taliban that abetted Al-Qaeda prior to 9/11.  It is now a Taliban with less 
religiosity  and more revolutionary fervor Ð increasingly  a peasant revolt.  The Taliban message 
of jobs, food and nutrition, clean water, tractors, shelter, clothing, medicine, and the dispensation 
of justice for children and adults alike resonates with the disenfranchised, who own only the 
clothes on their backs.  In view of these unmet social needs, the Taliban are viewed in some 
quarters as saviors who protect the people from the vested interests and the aloof government in 
Islamabad.  The Taliban, which is funded by its narco-operations in Afghanistan and from 
offshore sources, is using poverty to gain strength.  For example, they are reportedly paying rural 
people $300-$400 per month to enlist, a significant sum, with promises of Jeeps and AK-47s. 
Although the Pakistan army has made recent progress in suppressing the Taliban in the Swat 
Valley, we are already seeing retaliation in regions such as Waziristan (FATA) and through 
bombings in urban areas.  The price of this military progress has been an estimate of 
approximately three million displaced persons, constituting enormous collateral damage.  This 
population is sure to harbor resentment against the army and the government.  With its treasury 
dependent in part upon opium as a cash crop, the Taliban provides compensation to the families 
of suicide bombers, a relatively new phenomenon in Pakistan. 

In PakistanÕs two largest cities, Karachi and Lahore, with respective populations of 12 million 
and 6 million, there is some fear that the Taliban ideology will potentially be adopted by the 
unemployed and perhaps by some in the working classes.  A major cleavage in Karachi is 
between local Sindhis and immigrants from the north and those with earlier Indian antecedents, 
also known as muhajirs.  There is a significant Pashtun ethnic minority  in Karachi, which 
generally  holds the lower paying jobs, but has reportedly not yet shown affinity  for the Taliban.  
Lahore is a more homogeneous and affluent Punjabi city and is seen as less vulnerable. The 
general public in Pakistan does not support the Taliban and its methods.  The major cities are 
places of moderate and secular liberal values.  Public displays of Taliban brutality, often 
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broadcast via cell phone video images, have swayed public opinion against such methods, 
constituting a backlash.

The Pakistani armed forces need substantial retooling to fight the Taliban and their Al-Qaeda 
cohorts in a counterinsurgency  (CI) and human intelligence (HUMINT) environment.  The army 
is long on the modern hardware needed to fight a land war against India, but short on equipment, 
training, and techniques for urban warfare to combat extremists who resemble the local 
population.  Uncertain of the political backing and will power of Islamabad, the army has until 
recently  been hesitant to engage the Taliban with force and resolve.  This situation is further 
complicated by Taliban loyalties Ð and perhaps even members Ð within the army and ISI, who 
partnered with the Taliban to eject the Soviet army from its nine year occupation of Afghanistan.   
The Taliban and allied extremists are seen as a useful, asymmetric, and provocative offset to 
India in the region of Kashmir.  Given the cadre of Taliban sympathizers within the ISI and 
Pakistani military, there is the question of the degree of control within the Pakistan army.  Failure 
to defeat the Taliban in NWFP and FATA will be read by the people of Pakistan as a failure by 
their government and armed forces, setting the stage for more instability.

The role of the judiciary has been controversial.  While the Supreme Court and High Court are 
respected, they hear relatively few cases.  The lower courts and the network of magistrates are 
seen as politicized and corrupt.  There are few criteria for judicial appointments and many 
officials serve despite weak credentials.  Further, there is a fundamental lack of access to the 
legal system for the lower classes.  Adding to this deficient legal apparatus is the fact that 
Pakistani law enforcement personnel are underfunded, underequipped, and undertrained.  Many 
crimes are not reported, and crime data is said to be often manipulated.  These conditions 
combine to create an opportunity for the Taliban to mete out its version of justice. 

Many of those interviewed see countering the Taliban threat as a matter of survival for Pakistan.   
However, the countervailing view among other observers is that the Taliban is a serious but 
manageable threat.  Despite these divergent views, there is consensus about the need for 
enhanced political will and leadership on the part of the Pakistani government.  Without political 
leadership, even the most effective counterterrorism strategy will fail. 
   
Geopolitical Issues

Pakistan does not wish to see Afghanistan become a hostile country on its frontiers, as it would 
then be caught in a pincer with India to the east.  The increasing Indian consular presence in 
Afghan cities is seen as a threat, along with the perceived efforts of the Indian intelligence 
apparatus, known as RAW, to destabilize the southwest Pakistani province of Baluchistan. 

While the Kashmir region (part of the state of Jammu and Kashmir, with population 10 million) 
is of little economic value to either India or Pakistan, it is of strategic value to both, as it  adjoins 
China and commands the high ground of the Karakoram mountain range.  It is also of emotional 
importance, a place evoking images of rose gardens, thick forests of deodars, and filigree 
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pavilions.  The Urdu couplets of the Kashmiri poets of yore also figure symbolically in the 
sentimental attachment of both countries to this magnificent land.

Moreover, the cost of Kashmir to Pakistan has been huge, with wars fought over its possession in 
1947 and 1965, and undeclared but serious hostilities in Kargil in 1999, as noted.  (The other 
major war with India started in 1971 over Bangladesh, formerly East Pakistan, which opted to 
secede from Pakistan.)

The Pakistani public believes that India should be more flexible over Kashmir, a subject that 
repeatedly arises in discussions regarding PakistanÕs foreign policy.  Kashmir is an historical 
anomaly Ð a Hindu maharaja of Kashmir was forced to accede to the Indian union in 1947 as the 
price of military support from New Delhi against Pashtun invaders.  While the United Nations 
adopted a resolution for a plebiscite, India has shown very  little interest in pursuing this course 
and has also alleged Pakistani infractions as an inhibiting reason.  Kashmir continues to be a 
haven for various Pakistani separatist movements and terrorist organizations, including the 
potent Lashkar-e-Taiba, which India believes is aided by Pakistan and the source of major 
terrorist activity within India.  It is also believed to be behind the recent terrorist attacks in 
Mumbai. 

The U.S. Role in Pakistan

The United States, while often viewed with suspicion, is the only global power with the 
economic resources, reach, and access to the highest echelons in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and 
India.  The U.S. is valued by  the Pakistanis for its aid money and military hardware, and not 
really much else Ð certainly  not for moral authority.  Some informed people in Pakistan accept 
the U.S. presence in Afghanistan as a necessity for regional security, while others see a pullout 
from Afghanistan by the NATO coalition as a means to subdue tensions.

The reliance of the Karzai government in Afghanistan on the U.S. for its existence and the new 
partnership with India (particularly the U.S. India nuclear deal authorized by Congress in 
October 2008) give the U.S. historically  unprecedented influence with all three countries.  China 
and Russia are not seen as constructive influences and there is limited affinity for those two 
states in either Pakistan or India.

Recommendations

First, it must be recognized that there is no quick fix; it may take a decade or more to stabilize 
this part of South Asia.  The unrest in NWFP, FATA, and Afghanistan dates back many centuries: 
the Greeks, Mughals with ethno-linguistic affinity, British, and Soviets all paid a high price for 
their forays into this region.  There is no reason to assume that this generation of U.S. political 
leaders will have the world view, technology, and ability to assure a positive outcome. 
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Second, the focus of the Pakistan government, as well as that of the U.S. and other countries that 
seek a stable Pakistan, should be on offering a message of hope to the people of Af-Pak as a 
counter to the Taliban and other extremistsÕ recruitment and appeal.  This is a battle of ideas for 
the minds of young people who have no alternative prospects in life.  With a renewed effort at 
effective public diplomacy, leveraging global telecommunications, the U.S. may be able to sway 
public opinion in its favor and strike a blow to the Taliban stronghold.

Third, the long-term solution is the provision of social services to the Pakistani people.  The 
immediate challenge is to assist the three million displaced persons of the Swat Valley who need 
basic services.  There should be a major branding effort to identify the U.S. as the source of these 
services, including a robust media campaign.  It must also be understood that the underlying 
social conditions in Pakistan and the Ôhaves versus have-notsÕ conflict are the root cause of unrest 
in Pakistan.  Poverty  will continue to burden Pakistan in the absence of a comprehensive national 
strategy led by their government.  Thus, U.S. aid should be directed at education, public health, 
food, and basic social service needs and at rural reconstruction projects to provide opportunities 
for employment.  

Fourth, a new humanitarian aid distribution and oversight mechanism must be developed and 
should involve official U.S., foreign NGOs, or neutral party advisors as monitors.  Without a 
robust and hands-on process for controlling and accounting for the distribution, receipt, and 
expenditure of aid monies, the U.S. will simply perpetuate the pervasive culture of corruption. 

Fifth, the U.S. should emphasize and accelerate the training of the Pakistan army in CI, 
HUMINT, and psychological operations.  Continued military aid should be subjected to the same 
control and scrutiny as humanitarian aid, so that there is confidence that U.S. funding is directed 
at equipping the Pakistan army for a new type of warfare, and not for more armor, artillery, and 
aircraft to be deployed against India.

Sixth, the U.S. should engage religious leaders constructively.  Many are moderates who believe 
that the Taliban is distorting Islam to further its objectives.  The power and communications 
network of the approximately 20,000 madrassas should be used, rather than feared.  

Seventh, India needs to offer a positive and public signal to Pakistan.  It must recognize that if 
Pakistan disintegrates, it will have a failed nuclear armed territory on its frontiers with a likely 
hostile and unpredictable orientation.  While IndiaÕs efforts to ease tensions over Kashmir will 
have minimal effect on the motivation for the Taliban insurgency in Af-Pak, they would allow 
Pakistan to redeploy some of its army, and they would be seen to affirm that Pakistan is a 
respected sovereign power, not a little brother to be patronized.  IndiaÕs influence is unavoidable, 
and it can also be a very positive force. The words India uses matter.  Even more helpful would 
be an initial and modest Indian pullback initiated by India from the Line of Control in Kashmir, 
then reciprocated by Pakistan.  These actions would be largely symbolic, but symbolism matters.
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Eighth, Pakistan should be encouraged to reciprocate Most Favored Nation (MFN) status to India 
as envisioned by GATT, which was superseded by the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 1995.   
PakistanÕs role in world trade, and more broadly in free markets, needs further study  and 
attention.  It has not prospered the way the Indian middle class has since the Indian economy was 
liberalized 1991.  Advice from India on economic reforms and lessons learned, if offered without 
looking patronizing, would be useful. 

Ninth, Afghanistan, Pakistan, and India must be brought to the table together to formulate a long-
term strategy formulated to share intelligence, to use the network of madrassas, and to leverage 
the strengths of each country  for the benefit of the others.  Thus far, the public dialogue has been 
mostly  accusatory, with too much scolding and finger pointing about who is responsible for bad 
relations.  

Tenth, fear of the Taliban is evident in Tehran, even if the Iranians are now convulsed by their 
own internal struggles.  This could offer both the U.S. and Iran some common ground for 
constructive engagement.  As moderates, youth, women, intellectuals, the middle class, and other 
voices of reform rise to be heard in Iran, the desire to sever ties to clerics and theocracy will be 
stronger.  By extension, the brand of extremism offered by the Taliban and their Al-Qaeda 
cohorts will have less appeal in a modernizing Iran. 

These recommendations will not be easy to implementÑif so, good minds and good people in all 
countries would have done so already.  But the status quo is unacceptable and getting worse.   
These recommendations are put forward in the hope that sensible policies, sustained over time, 
can improve the situation in the region Ð not only  for the United States, but for the people of 
Pakistan.

Chapter 13: Reclaiming U.S. Leadership of the Free World
By Endy Zemenides

During the Cold War, the U.S. was the unquestioned leader of the free world.  Alliances were 
built around that leadership.  The international economic order was based on Bretton Woods 
institutions, developed and led by the U.S.  The U.S.Õs status in the U.N. Security Council, the 
OECD, the G-7, etc, further formalized its status as the indispensable nation.  Even those living 
under governments outside of the free world Ð whether in the Baltics, Eastern Europe, Latin 
America, or Afghanistan Ð looked to the U.S. for leadership.

The end of the Cold War represented not only a victory for American leadership, but also marked 
a search for a new raison d'•tre for American foreign policy.  No serious politician or 
commentator suggested isolation, so the debate was over the extent of American leadership and 
engagement in the world.  Who would the U.S. lead, and to where?  Richard Haass proposed the 
role of Òsheriff,Ó in which the U.S. would put together ad hoc coalitions or ÒpossesÓ to deal with 
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specific problems, rather than relying on unilateral action or international institutions.  Samuel 
Huntington argued that the new international order would be defined by civilizational clashes 
and that American foreign policy  should be oriented towards leading Òthe WestÓ in such a world.  
The neoconservative / nationalist alliance that emerged during the last Bush administration 
defined leadership as starting with unilateral action by the U.S. and having Òcoalitions of the 
willingÓ follow thereafter.

Twenty years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the debate continues.  American unilateralism has 
been seriously discredited, the United Nations has become more of a forum for challenging 
American leadership  rather than establishing American leadership, international financial 
institutions have to be restructured because of the present economic crisis, and NATO continues 
to struggle with its identity given that the original threat that inspired its creation (the Soviet 
Union) has dissolved.

Despite this uncertainty, the U.S. needs allies and coalitions more than ever.  The global 
challenges confronting the U.S today Ð energy security, terrorism, nuclear proliferation, climate 
change, failed states Ð forced the American foreign policy establishment to engage on more 
fronts than it ever has had to before.  These are not challenges that only the U.S. faces.  Just as 
the U.S. needs the world more than ever, the world needs the U.S.  Indeed, one can argue that 
these challenges have not been more effectively confronted because the U.S. has not found its 
proper leadership role in the post-Cold War world.  A new national security strategy must answer 
the ÒwhÓ questions Ð who are we leading and where are we leading them to?

In answering the question of who, we must keep in mind that as a superpower, the United States 
will always have both allies and adversaries.  Yet the behavior of some countries defies such neat 
categories.  There are countries that adopt adversarial positions vis a vis the United States on 
some issues, but cooperate on other ones.  There are countries that are formally allies but have 
differed from us Ð and the alliance in general Ð on national security issues.

It is therefore instructive to categorize countries in five groupings.  The first, friends, should 
include those nations that are not only formally aligned, but share similar values (i.e., liberal 
capitalist democracies), and are committed to an international order similar to the one the U.S. 
established/led after World War II.  This group would be primarily Western, but could include 
Japan and South Korea, both of which fit  the above criteria.  The second grouping could be most 
properly  considered allies.  It would be made up almost entirely of emerging democracies and 
markets, with different relationships and history with the United States.  Some of these 
conditional allies may occasionally clash with the United States in a fundamental manner.  
Classic examples of conditional allies are India Ð the worldÕs largest democracy, which after 
years of non-alignment and then a decade of tension with the U.S. over its nuclear status, has 
established its warmest relations with the U.S. ever; Turkey Ð a NATO ally  and EU aspirant, 
which at the same time has strained the alliance by clashing with the U.S. at key moments 
(denying the northern front in the latest Iraq war, and being supportive both of Ahmadinejad and 
IranÕs nuclear aspirations); and Brazil Ð South AmericaÕs most significant emerging market and 
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democracy, which has also taken positions on Iran and Western Hemisphere issues that vex 
American foreign policy.  The third group is made up  of competitors.  These are definitely  not 
friends, but they are not always foes.  This grouping would include China, Egypt, Russia, and 
Saudi Arabia.  These are countries with which we compete for influence, resources, and other 
key national priorities, but whom we often need for various reasons (such as to finance our 
deficits, to provide oil, to help stem nuclear proliferation).  The final two groups are made up  of 
clear adversaries and enemies Ð countries like Iran, Libya, Sudan, North Korea, and Cuba.  
There are few shared values or interdependence, and the strategic posture of these states 
challenges the international order the United States tries to preserve.

It is this international order that answers the where question.  The world is interdependent to an 
unprecedented degree.  Turmoil in AmericaÕs financial markets sparks a global economic 
downturn.  Failure to address disease in the Third World leads to pandemics everywhere else.  
Pollution by the worldÕs biggest economies can lead to tsunamis, lack of water, and destructive 
climate change in the worldÕs poorest countries.  Civil wars can lead to failed states and terrorist 
havens from which attacks around the globe can be launched.  A decade into the new 
millennium, we know one thing for certain Ð there is no longer an Òover there.Ó  

U.S. leadership is needed to reestablish an international order that is defined by security Ð 
economic, humanitarian, environmental, and military.  There are significant flaws in present 
international institutions and significant obstacles to reform.  So, to borrow slightly  from Richard 
Haass, the U.S. may have to undertake the role of sheriff, but instead of assembling ad hoc 
posses, it should permanently ÒdeputizeÓ other nations to help keep order in the 21st century  Wild 
West.  This begins with renewing our relationships with our friends.  The global enthusiasm over 
the election of President Obama, FranceÕs reentering of NATO, and the EUÕs selection of very 
low-key players for its first President and Foreign Minister shows that the conditions are still 
there for the U.S. to be the undisputed leader of the free world.  What is left to prove to our allies 
is that we are ready to lead rather than to dictate.  At the same time, all efforts should be made to 
further integrate conditional allies Ð with immediate emphasis on India Ð and take them to the 
next level.  There is probably  no viable plan to turn our competitors into reliable allies in the 
short term, but great focus should be placed on areas of collaboration with those states, and 
should avoid unnecessary  and provocative disputes over issues of marginal importance to our 
national security.  Finally, as the U.S. establishes the framework for greater cooperation with the 
vast majority of states, it can lead to effective containment, isolation, and perhaps regime 
evolution or change in the states that remain our adversaries, or even more critically, our 
enemies.

This much is clear: without coordinated international action, the global economy will sputter 
along, Iran will get nuclear weapons, international terrorism will never be defeated, climate 
change will worsen, and we will continuously be haunted by the threat of pandemics.  Only  the 
United States is in the position to lead, and the Obama Administration must take the occasion of 
the National Security Strategy Of The United States to lay out a vision that inspires others to 
follow.
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Chapter 14: The New Public Diplomacy
By Marilyn Rosenthal Diamond
                       
ÒHard power and soft power are inextricably linked.  In a global information age, with multiple 
transnational connections, the loss of soft power can be costly for hard power.Ó 
~Joseph Nye

Soft power refers to the strategy that nations adopt to advance their interests without the use of 
force.  This often takes the form of economic, social, and cultural initiatives.  Public diplomacy 
is one vehicle for implementing complementary strategy.

Public diplomacy is as essential a tool for political purposes, as is military and economic power, 
but it is nothing new.  Nations have long sought to manage their images abroad through the 
controlled dissemination of information.  Early efforts at persuasion are reflected in monuments, 
tombs, pyramids, statues, temples, and paintings.  Image management, initially targeted to 
domestic populations, shifted to foreign publics as the ability to travel and exchange information 
increased.  Additionally, throughout most of its history, public diplomacy remained a hierarchical 
model controlled exclusively by elite state actors. 

Dramatic changes to this model occurred with the invention of the printing press and accelerated 
after World War II, as access to newspapers, radio, TV, and films increased.  The battle to win 
hearts and minds shifted from the exclusive domain of elites to the mass market.  However, it 
was the advent of the internet that forever redefined public diplomacy in ways that were 
unimaginable a generation ago.  Cyberspace ushered in an era of instant communication that 
democratized information, replaced the peer-based model, and empowered ordinary citizens to 
actively and directly participate in transnational relations. 

If the old public diplomacy was a one way street, clogged with diplomatic traffic, the new public 
diplomacy is a superhighway, with civilian drivers careening at breakneck speeds.  Governments 
are no longer in complete control of how they are viewed transnationally; they now compete 
with private information sources in shaping these perceptions.  Civil society routinely 
demonstrates its agility  and ability to mobilize ordinary citizens.  For example, photos 
transmitted from Abu Ghraib, catalyzed a re-examination of interrogation methods.  In another 
case, the recent ÒTwitter RevolutionÓ in Iran helped galvanize protestors as the world looked on.

Ordinary citizens also affect positive and equally dramatic influences on public opinion.  The 
first poll in Pakistan, following the earthquake of October 8, 2005, showed that U.S. favorability 
among Pakistanis doubled from 23% in May to more than 46%, while the percentage of 
Pakistanis with very  unfavorable views of America declined from 48% to 28%. (ÒTerror Free 
TomorrowÓ survey) American humanitarian assistance is credited with this immediate and 
significant difference.
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Similarly, a Pew Global Attitudes Survey in Morocco, published in July 2005, showed that 
favorable attitudes by Moroccans towards the U.S. had doubled since 2003, especially among 
18-35 year olds, making those ratings the highest in the Muslim world and higher than among 
some of America's traditional allies, such as the Netherlands, France, and Germany.  The U.S. 
embassy in Rabat, Morocco, determined that the increased favorability was Òin no small part due 
to the work (citizen to citizen exchanges across a wide range of mutually determined issue areas) 
of the Chicago Casablanca Sister Cities International Program.Ó

Recently, Thomas Friedman reported from Pushgar, Afghanistan, on the transformative work of 
Greg Mortenson, author of Three Cups of Tea.  Mortenson has devoted his life to building 131 
secular schools for girls in Pakistan and 48 in Afghanistan through his NGO, the Central Asia 
Institute.  His partners are the U.S. State Department and village elders.  His mission is to thwart 
the efforts of the Taliban who recruit among the illiterate and impoverished populations which 
have poor outside sources of information and few options for meaningful employment.  
Mortenson says, ÒEducated women are much less likely to let their sons become militants and 
insurgents.Ó  Moreover, educating girls, builds up the role of women in society and aids in 
bringing the country out of poverty.  Initially critical of the U.S. military  in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
Mortenson now says, ÒThe U.S. military has gone through a huge learning curve.  They really 
get it.  ItÕs all about building relationships from the ground up, listening more, and serving the 
people of Afghanistan.Ó

The new public diplomacy network of corporations, NGO's, private foundations, and other non-
state actors, has created significant challenges and opportunities for professional practitioners of 
public diplomacy and the institutions that train them.  Today's process requires, at a minimum, 
that diplomats:

1. Persuade by dialogue and recognize that communication is a two way process.  Effective 
initiatives depend on understanding what motivates stakeholders to listen and engage. 

2. Build networks in other countries with civilians and their institutions.  Near total control of 
our initiatives is no longer possible, nor desirable.  For example, interests between states and 
NGOÕs have converged, creating policies independent of governments.  The 1997 Ottawa 
Convention banning land mines and the establishment of the International Criminal Court are 
two prominent examples of collaborations between states, NGOÕs and the UN.  By improving 
civilian capacity and institutional strength, a self-sufficient system is created whereby 
diplomatic endeavors can reap rewards with minimal additional input.

3. Perform ongoing evaluation of programs and initiatives to determine if we are achieving our 
goals.  Following the invasion of Iraq in 2003, the image of America plummeted in the Arab 
world.  In an effort to reverse this trend, the Bush administration launched a U.S. government 
news channel in Arabic.  On February 14, 2004, Al Hurra, (the free one) began broadcasting 
at the cost of 100 million dollars a year to American tax payers.  Ò60 Minutes,Ó in 

56

Winter 2009 Volume 19, Issue 1                                                                 www.nationalstrategy.com

http://www.nationalstrategy.com
http://www.nationalstrategy.com


collaboration with ÒPropublica,Ó a non-profit investigative journalism organization, found 
that some of the broadcasts supported terrorism and denied the Holocaust.  

4. Reinvigorate existing public diplomacy structures, such as the Peace Corps, American 
Corners, and Sister Cities International, with an eye to maximizing their effectiveness.  
People-to-people programs build stable and enduring relationships that cut through 
bureaucratic clutter and foster engagement with civil society, academics, journalists, students, 
and opinion leaders in their respective societies.  Policy driven campaigns do not.

These are but a few suggestions for our diplomats to bear in mind as they operate in this new 
reality.  Alternatively, they can ignore these suggestions and simply follow the admonition of 
Martin Rose, a senior British diplomat who, in 2005, stated everything they need to know: "the 
world is fed up with hearing us talk; what it actually wants is for us to listen."

All the rest is commentary.  

Chapter 15: Conclusion: National Security Management

The last major revision of the U.S. national security  management structure was included in the 
National Security  Act of 1947.  Domestic and international threats have changed substantially in 
the past 60 years, yet the process and structure of U.S. management of its national security   have 
remained essentially unchanged Ð with the exception of some changes to the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
in the Goldwater-Nichols legislation of 1986.  The global security environment is changing 
rapidly and organizational adaptations are required to enhance U.S. national security.  

The National Security Act of 1947 was well suited to the post-WWII Cold War.  Today, new 
threats are manifold:  weaknesses of other states, asymmetric warfare, easy access to lethal low 
technology weapons, and a weakening nuclear anti-proliferation regime.

Contemporary national security issues are partly international and partly  domestic.  Military 
force projection in the recent past has been kinetic.  The new missions launched in Iraq and 
Afghanistan are multi-faceted and require a broad approach:  kinetic; diplomatic; nation-
building; cultural anthropology; counter-terrorism, and counter-insurgency.  This requires the 
simultaneous integration of U.S. assets and resources.  The issues to be confronted are emerging 
with astonishing frequency.

A four-part management strategy  is needed to assure that whatever objectives are set, they are 
part of a national security strategy with an appropriate tactical implementation component.  This 
requires a management system composed of: 

¥ A detailed threat assessment. 
¥ A new working concept of national security. 
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¥ Identification of gaps and problems within the current system. 
¥ Precise goal-setting to achieve effective reform.

For the past 60 years, ad hoc reactive response has been the hallmark of U.S. national security 
policy.  The focus has been on extinguishing short-term fires rather than examining the causation 
of problems.  The U.S. response to emerging trends and threats has been hasty and incremental.  

The new global terrain requires a revised understanding of national security.  Domestic and 
international issues replace the single pillar of external threats.  On the domestic side, the 
affordability  of military force projection is a new domestic consideration in parity with 
continuing economic prosperity and health concerns such as pandemics and natural disasters.  
Prudent preparation for acts of terrorism, natural disasters, and pandemics may be as important 
as the conduct of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and the U.S. relationship with Russia, China, 
and India.

The context of the new concept is national and personal safety and security.  This could serve as 
the fundamental organizing principle of national security, because it would be readily understood 
by the American public, Congress, the administration, the media, and those who are charged with 
responsibility for developing a comprehensive national security strategy.  If the goal is an 
American common cause pertaining to national security, the concept must be clear, congruent 
with the American ethos, and easily communicated by the media to the general public.

The executive office of the President has a great many major domestic and foreign issues on its 
agenda.  Consequently, the White House is a national security bottleneck.  It is hierarchical and 
does not always know what the disparate national security agencies are doing.  This hinders the 
administration in integrating U.S. resources and assets.  Past and present administrations have 
required departments to report directly to the president. Instead, an ensemble is needed in which 
there is inter-agency mission-related discussion and formulation of recommendations before 
reporting to the president.  

The categories of management change that are required are similar to strategies employed by 
small businesses and large corporations:  

¥ Although the National Security Council serves as an executive secretariat and advisor to 
the president, its organization and mission need reformation.  Decentralization of policy 
nodes would promote inter-agency cooperation and liaison before options are presented 
to the president for discussion and decision.

¥ Congress' role in national security is maladaptive.  Oversight is often ineffective, and its 
power of the purse is frequently exercised through animus rather than allocating finite 
resources based on the shifting needs of various national security agencies.  
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¥ Budgeting for national security is designed to provide funds for departments and 
agencies.  However, funds are not allocated for specific missions, nor are they allocated 
for inter-agency  missions among the 29 federal entities that report directly to the 
president.

¥ The present system concentrates enormous power in one person, the president, who is 
often a better politician than manager.  The private sector is probably better positioned 
through its education and experience to manage any enterprise, including most 
government management processes, better than governmental officials.  This suggests 
adopting widespread use of corporate executives who are free of conflicts of interest to 
consult with federal agencies regarding the management of national security.

¥ The ongoing professional educational development of national security  personnel is 
imperative.  There are approximately  100,000 professionals employed by the 15 national 
security intelligence agencies.  Although the bureaucracy is often referred to pejoratively, 
its skill and reputation could be enhanced by incentives, preparation, and change of 
organizational culture.

It is unlikely that either the president or Congress will adapt easily  to management reformation.  
Even if they are willing to do so, the drag of ad hoc "putting out fires" and Executive-
Congressional partisan tension and acrimony may prevent them from doing so.  The opportunity 
and responsibility  devolves to an informed citizenry  that is not well positioned to compel 
effective reformation.

See the Project on National Security Reform for outstanding recommendations in this regard: 
www.pnsr.org.
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