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Introduction

A

fter more than four years of war in Iraq and seven in Afghanistan, the United
States military is facing a crisis not seen since the end of the Vietnam War.
Equipment shortages, manpower shortfalls, recruiting and retention problems,
and misplaced budget priorities have resulted in a military barely able to meet the
challenges America faces today and dangerously ill-prepared to handle the challenges
of the future.1

As operations in Iraq eventually draw to a close, we must plot a new strategic direction
for our nation’s military. Major General Robert Scales, former head of the Army War
College, has noted that the current crisis in Iraq presents the “opportunity to transform
ourselves as we rebuild.”2
Militaries are notoriously resistant to change and therefore difficult to reform, but this
current crisis presents the United States with the real opportunity to move the military in
a new and better direction. The military faced a similar crisis in the wake of Vietnam and
as a result was able to dramatically restructure itself. The military abandoned the draft
and created the professional all-volunteer military; it invested in the training and development of its personnel through initiatives like the Navy’s Top Gun program that enabled
the U.S. to have a smaller more effective fighting force; and it adjusted its force posture.
How we rebuild our military after Iraq will likely shape its future for the next generation.
Yet despite the corrosive impact of operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and President
Bush’s military policies, America remains a power without peer, as it has since the end
of the Cold War. We are still the dominant global military force, unrivaled in conventional warfare; our position as the guarantor of global security has been weakened, but
is unchanged. The U.S. Navy patrols the high seas unchallenged, and U.S. air power
protects allies and deters states from acting aggressively. Our economy remains at the
center of the global economy, and our cultural and political influence is unsurpassed.
While there are alarmist projections concerning the emergence of a rival peer competitor that would seek to confront the United States, there are just as many reasons to
believe that states projected as strategic adversaries could become strategic partners. No
state today can match the U.S. in terms of firepower and global reach.
Yet our military is lopsided. Our forces are being ground down by low-tech insurgencies
in Iraq and Afghanistan and the most immediate threat confronting the United States is
a terrorist network that possesses no tanks or aircraft, while the Pentagon—the world’s
largest bureaucracy—remains largely fixated on addressing the problems and chal-
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lenges of a bygone era. This focus has left
our military unmatched on the conventional battlefield, but it has also left the
U.S. military less prepared to deal with
the emerging irregular or non-traditional
challenges that we as a country are most
likely to confront.
The attacks of September 11 demonstrated that the greatest and most immediate threat to the U.S. is not from a conventional nation-state adversary, but from
an enemy that operates without regard
for national borders and aims to surprise
us with deadly attacks on our homeland
and our interests around the globe. These
attacks, and the subsequent war in Afghanistan, have also demonstrated that
a weakly governed state or region half
a world away could pose a direct threat
to U.S. security. Additionally, extreme
regimes on the periphery of the international community that seek nuclear weapons and threaten their neighbors pose a
distinct, new challenge.
While the purpose of American military power must be first and foremost
to ensure the safety and security of the
American people, in a global age, and as
the world becomes increasingly interconnected, the security of the American
public will be intimately tied to seemingly distant events abroad. The United
States will therefore continue to find
itself in situations where it is compelled
to take military action.
While we must always take the highest degree of caution when deploying
our troops abroad, we must not become
a global superpower in denial. The
U.S. military has done immense good
throughout the world, being the principal
force ensuring stability and protecting
the freedom and integrity of countries
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and peoples around the world. We must
therefore recognize that our military will
continue to be a force in high demand.
The U.S. military must be prepared to
deal with a wide array of irregular or
non-traditional missions: counter-terrorism operations that seek to deny terrorist
networks havens to operate, stability and
reconstruction missions that seek to rebuild nations and restore order to regions
where chaos reigns, counter-insurgency
operations that seek to eliminate a hostile
insurgent force by winning the support
of the public, and humanitarian missions
that seek to alleviate the suffering caused
by natural or manmade disasters.
The United States military must restructure, reform, and invest in new priorities
in order to regain strategic balance and
become more adept at these missions. We
must implement a more integrated approach both across government agencies
and with our allies and partners. And
most importantly, we must make people,
not hardware, our top priority.
While our military must be prepared to
deal with these missions, new American
leadership must also be wise about the
use of U.S. forces. Our leaders must understand the awesome power of military
force, but they also must clearly understand its limitations. There are some
problems that military force simply cannot solve. The U.S. government should
never make military force its first or preferred option. It should be used only as
a last resort, and for missions with clear
goals and objectives.
The strategy that follows highlights the
new challenges and threats that face
America and what we must do to confront them effectively. It is by no means

w w w . a m e r i c a n p r o g r e s s . o r g

comprehensive. Some issues or concepts
are dealt with briefly or not mentioned.
It does not try to rewrite or replicate
strategic military documents. But instead
this report seeks to lay out a progressive
blueprint for action and reform.
The first section of the report provides
the current context facing our military
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and puts forth the principles by which
we must adhere to in rebuilding and
transforming our forces. The second section assesses the threats and challenges
confronting the United States and lays
out the role of the military in addressing them. The third section puts forth
recommendations for establishing a 21st
century force.
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The Current State of the Military

A

lthough the Bush administration repeatedly claimed that 9/11 changed everything, almost nothing changed in terms of force structure and spending priorities. Even after 9/11, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld only canceled two
major weapons programs, both for the Army. The Pentagon invested billions in developing the latest high tech weaponry that has little relevance to the fight against global
terrorist networks and the irregular forms of warfare we find ourselves confronting in
Iraq and Afghanistan.3

Most of the “transformational” capabilities developed under the Bush administration
were clearly intended for conventional warfare against the regular armed forces of a
nation-state, not forces without uniforms that blend in with the civilian population.
Transitioning to this new era has not been easy.
In previous eras, wars between states were the most common sources of conflict and
instability as countries sought to expand their territories, gain access to resources, or increase their international prestige at the expense of others. Wars were therefore likely to
be struggles of mass and will between self-interested nation-states. As a result, a state’s
military was organized and structured to defeat another state’s military.
For more than 40 years, the Pentagon devoted itself to confronting the Soviet threat.
U.S. military doctrine, force structure, and weaponry were all developed and shaped to
address this monumental challenge. While the U.S. found itself unrivaled as the world’s
sole superpower at the end of the Cold War, the American military also lost its primary
organizing principle and faced a new, uncertain strategic environment that was substantially different from what it had faced previously.
As democratic movements spread across the globe, and new technologies emerged that
enabled the world to grow increasingly interconnected economically, culturally, and politically, modern states increasingly had little incentive to engage in the inter-state wars
that had defined the military histories of previous centuries. Additionally, an established
international consensus shunning inter-state conflicts emerged, to a significant degree
by the creation of the United Nations and the fact that international prominence has
been determined much more by a country’s economic, political, and cultural strength
rather than its military strength. This has led to a precipitous decline in the number of
inter-state conflicts.4
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While the traditional context for military
force has changed, new constraints affecting the execution of military force have
also emerged. The rise of instantaneous
global communications which can project
images from the battlefield around the
globe have made global opinion, as well
as the awakening of national and ethnic
identities in response to decolonization
and the spread of democracy, a constraint
on American power similar to that which
space and distance were upon previous
great powers. The legitimacy of an action
is now as important as the military capabilities used to conduct combat operations.
Yet while the strategic environment has
become more complex, there is increasing awareness that situations within
sovereign states may require collective or
unitary action. Of rising concern to the
United States and the international community have been an increasing number
of conflicts within states, the prevalence
of ungoverned and unaccountable regions or territories within weak or failing
states, and the emergence of powerful
non-state actors that operate in the shadows of sovereign states or find havens in
weak and failing ones.
But the military has been slow to transform itself to match the challenges
emerging from this new environment,
namely the challenges that emanate from
weak and failing states. The U.S. military
began engaging in new types of missions during the 1990s in places such as
Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo. Yet
despite repeatedly engaging in non-traditional missions, the Pentagon viewed
them as a distraction from planning for
more “real” conventional operations.
These missions were even labeled with
the dismissive formulation of “operations
other than war.”5 During the 2000 presi-
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dential campaign, then Governor Bush
pledged that these types of operations
were a thing of the past and promised to
“transform” the U.S. military to address
future conventional threats.6
The Bush administration’s vision of military transformation drew from the rapid
victory in the first Persian Gulf War in
1991, where U.S. firepower mixed with
new high-tech precision-guided weaponry to quickly and decisively destroy
the Iraqi army. Following the war, military planners contended that advances
in information technology and precision
munitions would transform warfare.
The development of a networked battlespace would seamlessly link U.S. forces
together through an information network
that would enable the dissemination of
real-time information. Through the use
of unmanned aerial vehicles, satellite
technology, and advances in information
technology that could connect the troops
on the battlefield to commanders back
at base, U.S. forces would operate with
perfect vision of the battlefield, allowing U.S. forces to see the enemy before
the enemy would see them. This effort
would virtually eliminate the “fog of war”
and would allow the U.S. to achieve “information dominance,” resulting in near
perfect decision-making, which would
allow U.S. forces to rapidly and decisively destroy enemy targets with precisionguided munitions.7
In this vision, future warfare would be
determined largely by the speed at which
one could destroy the enemies’ forces
through high-tech weaponry. Secretary
of Defense Donald Rumsfeld embraced
this view, and was determined to create a
smaller, more agile, and more lethal force.
For the Bush administration, technological
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firepower would serve to reduce the number of troops needed on the battlefield.
While the investment in advanced technology and networked forces have made
the U.S. military an even more formidable conventional fighting force, the Bush
administration’s vision of warfare only
selectively played to America’s strengths.
Embedded in the Bush administration’s
vision of transformation was a belief that
America’s principal challenges would
come in the form of traditional conventional threats emanating from nationstates. The efforts to “transform” the
military were therefore not tethered to
any particular threat, but instead directed
at developing capabilities in the abstract.
This vision of warfare was similar to the
past, in which the U.S. would be pitted
against a peer-competitor resembling the
Soviet Union or would confront other
highly developed nation-states against
which our technological advances would
be decisive. As Lt. Col. Paul Yingling, an
active duty officer who served in Iraq and
has been highly critical of the current
military leadership notes, “the military
learned the wrong lessons from Operation Desert Storm. It continued to prepare for the last war, while its future enemies prepared for a new kind of war.”8
Retired Marine Corps Col. T.X.
Hammes, an expert on irregular warfare,
explains that the Bush administration’s
vision of “transformation” placed too
much faith in technology and “simply
disregard[ed] any action taken by an intelligent, creative opponent to negate our
technology. In fact, they seem to reduce
the enemy to a series of inanimate targets to be serviced.”9 This target-centric
approach focused on winning battles, not
wars. As conservative military historian
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Fredrick Kagan points out, “The history
of U.S. military transformation efforts
since the end of the Cold War has been
the story of a continuous movement
away from the political objective of war
toward a focus on killing and destroying
things.”10 This has left the military and
the U.S. ill-prepared to deal with delicate
stability operations, which rarely depend
on the destructive power of force.
The misguided assumptions behind the
Bush administration’s military transformation were exposed by their utter failure to understand the magnitude of the
task that they were taking on when invading Iraq. The lack of planning for stability and reconstruction operations after
the initial invasion; the marginalizing of
other government agencies involved the
operation, particularly the State Department; the ideologically driven decisions
to completely disband many of Iraq’s
institutions, such as the army, civil service, and state-owned industries; and the
failure to recognize that an American-led
occupation would instigate a counter-reaction all reflected an ideologically naïve
approach on the part of the Bush administration and its neoconservative backers. As a result, more than 3,800 troops
have been killed, more than 28,000 have
been wounded, the American public has
spent more than $600 billion, the United
States’ standing and prestige has declined
around the world, and the American
ground forces have been decimated.11

Toward a New Approach
We must adopt a more balanced approach to meet current and future challenges. While the military restructured
itself following Vietnam, it also made
the mistake of believing that there would
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be no more wars like Vietnam. Instead
of building off its experience fighting
an irregular conflict, the military turned
its back on many of the lessons of the
war. The U.S. military cannot make the
same mistake again. To fulfill its role as
guarantor of global security and to meet
future challenges, the United States
military must remain conventionally unmatched, but it must also become more
adept at responding to non-traditional
contingencies.
The United States has global responsibilities and will at times be called upon to
respond to global crises, whether resulting from the collapse or overthrow of
regimes such as North Korea, Pakistan,
or Saudi Arabia; genocide in Darfur;
another 2004 tsunami-like disaster in Indonesia; or continued instability in weak
and failing states such as Haiti or Somalia. These non-traditional missions could
entail stability operations ranging from
limited peacekeeping operations to more
extensive “nation-building” missions, as
well as rapid response in places struck by
natural disasters or suffering from severe
humanitarian crises.
The U.S. military remains unfocused on
these types of operations even though
they are the most likely missions that it
will face.12 Despite repeatedly engaging
in non-traditional operations over the last
15 years, the United States military, along
with other government agencies, has
been slow to transform itself to deal with
these types of operations.
This is a weakness that we can no longer
afford to ignore. The strength of American firepower means that few enemies
will ever confront the United States on a
conventional battlefield; they will instead
seek to confront us in ways that neutral-
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ize our advantage.13 The wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan demonstrate what the
United States can expect to confront
in the future—an enemy that blends in
with the population and utilizes available
technology to create crude but highly
deadly low-tech weapons such as improvised explosive devices. In the last four
years, insurgents have honed and developed their techniques and have killed
and wounded thousands of American
servicemen and women. Yet the military
often responded to these new threats
slowly and sporadically. When confronting an irregular enemy, the United States
must adapt faster to new challenges.
U.S. forces must continue to be prepared
for the full spectrum of conventional
threats, but we must also rebalance our
military so that it can effectively conduct
non-traditional or irregular operations,
such as peacekeeping, counterinsurgency,
and humanitarian operations.
The approach we propose to address
these challenges is one that integrates all
elements of our national power, “from
diplomacy, foreign aid, and economic
policy to coercive means such as military
power—to counter aggressive forces and
the threats they create and sustain.”14 As
we have argued previously, the United
States should adopt a national security
strategy of integrated power that:
applies to not only what the United
States does but also how we make
national security policy here at
home. It means matching resources
to priorities; ending the artificial
divisions we have created between
defense, homeland security, diplomacy, energy, and development
assistance policies; and leading
and using global and regional alli-
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ances to increase the powers of the
United States, rather than taking a
solitary road.15
The following principles should lay the
foundation for a progressive defense
strategy:

ß Prioritize people. Developing hightech expensive weapons programs
should never take priority over the
investment, support, and development
of those serving in our all-volunteer
professional military. Our primary
investment should always be in the
men and women serving in uniform.
Investing in their development—in
education, training, and general wellbeing—is investing in the greatest
weapon we have.

ß Match resources to priorities. Planning and preparing for the future is
about setting defense priorities and
then matching our resources to meet
those priorities. Despite currently
spending more on defense than any
time since World War II, the American public has not received full value
in return for the increased spending.
Instead, too many resources have been
wasted on weapons programs that will
do little to enhance our security.

the military to carry even more of the
burden. It is crucial for future operations that the United States more effectively integrates its response across
military and civilian agencies. If and
when the United States goes to war in
the future, it should never be seen as a
distraction from day-to-day operations
in civilian agencies.

ß Strengthen alliances and partnerships. We are stronger working with
others than we are working separately.
The U.S. military must pursue a new
approach to collective security that
reengages allies and fosters partner
capacity. During the 2004 Presidential
campaign, President Bush frequently
commented that “America did not
need a permission slip” to act. That
is correct, but rushing to go to war
and acting without significant support
from our allies or the support of global
opinion only places a greater burden
on American troops and the American
taxpayer while giving the enemy a crucial propaganda tool. Additionally, the
backlash and resentment created by
our rush to invade Iraq only furthered
the perception of the United States as
a reckless superpower and has led to a
precipitous decline in the world’s view
of the United States, even among our
traditional allies.

ß Pursue a more integrated approach to military operations.
The military will be an important
component in addressing future challenges, but it is just one tool in a larger
arsenal. Many of the keys to success in
future operations will be non-military
tasks that should be the responsibility
of civilian agencies with expertise in
these areas. In Iraq, the military has
complained that civilian agencies have
been largely absent, which has forced



ß Ensure speed and flexibility of
U.S. forces. The U.S. military must
be able to respond rapidly anywhere
in the world and conduct a variety of
missions including rapid strike, conventional ground combat, peacekeeping and stability operations, disaster
response, and humanitarian relief. U.S.
forces must also possess the flexibility
to adapt to changing situations, whether that means responding to actions

D E C E M B E R

w w w . a m e r i c a n p r o g r e s s . o r g

taken by enemy forces or transitioning
from a conventional combat mission to
a peacekeeping and stability mission.

ß Understand the limitations of
military power. The United States
should not become so reliant on the
military that it overestimates the
efficacy of military action to solve
complex problems. The Bush administration and its ideological supporters
adopted an overly militaristic foreign
policy that too often saw military force
as the only means through which to
solve certain problems. Military action
should never be the first resort and,
when used, should always be implemented in conjunction with other aspects of our power. The United States
must clearly define its military and
political objectives and have a concrete post-conflict strategy so that the
Congress and the American people
are aware of the potential costs before
risking lives and treasure. Understanding the limitations of military force is
essential to understanding its utility.

ß Do not engage in preventive wars.
The United States should not engage in wars based on preventing the
emergence of some distant threat.
The war in Iraq is often incorrectly
referred to as “pre-emption,” instead
of what it actually was—a preventive
war. Pre-emption, otherwise known as
anticipatory self-defense, is a legitimate attack launched in self-defense
against an imminent threat. A preventive war is an attack upon another
state aimed at destroying the rising
capabilities of that state in order to
prevent a future, but not imminent,
threat. In the case of Iraq, the United
States lost support of many of its allies and came under heavy criticism
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from member countries of the United
Nations. It also lost critical partners
in its war against terrorism and valuable credibility and moral standing
among the international community.
Preventative wars undermine international stability because they weaken
deterrence by encouraging countries
to adopt precarious “launch-on-warning” force postures.16

ß Ensure that the U.S. always has
enough personnel and resources
to conduct the mission. The Powell
Doctrine, developed by General Colin
Powell, calls for using force only when
the U.S. can invoke overwhelming
force to accomplish its goals. This
doctrine is still relevant, but because
of the modernization of the American military and advances in firepower and destructive capacity, fewer
combat forces are now necessary to
eliminate most enemy forces. However, to secure territory after it is taken
and to protect the civilian population
following the initial combat phase,
the U.S. needs a substantial number
of troops on the ground. Before we
engage in future missions, we must
always ensure that we have both sufficient firepower and enough stability
forces to achieve our goals.

ß Hold ourselves to a higher standard. As a democratic superpower,
the United States will be held to a
higher standard. Instead of objecting to such apparent constraints, we
should recognize that upholding certain principles and values is what our
military and our country is all about
and will only make us stronger. The
abuse of prisoners at Abu Ghraib, the
denial of habeas corpus to detainees
in Guantanamo, and the torture and
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rendition of detainees are black marks
on America and serve to undercut our
credibility and contradict the values
and ideals we stand for as a country.

ß Level with the American public.
Being honest and clear with the public
about the potential costs and challenges of going to war is essential to
ensuring the support of the American
people. The public was promised that
Iraq would be a “cake-walk,” that reconstruction would pay for itself, and
that Saddam Hussein was a real and
growing threat armed with weapons of
mass destruction and linked to Osama
Bin Laden and the attacks of 9/11.
The Bush administration not only
misled the American public before we
invaded Iraq, but consistently failed
to level with the American people as
things started to fall apart. The continued promise that we were fighting a
“few dead-enders,” that we had “turned
the corner,” that terrorists in Iraq were
in their “last throes,” and that the situation in Iraq was better than the media
were reporting, all proved deceptive
and wrong and only served to further
erode the Bush administration’s credibility with the American public and
diminish public support for the war.
Engaging in a war under false pretenses and misleading the public about the
nature and the direction of the conflict
once underway is exactly the wrong
way to conduct a war. As Colin Powell
pointed out some 15 years ago, the U.S.
should only engage in war when the
American public, the president, and
the military all have a clear and honest
notion of what to expect, including the
reasons for entering such an engagement and an exit strategy.
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ß Utilize the effective strategic doctrines of containment and deterrence. Nation-states will remain the
leading actors on the international
stage and the U.S. must continue to
abide by the tried and true doctrines
of containment and deterrence. Sanctions can cause immense hardship on
the civilian population, but they can
also work to effectively contain and
weaken the threat posed by the targeted state. Consider the case of Saddam
Hussein. From 1991 to 2003, containing Saddam Hussein cost America less
than $2 billion per year. Moreover, not
a single American was killed by hostile
fire and the sanctions served to greatly
weaken the Iraqi military. Additionally, America’s ability to guarantee
the destruction of any aggressor state
provides an effective deterrent. Despite the changes of the post-9/11 era,
there is no need to abandon strategic
doctrines that have worked.
Retooling U.S. military and foreign
policy apparatuses to deal with future
stability operations does not require additional resources. It requires establishing
priorities, reforming the military, and
making difficult resource decisions that
correspond with those priorities.
The following section of this report assesses the threats and challenges that the
United States will likely face. And the
final section will lay out the steps that
America’s military must take to meet
these challenges, including rebuilding
and expanding the ground forces, preparing for irregular operations on every
level of the federal government, reforming the defense budget, and building a
global security architecture.

w w w . a m e r i c a n p r o g r e s s . o r g

D E C E M B E R

2 0 0 7

Threats and Challenges and
the Role of the U.S. Military

D

efining the roles and missions that the United States will likely undertake is essential to developing a new strategic direction for the military. It is impossible
to predict the future with absolute certainty, but we can identify trends that
help us more effectively shape our military posture. This section will therefore lay out
the four kinds of key threats and challenges that the U.S. will confront and the types of
missions that these will entail.

Counter-Terrorism: Defeating Al Qaeda and Global
Terrorist Networks
Combating international terrorist networks is the most critical national security priority
at this time. The military has a significant role to play, especially in rapid strike special
operations activities that directly affect these networks. Yet military force alone will not
be enough to defeat global terrorist networks.
The Bush administration has consistently misunderstood the nature of the challenge.
The administration’s use of the phrase “war on terror” incorrectly defines the current
situation. A war on terror is a war against a tactic. Al Qaeda and its affiliates more
closely represent a global insurgency that seeks to destabilize or fragment status-quo regimes in the Middle East and the emerging international community, of which the U.S.
and Europe are at the forefront.17
An appropriate strategy toward defeating these networks must recognize that while
many of these groups are patient and durable, their cause is ultimately unachievable.
Although these violent extremists operate largely under the banner of Islam, their
values and tactics remain wholly at odds with the overwhelming majority of Muslims
around the globe. The attraction of Al Qaeda is more about the strength of their rage
than the strength of their ideas. Additionally, the ultimate goal of any insurgency is to
eventually transition to conventional warfare in order to take control of a particular
territory, yet U.S. conventional firepower is so dominant that groups like Al Qaeda will
never be able to successfully make such a transition.
Defeating these networks is more than simply a military problem; it is also more than
just a law-enforcement problem. The law-enforcement approach adopts a largely caseby-case approach to dismantling terrorist networks because the overriding objective
is to apprehend those involved in terrorist plots. Defeating these networks requires a
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broader approach. Counterinsurgency
operations aim to win the support of the
population in order to increasingly isolate
the insurgent, as the new Army and Marine Corps’ counterinsurgency manual
explains. This means that defeating these
networks requires a long-term strategy
that integrates the capabilities of all elements of our power: diplomatic, cultural,
economic, and military.
U.S. policy must ultimately take a longterm perspective that, while always
seeking to capture and kill members of
these terrorist networks where possible,
also attempts to squeeze the terrorists by
denying them havens to operate, the ability to communicate easily and effectively
with each other, drying up their financial
assets, and working to undermine their
ideological appeal.
The spread of global communications
has greatly complicated the international
landscape. Today, news and images
spread around the world in an instant.
Al Qaeda has effectively used the Internet as a recruiting and propaganda tool.
And by invading and occupying Iraq, we
have greatly weakened our position and
strengthened Al Qaeda. Iraq has served
as a magnet for terrorists where new
recruits can receive first hand experience
fighting U.S. forces.
Actions that undermine America’s moral
legitimacy, such as the abuses in prisons
in Guantanamo and Abu Ghraib, the
perceived torture of prisoners in those
prisons, and the accidental killing of civilians, are also valuable weapons for our
enemies in the struggle over the hearts
and minds of the population. Defeating
Al Qaeda and its affiliates involves proving to the world that our actions are as
noble as our rhetoric.

12
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To better confront these threats, the U.S.
military must seek to expand its special
operation forces units, become more
adept at training allied security services
so that they can more effectively counter
Al Qaeda and its affiliates, and improve
our human intelligence capabilities in
addition to our signals and electronic
intelligence. The plots and plans of these
actors require a greater level of vigilance,
preparedness, and action than has occurred up to this point.
More needs to be done strengthen the
Department of Homeland Security and
increase the capacity of other government agencies to play their proper role
in combating the terrorist threat at home
and abroad. The U.S. should expand its
ground forces so that we are less reliant
on the National Guard and Reserve for
overseas operations, and develop a more
effective domestic response capability.
The U.S. must also seek to combat international piracy and the illicit trafficking
of goods and weapons, which help fund
terrorist networks and other shadowy
groups. To do so, the U.S. must establish
more effective international partnerships
to better police the world’s grey zones,
and the U.S. must expand its capability to
operate along the world’s coastlines.

Irregular Operations:
Responding to Humanitarian
Crises and Disorder in Weak
and Failing States
The most likely and most frequent use
of American forces in the next decade
will be engaging in areas where there is
a significant degree of state weakness,
often for humanitarian relief, peace-enforcement or peacekeeping missions, and
nation-building or stability operations.
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The operations that the U.S. military is
most likely to conduct span a spectrum
from pure humanitarian operations,
such as the ones conducted in Indonesia
following the tsunami where the threat
environment was very low, to operations
involving a mix of humanitarian, peacekeeping, and stability and reconstruction, such as the operations that were
conducted in Bosnia where the level of
danger fluctuated.
Irregular operations are rarely static and
the characteristics surrounding an operation can quickly change. Operations can
bleed quickly from humanitarian to peaceenforcement to counterinsurgency operations. In Somalia, U.S. forces involved in
humanitarian activities gradually found
themselves engaged in more dangerous
and challenging missions. It is important
to note that the U.S. will most likely not
engage in a counterinsurgency mission
initially. Instead, any counterinsurgency
operations that the U.S. becomes involved
in are likely to develop out of existing conventional or peacekeeping missions.
Because of the complexity of these operations and their potential to morph, the
military and relevant civilian agencies
must clearly understand both the type
of engagement and the risks associated
with such an engagement, and be able to
effectively adapt to a changing situation.
The U.S. should do everything it can to
ensure that it conducts these operations
with as broad an alliance as possible,
since these operations can almost never
be conducted effectively alone. The U.S.
must ensure that its forces are able to operate effectively with other allied partners,
as well as with non-governmental organizations, as they play an important role in
humanitarian and stability and reconstruction operations.18
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Responding to Disasters:
Humanitarian Assistance
Operations—U.S. as a Global
First Responder
The U.S. military will be a force in high
demand, as it is likely that it will be
increasingly called upon to respond to
humanitarian crises. At times, the United
States will resemble a “global first responder,” since the United States is often
the only country or organization with the
logistical and force projection capabilities
to respond to large crises.
Instead of denying this global role, we
must recognize that our ability to respond can have a massive effect on re-establishing stability and can greatly help
improve our standing around the world,
as well as help us combat the falsehoods
that groups such as Al Qaeda propagate.
The increasing effects of climate change
will have a significant impact on our national security. Storms of a catastrophic
nature, rising sea levels, increased drought,
as well as other natural calamities will
become all the more frequent, facilitating refugee crises and regional instability. Delicate ethnic and cultural balances
in countries and regions could become
unsettled due to an increase in refugees
or competition over increasingly scarce
resources. These could spawn spiraling
crises that create tremendous regional and
global instability. As the Center for American Progress’ John Podesta and Peter Ogden point out:
While some of the emergencies created or worsened by climate change
may ultimately be managed by the
United Nations, the United States
will be looked to as a “first responder” in the immediate aftermath of a
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major natural disaster or humanitarian emergency. The larger and more
logistically difficult the operation,
the more urgent the appeal will be.19
The U.S. does not want to be the world’s
ambulance as well as the world’s police,
but the fact is that in many cases the U.S.
has no real choice but to respond. Our initial hesitancy to respond to the tsunami in
2004 brought on a global rebuke. A failure
to respond to these sorts of crises could
lead to massive instability and a drop in
American prestige in the eyes of the world.
Effective action can make a tremendous
difference. Following the tsunami, the
U.S. eventually sent 15,000 troops, a carrier task force, a Marine expeditionary
force, and a flotilla of ships and aircraft
to respond to the disaster. As the newly
appointed Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff U.S. Admiral Michael Mullen
noted, “we literally built a city at sea for
no other purpose than to serve the needs
of other people.”20 The response to the
tsunami disaster made a tremendous difference in alleviating the humanitarian
crisis and assisting in the region’s recovery. But it also had a tremendous impact
on the United States’ image.
Following the disaster, 79 percent of Indonesians said they had a more favorable
view of the U.S., and our overall favorability rating rose more than 20 percent.21
Such a dramatic turnaround in the largest Muslim country in the world showed,
as Admiral Mullen explained, another
side of “American power that wasn’t perceived as frightening, monolithic, or arrogant. We showed them American power—sea power—at its finest, and at its
most noble.” Admiral Mullen described
the American response to the tsunami
as “one of the most defining moments of
this new century.”22
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Responding to these sorts of disasters
should be a core mission of the U.S.
military, especially the U.S. Navy and the
U.S. Marine Corps, whose expeditionary
capability make it America’s 911 emergency response force. This does not mean
that the U.S. should engage unilaterally
in every hotspot around the world. Intervening can carry risks. These challenges
should often be addressed in as broad
and as multilateral a way as possible and
should be conducted under the auspices
of the United Nations.
When humanitarian disasters occur in
places where the U.S. military could be
greeted with some hostility, the difficulty
of executing relief or peacekeeping missions will become increasingly complex
and dangerous, as insurgents or terrorists
may seek to strike at U.S. forces engaged
in such missions. The U.S. should take
these risks into account and be prepared
for them in providing humanitarian and
disaster-relief assistance. Yet it is vital that
the U.S. not shy away from these challenges, since these operations not only
help save lives and mitigate suffering; they
improve the image of the United States
and expose the potential benefits of having the U.S. military close by.
To effectively address these missions the
United States must make them a high
priority. The U.S. military must be able
to respond rapidly and effectively operate logistically complex operations in
areas that may be hard to reach or areas
where the infrastructure, such as ports
and roads, have been destroyed. The
U.S. must also be able to work effectively
in coordination with other countries, international organizations, and non-governmental organizations.
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Responding to Instability
in Weak and Failing States:
Peacekeeping and Stability
and Reconstruction Missions
While the U.S. must do more to prevent
crises from emerging, the U.S. military
may still be called on to respond to deteriorating conditions in weak or failing
states. As we explained in Integrated Power:
Nations that teeter on the edge of
chaos have long posed threats to
their neighbors. But today weak
and failing states pose as much
danger to the American people and
international stability as do potential conflicts among the great powers. Civil wars, declining resources,
and economic migration from rural
to urban areas have put unprecedented stress on governments and
economies throughout the developing world. Many countries now pose
significant threats to their neighbors
and regions because they provide
the space for terrorist organizations
to make camp and take root, lack
mechanisms to stop the spread of
outbreaks of infectious disease, and
cannot—or will not—check trafficking in arms, drugs or precious
minerals. The National Intelligence
Council predicts that as we approach the year 2020 “weak government, lagging economies, religious
extremism, and youth bulges will
align to create a perfect storm for
internal conflicts in certain regions
of the world.”23
The instability generated from state failure or the genocidal actions committed
by a government toward its own citizens
may compel U.S. action. In the last 10 to
15 years, the U.S. has engaged in stability
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operations in Bosnia, Haiti, Kosovo, Liberia, and Somalia. Furthermore, the tremendous strength of American military
power means that if we are ever forced
to act against a particular state, the sheer
power of our military capabilities would
likely lead to the collapse of that government. In other words, if we use military
power to change a regime, it is also likely
that we will have to engage in nationbuilding and stability operations.
Operations in weak and failing states can
vary from nation-building and stability
operations as a result of internal instability after the collapse of that country’s
government, such as occurred in Haiti
in 1994; to efforts to maintain peace and
stability in a country attempting to resolve its internal conflicts, such as in Bosnia; to the forcible removal of a country’s
government or an occupying force, such
as in Afghanistan and Kosovo.
There are potential near-term scenarios
in which the U.S. and its allies may be
compelled to act. For instance, the collapse of the North Korean regime or a
violent attack against one of its neighbors
would result in a response that would
likely lead to the collapse of that regime
and would therefore entail an extensive
U.S. commitment. Humanitarian crises
such as the continued state-sponsored
genocide in the Darfur region of Sudan
or the continued misrule and abuse of
the Mugabe regime in Zimbabwe could
also make the need for coordinated military action imperative. The collapse of a
regime, whether resulting from external
military force or from the country’s own
internal conflict, may require the U.S.
to engage in extensive nation-building
activities. These operations are incredibly
demanding and should be taken on only
as an absolute last resort.
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Developing our stability and reconstruction capabilities is vital to the success of
any mission. These tasks are complex
and require a tremendous level of planning and commitment that we have often
failed to fully comprehend. We must
clearly understand the enormity of the
task before undertaking these sorts of
missions. They often require a substantial number of troops on the ground to
provide security for a lengthy period of
time. They also require that all relevant
U.S. government agencies work together
on stability and reconstruction tasks. And
they require restructuring and retraining our ground forces to conduct these
operations more effectively.

Engaging in Counterinsurgency
Operations
The U.S. is unlikely to seek out insurgencies to confront in the future. Instead, the
U.S. will most likely confront them when
they arise out of stability and reconstruction, peacekeeping, or even humanitarian
missions. The Army and Marine Corps
have recently developed a comprehensive
counterinsurgency strategy so that the
U.S. will be better prepared to engage
in these operations in the future. This is
a significant development, but the U.S.
should always be wary of its ability to
conduct such operations.
Our military’s can-do attitude is one of
its greatest attributes, but the military
cannot do everything. Counterinsurgency
operations are incredibly difficult since
insurgencies tend to be very durable and
are rarely won decisively through military
force. They are incredibly complex undertakings that require not just military
operations but a corresponding political
campaign that convinces the overwhelming majority of the population to sup-
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port the counterinsurgent force, as well
as achieves political reconciliation at the
elite level. Operations directed at defeating an insurgency often drag on and become conflicts of attrition where neither
side achieves substantial progress.
Counterinsurgency campaigns are often
particularly difficult for the United States
because we will be operating in a foreign
environment where the overwhelming
majority of U.S. personnel lack sufficient
knowledge of the language and culture.24
And even when the counter-insurgent
force is well-trained and understands
the language, culture, and local politics,
insurgencies are very difficult to quell—
particularly when there is an ethno-national or sectarian element to such a division. Insurgent movements such as the
Tamil Tigers in Sri Lanka, the Irish Republican Army in Northern Ireland, the
Basque ETA in Spain, the Kurdish PKK
in Turkey, and the Chechen separatists
in Russia, for instance, have all proven
incredibly durable, despite facing highly
proficient counter-insurgent forces.
In Iraq, our failure to properly plan for
the period after the invasion and the
ineffective approach thereafter enabled
a highly capable insurgency to develop.
The counterinsurgency approach adopted
in Iraq in early 2007 was too little and too
late. The number of combat troops needed to conduct such a campaign would
be in the hundreds of thousands. And
after spending years in denial about our
engagement in Iraq, sending just 21,500
additional combat troops to confront
a highly trained insurgency that is entrenched within the population represents
a desperate form of wishful thinking.
The Army and Marine Corps’ own
counterinsurgency manual says that
there should be 25 troops on the ground
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for every 1,000 people. To have that
amount of troops in Iraq, the U.S. would
need a force in excess of 500,000. Counterinsurgency campaigns are incredibly
labor intensive and require a significantly
greater force ratio than the presence currently in Iraq. Furthermore, there would
have to be both a viable political process
and effective political leadership that
seeks to reconcile the differing groups
within the country in order for such a
strategy to work; there is none in Iraq.
Without such political reconciliation, any
temporary security would be transitory
and incapable of instilling a corresponding faith in the existing government.
The only sure way to defeat an insurgency
is to prevent one from developing. Future
peacekeeping and stability and reconstruction missions must therefore always be
aware that an insurgent movement could
develop and take appropriate preventative
measures.25 If the U.S. finds itself involved
in a counterinsurgency campaign, it must
recognize the large personnel requirements and it must enlist extensive involvement from diplomatic and economic
development professionals within U.S.
agencies outside of the Department of
Defense to engage the political, social, and
economic aspects of the conflict.

State-Based Threats
The emergence of threats and challenges
from ungoverned areas of the world will
likely be the theater for most direct U.S.
military involvement, but nation-states are
still leading actors on the international
scene. The U.S. military’s role in strengthening and protecting states that choose to
play a constructive role in the international community and dealing with states that
challenge the international order is a vital
part of our military’s mission.
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Containing, Deterring, and
Confronting Extreme Regimes
A primary threat facing the United States
and its allies are extreme regimes. These
regimes, such as Iran and North Korea,
have unchecked authoritarian rule and
extremist ideology and may seek to acquire, produce, or disseminate weapons
of mass destruction; destabilize countries within their region; support or host
terrorist networks; and engage in other
dangerous behaviors.
Yet these regimes, unlike terrorist networks, can likely be contained and
deterred because their leaders, despite
potentially unpredictable behavior, are
not suicidal and therefore do not want
the full power of the United States military directed against them. To maintain
an effective deterrent, the United States
must continue to possess conventional
and nuclear forces capable of quickly
and decisively destroying these regimes.
The question with these regimes is not
whether we can defeat them militarily.
The U.S. military’s conventional capabilities make it capable of destroying the
military forces and hardware of these
nations quickly and decisively, although
the current depletion of the ground
forces is a serious concern that needs to
be remedied. The question is how we get
these regimes back into the international
fold. Containing and engaging these
regimes and offering the carrot of being
accepted back into the community of
nations in return for giving up nuclear
weapons and other regressive policies
can be an effective strategy.26
The United States must also possess a
credible conventional deterrent to address these regimes. The United States
must therefore continue to modern-
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ize relevant conventional weaponry to
ensure that it can deter and defeat any
threat. This will ensure the security of
the U.S. as well as our allies. The military may be called on to conduct a range
of actions short of war such as enforcing a blockade, as we did in the Cuban
missile crisis, or enforcing no-fly zone, as
we did in Iraq between the first and the
second Gulf Wars and in Bosnia.
Initiatives such as the Proliferation Security Initiative, which establishes informal international partnerships that
enable the U.S. and its partners to search
suspicious ships and planes that are suspected of carrying illicit cargo, should
be strengthened and the United States
should ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty.
We should also strengthen efforts to curb
nuclear proliferation by taking actions
such as ratifying the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty and the fissile material
cut off treaty, and by reviving efforts to
strengthen the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty, which entered into force in 1970.
The United States must work with other
nations to close the loopholes in the international nonproliferation regime and
work with allies to prevent noncompliant
countries from going nuclear.
The size of the current U.S. nuclear
arsenal is also outdated. Because of our
tremendous conventional firepower and
precision-guided weaponry, there is no
need for the United States to employ
nuclear weapons, even against a rogue
regime such as North Korea. However,
nuclear weapons do serve as a hedge
against “sudden tectonic shifts in the
geopolitical environment…This hedging mission is the only mission for which
nuclear weapons are really suited.”27
The effort to develop national missile
defense is also misguided. Not only are
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the technical problems of deploying such
a system overwhelming, there are no
realistic scenarios where they would be
useful. Such systems only create incentives for potential adversaries to expand
their nuclear arsenals so that they can
overwhelm such defenses, and they do
nothing to prevent the much more likely
threat of a terrorist smuggling nuclear
materials into the U.S. and detonating a
nuclear weapon on our soil. Yet we are
currently spending more on ballistic missile defense than the entire Coast Guard.
While research and development should
continue in this area, the enormous
amount of money we have spent and
continue to spend on this program is not
enhancing our security.

Challenges from Nation States
and Emerging Technologies
The U.S. is conventionally unrivaled, yet
there are current and potential challenges from other states. However, too often
countries are elevated to “threat” status
as a means to justify increasing spending
on new conventional weapons systems.
The U.S. currently spends more on defense than the rest of the world combined. This gap is unlikely to narrow, and
when seen with the collective capabilities
of our allies, the gap only increases.
The best way to handle these emerging
challenges is to recognize that the U.S. has
the ability to shape the development of
potential adversaries or threats. But to do
so requires smart and strategic diplomacy.
Dealing with a rising China. Adopting a hostile posture or building up our
military forces as if war with China were
either imminent or inevitable is in many
ways a self-fulfilling prophecy. If the U.S.
adopts a hostile approach toward China,
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China will similarly adopt a hostile approach in kind and will build up its own
forces more rapidly. This could lead to an
arms race that will result in escalating tension, a new Cold War, or potential conflict.
It is important for the U.S. to prevent this
cycle of escalating tensions from emerging.
Therefore, while the U.S. must maintain strong conventional capabilities that
would enable the U.S. to defeat China in
case of war, it is essential that the U.S. not
instigate such an arms race. Fear mongering reports concerning China’s military
development have been excessive. China
is an emerging power that is experiencing
massive economic growth and its efforts
to modernize its forces should be expected. The U.S. now outspends China on
the order of six to one. Officially, China
devotes about $39 billion to its military.
Independent analysts believe the more accurate figure is closer to $80 billion.28
Of concern, however, is the prospect of
conflict over Taiwan. China’s military
advances may make it more assertive in
its desire to re-integrate Taiwan. The
U.S. must always work to protect and
maintain the integrity of its allies. Yet the
extensive economic interaction and entanglement between the U.S. and China
will mean that dealing with China’s rise
will be more of a diplomatic challenge
than a military one. Massive conventional weapons programs that are justified almost solely by the need to deal with
China must be reassessed and examined
in a broader context. As former Navy
War College strategist Thomas Barnett
noted, “Having the Pentagon be our primary interpreter of China’s rising power
is pathetically limited, like interpreting a
football game by only watching the field
judge recite his calls. But such is our 19th
century view of ‘power.’”29

D E C E M B E R

2 0 0 7

Responding to a resurgent Russia.
Since President Bush came to office, Russia has become increasingly authoritarian
and has been a less productive member
of the international community. Russia’s
increasing confidence and influence in
world affairs is due to its growing energy
wealth. Its vast oil and gas reserves have
fueled economic growth and given Russia
increased leverage in world affairs. Russia
sees its energy wealth as the key, not only
to its economic resurgence, but its renewed status as an international player as
well. Yet Russia is also beset by internal
challenges, from endemic corruption to
significant health and development challenges, and a declining population.
Instead of developing a coherent policy
toward Russia, President Bush relied on
his personal relationship with Russian
President Vladimir Putin that stemmed
from a June 2001 meeting in which Bush
infamously got a “sense of Putin’s soul.”
Since coming to power, Putin has cracked
down on internal dissent and worked to
undermine Russia’s fledgling democratic
institutions. Yet the United States has not
developed or articulated a clear and consistent policy toward the country beyond
this personal relationship.
In developing a future policy toward Russia, the U.S. must recognize that Russia
does not represent a direct or immediate military threat toward the United
States or its interests. However, its actions
toward neighboring countries, its manipulation of the energy market, and its
occasional active opposition to U.S. and
European interests represent a difficult
diplomatic and foreign policy challenge
to the United States. A U.S. military presence in Europe and Asia is needed to assure allies and deter aggressive action at
least for the time being.
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Preventing the militarization of
space. Space has so far remained free
of weapons, and an international treaty
banning them has been in place since
1967. Nevertheless, the U.S. military already relies heavily on space to conduct
its operations. It uses satellites to gather
data, speed communications, and conduct electronic eavesdropping.
This use of space by the military has been,
until now, considered defensive. As a study
from the Stimson Center noted, “The
United States has never had it so good
in space—and the U.S. never had more
to lose if space weapons are flight tested
and deployed.”30 However, under Secretary Rumsfeld’s direction, the Pentagon
pushed ahead with a multibillion-dollar
space weapons program and is developing plans for near-term deployment. The
Pentagon has sought to develop satellite
killing weapons, as well as space systems
that could strike at terrestrial targets.
Potential enemies are not likely to allow
themselves to be drawn into an expensive,
high-tech space-based weapons race that
the United States could surely win. They
will more than likely take a page out of
the Iraqi insurgents’ playbook and fight
the United States with far more cost effective, low tech, and asymmetric tactics, as
the Chinese recently did by shooting down
one of their own satellites. Additionally,
the destructive power that the U.S. would
acquire from offensive space-based weapons would be redundant. The military
already possesses sufficient capability in its
existing conventional and nuclear forces.
Weaponizing space is reckless and will
undermine our national security. Instead,
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we should attempt to lock in our current
advantages in space by seeking to prevent
the testing or deployment of space weapons by pushing for a code of conduct for
space-faring nations.31
Coping with the emergence of electronic and cyber warfare. A nascent
threat to U.S. national security are cyberterrorists’ ability to leverage advanced
technology against the United States.
Cyber-terrorism could result in sabotage,
the disruption of information networks,
and chaos on the battlefield. Given the
dependence of our military and our intelligence apparatus on high-tech communications networks, precision guided
weaponry, and sophisticated satellite
technology, cyber-terrorism is a potential
vulnerability for the United States.
Recent events signal that states may employ cyber-terror attacks. According to
the Defense Department’s annual report on the state of the Chinese military,
“Identifying and exploiting asymmetries is
a fundamental aspect of Chinese strategic and military thinking, particularly as
a means for a weaker force to defeat one
that is stronger. Since 1991…Chinese
military strategists have emphasized using
asymmetric approaches to exploit vulnerabilities of technologically superior opponents.”32 Attacks on the Estonian digital
infrastructure last April, allegedly by Russia, signal another form of potential sabotage.33 Such attacks and capabilities represent a danger to the United States and
its interests around the world. The United
States must work to protect itself from
these sorts of attacks by ensuring that the
critical infrastructure that is technologically dependent is robustly protected.
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Toward a 21st Century Force

T

o meet the challenges of the 21st century, the force of the future must be more
mobile and flexible, as well as robust. It must be able to respond to many different types of operations. It must have the agility to respond rapidly anywhere in
the world, yet be robust enough to sustain operations over the long-term. U.S. ground
forces must be able to muster hundreds of thousands of people to engage in conventional combat or manpower-intensive counterinsurgency operations. But it also needs
a force that is agile and mobile enough to quickly respond to crises around the world
in order to conduct combat operations, as well as more delicate peacekeeping and humanitarian operations.

U.S. naval forces must be able patrol the world’s blue water oceans and also operate
along the world’s coastlines and utilize the flexibility of the seas to support operations
on land. The U.S. Air Force must be able to control the world’s skies, strike quickly, and
transport large numbers of personnel and material around the globe. Each of the four
armed services must be able to work seamlessly not just with each other, but also with
other agencies and with allied partners.
The recommendations that follow provide a blueprint for the military to develop and
change into a more effective and strategically relevant fighting force. While it is by no
means comprehensive, and involves some activities already underway at the Pentagon,
these recommendations should form a foundation of action and reform on which to build.

Rebuild and Expand the Ground Forces
The ground forces have borne the brunt of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The
Army is on the verge of breaking, and both the Army and the Marine Corps are experiencing severe equipment shortages.34 Our ground forces are one of America’s most
important strategic deterrents. These must be rebuilt, reformed, and over the long term
expanded to meet the challenges of this new era.
Following September 11, the Bush administration had a tremendous opportunity to
increase the size of the ground forces. Unfortunately, the president and Secretary of
Defense Rumsfeld pursued an ideologically driven policy that actually sought to cut the
ground forces. Now more than six years after 9/11, the Pentagon has finally called for a
permanent increase of 92,000 soldiers and Marines. Over the next five years this would
increase the size of the active Army to 547,400 personnel and the Marine Corps to
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202,000. Increasing the size of the Army
and Marines will not help the situation
on the ground in Iraq. Instead, growing
these forces is about preparing America’s
military for the future.
Expanding the ground forces will allow the U.S. military to more effectively
conduct manpower intensive missions. In
Iraq, the current pace of deployments
has put great strain on the ground forces,
yet future stability and reconstruction
operations might require an even larger
troop presence than we ever had in Iraq.
Many opponents of expanding the force
argue that the main lesson of Iraq is that
the United States should not engage in
these sorts of operations in the future,
and therefore the military does not need
larger ground forces. We have already
pointed out the numerous scenarios that
could require a substantial U.S. response.
But it is important to note that even if the
administration never made the mistake
to invade Iraq, there is still the likelihood
that the ground force would be experiencing similar stresses today.
Few would have predicted in the summer
of 2001 that just a few months later we
would invade and occupy Afghanistan. A
more responsible administration would
have likely inserted tens, if not hundreds
of thousands of troops into Afghanistan
right from the beginning, much more than
the roughly 25,000 we have there now.
An expanded ground force would also
enable the Army to become less dependent on the Army National Guard, which
would allow the Guard to more effectively fulfill its important homeland defense
tasks. It would decrease our excessive reliance on private contractors to perform
military functions and ensure that the soldiers and Marines receive adequate time
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at home between deployments. However,
in light of the difficulties the Army is
experiencing with recruitment and retention due to the war in Iraq, it will take
some time to expand the force.

Recommendations for
Rebuilding and Expanding
the Ground Forces
ß Expanding the ground forces
should not be rushed. We should
not lower recruiting standards to expand the force, nor should we simply
expand the current Army structure.
The Army and Marines should attempt to meet their new end-strength
goals without relaxing standards for recruitment or retention and promotion
criteria. In order to ensure that the
Army and Marines continue to get the
best and the brightest, the current target of adding 7,000 soldiers and 5,000
marines per year is too ambitious. In
light of current recruiting problems, it
should be scaled back.

ß More forces should be outfitted
and trained for irregular or nontraditional operations. The current
proposal to expand the force simply
adds more troops to the existing structure. Expanding the ground forces is
not just about having a larger force; it
should be about adding new capabilities to the ground forces. A primary
role of an expanded Marine Corps
will be to respond rapidly to disasters
and humanitarian crises around the
globe. These operations should become a priority for the Marine Corps.
The Army must also reform itself to
improve their ability to conduct stability operations, since these operations
are vital to the success of any mission.
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ß Training for irregular or non-traditional operations should be
expanded and developed. Some
units should specialize in irregular operations, but all units must be
trained for all contingencies since we
would need to elicit the support of the
entire Army if we found ourselves in
an “all hands on deck” situation. This
should include enhanced language
and cultural training. After almost five
years of war in Iraq, few soldiers and
Marines speak Arabic. Much more
emphasis needs to be placed on developing cultural and language skills. An
increased priority must also be placed
on expanding military educational
opportunities. We now spend less on
language training each year than the
cost of a single F/A-22.

ß Continue to invest substantial resources to reset, recapitalize, and
modernize the force. The ground
forces’ equipment stocks have been
significantly depleted. Almost all units
not currently deployed in combat are
currently classified as “not combat
ready” primarily because they lack
proper equipment. Additionally, the
military’s strategic equipment reserves,
which would be called upon in the
event that our ground forces are forced
to respond to another crisis, have been
substantially depleted, raising doubt
about whether the military could effectively respond to another contingency. Congress and the Department
of Defense must ensure that sufficient
funds are allocated to reset the force
even after U.S. forces are withdrawn
from Iraq and Afghanistan.

ß Form specialized counterinsurgency and peacekeeping units. The
military has had the view that if our
forces are able to conduct high-end
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conventional operations, they will be
able to carry out lower intensity stability and support missions.35 This is not
necessarily the case. The military must
have units that specialize in counterinsurgency and stability operations and
develop the techniques associated with
operating in densely populated, complex, urban environments. These units
should have a greater number of personnel trained in policing, civil affairs,
engineering, and medicine than are in
the current Army divisions.

ß Develop an Advisory Corps. The
U.S. must work to strengthen allied or
partnered countries’ security forces
through assistance and training. These
tasks have been the traditional domain
of Special Forces units, but training
allied forces has become a priority task
for both regular and reserve forces as
well.36 The Army’s advisory efforts
have often been conducted on an ad
hoc basis and have lacked adequate
doctrinal guidance as well as experienced personnel. However, training
and equipping foreign security forces
must be done carefully and cautiously
and should only be pursued with countries that have a reliable human rights
record.37 The U.S. should develop an
Advisory Corps in order to more effectively train allied security forces.

ß Expand special operations forces.
Commanders will continue to rely on
special operations forces when engaging in irregular operations, especially
counter-terrorism missions. These
highly trained, elite troops are able to
conduct precision strikes against specific target sets with a high probability
of success. Unlike conventional ground
forces, special operations units are able
to operate surgically without causing
the types of collateral damage that are
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highly counter-productive in stability
or counterinsurgency operations.

budget by $10 billion to pay for such a
program. This is less than the cost of
one month’s operations in Iraq.40

ß The Guard and Reserve are a strategic reserve, not an operational
reserve, and should be treated as
such. The Guard and Reserve are a
vital, but supplementary, part of the
total Army. Overusing the reserve
component by activating it for more
than one year out of every six years
has had an adverse effect on the willingness of soldiers with prior activeduty service, as well as new recruits,
to join and remain in the reserve
component.38 As General Jack Keane,
former Vice Chief of Staff of the
Army noted, “we have broken our social compact with the Guard.”39 This,
in turn, undermines the ability of the
nation to protect the homeland, since
national security involves the ability
not only to project force around the
globe, but also to deter and respond to
attacks at home.

ß Establish a Home Guard. The
reliance on the National Guard and
Reserves as an operational force has
left the U.S. without a strategic reserve to protect the homeland against
both natural and manmade disasters.
Congress should therefore establish
a non-deployable homeland security
corps of volunteer citizens in each
state with skills that are central to
responding to catastrophic disasters.
Such volunteers would include doctors,
nurses, construction workers, firefighters, police officers, communications
experts, city planners, engineers, and
social workers, among others. These
units would serve as a backup for National Guard units, which will continue
to be deployed away from their home
states. Congress should increase the
Department of Homeland Security
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Maintain Commitments to
Those Serving and to Those
Who Have Served
Maintaining a strong all-volunteer military requires recruiting the best talent
and keeping promises to those who serve.
The nation needs to maintain military
readiness and make sure that military
personnel and their families have a decent quality of life as a matter of equity.
This social compact involves ensuring not
only that they receive adequate pay and
benefits, but also that they are not forced
to spend more than one-third of their
time away from home on foreign deployments on a regular basis.

Recommendations for
Maintaining Commitments to
American Troops and Veterans
ß Ensure adequate dwell time. For
every year a soldier or Marine is deployed abroad, he or she should spend
at least two years at his or her home
base, and if the deployment is six
months long, the soldier should spend
at least one year at home. Such a policy is not only a matter of basic equity;
it enhances retention and readiness
because it allows the units to rest and
retrain before being redeployed.

ß Amend the “back door draft”
policies. The Department of Defense
should reduce the duration of the military service obligation from eight years
to six years. It should change stop-loss
policy implementation, which enables
commanders to prevent personnel from
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leaving their unit even if they have
fulfilled their military service obligation,
so that no one is subjected to stop-loss
more than once without consenting.
The president should also issue a new
executive order that prevents the involuntary recall of selected service units or
personnel to active duty for more than
one year out of every six unless the
president declares a national emergency.
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Admiral John D. Hutson, who retired
from the post of Navy Judge Advocate
General in 2000, noted, “‘don’t ask,
don’t tell’ is virtually unworkable in the
military—legally, administratively, and
socially. Rather than preserving cohesion, it fosters divisiveness.”43 A recent
Zogby poll also supports this view. It
found that three-quarters of Afghanistan and Iraq veterans were comfortable interacting with gay people.44

ß Improve quality of life for military personnel. The Department of
Defense should maintain troop pay and
benefits, compensate federal civilian
employees in the National Guard and
Reserve for lost pay when their units
are summoned to active duty, and enable selected reservists and their families to enroll in TRICARE, the military’s healthcare system, as soon as they
join the Guard or Reserve. This will improve personnel readiness and increase
retention and reenlistment rates.

ß Congress should repeal the “don’t
ask, don’t tell” policy. The “don’t
ask, don’t tell” policy is counterproductive to military readiness. The U.S.
military has discharged more than
10,000 people because of the policy
during the past 10 years, including
nearly 800 with skills deemed “mission
critical,” including pilots, combat engineers, and linguists.41 These are the
very job functions in which the military
has experienced personnel shortfalls.
General John M. Shalikashvili, the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
in 1993, when the “don’t ask, don’t tell”
policy was enacted, no longer supports
the policy on the grounds that allowing
gay men and women to serve openly
in the military would no longer create
intolerable tension among personnel
and undermine cohesion.42 As Rear

ß Drop the ban on women in combat.
The armed services should establish
standards for every military occupational specialty and allow those who meet
the standards to serve, regardless of gender. The Army currently prohibits women from serving in infantry, field artillery,
and Special Forces units that directly
engage the enemy on the ground. The
idea that women who possess the requisite mental and physical skills should
somehow be “protected” from the dangers of combat fails to acknowledge the
reality of the modern battlefield and the
role women are already playing in Iraq
and Afghanistan. Nearly 100 women
have been killed in these wars. We only
impede our ability to build a 21st-century military by constructing barriers
where none need exist.

ß Take care of America’s heroes. Taking care of our veterans is a critically
important part of our national security.
As the scandal at Walter Reed Hospital has highlighted, the military has
broken its covenant with the troops.
In order to restore our social compact
with our military, a vital part of the
next administration’s national security
policy must be to guarantee funding
for the Department of Veterans Affairs, and implement the recommendations of the Dole-Shalala commission
to reform our disability policies for
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injured veterans, and ensure that benefits for veterans are paid in a prompt
and fair manner.

ß Private contractors are not a substitute for military personnel. The
military can contract such logistical
functions as feeding the troops, but they
should seek to avoid using contractors
for operations that may require using
force, such as providing security for
convoys. In the Vietnam War and the
First Gulf War, contractors accounted
for about 10 percent of the total force
deployed. In Iraq, they have accounted
for about 50 percent. Contractors
should also be subject to the Uniform
Code of Military Justice when they are
working abroad and should account for
no more than 20 percent of the personnel deployed to combat zones.

Prepare the Entire U.S.
Government for Irregular
Operations
Becoming more adept at addressing nontraditional challenges requires rebalancing the priorities within the Pentagon and
throughout our entire national security
apparatus. Successfully executing stability
and peacekeeping and counterinsurgency
operations is as much a political and economic challenge as a military one. These
operations are therefore challenges for
the entire U.S. government. Facilitating a
consensus-based political process, maintaining and improving the administrative
capacity of the government, and promoting economic development, are not
military tasks, but tasks for our diplomatic and development professionals. The
U.S. government needs a new blueprint
for action to address future post-conflict
stability operations.45
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ß Integrating our approach: develop
a new Goldwater-Nichols Act. The
Goldwater-Nichols Act of 1986 enhanced coordination between the services and empowered the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. The legislation reworked the command structure
of the military in an effort to correct
the counter-productive effects of interservice rivalries. Unfortunately, the
model of cohesion developed between
the various branches of our nation’s
military has not been passed on to the
broader national security bureaucracy
that oversees the nation’s war-fighting,
diplomatic, and aid agencies.
The U.S. government desperately
needs to coordinate its operations more
effectively. As Ambassador James Dobbins who oversaw stability and reconstruction operations in the Balkans and
Afghanistan explains, “until recently,
the U.S. government as a whole has
treated each successive new nationbuilding operation as if it were the first
ever encountered, sending new, inexperienced personnel to face what should
have been familiar problems.”46
The establishment of the Office of
Stabilization and Reconstruction in
the State Department was a productive step, but it has not yet been empowered or provided with sufficient
funding. Another example of coordination across government agencies
has been the creation of the Provincial Reconstruction Teams in Afghanistan and Iraq. These teams are made
up of a civil affairs military component, personnel from aid agencies and
the State Department, and personnel
from other agencies like the Center
for Disease Control, Department of
Agriculture, and others.
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It is essential that all relevant agencies,
not just the Department of State or
USAID, but agencies like the Department of Justice, Treasury, and Energy,
play a larger role in the future.
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porting humanitarian efforts. The State
Department has an important role in
AFRICOM, since the deputy commander position will be a State Department official, not a military officer.

ß Develop a more integrated approach to military planning.
Changing the way military planning
is done is fundamental to creating
greater synergy between agencies
and achieving more success in stability operations. During combat operations, the military must think about
the implications of these operations
on the success of stability operations
after the initial conflict ends. Such a
focus will require a more integrated
approach that looks beyond the initial
combat phase as well as greater collaboration across agencies. As Fred
Kagan explains, “Military combatant
commands have the expertise in planning, but do not have enough regional
expertise or political and cultural savvy
to produce plans that will work, not to
mention the current cultural bias toward prioritizing operational military
issues over reconstruction tasks.”47
The other combatant commands
should adopt an approach similar to
that of the newly formed combatant
command, the United States Africa
Command. However, the president
must ensure that our diplomatic and
foreign assistance agencies remain the
focal point of our relations and interactions with other countries. But AFRICOM represents an important innovation in increasing coordination between
government agencies. AFRICOM’s
mission is focused more on preventing conflicts rather than on military
intervention. This command will place
greater emphasis on training the security services of weak states and sup-

Making the Hard Choices:
Reshaping the Defense Budget
America currently spends more on defense then the rest of the world combined. But the U.S. military remains
heavily focused on engaging in wars that
require intensive use of military capital
as opposed to wars that rely heavily on labor. It also devotes too many resources to
weapons programs that are more relevant
to dealing with threats from a bygone era
than the threats the U.S. confronts today.
Following 9/11, there was a dramatic increase in defense spending. Yet despite the
changes in U.S. foreign and defense policy,
there was little to no change in the Pentagon’s procurement policies. The Rumsfeld
Pentagon did away with only two major
weapon programs—both Army systems—
while many systems, most designed prior
to 9/11, were approved despite having
little relevance to current challenges.
Little has changed since Rumsfeld left.
The Pentagon’s current procurement
plans incorrectly assume that the regular
defense budget will continue to grow just
as it has for the past four years. Current
Department of Defense plans call for increasing spending on weapons systems by
6.5 percent annually over the next five to
seven years.48
The current view of many conservatives is
simply to throw more money at the problem. Some have even suggested giving the
Pentagon a fixed share of the GDP. This
tax-cut and spend approach is unsustain-
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able. It is not in the United States’ interest
to waste precious resources on unnecessary and outdated weapons programs that
do little to enhance the security of the
American people. We must start making
the difficult choices that have been deferred by the current administration.
Paying for rebuilding and expanding the
ground forces, as well as funding measures that ensure a better quality of life for
military personnel, will require the ground
forces to receive a larger share of the
defense budget. Cuts will have to be made
in some programs in each service to offset
these additional costs. We identify some of
the priority programs below that must be
funded, and we also identify some costly
weapons programs that are unnecessary.

Recommendations for
Service-Wide Priorities
ß Establish a unified national security budget. Increased coordination only
goes so far. Truly integrating operations will require the U.S. government
to invest more in our civilian agencies.
As the former Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff Peter Pace explained
in testimony before the House Armed
Services Committee in February 2007,
“Our civilian agencies are under-resourced to meet the requirements of
the 21st century.”
Establishing a unified national security
budget is the first step toward creating a
more balanced national security structure. Under a unified budget, the president and Congress will finally be able
to make cost-effective trade-offs across
agency lines and determine whether to
put a marginal dollar into deploying
national missile defense interceptors
or building more Coast Guard cutters.
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This type of trade-off cannot currently
be made because missile defense is
funded in the Pentagon budget and the
Coast Guard is funded in the Department of Homeland Security budget.

ß Increase fuel efficiency. Making
future vehicles more fuel efficient
should be a top priority since it would
decrease the burdensome supply
lines needed to keep vehicles running,
as well as decrease our reliance on
foreign sources of oil. According to
Scott Buchanan in the Department of
Defense Office of Force Transformation, “The Department of Defense
energy burden is so significant that
it may prevent the execution of new
and still evolving operational concepts,
which require the rapid and constant
transport of resources without regard
for the energy costs.”49 It is not simply
that fuel costs are rising; the cost to
transport fuel is significantly higher
than the cost of the fuel itself. The Department of Defense should make this
a higher priority by investing more in
research and development in this area.

ß Network forces. Efforts to network
or connect U.S. forces to each other
is an important effort that will enable
U.S. forces to gain a greater sense of
the battlespace, more effectively operate jointly and in concert with each
other, and better connect commanders
to their subordinates. The networking
of forces should decrease the number
of tragic friendly fire incidents, as well
as provide more effective intelligence.
Systems like the Joint Tactical Radio
System currently in development, a
Department of Defense-wide program
that will create an all-service family
of radios, will greatly streamline the
various communications systems. The
development of Blue Force Tracking
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systems, which identify and track the
location and movements of friendly
forces, also represents an important effort to better connect U.S. forces.

Recommendations for the
U.S. Army
ß Replace the Humvee. The Army’s
top priority should be to develop an
alternative to the Humvee. The Army
and Marines are in clear need of a new
kind of Humvee or Joint Light Tactical Vehicle. The Humvee, a vehicle
never intended for use on the frontlines
or in urban combat, has been the most
used vehicle in Iraq, yet its susceptibility
to IEDs and other attacks have raised
doubts about its usefulness. Shortages
of armor on the Humvees in the beginning of the war unnecessarily put Soldiers and Marines in harm’s way, and
when armor was added, the vehicles
were more difficult to maneuver, susceptible to rolling over, and wore out at
a much faster rate. The development is
underway, but this should be the highest
priority. In the interim it should provide Mine Resistant Ambush Protected
(MRAP) vehicles to the troops in Iraq
and Afghanistan. But this expensive
(about $800,000 per vehicle) and heavy
(22 tons) vehicle is not the solution in
the long term because it is impossible to
transport easily.

ß Slow down the future combat
systems. The largest Army procurement program is the Future Combat
Systems, which seeks to modernize
15 of the Army’s more than 40 combat
brigades with new manned vehicles,
unmanned aerial and ground vehicles,
and other munitions systems and sensors that are all linked together in a
seamless network. The FCS vehicles
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would replace the durable Abrams
tank, the Bradley Fighting Vehicle,
and the M113 Armored Personnel
Carrier. Future Combat Systems is a
good concept, but the timelines, technology, and cost require a new, slower,
and more disaggregated approach.
Under the current design, FCS vehicles
would not be able to deploy significantly faster than the current fleet of heavy
vehicles largely because of the need for
sufficient armor.50 The Army should
continue to invest in the Stryker armored vehicle, which has proven itself
in Iraq and provides a relatively light
and deployable combat vehicle that has
a significant level of protection. The
FCS, while important, should not be
the Army’s top priority, since modernizing the Army’s heavier combat brigades
is less essential than equipping the
Army with vehicles and systems more
suitable for conflicts at the lower end of
the spectrum.

Recommendations for the
U.S. Marine Corps
ß Cancel the V-22 Osprey. The controversial V-22, a medium-lift tilt rotor aircraft, is now becoming operational, but
questions remain about its capabilities.
From its inception, the Osprey, which
takes off and lands like a helicopter
and flies like a fixed wing airplane once
airborne, has been beset by safety, technical, and cost problems. While the V22 can fly much farther and faster than
any other helicopter, its limited cargo
capability makes it essentially “a high
speed people mover.”51 Additionally,
the V-22 is twice the size and weight of
the CH-46, which creates tremendous
problems for a sea-basing operation.
The Pentagon intends to buy 458 Os-
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preys at a cost of more than $110 million for each aircraft. The Marines
should strop production of the V-22
Osprey and should make the future
CH-53X helicopter the centerpiece of
their future force instead.

ß Build the CH-53X. The CH-53X, a
replacement helicopter for the CH53E heavy lift helicopter, is essential
for the future of the Marine Corps.
The CH-53X will have a much greater
hauling capability in terms of cargo
and personnel compared to the V-22
and its predecessor. This will be important for sea-based maneuver missions.52
The CH-53X may not be available
until the middle of the next decade,
which is a concern since the Marine
Corps is already facing helicopter
shortfalls that will worsen by canceling
the V-22.53 The Marines should therefore purchase other existing mediumlift helicopters that are in production
and that provide similar capabilities to
the CH-46 as a stop gap measure until
the new CH-53X becomes available.

Recommendations for the
U.S. Navy
During the Cold War, the Navy fleet was
on average twice as large as today’s fleet.
Despite the fleet’s reduced size, the current combat fleet of about 285 combat
vessels has more total striking power than
the fleet possessed at the end of the Cold
War.54 While today’s U.S. fleet is smaller,
so are most of the world’s other navies. As
Robert Work explains, “today’s 300 ship
Navy is likely the most powerful that has
ever sailed the seas and it is in no immediate danger of losing its place the number one world naval force.” 55 The Navy
wants to increase the size of the fleet to
just over 300 ships, but according to a
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Congressional Budget Office report, Navy
cost projections are unrealistic and would
require substantial increases in the projected size of the overall Navy budget.56
Tough choices therefore remain regarding
the future fleet. The Navy must recognize,
as Admiral Mullen explained, that “The
days of big sea battles, at least certainly
for the foreseeable future, are over.”57 The
Navy should therefore invest in new capabilities relevant to current challenges and
hedge against future challenges.

ß Develop sea-basing capabilities
and invest in the future maritime
pre-positioning force. The United
States must develop its “sea-basing” capability since we will likely be
involved in more areas of the world
with weak or failing governments
and less secure land-basing options.
The Maritime Pre-positioning Force
is a squadron of ships that the military is designing to support sea-basing operations. This would allow for
the rapid transoceanic movement of
expeditionary forces, as well as goods,
services, and additional personnel
into regions with undeveloped or destroyed infrastructure, such as ports.58
Sea-basing is not a new concept.
During the tsunami in 2004, the U.S.
Navy essentially set up bases at sea
off the coast of Indonesia. It did the
same off our own Gulf Coast in 2005
in response to Hurricane Katrina.
Using the sea as a secure base of operations anywhere along the world’s
coastlines provides unmatched mobility and power-projection, allows the
flexibility of having a significant base
close to operations, and enables the
U.S. to deploy power without depending on unreliable land bases.

ß Develop capabilities to operate
along the world’s coastlines and
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rivers and invest in the Littoral
Combat Ship and the Riverine
Force. Most of the world’s population lives within 200 miles of the sea.
The key priorities for the Navy in the
current and future operational environment will be supporting operations
on land and being able to operate
effectively along the world’s coastlines.
The Littoral Combat Ship, which is
being developed to operate along the
world’s coastlines, is vital to this mission.59 It is also necessary to better
police the world’s oceans in order to
more effectively counter piracy and illegal trafficking. And although the U.S.
frequently operates in the vicinity of
rivers, the Navy has been slow to redevelop this capability. The Navy plans
to stand up its first three squadrons
this year with 36 armed and armored
boats.60 It should stand up at least
10 squadrons over the next five years.

ß Ensure power projection and build
the CVN-21 aircraft carrier. The
Navy plans to buy at least three new
Ford class aircraft carriers to replace
carriers that will reach the end of their
service life over the next decade. Aircraft carriers are important for projecting U.S. power. It will cost about
$10 billion for each of the three new
CVN-21 carriers. The CVN-21 will incorporate next generation technologies
and have the capacity to launch Navy
and Marine Corps tactical fighters and
special operations aircraft.

ß Hedge against future challenges
and slow the development of the
SSN-774 Virginia-class submarine.
Although building additional submarines should hardly be a Navy priority
in the current era, it is important for
the U.S. to maintain its submarine industrial base in order to hedge against
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the prospect of future challenges. Additionally, the Navy is beginning to
retire the SSN-688 Los Angeles class
submarines and will therefore see
the size of its submarine fleet shrink.
Without construction of the Virginiaclass, the submarine industrial base
will crumble, as no more submarines
will be built. This is potentially dangerous, since it will be very difficult to regain the technical expertise embedded
in the submarine industrial base once
it is dismantled. Furthermore, the design of the Virginia-class is fairly stable
and the cost of the program has flattened to just over $2 billion. However,
the submarines should not be rushed;
they should be built just fast enough to
sustain the submarine industrial base
and should not be procured at a rate
of more than one per year.

ß Cancel the DDG-1000 destroyer.
The proposed Zumalt class DDG1000 is a new class of surface combatant that is substantially larger than
any existing surface ship, such as the
cruiser or destroyer, and is sized more
for open ocean warfare against another naval superpower than for its stated
mission of providing fire support in
crowded, dangerous coastal areas for
forces ashore. The program has been
beset by technological and cost difficulties; the costs have ballooned from
$1.7 billion to $3.6 billion per ship and
will not be ready before 2015.

Recommendations for the
U.S. Air Force
The Air Force is confronted with an aging fleet of aircraft. The average age of
an Air Force aircraft is 24 years, while
10 years ago the average age was about
18 years. Aging aircraft create readiness
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challenges; only two in three aircraft are
ready for flight today. Yet the Air Force
has continued to invest in costly and unnecessary weapons systems.

ß Maintain the Global Air Bridge and
build the KC-X tanker. The average
age of the existing KC-135 tanker fleet
is 48 years old. The Air Force describes
the tanker as their number one acquisition priority since in-flight refueling aircraft are vital to maintaining the global
“air-bridge.” The new tanker program
is still in its initial development phases,
but must be accelerated.

ß Ensure global mobility and build
the C-17 Globemaster III. The C-17
is a cargo aircraft that is capable of
transporting significant amount of
personnel and cargo without needing
large runways. This flexibility means
that the C-17 is capable of delivering
personnel and cargo to fairly remote
areas. Therefore, the Air Force must
not close down its production line.

ß Develop the F-35 Joint Strike
Fighter. The F-35 has been beset
with design complications and difficulties in establishing international
production arrangements, but it is
vital to the future of fleet of fighter
aircraft because it will replace a significant portion of the aging F-16s
and F/A-18s fighters in the Air Force,
Navy, and Marine Corps. The F-35 is
also part of an international procurement program involving ten other
countries, including the UK, Australia, Italy, and the Netherlands. However, the cost of the F-35 has grown
from $196.5 billion to $223 billion,
while the number of planes built
decreased from 2,866 to 2,458. This
program is vital to the future air fleet
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and must receive more attention from
the leadership in the Pentagon.

ß Cancel the F/A-22 Raptor. The F/A22 is a fifth generation stealth fighter
that is an impressive aircraft. It is
highly maneuverable at both supersonic and subsonic speeds and it has
highly advanced radar systems that allow it to strike targets at a considerable
distance. However, it was originally
designed to achieve air superiority over
Soviet fighter jets that were never built.
Stopping production of the F/A-22
would save $12 billion over five years
and leave the Air Force with more
than 100 of these planes.

ß Continue to develop intelligence
and surveillance capabilities. This
will involve procuring unmanned
aerial capabilities as well as satellite
capabilities and intelligence gathering
aircraft. These systems are useful for
intelligence gathering and surveillance
and some unmanned aerial vehicles in
existence possess a capability at striking targets on the ground.61

ß Reduce the number of strategic
nuclear weapons to 1,000 and
keep national missile defense and
offensive space-based weapons
systems in a research and development mode. These steps could save
$10–15 billion per year and enhance
the credibility of the U.S. in the area
of nonproliferation.

Build a Global Security
Architecture
One of the latent strengths of America’s
power is its ability to call on an extensive
network of alliances. Building robust alli-
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ances and global partnerships can create
a force multiplier for the military and
defray the costs of maintaining order and
stability in the international system.
To prosecute the first Gulf War, President George H.W. Bush and Secretary
of State James Baker aggressively sought
to build as big an alliance as possible,
which served to significantly augment
U.S. troop numbers and defray the costs
of the conflict. In the current war in Iraq,
apart from contributions from the UK,
the U.S. has received little international
support in the form of troops or money.
In the run up to the war in Iraq, the Bush
administration, sensing opposition to its
plans, spurned the NATO alliance and
even labeled Europe as divided between
“old” and “new,” which only served to
further fracture the alliance.
Conservatives too often approach military strategic planning with the view
that America will be alone. This approach is short-sighted and places a
greater burden on the American taxpayer and our troops on the ground.
The U.S. must ensure that its forces are
capable of operating effectively in coordination with allied countries. The U.S.
should take the following steps to build
it’s a global security architecture.

ß Expand NATO globally. NATO’s
role has transformed significantly since
the end of the Cold War. The alliance,
which was developed as a mechanism
to bind Europe, America, and Canada
together in a common transatlantic
security alliance in order to defend
and deter the Soviet threat, has been
forced to adopt new roles and missions. In the 1990s, NATO expanded
its membership eastward to include
former eastern bloc countries. Its ex-
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pansion helped stabilize Europe and
enabled eastern bloc countries to integrate themselves peacefully into the
European community. It also conducted peacekeeping operations in Bosnia
and fought a successful war in Kosovo.
Following September 11th, NATO for
the first time invoked Article 5, which
holds that an attack on one member
of the alliance is an attack on the all
members. NATO also dropped the
restriction preventing it from taking
on operations outside of Europe and
is currently leading the fight in Afghanistan. As Ivo Daalder and James
Goldgeier argue in Foreign Affairs, “If
the point of the alliance is no longer
territorial defense but bringing together
countries with similar values and interests to combat global problems, then
NATO no longer needs to have an exclusively transatlantic character.”62
NATO has already recognized the need
to build global partnerships with countries like Australia and Japan. Stable
democratic countries like Japan, Australia, South Korea, Brazil, South Africa, New Zealand, Mexico, and Chile
would all be potential members. NATO
could adjust its decision-making procedures to accommodate agreement without consensus in order to accommodate
the larger membership. A larger, more
global alliance would provide new capabilities and serve to share some of the
burden of America’s global role.

ß Support UN operations. The United
Nations has had an increasing role in
dealing with the aftermath of failed
states since the end of the Cold War.
The UN currently has more than
80,000 troops from more than 100
countries conducting peacekeeping
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operations in 18 countries around the
world, at a cost of just $5.5 billion
a year.63 After the United States, the
UN has more forces deployed abroad
than any other country. It is a vital and
effective force in maintaining global
stability and alleviating humanitarian
suffering. A Rand study notes that the
UN is generally more effective than individual nations at conducting peacekeeping or nation-building operations,
“The United Nations provides the most
suitable institutional framework for
most nation-building missions, one
with a comparatively low cost-structure, a comparatively high success rate,
and the greatest degree of international legitimacy.”64 Yet UN operations too
often lack resources and personnel.65
While placing large number of U.S.
troops on the ground in UN operations may not be the best option since
U.S. forces may elicit a higher degree
of attention, it is in our national interest to support these operations financially and logistically.

ß Develop global security networks.
The U.S. must work with allies and
partnered countries to more effectively police the world’s oceans and grey
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zones. The Navy is developing a concept of a “1,000 ship Navy,” which
would seek to leverage the fleets of
allied or friendly countries to create a
network of navies to better police the
world’s oceans.
The term “1,000 ship Navy” is a
metaphor for the strength that could
be gained if countries bound together
to prevent the movement of threats
across the high seas.66 The goal of the
1,000 ship Navy is not to purchase additional ships, but to change the way
navies interact and operate together.
The hope is that this could create a
maritime network that can allow the
U.S. and other members to monitor the world’s oceans. This does not
mean that the U.S. has to be the one
nation-state coordinating activity.
For example, Indonesia, Malaysia, and
Singapore, worked together to confront piracy and terrorist movements
in the Straits of Malacca. The effort
should also attempt to involve commercial shippers who operate around
the globe. To ensure the success of
this concept, the United States should
ratify the Law of the Sea Treaty.
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Conclusion

T

he U.S. military must move in a new direction in order to effectively confront
the challenges of the 21st century. As America transitions to a new administration in January of 2009, our country and our military face many challenges.
More than six years since the attacks of September 11, the perpetrators of those attacks
remain at large; the situation in Afghanistan remains highly unstable; and operations
in Iraq have pushed our ground forces to the brink, muddied the image and credibility
of the United States, and left our military dangerously ill-prepared to deal with other
emerging contingencies.

We must learn from the mistakes that have been made. We should never again send our
men and women in uniform into combat without a clear vision of the mission, without proper equipment and training, or without a plan. The situation in Iraq has shown
us that when we as a nation go to war, we must ensure that our men and women in
uniform have significant support from the international community and our allies. The
burden of war should also never be placed solely on the shoulders of the U.S. military;
it must be carried by all agencies of the U.S. government.
In the wake of Iraq, a much more cautious approach to international military engagements is warranted. We must not overestimate the utility of military force. We must
recognize that using military force has consequences that are difficult to predict and
even harder to manage. Military force is too often pointed to as the first, rather than
the last, resort to deal with complex international problems. We must adopt a more
measured approach.
Yet our experiences of the last two decades indicate that America’s military will not get
much rest. Since the United States is still the sole global superpower, it will continue to
be the guarantor of global security and will be frequently called upon to act, not just
in a conventional military capacity, but as a global first responder. Responding to crises
and disasters will be a major function of our military. Instead of resisting this role, we
should embrace it. The role of “global first responder” will not only help to alleviate
suffering; it will also improve the image of America, as it has in Indonesia, and will help
the United States build better ties around the world.
The U.S. military must always be prepared to engage and defeat another military on
the battlefield, but our experiences since the end of the Cold War indicate that our
armed forces are much more likely to engage in non-traditional operations such as re-

35

D E C E M B E R

2 0 0 7

sponding to the effects of tragic natural
disasters, supporting peacekeeping and
stability operations, and striking at terrorist training camps.
We must reform and transform our military to address these challenges. Currently our military is lopsided. While our
troops combat insurgents that lack uniforms, our military is spending the vast
majority of its substantial budget on programs that have little or no relevance to
this reality. We must match our resources
with our priorities, expand the size of the
ground forces, and invest in new essential
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capabilities. We must also seek to better integrate all elements of our national
power, since addressing these challenges
is just as much a diplomatic and foreign
assistance effort as it is a military effort.
Transforming the military to meet these
challenges will be difficult. It will require
a willingness to change and will demand
leadership from the military, Congress,
and the president. But to meet current
challenges and future threats it is vital
that we work to build a new 21st century
force to ensure the safety, security, and
strength of the United States of America.
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