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INTRODUCTION 

Co-sponc:;ors of the 2002 Dwight D. Eisenhower National Security 
Conference were the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, the 
Peter f. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management, the Conference 
Board, the LexmgLOn Institute, the Office of the Secretary of Defense for l'et 
Assessment, and the United States Ann). This two-day e\ent was held at the 
Ronald Reagan Building and International Trade Center in Washington, D.C., 
on September 26th and 27th. The conference, which culminated the 2002 
Dwight D. l.:isenhower National Security Series, focused on identifying the 
opportuniues and challenges for national security in the twenty-first century 
and the capabilities needed to anticipate those challenges and to seize those 
opportunities for greater security and prosperity in the future. 

The conference consisted of five addrcs!>es and four panel discussions. Mr. 
David Gergen, Editor-at-Large, U.S. News(_..., World Rep011, and Professor, john 
r. Kenned)' School of Government, llarvard Universit)'; Mr. Dick Grasso, 
Chairman, New York Stock Exchange; the Honorable Norman Y. \llmeta, 
Secretary of rransponation; Mrs. Frances llcsselbein, Chairman of the Board 
of Governor~. Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management; and 
General Richard B. Myers, Chairman, joint ChieCs of Staff, addressed the con
ference. 

The first panel addressed today·s secunt)' environment and the new con
text for global security. The Conference Board sponsored the panel and the 
Conference Board's Senior Vice President and Chief I::conomist, Ms. Gail D. 
Fosler, moderated. Panelist<; included the llonorable Jerry Lewis (R-Calif.), 
Chairman, Defense Appropnations Subcommiuee; Professor Douglass C. 
Korth. Spencer T. Olin Professor of Arts and Sciences, Washington Univcrsll)', 
St. Louis; M!>. Anne 0. Krueger, First Deputy Managing Director, International 
Monetary Fund; and Dr. Stephen j. Flanagan, Director, Institute for National 
Strategic Studies, National Defense University. 

The second panel, sponsored by the Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars, focused on security cooperation. The debate centered on 
how much the United States should work wuh others in a globalized world; 
should United States foreign policy be unilateral or multilateral? Dr. RobertS. 
Litwak, Director, International Studies, Woodrow Wilson International Center 
for Scholars, chaired the panel. Panelists included Dr. G.john Ikenberry, Peter 
f . Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and ju'>tice in World Affairs, School of 
Foreign Service. Georgetown Universur; Dr. Charlc!> Krauthammcr, 
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Syndicated Columnist, the Wa~hiugrou Post; Dr. Therese Dclpech, Director of 
Strategic Affairs, Commissariat de l'Encrgic Atomique, France; and Dr. Yoichi 
Funabashi, chief diplomatic correspondent and columnist, 1\sahi Shimbun, 
Japan. 

The third panel focused on the military instrument of national power and 
the capabilities the military needs to develop to successfully operate in the cur
rent and future global secunty environment. The Lexington Institute spon
sored this panel and its Chief Operations Officer, Dr. Loren B. Thompson. 
moderated the discussion. Paneltsts included Dr. Michael [. O'llanlon, Senior 
fello", Brookings Institution; Dr. David johnson. Senior Policy Analyst, 
RAND; Dr. Hans Binnendijk. National Defense Universit)'; and Major General 
James M. Dubik, Director for Joim Experimentation U9), Joint Forces 
Command. 

The Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management sponsored 
the fourth and final panel, which focused on the other capabilities that must 
be developed for successful international efforts. Ambassador Peter W. 
Galbraith, National War College, chaired the panel whose panelists included 
General Montgomery C. Meigs, Commanding General. United States Army. 
Europe, and 7th Army; Mr. lloward Roy Williams. President and Chief 
[xecuth·c Officer, Center for Humanitarian Cooperallon; and Ambassador 
Robert B. Oakley, Distingu•shed Fellow, Institute for lnternational and 
Strategic Studies, National Defense University. 



SUMMARY 

Key Outcomes 

Throughout the 2002 Dwight D. Eisenhower National Conference, dis
cussions among the participants and the attendees centered on the 2002 Series 
theme: Anticipating Clwl/engcs, Sci;::ing Opportunities, Bt~ildi11g Capabilities. By 
beginning the conference with a discussiOn of today's security envtronment 
and comparing it to the post-World War 11 period, the participants set the 
stage for a broader discussion of security policy and required capabilitic~ in the 
current and future seeurit)' context. Distilled from this discussion was the 
essential need for princ1pled, effective, and collaborative leadershtp in all types 
of organizations. 

Anticipating Challenges, Seizing Opportunities 

Today's Global Security Environment 

Dr. Loren B. Thompson, the Lexington Institute, opened the conference 
by expressing the sentiment shared b)' many of the ensuing speakers that the 
global landscape has changed tremendously during the last two decades. The 
Cold War ended. The infonnation revolution arrived. The delicate balance of 
terror gave way to a world of unpredictable and diverse dangers. Open mar
kets and democratic processes gradually became globalized. But, by most 
measures. today is the best moment in human history. lt is a time of unparal
leled freedom, economic expansion, longevity, and opportunity. 

Nevertheless, attendees were frcqucmly reminded that the world remains a 
dangerous place with authoritarian regimes and criminal imerests whose com
bined inOuence extends the envelope of human suffering. This inOuence fosters 
an environment for extremism and the drive to acquire asymmetric capabilities 
and weapons of mass destruction. As Ms. Gail D. Fosler, the Conference Board, 
stated, we face an environment that has become enormously more complex. We 
face a series of weapons of various types of destruction that provide huge diver
sity in the possible combinations of threats and the possible responses. 

The Honorable jerry Lewis, Defense Appropriations Subcommitlee, and 
the Honorable Norman Y. Mineta, Secretary of Transportation, addressed the 
balances that must be maintained between national security and finite fiscal 
resources and between security and individual liberties. As Congressman 
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Lewis stated. at this moment the challenges could not be more seriouc;, and 
there is s1gmf1cant pressure to prioritize national defen!>e spendmg as 
Congress appropriates federal resources across a variety of competing needs. 
Secretary Mineta highlighted the other balance when he said that our ability 
to respond to the dynamic challenges of this war on tcrronsm rests upon the 
\Cry virtues that we seck to defend: Iibert)'. democracy, and free and open 
markets. 

Post-World War 11 Sccwity Environment 

Many ~peakers found it u~cful to look to the post-World War II era for 
examples and lesson~ that apply in today's environment. While many similar
ities were evident between the two eras, the consensus was that today's envi
ronment is more dissimilar to that of President Eisenhower than not. But the 
wa) in which President Eisenhower and other leaders responded and behaved 
provided enlightening insights that are relevant today. 

Mr. David Gergen, U.S. News & World Report, believes there are certainly 
clear parallels between Eisenhower's time after World War II and our own 
time. Then. as now, an era of fateful conflict was concluded and the United 
States emerged not only triumphant but also ascendant. In both eras, new 
threats appeared and endangered our hope~ for peace. In Eisenhower's time, it 
was the Iron Curtain and Soviet expansion. Today, ll is terrorism, the threat of 
weapons of mass destruction, and super-empowered nonstatc actOrs. Then, as 
now, we needed a new strategy to address new threats, and we needed to reor
ganize major clements of our military establishment. Both times called for 
leadership that was strong, wbe. moral, and uniting. 

Chairman of the .Joint Chiefs of Staff General Richard B. Myers echoed this 
comparison and stated that the security environment that Pre!>ident 
Eisenhower faced was unprecedented when he took office. He had a conven
tional conflict under way while having to simultaneously prepare for a poten
tial global nuclear connict. However, General Myers said today we have the 
opposite situation: we are involved in a global nonconventional war, fighting 
against terrorists, wh1lc having to prepare for a potential regional war. 

GlobalizaLioll 

Globalization fueled by the information revolution remains a defining 
force in today's sccuril)' environment. While participants debated the impact 
and ramifications of globalization, most agreed to the definition provided by 
Ms. Anne 0. Krueger of the International Monetary Fund. She defined glob
alization as the process of integration across nations through the spread of 
ideas; the sharing of technological advances; trade in goods and services; and 
the movement of labor and capital across national boundaries. 
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Ms. Krueger also highlighted many of the benefits that have accrued as a 
result of globalization. She stated that the international community can do 
more today about poverty and act more quickly than ever before. Access to the 
buoyant imemational market has greatly facilitated faster growth for poor peo
ple in poor countries. It has pcnnittcd the degree of reliance on comparative 
advantage and a dh 1sion of labor when things are going well that was not pos
sible in the nineteenth century. The rapid growth in international trade and in 
the supportive services has resulted in a significant increase in what developed 
countries can provide to developing countries to do things right and do them 
quick!). without incurring the huge costs. 

Professor Douglass C. North, Washington University, discussed globaliza
tion in broader, historic terms. lie sees globalization not as an unstoppable 
worldwide trend but as a product of a belief system in the Western world. This 
system encouraged the development of impersonal exchange, large markets, 
productivity growth, and the technolog1cal miracles that arc becoming a sig
nificant part of the world today. However, as demonstrated in the Moslem 
world since the thirteenth century, a belief system that evolves underlie~ not 
only choices that make us productive but also choices that lead equally to vio
lence, to fanaticism, and to religious extremism. 

Dr. Stephen J. flanagan, National Defense Umvcrsity, discussed what he 
considers the dark side of globalization. As information and economic capa
bilities continue to expand, they are placing more demands on our securit)' 
abilities. For example, an interlocking link exists between the activities of 
organized crime in trafficking of drugs. people. and weapons, which is over
lapping and sometimes creating alliances of convenience with terrorist groups. 
He believes we have an obligation to get at the sources of this rage and despair 
and to narrow the prosperity gap. He stated that we should work at ways to 
restore the sense of hope among many countries in the world. Dr. Flanagan 
stated that the United States has to enhance public diplomac}' to better explain 
America's purpose in the world and to counter misinformation about the 
nature of its power. He stated that all of the~c strategic clements need to be 
much better integrated if we arc to succeed in our efforts to promote global 
peace and security. 

Sccwity Strategies 

Each panel discussion and discussions following each address eventually 
turned to the need to best meet the challenges and exploit the opportunities of 
this environment. Recently published Bush administration documents, includ
mg The National Security Strategy and The National Stwwgy jo1 Homeland 
Security, gave this discussion both context and refcrl'nce. 

As the senior administration official present, Secretary Mineta highlighted 
the key points of the just-published Nmional Security Strategy. To emphasize 
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the departure from President Eisenhower's era, he emphasized that this secu
rit} strategy ts based upon a doctrine of preempung the new threats to our 
national security rather than relying exclusively on the Cold War era doctrines 
of containment and deterrence. 

Mr. Gergen opened the debate regarding this doctrine of preemption 
and capability for unilateral action with htstorical references to President 
Eisenhower. Mr. Gergen underscored Eisenhower's commitment to interna
tionalism, to collective security, and to solving problems through the 
United Nattons. He noted Etsenhower's commitment to solving interna
tional probkms and that he believed the way to do this was through inter
national agencies. President Eisenhower concluded that the United States 
should extend its view of the rule of law across the world. Our best protec
tion, he said, lies in a set of rules, norms, and agencies in which all nations 
join, and in which the United States provides the leadership and the moral 
\iSIOn. 

The Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars expanded this 
discussion and made it the focal point of its panel. Dr. G. john Ikenberry, 
Georgetown Univcrsit)' , stressed that this strategy could be a fundamental 
challenge to U.S. relations with its major European and japanese allies. 
Assertive American unilateral policies related to the war on global terrorism 
could undermine the grand strategic bargain between the United States and 
its Western partners, which created the most stable and prosperous inter
national order in htstory. A key clement of that post-World War 11 strategy 
was American strategic restraint-embedding U.S. power in multilateral 
security and economic instillltions. That characteristic made the exerctsc of 
American power less threatening and more legitimate to other states. Dr. 
Therese Dclpcch, Commissariat de J'[ncrgie Atomique, and Dr. Yoichi 
Funabashi, Asalti 5himbun, agreed that it was essential to develop new rules 
governing the use of force that take into account the increased proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction by hostile StateS and nonstate actors. 

However, Dr. Charles Krauthammer, the Washingtort Post, argued that 
collapse of the Cold War bipolar system had created an unprecedented 
"unipolar moment" that American poltcymakers should unabashedly seize 
to reshape international affairs and safeguard U.S. supreme national inter
ests. The new Amencan unilateralism, in fact, predates the September llth 
auacks and is evidenced in the Bush administration's policies toward the 
Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change and multilateral arms control agree
ments. The ~eptember 11th auacks underscored the horrific and unaccept· 
able consequences of a mass casualty attack perpetrated b) an undcterrable 
terrorist group. Meeting the diverse threats posed by rogue states and glob
al terrorism may require the United States to undertake preemptive mtlitary 
action unfcuered by the constramts of multilateral mstitutions. 
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Building Capabilities 

National Power 

As the discussion shifted from describing today's environment and appro
pnate strateg1es to focusing on the capabilities needed for effective acuon, it 
became clear that the defimtion of national power has changed along wnh the 
broader c;ecurit)' context. rhe clements of national power--diplomatic, 
informative, m1litary, and economic-arc no longer discrete but arc interrelat
ed, interdependent. and inseparable. 

Mr. Dick Grasso, Chairman of the New York Stock Exchange, highlighted 
this change with his discussion about the mutual dependence of economic 
growth and development and 5trong national security. lie stated that there is 
no private economy without a great military, and there is no national defense 
without great private economy. 

Secretar)' Mineta's description of the Department of Homeland Security 
reinforced thl5 theme by stating that the President's plan recognizes that we 
are fighting a new kind of enemy-one that plots to turn our twenty-first cen
tury technology, transportation, and economy against us. This new enemy and 
this new environment justify the largest reorganization of the federal govern
ment in more than 50 years. 

Military Tmnsfonnation 

Most participants agreed that the spectrum of likely military operations 
describes a need for joint, combined, and multinational formations for a vari
et} of miss1ons extending from humanitanan assistance and disaster rchcf to 
peacekeeping and peacemaking to major theater wars. including connicts 
involving the potential usc of weapons of mass destmction. As General Myers 
stated. the military must be able to respond to the President when he asks the 
joint force to do something. The military must be able to rapidly and decisive
ly enter any situation, analyze it, and aclueve its objecti,·es. 

General Myers highlighted three essential elements of transformation: 
intellectual, cultural, and technological. lie stated that, in the past, we panic
ipated in segregated warfare. In the future, we have to consider how to inte
grate all of the clements the services bring to the fight into a joint operating 
architecture. The Department of Defense ic; working on a JOint concept of oper
ations to explam how the military will fight. This concept will be used to test 
potential systems against an operational architecture. 

Dr. Hans Binnendijk, National Defense University, looked at military 
transformation from a historical perspective and said that over the last 700 
years there have been at least a dozen "revolutions in military affairs," which 
he defined as moments of rapid technological progress leading to new opera-
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tiona! concepts and orgamzational structures. However, Dr. Michael E. 
O'llanlon, Brookings Institution. challenged the central premise of the trans
formation movement-the notion that rapid technological advances will facil
itate new concepts of operation and organizational constructs. Panerns of mil
itary change in the present era arc uneven. he suggested, reflecting both con
tinuity and discontinuity with the past. 

Major General james :vt. Dub1k,joint Forces Command, argued that while 
"matencl solutions"-new technology and S}'Stems-are critical to transfor
mation. they may not be as Important as effective training, organization, doc
trine. and leadership development. lle called for greater "mclusiveness~ in the 
transformation process to involve the service bureaucracies, combatant com
manders, other federal agenCies, and foreign allies-all of whom might have 
roles to play in future military operations. 

f-rom an economic perspective. Mr. Grasso of the New York Stock 
Exchange maintains that the United States must invest more in defense to meet 
potential threats today and tomorrow. He stated that the current 3.8 percent 
of gross domestic product (GOP) invested in defense must be increased dra
matically to sustain the incxtncable link between economic performance and 
national defense. Mr. Grasso also believes that the military retirement S}'Stem 
must be transformed so that the nation supports, for the rest of their lives, cit
izen!> who provide a career of service to their country. 

lntemalional Efforts 

As the military transforms to meet the challenges of tomorrow's security 
environment, other public, private, and international organizations are also 
changing how they operate and how they interact within the international 
communit}'· The final panel, co-sponsored by the Peter F. Drucker Foundation 
for Nonprofit Management, focused on the capabilities needed for successful 
international efforts. 

General Montgomery C. Meigs. Commanding General, United States 
Army, Europe, and 7th Army. stated that to create a common effort in civil
mtlitar>' peacekeeping or peace-enforcement situations, three basic clements 
were e5scntial: common goals and coordinated ends reached through consen
sus, the building of trust between the key players, and a willingness on the pan 
of the military to lead from behind. 

Mr. I toward Roy Williams, President and Chief Executive Officer, Center 
for llumamtarian Cooperation, asked how you get communities with different 
cultures, histories, and languages to come together for the common good. He 
suggested selling up channel!> of communication between the communities. 
The military must learn that the causes nongovernmental organizations 
(NGO) arc engaged in arc very precious to them, they are willing to risk their 
lives in order to maintain them, and conflict prevention must be a function of 
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a lot of micro-efforts pulling wgcther to accomplish a much larger goal. 
Awareness of these micro-efforts and seeing them as part of the larger picture 
would go far 111 Improving coordination efforts. 

While supportive of the need to work together and communicate consis
tently and clearly. Ambassador Robert B. Oakley. National Defense University, 
stated that the need for public security will constantly be challenged by the two 
different approaches to mcreasing public security internationally: the soft ap
proach, through humanitarian efforts, and the hard approach, through military, 
intelhgcnce, and policing efforts. fhe milital') must take a hard-hnc approach to 

these public security threats, which sets them apart from the NGO community. 

Essential Nature of Effective Leadership 

Throughout the discussions of security environments, economic expan
sion, security cooperation, and transformation, the one theme that was consis
tent among all of the participants was the need for cffecuve, values-based lead
ership. Just as the leaders in Eisenhower's era developed the appropriate strate
gies, exercised the needed wisdom, and lived the right example, wday's organ
izations-public and private-need leaders who have a strong sense of values, 
who treat others with dignity and respect, who are accustomed to hard work, 
who arc courageous, who thrive on responsibility, who know how to build and 
moti\ate teams, and who are positive role models for all around them. 

The example of President Eisenhower is especiall} relevant as we look at 
the type of leaders we need today. As Mr. Gergen explained, President 
Eisenhower learned a collaborative style of leadership while playing and 
coaching football in his early days at \Vest Pomt and while in the Anny. It was 
this approach that he brought to military and political leadership-to insist 
upon close teamwork and to serve as coach to everyone in the organization. 
Mr. Gergen quoted Stephen Ambrose. renowned hiStorian and [isenho",·er 
biographer, , .. ho said that another elemem of the leadership quality that he 
respected so much beyond the teamwork was that Eisenhower always made 
sure that others shared the credit. 

Mrs. Frances Hessclbein, Chamnan of the Board of Governors, Peter F. 
Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management, provided an apt definition of 
leadership today when she said we define leadership in our own terms and that 
leadership is a matter of how to be, not how to do She continued to Sa) that 
leaders m all sectors arc finding old answers do not fit the nC\\ quesuons. 
Across all sectors, there arc common questions, common challenges, and a call 
for principled leadership. Mr. Dick Grasso reiterated this call when he dis
cussed the challenge of reestablishing tmst and confidence in the markets and 
in corporate leaders after recent corporate scandals. 

The specific challenge of leading in a time of change was mentioned 
throughout the conference. General Eric K. Shinsck1, Chief of Staff, Umted 
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States Ann) , said that change confronts our biases, it undercuts our most 
closely held beliefs; it challenges our willingness to take risks. Yet it is essen
tial if we arc to grow and remain rclevanl. Change is the most difficuh thing 
that any institution can undertake and it demands strong, visionary leadership. 
Mrs. Hcssclbein echoed this sentiment, saying that the challenge for leaders 
today in any type of organization is to successfully manage change, lead 
change, create change. 

Closing 

In President Eisenhower's words, an objective of the Dwight D. 
Eisenhower National Secunty Series is to '·help promote . . . a common knowl
edge and understanding of the critical i<;sues of our time." While discussing 
and debating contemporary and future national security issues of our times, 
this distinguished group of speakers fulfilled this objective and sub5tantively 
contributed to a crillcal examination of more effecttve means to focus the 
instruments of national power. 

Full transcripts, video, and audio presentations from the conference can 
be found at www.ciscllltowerserics.com. Themes and schedules for future events 
are also located at this website. 



CONFERENCE CHARTER 

National Security for the Twenty-First Century
Anticipating Challenges, Seizing Opportunities, 

Building Capabilities 

The end of the Cold War, the prevalence of information technology, and 
the expansion of the global economy provide unprecedemed challenges and 
opportunities for national security. National security organizations, policies, 
and relationships must transform to meet these challenges and exploit these 
opportunities. A continuing, open dialogue among these organizations is 
essential. The Dwight D. Eisenhower National Security Conference strives to 
contribute substantially to th1s dialogue. 

This year·s conference is the cuhnination of our first Dw1ght D. 
Eisenhower National Security Series. Th1s annual series IS a broad fora of 
events and papers designed to engage the national security community in a 
broad and unique dialogue that identifies and promotes new ways to focus 
national power to meet the full range of twenty-first century security chal
lenges. Participants and audiences will continue to include a wide range of 
current and former national security policymakers, senior military officials, 
congressional leaders, internationally recognized security specialists, corpo
rate and industry leaders, and the national media. 

The theme for this year's conference and se1ies is National Securit)' for the 
Twenty-First Century-Anticipating Challenges, Seizlllg Opportunities, 
Building Capabilities. This broad constmct allowed our co-sponsors to pursue 
a variety of related issues that are critical to national security. This year's con
ference will culminate and expand upon these ongoing efforts. 

The events of 2001 made clear the dramatic evolution in threats to nation
al security, as well as the urgem necessit)' to rapidly organize to eliminate 
them. Fully anticipating future challenges and seizing opportunities 111 this 
new environment require new approaches to achieving strategic objectives and 
fulfilling global responsibilities and commitments. 

The conference's opening address draws lessons from President 
Eisenhower's legacy that remain relevant 111 today's securit)' environment. 
Like toda), leaders in the post-World War II era faced a vastly changed 
national .:;ecurity environment and endeavored to develop appropriate 
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responses that met those challenges and exploited technological and geopo
litical opportunities. 

Panel I builds on this address with a discussion of today's security envi
ronment. It not on ly explores the new global security environment, it also pro
vides the context for the remainder of the conference. 

The luncheon address focuses on the interdependence between a nation's 
economic vitality and its national security; each propels the other. Strong 
economics produce the infrastructure and wherewithal that grant strong rnili
tanes a competitive advantage L1kcwise, strong militancs produce the tran
quility and predictability that grant strong economies a compctillve advantage. 
Nauonal leaders must contmuc to balance these mutually imcrdepcndem 
reqUirements. 

Panel II focuses on security cooperation and on the appropriate balance of 
multilateralism and unilateralism in United States foreign policy from both an 
American and an international per'ipective. 

The keynote address highlights both the challenges and opportunities of 
the current security environment while including a discussion of the capabili
ties needed for national security in the twent)•-first century. This address 
focuse'> specifically on homeland security and how we, as a nation, are adapt
mg our ex1sting and new mstllutionc;,, policies. and organizations to meet the 
challenges of our day. 

The morning addre::.s offers a corporate perspective on the challenge of 
managing change in large, complex organizations. Rarely is transformation an 
internal event. Rather, it usually occurs as pan of a larger, externally driven 
force. As a result, a particular organization's transformation is usually tied to a 
market or interagency transformation. Taken in today's context, transforma
tion must be an imperative not only to the military but also to other public and 
private agencies as we attempt to achieve a new securit)' vision. 

lh1s discussion set the context for Panel HI's discussiOn on the transfor
mation of the military instrument of national power, as well as Panel JV's dis
cussion on building other capabilities for international efforts. 

Finally, the closing address revisits the issue of transformation by placing 
military transformation into a broader context of transforming international 
organizations and the efforts those organizations initiate. 



OPENING ADDRESS 

WHY EISENHOWER? I KE AND T ODAY'S NATIONAL 
SECURITY ENVIRONMENT 

Mr. David Gergen, Editor-at-Large, U.S. News & World Report, and 
Professor, john F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University 

Introduction by: Dr. Loren B. Thompson , Chief Operating Officer, The 
Lcxingwn Institute 

General john M. Keane, Vice Chief of Staff, United States Army 

Ms. Susan Eisenhower, President and CEO, Eisenhower Institute 

Summary 

Dr. Loren B. Thompson, Chief Operating Officer, The Lexington 
Institute 

• The global landscape has changed a great deal during the last two 
decades. The Cold War ended, the information revoiUlion arrived. The deli
cate balance of terror gave way to a world of unpredictable and diverse dan
gers. Open markets and democratic processes gradually became globalized 
during that time although some people still resist the verdict of history. But, 
by most measures, today is the best moment in human history. It is a time of 
unparalleled freedom and prosperity and longevity. 

• But one key feature of the global landscape that has not changed is the 
provisional quality of all of our successes. The same impulses that gave us the 
Dark Ages still reside in human nature waiting for an opportunity to reassert 
themselves. The hard-won freedoms of this new era can become tools in the 
hands of those who would seek to subvert them. 

• Anticipating challenges, seizing opportunities, building capabilities
these are the three imperatives that decision makers must face in this 
transformed security environment: first, to see nascent dangers before they 
fully emerge; second, to channel global change into the path of peace and free
dom; and, finally, to rethink the meaning of preparedness. 
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General john M. Keane, Vice Chtef of Staff. United States Army 

• Our strength as a nation is a product of the democratic, economic, cul
wral, and military accomplishments of past leaders who imparted great vision 
for this nation of ours. 

• rhe September 11th attacks against our country were a horrific warning 
that the requirements for our nation's securit)' have changed 

l. The Cold War environment offered a certain degree of stability and 
deliberations regarding national defense. 

2. Today, leveraging the clements of a national power" uh the same 
precision as we did during the Cold War is much more difficult due to a wide 
variety of factors such as terrorism, narcotics trarficking, organized crime, and 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. 

3. That difficulty exponentially increases with the existence of state 
and nonstate actors who arc determined to stop our influences and, in some 
cases, to destroy our way of life. 

• As President Bush observes in his National Sccu1 it) Strate&>, the 
gra' est danger our nation faces lies at the crossroads of radtcalism and 
technology. 

Ms. Susan Eisenhower, President and CEO. Eisenhower Institute 

• President Eisenhower presided as the informal Chairman of the joint 
Chiefs of Staff and designed a unified budget and mili tary command that real
ly, truly constituted a different kind of revolution in military affairs. Securing 
the service chiefs' agreement. according to General Andrew Goodpaster, 
"required every bit of his unique military skills and persuasive abilities." 

• His Cold War strategy set out a set of basic principles that remained lit
erally unchanged for the next 45 years. The threat could be deterred by a 
'>CCurc retaliatory capacity, and Sovtct expansion could be contained indefi
nitely untiltt was eroded by internal decay and deterioration. Coerced rollback 
of Soviet power was therefore rejected in favor of containment. The adminis
tralion concluded that military forces and other means must be sustainable by 
the U.S. and its allies over the long haul of decades. Thus the economic vi tal
ity and poli tical cohesion in support of the U.S. and its allies were critical com
ponents of this security. 

• Understanding that the Cold War would be a long one, Eisenhower set 
out to ensure that U.S. government spending was consistent with the long 
struggle ahead. He feared that irresponsible fiscal policies could quite literally 
"destroy from within that which we were trying to protect from without.~ 
Contrary to NSC 68, and despllc mutual distrust, the U.S. policy was to nego
tiate arms control measures to moderate the arms race and reduce the risks of 
war by miscalculation or accident. 
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• The allies and the Unned States worked aggress1vely to assist the post
colonial states to strengthen their governments and societies to become less 
vulnerable to subversion. llc was confident that the Soviet Union had within 
it the seeds of its own destruction. 

• In his 1964 memoirs, written 25 years before the tumultuous events of 
the late '80s that ended the Soviet Bloc and the U.S.S.R. itself, he wrote, "When 
the day comes that the Communist people arc as \veil infom1ed as those of free 
nations, then dissatisfaction, unrest, and resentment among hundreds of mil
lions of people will evcmually bring about either reforms in their governments 
or the violent destruction of Communist diCtatorships." 

• Among Lhe most imponant legacies was really an extraordinarily close 
working relationship with Congress. lie worked in remarkable harmony with Lhe 
Democratic leaders 111 Congress: Congressman Sam Rayburn and Senator Lyndon 
johnson. Today, these are, indeed, dangerous times, and we arc challenged to 
think about America not only in the short tem1 but in the long tcnn as well. 

• Presidem Eisenhower believed it was important to bridge the gap 
between the civilian and military worlds. When he left his position as Army 
Chief of Staff. he said, "I cannot let this da) pass without telling the fighting 
men, those who have left the ranks and those of you who still wear a uniform, 
that my fondest boast shall always be, I was their fellow soldier." 

Mr. David Gergen , Editor-at-Large, U.S. News & World Report, and 
Professor, john F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
Universit • 

• In the twentieth century, the American presidency became an office 
where many served but few succeeded. In an era of wmuh, only two 
Republicans managed to serve as president for a full eight years. And those two 
men were the only presidents of either party who presided over eight years of 
peace and prosperity and also left office with a deep reservoir of respect and 
goodwill among their fcllO\\ citizens. Eighteen presidents in all, and onl}' two 
kept us out of war overseas and tranquil here at home. One, of course, was 
Dwight David Eisenhower and the other was Ronald Wilson Reagan. 

• Certainly there are clear parallels between Eisenhower's time after the 
war when he was a five-star general and then president and our own time. 
Then, as now, as World War II ended, an era of fateful conOict was concluded 
and the United States emerged not onlr triumphant but ascendant. 

l. As World War 11 came to a close, the American economy account
ed for more than half of the world's GOP. and we had a monopoly on the atom
IC bomb. Today, in a very s1milar fashion, we have bare!}' -+ percent of the 
world's population and yet we account for about a third of the world's GOP. 
More than 40 percent of all internet transactions originate in the United States, 
and our scientists here represent 70 percent of all the Nobel science wmners 
alive today. 
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2. But then, as now, new threats appeared that cast a shadow across 
our national life and endangered our hopes for peace. An iron curtain descend
ed and Berlin became a lonely outpost of freedom. The Soviets acquired atom
IC weapons of thetr own and ,·owed they would bury us. 1 oday, we see an arc 
of terrorism and t)'Tanny that extends from Osama bin Laden to Saddam 
llussein and threatens America once again so that the American people no 
longer feel secure at home, in offices, or in airplanes. 

3. Then, as now, we needed a new strategy to address new threats and 
we needed to reorganize major elements of our military ec;tablishment. Then, as 
now, we especially needed leadership that was strong, wise, moral, and uniting. 

• Eisenhower's leadership was a model then, and it should remain so 
now. Indeed. his style of leadership seems even more relevant today than it 
was then. Today we look to leaders who empower others, who inspire them, 
who get them working together as a team, and that's what Eisenhower did so 
well. Every CEO, every president, every general, every coach can learn from 
him. 

l. Eisenhower: ~1 believe that football, perhaps more than any other 
sport, tends to tnsull in men the feeling that victory comes through hard, 
almost slavish work, team play, self-confidence, and an enthusiasm that 
amounts to dedication.'' It was the approach that he learned playing with his 
teammates and then coaching that he brought to the military and political 
leadership-to insist upon close teamwork and to serve as coach to everyone 
in the organization. 

2. Stephen Ambrose said that "Another element of leadership that he 
respected beyond the teamwork wm; that Eisenhower always made sure that 
others shared the credit." 

3. Eisenhower wrote that "a good organization docs not make a great 
leader, but a bad organization will kill you every time." l le understood that 
management was cc;sential to leadership. It is not leadership, but it's essential 
to leadership. 

4. Eisenhower said: "l find myself, especially as I ad"ance in years. 
tending to strip each problem down to its simplest possible form. Having got
ten the issue well-defined in my mind, I try in the next step to determine what 
answer would best serve the long-term advantage and welfare of the Unittd 
States and the free world. 1 then consider the immediate problem and what 
solutions we can get that will best conform to the long-term interests of the 
country, and at the same time, can command a sufficient approval in the coun
try so as to secure the necessary congressional action." That is a model for 
decision-making in the White House. 

• Now, beyond Eisenhower's analytical capacity were the personal quali
ties that were so important. 

l. The Oracle Adelphia says, "Know thyself." We ought to add a sec
ond imperative-"Master th)'selr'-for leaders because only when rou master 
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yourself can you serve others. Eisenhower was a man who knew and mastered 
himself. 

2. Time and again, he said "Only a leader who is optimistic, who 
believes and shows his troops and others that the job can be done, can inspire 
them to go ahead and do it.'' Even if you're pessimistic, he says, "l confide my 
pessimism, my fears. 1 confide to that pillow.'' 

• Eisenhower was of a generation that believed in duty, honor, country. 
Those ideas, critical at West Point, became a central pan of his life. 

l. He used to talk about Robert E. Lee as a general. Lee once said that 
duty is the sweetest word in the English language. Eisenhower believed that. 

2. That sense of duty, which grew out of a sense not only that he 
serve his coumry, but also that he hold certain convictions, led Eisenhower 
to the presidency. 

• Eisenhower's principles, his convictions, challenge us today because the 
more you examine them, the more you realize that they are out of step with 
the temper of much of current thinking not only here in Washington but also 
across the country. 

1. He had fought in the war and he believed that the miracle of the 
allies working together in close harness was what won the war, so that he came 
out of the war believing that it's when the United States remains engaged over
seas that we achieve the best results. 

2. ln his April 1953 speech entitled, "The Chance for Peace," 
Eisenhower talked about his horror at the arms race that had broken out and 
how much it was costing us and at what sacrifice. Eisenhower went on to say, 
"This government, the United States government, is ready to ask its people to 
join with all nations in devoting a substantial percentage of the savings 
achieved by disarmament to a fund for world aid and reconstruction." 

3. Ringing through all of Eisenhower's leuers, his work, his declara
tions, his speeches is his commitment to internationalism, to collective secu
rity, to solving problems through the United Nations. He was a great believer 
in the United Nations. He was commined to solving imernational problems, 
and he believed the way to solve international problems was through interna
tional agencies. 

4. Eisenhower felt that it was important to be fiscally responsible. He 
was in favor of lower taxes, no question about that, but he thought the way to 
get there was to tighten up. and he was willing LO cut the Defense Department 
before he lowered taxes. 

5. The United States should extend the view of the rule of law across 
the world. Our best protection lies in a set of rules, norms, agencies, in which 
all nations join, which the United States, of course, provides the leadership 
and the moral vision. but that we recognize that others need to join and 
respect those laws too. 
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• Eisenhower was one of the most successful Chief Executives in our 
nation's history. He kept us out of war. He presided over 8 years of prosperi
ty. No other president since him, until the war on terror, has come anywhere 
close to that kind of reservoir of support among the people. Eisenhower's lega
cy calls us to respect not only the man but a lso his principles and to ask our
selves, what application do they have in the world today? 

Analysis 

ln his opening remarks. Mr. David Gergen focused on the relevance of 
Presidem Eisenhower's legacy to today's national security environment. He 
commented both on the similarities in security environments between the late 
1940s and 1950s and today and on the President's leadership style, principles, 
and personal convictions. Based on his experience as an adviser to four presi
dems, as a renowned author and journalist, and as a scholar and professor, Mr. 
Gergen believes Dwight Eisenhower is the ideal model for today's leaders as 
they face the challenge of the war on terrorism and the opportunity for glob
alization and the Information Age while building capabilities for the fuwre. 

As in Eisenhower's era, the United States has just successfully waged war 
against an enemy determined to end our way of life. Then it was World War II; 
today it is the Cold War. The United States enjoys unparalleled economic and 
tnilitary power today as it did in the late 1940s and , like then, that power con
tinues to develop and grow. But the United States also faces a new enemy 
today. As with tbe Soviet Union in the early days of the Cold War, the United 
States faces a determined enemy in global terrorists who are determined to end 
American influence in pans of the world and to endanger our way of life. Mr. 
Gergen asserts that today's leaders can learn from Eisenhower's generation as 
they face these new threats while maintaining American power and prestige 
today and for the future. 

Today's leaders can use Eisenhower's style of building a team, empower
ing its members, and then acting like a coach to encourage great performance 
and high standards. Today, infonnation technology allows organizations to 
increase their spans of control and rely on individuals to act based on the cur
rent silllation, not the last order or directive. To be successful, teams today 
must allow individuals more autonomy and independence, and leaders must 
provide clear direcrion and guidance to ensure collective success. Eisenhower 
exemplified this model as Supreme Allied Commander in Europe and in the 
White House. The lessons he learned on countless football fields made him a 
success throughout his career in public service. These same lessons and this 
same style will be successful today in business, governmem, or the military. 

Eisenhower's principles and personal style also provide a great model for 
today's leaders. He was able to master his own emotions and approach deci
sions and situations analytically based on his experience and values. From an 
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early age, he was committed to contributing his vast talents to the greater good 
of his country. His commitment to duty as an obligation to serve the American 
public should be an inspiration to this generation to serve the nation seiOess
ly. His reluctant acceptance of the presidential nominauon, his commitment to 
multilateralism and the United Nations, and his pursuit of fiscal responsibili
ty demonstrate his continued effort to put his convictions first and to perform 
his duty while sta) ing true to his beliefs. Eisenhower truly personifies the U.S. 
Mtlitary Academy's mono of "Duty, Honor. Country." 

Prestdem Eisenhower was chosen as the namesake for this series of 
national security events because of his relevance to today's national security 
communit)'· He successfully guided the nation through a time of tremendous 
challenge and danger with his inspirational leadership St}lc while maintaining 
his convictions and beliefs. Today's leaders and policymakers can look to 
President Eisenhower for guidance as they face the securi ty challenges of the 
twenty-first century. 

Transcript 

Note: The conference and each panel were preceded by a video imroduction. 
While transcripts of these videos are not included in this document, the 

videos and their transcripts arc available at the conference website: 
www.ejsenhowerscric'l,com. 

BACKSTAGE ANNOUNCER: Ladies and gentlemen, please welcome Dr. 
Loren B. Thompson, Chief Operating Officer, Lexington Institute. 

DR. LOREN B. TllOMPSON: Good morning, and welcome to the 2002 
Eisenhower National Security Conference. Thts conference is the cultntnation 
of a yearlong dialogue on national security challenges and requirements spon
sored by the U.S. Army, the Pentagon's Office of Net Assessment, the 
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and three private organi
zations. The three private organizations arc the Conference Board, one of the 
world's leading business forums since its founding over 80 years ago in L916; 
the Peter F. Drucker Foundation, a seminal force for building beucr citizens 
and better communities; and my own organization, the Lexington lnstitute. As 
the junior partner in this coaliuon, Lexington would like to express tts grati
tude for the opportunity to participate and to thank all of the sponsors for the 
active role they've played in shaping today's anclLOmorrow's events. 

Today's event is actually the latest in a series of annual national securit)' 
conferences that trace their origins back two generations. During most of that 
time, the Army has been a major sponsor of the conferences. The global land
scape has changed a great deal during that time. The Cold War ended . The 
information revolution arrived. The delicate balance of terror gave way to a 
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world of unpredictable and diverse 
danger!>. Open markets and demo
cratic processes gradually became 
globalized during that time, although, 
as we know, some people still resist 
the verdict of history. But by most 
measures, today is the best moment 
in human history. lt is a time of 
unparalleled freedom and prosperity 
and longevity. 

But one key feature of the global 
landscape that has not changed is the 
provisional quality of all of our suc
cesses. The same impulses that gave us 
the Dark Ages and the Holocaust still 
reside in human nature, waiting for an 
opportunit) to reassert themselves. As 
we all know now, the hard-won free
doms of this new era can become tools 
in the hands of those who would seck 
to subvert them. So it's fitung that the 
focus of this year's Etsenhower 

D1. Thompson 

Conference is National Security in the Twenty-First Century-Amicipating 
Challenges, Seizing Opportunities, Building Capabili ties. 

That phrase defines the three imperatives that decision makers must face 
in this transfonned security environment: first, to sec nascent dangers before 
they full) emerge; second, to channel global change into the path of p(·acc and 
freedom; and finally, to rcthmk the meaning of preparedness. We've tried to 
assemble the most thoughtful and innucmial thinkers from across America 
and around the world-legislators, policy makers, journalists, academics, 
entrepreneurs, and tmlitary leaders-to offer a spectrum of insights on what 
the new millennium demands of us. If we arc successful, then the exchange of 
ideas that you hear over the next two days will contnbute to the security poli
cies of tomorrow. 

In that regard, I want to emphasize that this conference is only one event 
in an ongomg process called the Eisenhower Series, a process that the Army 
and other participants ha\'e fashioned to infonn thctr fellow citizens on the 
challenges that lie ahead. It is called the Eisenhower Conference and the 
Eisenhower Series because no individual more clearl)' exemplifies 1he qualities 
of patience, perception, patriotism, and leadership 1hat will be required to 
secure freedom in the new millennium. On the eve of World War II, Dwight 
David Eisenhower was a remarkable man approaching the end of an unre
markable military career. Yet within a dozen years, he would become the 
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Supreme Allied Commander, the Army Chief of Staff, the President of 
Columbia University, the Commander in Chid of NATO, and finally, the 
Prcsidcm of the United States. It is encouraging to realize that America is able 
to find men and women of such qualities in its moments of greatest need. 

Let me mention a few administrative matters here before I introduce our 
next wclcommg speaker. First of all, one of the things the presence at this con
ference has purchased you is an opportunity to shape such future events. If 
you look in your packets, you'll find a questionnaire about the conference, and 
\Ve would very much appreciate it if you would fill out that questionnaire and 
put your responses in the box outside the door, because we really do care what 
you think of this event. 

Second, because the conference i~ part of the larger process, you're going 
to sec a major report and a variety of subsidiary products coming out in the 
aftermath of 1he next two days' meetings. This year we're going to be offeri ng 
streaming video and CD ROMs and all those other wonderful benefits of the 
Information Age as a way of giving the conference both more impact and more 
immediacy. But the success of efforts such as this depend on engaging the 
audience. so I hope all of you. to the extent that time allows, will take an 
opportunity to participate in the discussion by asking questions. If you have a 
quesuon you'd like to put to the speakers up here, just raise your hand. A 
microphone will be passed to you. And then I'll call on you. 

Third, don't forget to turn off all those pesky cell phones and pagers dur
ing the event. Or at least put them on vibrate. If you rely on incoming calls to 

keep you awake, we have a substitute m the form of coffee outs•de the door. 
f-inally, given the times in which we live, I suppose I should note that this 

is a very big and complex building. It's a good idea for you to identify the exit 
routes m advance, so that you know how you would leave the building if )'OU 

needed to in any kind of an emergency. If you have an>' questions about how 
to get around the Reagan Building, there arc staff people outside. You'll sec 
them wearing badge .... They can direct you to just about any destination. rve 
already asked them three questions and they were right each time. By the way, 
I'd recommend that when you do leave the room for any period of time, you 
take your personal belongings with you, just for secunty reasons. 

Now, I'd like to turn to a person of considerably greater visibility and 
stature, the Vice Chief of Staff of the Army, and introduce him, to provide a wel
come by the U.S. Army to all of you. He is Gencraljohn vi. Keane, as I said, the 
Vice Chief of Staff of the United States Army. Prior to assuming his current 
position in the late spring of 1999, General Keane performed a wide range of 
increasingly •mportant roles at horne and abroad in a military career that has 
spanned more than three decades. Among other things, he has been the Deputy 
Commander in Chief and Chief of Staff of the United States Atlantic Command. 
the Commanding General of the XVIII Airborne Corps, and the Commanding 
General of the lOlst Airborne Division. His achievements have been acknowl-
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edged by many medals. including the Dtstinguished Service Medal , the Silver 
Star, the Legion of Merit , the Bronze Star, and the Meritorious Service Medal. 
He is widely recognized as one of the most perceptive, articulate, focused lead
ers in the U.S. military today. General Jack Keane. 

GENERAL JOHN l\1. KEANE: Thank you. Good morning everybody and 
welcome. And thank you, Loren, for those kind words and that generous intro
duction. The Army is excited about its association with the Dwight David 
Eisenhower National Security Series, and we arc just absolutely delighted to be 
one of the co-sponsors of this capstone event for the series, the Eisenhower 
Conference. Our many distinguished speakers and guests underline the impor
tance of our discussions these next two days, so it's good to see all of you here, 
and frankly the numbers that will be here over the next two days have exceed
ed our expectations. General Shinseld was called away on short notice this 
morning and asked me to pass along his regrets that he could not be here this 
morning. but he will join us Later today. We are indebted to each of the part
ners that Loren mentioned for their dedication to broadening our national 
security dialogue and helping to refine our understanding of the tremendous 
challenges we face as a nation. Our strength as a nation is a product of the 
democratic, economic, cultural, and military accomplishments of past leaders 
who imparted great vision for this nation of ours. Our charter in thts series is 
to perpetuate President Eisenhower's enduring legacy of leadership. In his 
words, "llclp promote a common knowledge and understanding of the critical 
issues of our time." Therefore, we arc especially grateful to the Eisenhower 
family for their gracious support and appreciate their consent in naming this 
series, this conference, in honor of the thirty-fourth President of the United 
States, Dwight David Eisenhower. 

Earlier this month, we commemorated the September 11th allacks against 
our country, and just six days ago, President Bush unveiled our National 
Security Strategy for these first years of the twenty-first century. So our discus
sions over the next two days could not be more relevant or timely. September 
llth was more than just a beginning of our first-and I hope only-war of the 
twenty-first century. It was a horrific warning that the requirements for our 
nation's securi ty have changed. The Cold War environment offered a certain 
degree of stability and deliberations regarding national defense. Today, leverag
ing the clements of a national power with the same precision as we did during 
the Cold War is much more difficult, as we all know, due to a wide variety of 
individual factors such as terrorism, narcotics trafficking, organized crime, and 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. And that difficulty exponen
tially increases with the existence or state and non-state actors who arc deter
mined to stop our inOuenccs and. in some cases, to destroy our wa)' of life. 

As President Bush observes in his National Security Strategy, the gravest 
danger our nation faces lies at the crossroads of radicalism and technology. 
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The implications of that observation 
are, in large part, the purpose of our 
discussions here. Over the next two 
days, I hope that we all make the 
most of this opportunity to engage in 
this national security dialogue, the 
profits of which will contribute to the 
preservation of our nation and the 
ideals of freedom that we American 
people hold so dear. 

It is now my great pleasure and 
privilege to introduce Ms. Susan 
Eisenhower, a well recogmzed and 
widely consulted scholar of United 
States--Russian relations, a best -scll
mg author, and a much sought after 
speaker for insights across many dis
ciplines. Her expertise is well respect
ed, and we are delighted that she 
could JOin us here today. Ladies and 
gentlemen, please jotn me in a warm 
welcome for Ms. Susan Eisenhower. 

MS. SUSAN EISENI!OWER: General Keane, Dr. Thompson, honored 
guests, it's a great privilege for me to be here today, and I must say that I was 
reminded on my way to this conference of one of my favorite stories related to 
me by my grandfather. In the early '50s when he was president, his younger 
brother, \!tilton Eisenhower, was president of Penn State University. Milton 
asked his brother, the president, to give a convocation speech at Penn State. 
Well, the weather was very much like it is this morning-off-and-on dnzzle
and Milton was very worncd about the fact that the event was planned to be 
outside, and there was some uncertainty about what it would mean if they had 
to move the gathering mside. So he called Ike in a bit of a panic and said. 
"What should I do? Should we move thts thing inside or should we leave it 
outside?" And Ike replied, "Listen , Milton, that's your problem. I haven't wor
ried about the weather since june 6, 1944."1 think that does put the weather 
into perspective, and we're here today, actually, to have a very, very important 
dialogue about the national security challenges facing the United States. 

I'd like to reflect, though, for a momem on my grandfather and his life and 
times. On june 12, 1945, a little more than a momh after the end of hostilities 
in World War II, Dwight Eisenhower stood on the balcony of London's Gutld 
Hall and accepted the Freedom or The City and the London Sword. The killing 
had stopped, but the costs or the conflict had only begun to be measured. 
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Europe lay in utter ruins, and I think 
from a contemporary point of view, 
we can't even grasp the carnage and 
the destrucuon. Cities had been 
crushed, economies had collapsed, 
and the carnage was beyond contem
porary comprehension. In the 
European theater, for mstance, 
including Russia-these arc among 
our allies alonc-ll ? million allied 
soldiers were killed in action, and 
more than 7 million civilians perished 
from starvation, bombing, or butch
cry, and that's not couming those who 
were victims of the Holocaust. Nor do 
those figures reflect those of our ene
mies who died. 

I think that you can imagine that 
I'm justifiably proud of Ill}' grandfa-
ther's comribution to winning this ter- Ms. Eisenhower 
rible war in Europe, and I remember 
as a ch ild he had been given as a gift a 
large photograph of the Normandy invasion. One of my most vivid elementary 
school memories was of him explaining a bit about the battle of Nom1and) to 
me and now, of course, as one has gotten older and read more on the subject, 
one is truly amazed, I think, at the talent and the fortitude and the commitment 
to forge the first integrated allied command in history. He made other contribu
tions, however, as well, some of them less known to the general public. 

As president of Columbta UniverStl)', he was tasked by President Truman 
to come to Washington and do a number of important things. lie presided as 
the informal chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and designed a unified budg
et and militaf) command that really, truly constillttcd a different kind of revo
lution in militaf)' affairs. Securing the Service chiefs' agreement, according to 

General Goodpaster, "requi red every bit of his unique military ski lls and per
suasive abilities." His Cold War stratcg}, too, set out a set of basic principles 
that remained literally unchanged for the next 4-5 1ears. It was a coherent. wtn
mng strategy. As Bob Buyi and others from that administration have wriuen, 
the strategy revised the Truman threat appraisal, objectives, and means embod
ied in NSC 68. Lt rejected the prospect of a Soviet auack by a date of maximum 
danger. The threat could be deterred by a secure retaliatory capacit)', and Sovtet 
expansion could be comamccl indcfinitcl} until it was eroded b) internal decay 
and deterioration. Coerced rollback of Soviet power was therefore rejected in 
favor of containment. The military forces and other means must be sustainable 
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by the U.S. and ilS allies over the long haul of decades, the administration con
cluded. I hus, the economic vitalit) and political cohcs10n in support of the U.S. 
and ilS allies were critical components of this security. 

Understanding that the Cold War would be a long one, [isenhowcr also 
set out to ensure that U.S. government spending was consistent with the long 
struggle ahead. He feared that irresponsible fiscal pohcics could qUite literally 
"destroy from within that which we were trying to protect from without.'. 
Comral) to NSC 68, and despite mutual distrust, U.S. policy was to negouate 
arms control measures to moderate the arms race and reduce the risks of war 
by miscalculation or accident. And the allies and the United States worked 
aggressively to assist the post-colonial states to strengthen their governmenlS 
and societies to become less vulnerable to subversion. Although Eisenhower 
hated the Soviet reg1me and cvel)•thing it represented , he was confident that 
the seeds that it had within it were the seeds of its own destruction. In his 196-+ 
memoirs, written literally twcnLr-five years before the tumultuous events dur
ing the late 80s that ended the Soviet Bloc and the U.S.S.R. itself, he wrote, 
"When the da~ comes that the Communist people arc as \-Yell-informed as 
those of free nations, then dissatisfaction, unrest, and resentment among hun
dreds of millions of people will evcnLually bring about either reforms in their 
governments or the violent destruction of Communist dictatorships." 

Many people may not realize that this fall is the fiftieth anniversary of the 
Stevenson-Eisenhower election. This November, of course, will be the fiftieth 
anniversary of the election itself. And as I described before, Amenca was the 
only country left standing and was, indeed, the sole superpower after World 
War 11. Many of my grandfather's ideas and policies today give us pause to 
think. Among the most important legacies that I have not mentioned so far was 
an extraordinarily close working relationship with Congress. He worked in 
remarkable harmony with the Democratic leadership in Congress
Representative Sam Rayburn , of course, and Senator Lyndon johnson. Today, 
these arc, indeed, dangerous times, and we are challenged 10 think about 
America not only in the short term but m the long term as well. 

1 would like to just add a personal note here. I think that every btl as impor
tant as the debate nscU is how this debate IS going to be conducted. The 
Eisenhower administration worked hard to remove the scourge of McCanhytsm. 
\Vho Killed joe McCwthy? by William B. Ewald is a wonderful book about the 
elaborate, behind-the-scenes admil1lstration effort to eliminate \llcCarth};c;m as 
a political force . I hope as we move forward in our national debate in the com
ing weeks and months, that we ourselves will be committed to a reasoned and 
respectful debate that should be the hallmark of this great nation. 

I am personally absolutely delighted about the event here today. I think the 
Eisenhower Series is going to make an enom1ous contribution to the important 
dialogue that we have under way in our coumry today. I also think it presents a 
VCf)' special opportunity to bridge the gap between the ci\·ilian and militaf)' 
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worlds. These arc two worlds that Dwight Eisenhower traversed so comfortably. 
He, of course, in his White I louse years reached the pinnacle of civilian power 
and brought about peace, security, and prosperity But, you know, he was an 
Army man at heart. And I thmk his s1mple words when he left his position as 
Chief of Staff of the Anny arc words that I think he would want to utter today, 
as we have troops deployed overseas. lle said, "I cannot let this day pass with
out telling the fighting men, those who have left the ranks and those of you who 
sull wear a umform, that my fondest boast shall always be, I was their fellow sol
dier." On behalf of the Eisenhower family, we arc honored that the United States 
Army has named this important series after Dwight Eisenhower, and I wish you 
alltht' very best in your deliberations in the coming hours and days. Thank you. 

DR. THOMPSON: Thank you, Dr. Eisenhower, and General Keane. Susan, 
let me extend that thanks to your entire family for several generations of real
ly extraordinary service to America. I think it's no coincidence that your fam
ily's chronicle of contributions parallels our nation's rise to greatness. Our 
opening address this morning draws lessons from General Eisenhower's tenure 
as president, a time, like today, of rapid political and technological change 
demanding new approaches to national security. That address will be delivered 
by David Gergen, one of America·s most visible and valued commentators on 
global and domestic affairs. Mr. Gergen has been an adviser to four different 
presidents. lie is one of the very few individuals in public life who has man
aged to cross the partisan divide in pursuit of higher principle. 

Mr. Gergen entered h1s first Whnc I louse posnion only a few years after 
graduating from llarvard Law School in 1967, serving first in the Nixon and 
then in the Ford administrations. lie returned to the White House as 
President Reagan's communications director from 1981 to 1984, and then 
served one more time as domestic and foreign policy counselor to President 
Clinton during the mid-1 990s. A remarkable aspect of Mr. Gergen's career is 
that he has managed to be as visible and as innuential when he is out of gov
ernment as when he is in it. For two and a half years, he was editor of U.S. 
News C""' World Report, during which time he drove that publication to record 
gains in both circulation and revenues. lie was also a regular commentator on 
the MacNeil!Lelu cr News Hour, providing a weekly source of insight and polit
ical sophistication on America's most respected news program. Today, he 
teaches at Harvard·s Kenned)• School of Government, while also serving as 
editor-at-large for U.S. News and as an analyst on ABC News' Nig/Hiine. There 
aren't many people who have managed to win praises in so many different 
facets of national life, politics, and academia. So we arc very pleased that he 
is here to open the Eisenhower Conference toda> . David Gergen. 

MR. DAVID GERGEN: Thank you, Dr. Thompson, for that very warm 
introduction, and let me say not eve1yonc sees it in quite the same light. I had 
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a fellow introduce me not long ago. l ie said, "Ladies and gemlemen, our speak
er today worked in the White House for President Nixon, President Ford, and 
Presidem Reagan. And then, if you can believe, went to work for a Democratic 
president, President Clinton." He then said, "Ladies and gentlemen, give a 
warm welcome, please, to the newest member of the world's oldest profess ton." 
So there are somewhat different views. But I'm delighted to be here. 

I'm also a little surprised to have you invite someone down from the banks 
of the Charles for this august occasion. When I went to teach in Cambridge at 
Jlarvard , the best advice 1 got came from Allen Simpson. You may remember 
the Republican senator, a wise and ''illy fellow from W)'oming. He preceded 
me there on the faculty and he pulled me astde and said, "Don't let this go to 
your head, Gergen, coming here to teach at Harvard." He told me about a fel
low in Ius pan of the country who was out on his ranch one day when a young 
fellow drove up and jumped out. "Hey, old timer, if I tell you how many sheep 
you have on this ranch, will )'OU give me oncr "Well, I reckon , son. llow 
many do l have? " "You have 978." "1 hat's very impressive. You're entitled to 
one of my sleep." The young man went over and picked up an animal and 
started to drive away. The old fellow yelled out, "Hey, young man, I've got a 
question for you." "Well, what's that , old timer?" "Young man, if I tell where 
you went to college. can I ha"c my antmal back?'' "Well, fair's fair. Where did 
I to go school?" "You went to llarvard, didn't you?" "Well, how did you know 
that?" "It was easy, son. You just took my dog." So it takes all types. 

And there arc many compensating features in life. And today we have the 
wonderful pleasure of talking about the man from Abilene. Susan Eisenhower, 
General Keane, Or. Thompson, ladies and gentlemen, and di!.tinguishcd guests, 
in the twentieth century, the American presidency became an office where many 
served but few succeeded. ln an era of tumult , only two Republicans managed 
to serve as pres1dcnt for a full eight years. Indeed, those two men were the only 
chief executives, the only presidents of either party, who presided over eight 
)'Cars of peace and prosperity and also left office with a deep reservoir of respect 
and goodwill among their fello" citizens. Think of it: eighteen presidents in all, 
and only two kept us out of war overseas and tranquil here at home. One, of 
course, was Dwight David Eisenhower. And the other was Ronald Wilson 
Reagan. Thus, it's entirely fiuing this morning that we inaugurate this 
Eisenhower conference on national security at the Reagan Center here in 
Washington. Yet in convening us here in the name of Dwight Eisenhower, our 
sponsors call upon us to think more deeply about this man from Abilene. What 
is there about his life and his principles, as Susan Eisenhower underscored, that 
arc meaningful to our own day? What parallels can we find? What significance? 
What differences that illuminate our own path? Not everything we learn from 
Eisenhower is comforting. Some of it scratches hard agamst our grain today. But 
we should think about him nonethele'>s. We know from experience that those 
who failed to know the past do not know the present either. So let us this morn-



28 NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE TWENTY-fiRST CENTURY 

ing begin with a few reflections
adding to those that Susan has had, 
and !.he's been a friend for many 
years-on Eisenhower and h1s mean
ing for us today. 

Certainly there are clear parallels 
between his time after the war when 
he was a five-star general and then 
president and our own time. Then, as 
now, as World War 11 ended, an era 
of fateful conflict was concluded and 
the Unned States emerged not only 
triumphant but transcendent. As 
World War ll came to a close, the 
American economy accounted for 
more than half of the worlds GOP, 
and we had a monopoly on the atom
ic bomb. Today, in a ver)' similar 
fashion, we have barely -+ percent of 
the world's population and yet we Mr. Gergen 
account for about a third of the 
world's GOP. More than 40 percent of 
all the Internet transactions originate here in the United States, and our scien
tists here in the United States represent 70 percent of all the obcl science 
winners alive today. We arc transcendent now as we were then. But then, as 
now, new threats appeared that cast a shadow across our national life and 
endangered our hopes for peace. "An iron curtain descended," as Churchill 
sa1d, and Berlin became a lonely outpost of freedom. The Soviets acquired 
atomic weapons of their own and vowed they would bury us. Toda), we see an 
arc of terrorism and tyranny that extends from Osama bin Laden to Saddam 
Hussein and threatens America once again so that the American people no 
longer feel secure at home, 111 our offices, or on airplanes. Then, as now, we 
needed a new strategy 10 address new threats, and we needed to reorganize 
major clements of our military establishment. Then, as now, we especially 
needed leadership that was strong, wi'>e, moral, and uniting. Fortunately. 
Dwight David Eisenhower" as exactly the right man at the right moments 111 

the nght places. It's often been said that, "God look'> after fools, drunkards, 
and the United States of America." For those Americans of that time, there was 
liule doubt that with Eisenhower in command, Providence was smiling. 

It is Eisenhower, the leader. that we most celebrate today, and properly so. 
His leadership was a model then and it should remain so now. Indeed, his style 
of leadership seems even more relevant today than it was then. In those days, 
many of the leaders were top down- (like I Napoleon -I can do this, do that. 
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Today we look to leader'> who empower others, who inspire them, who get 
them working together as a team , and that's what Eisenhower did so well. 
lvery CEO, e,·ery president, every general, every coach can learn from him. I'd 
like to talk for a few minutes about h1s leadership quah11es because I think 
they're so important. They're so important at places like West Point. 1 hey're 
so important in the normal trainmg in the Army. They're 1mponant in train
ing our diplomats. They're important in training us all as we deal with this 
period of uncertainty and transformation. " I like Ike," the campaign buLtons 
read, but it was more than that. People trusted him with their lives. Everyone 
"ho met him came awa> talking of his candor, decency, and honor. Bernard 
Law Montgomery. not an easy man tO Inspire, said of Eisenhower, "He has the 
power of drawing the hearts of men toward him as a magnet auracts the bits 
of metal. He onl} has to smile at you and you trust hun ac once." 

Ike loved football , played at West Point until he got hun, and then became 
a coach; not only there at the Point but at post after post There were times 
when he thought the only thing the Army cared abom was his ability as a 
coach, not as a warrior. and he turned down coaching opportunities. But it has 
been said that the more time he spent with the game. the more he appreciated 
the importance of teamwork. And, in fact. he first discovered his talents as a 
leader and an organizer on the gridiron. Toward the end of his hfe he wrote, 
"I believe chat football, perhaps more than any other spore, tends to instill in 
men the feehng that \' iccory comes through hard, almost slavish, work, team 
play, self-confidence, and an enchusiasm that amounts to dedication." It was 
the approach that he learned in playing " "ith his teammates, and then coach
ing, that he brought to che military and political leadership: to insist upon 
close cearnwork and to serve as coach 10 everyone in the organization. 

Think of him as coach, as a leader. It's a very different fom1 of leadership 
than thou shalt do this. lie helped people along. He forced, through his coach
mg. Montgomery and Pauon to get along in Europe. lie knocked heads wgeth
cr as ~upreme Allied Commander and in the joint Chiefs of Staff and then in 
NATO. His cabinet at che White Hou'ie was che lase chat was a full working 
cabinet. Everyone around the table was expected to contribute, even outside 
his own area of expertise and management. And the president Listened patient
ly to their views. There is a quality here, a similarity between Eisenhower and 
Lincoln. As David Herbert Donald has wriuen, "Lincoln made everyone who 
worked for hun feel that he or she was extraordinarily imponanl to the over
all effort." Everyone working for him had a contribucion to make chat was cril
lcal. And the) were motivated to meet the high standards he set. That\ exact
ly what Eisenhower did with everyone who worked for him. 

I never had the prh·ilcge of meeting President Eisenhower. I did ha' e the 
privilege, the honor, to go to Gcuysburg and meet his w1dow, Mamie. And I 
did have the pri' ilege of kno\\ ing some of those who had worked in his 
admmistration. They had been roungsters then and the) stayed on, and they 
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believed in public service. They came back to work for Prc~tdent Ntxon, and 
they were highly respected figures around this city. One of them, Brice 
llarlow, was a mentor of mine, a man we all dearly loved. And they spoke with 
such reverence abom working for Ike, what it was like, and how imponant 
they felt , and how he trusted them and they trusted him. I was struck then and 
have been struck ever since that somehow he inspired people in a different 
way, and it's something we need to remember toda)'· 

This past summer, I had the privilege of visiting Steven Ambrose, the histo
rian, in his home in Mississippi, where he's fighting valiant!} against an aggres
sive form of cancer. You may recall that, years ago, bsenhower had read Steve's 
hi~tory of General llallock and asked him to serve as his authorized biographer. 
The product was a superb two-volume biography to which I'm indebted for 
some of my remarks today, as well as a book about his role of command during 
the war. Well, there in Mississippi, Steve and l talked for two hours or more 
about leadership, about the vanous people he's written about over the years: 
Lewis and Clark, and Eisenhower, the various companies in World War ll, and 
the men at D-Day. He loves Eisenhower, and he said another element of the 
leadersh1p quality that he respected so much beyond the teamwork was that 
Eisenhower always made sure thai others got the credit. Susan talked about 
D-Day, june 6, 1944, when Eisenhower gave the command, "Let's go." As Steve 
Ambrose pointS out, there was nothing more Eisenhower could do. He had made 
the big decisions. He had organized everything so well. And then he had to wait. 
And he had two statements drawn up. One was produced by his team, and it 
proclaimed victory by us, what we, the Alhes, had done. Pnvately, Eisenhower 
sat, with no one else around, and wrote out another statement in the event of 
defeat. And it was not about we, it was about 1: I take responsibility; J'm the one 
who made the n11stakes. And he tucked that away m his wallet. And after the 
war, someone else found it and asked him if he'd thrown it away and that per
son asked him if he could keep it. And Eisenhower said yes, and that's how it 
found its way into history Nobody knew that he had sat there quietly writing 
out a statement, taking full blame in the cvem of defeat. 

I saw that again, by the way, in another leader, Ronald Wilson Reagan, 
when l was workmg in the White I louse with hun , when we had our troops 
posted to Lebanon. As you may well remember, there was a terrorist auack 
there. We lost some 257 fine young men and women. And there 1.vas an inve'>
ugation about what had gone wrong. Robert Long, who is no longer with us, 
ran that Investigation and pinpointed blame within the military chain of com
mand, and there were some who were singled out in the report. The report 
came over to the White !louse around noon that day. It was going to be pub
lished about 4 o'clock in the afternoon over at the Pentagon. And Presiden t 
Reagan read that report. looked through it with great interest. He was going 
off to Camp Dav1d that afternoon. and as he went, he stopped outSide the hel
icopter and said, "Look, there's a report coming out here shortly about what 
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happened in Lebanon. I want to make 11 clear; I'm the Commander in Chief. I 
take responsibility." That's what leader!> do. And President Reagan wamcd to 
make c,ure that the people in the Pentagon knew that he would be out front 
taking the arrows. And yet, the) had discipline themselves instde, but the 
Commander in Chief takes responsibility when things go wrong. 

That's the kind of leadership that we so long for in almost every institu
tion. especiall)' as we look at the kind of corporate scandals that have been 
occurring across the Amcncan landscape recently. And that 's the kind of lead
ership that Dwight Eisenhower represented. lie was also a superb organizer 
and diplomat. He \\rotc that "A good organization does not make a great 
leader, but a bad organizauon will kill you every ume." lie understood that 
managemem was essential to leadership. It is not leadership, but it 's essential 
to leadership. And he pushed that very, very cffecuvcly. lie rose up through 
the ranks of command not because of his command on the battlefield. In fact, 
he was frustrated that he couldn't get to the battlefield more than he dtd. He 
rose up through the ranks of command because he was such a good organiz
er. Alistair Cook hao, written that no one other than Eisenhower could have 
kept the Allied annics together during World War II the way he did. lie had 
the best-organized White I louse in modern times. He had the best-organized 
government. And as I said, tt was 360-degrec leadership when he listened to 
everyone around him closely. 

At the tune, journalists and others criticized him because the)' thought he 
was indecisive, because they thought he let john Foster Dulles run the show 
over at the Stale Department, and bccauo,e he sometimes seemed to mumble in 
his press conferences. And there was a view about him that perhaps he was a 
,.el')' nice man, a vel')' decent man, but he ma)' not be all that bright-that he 
was a bit of a bumbler. That wa~ a common, widespread view among hbtori
ans who did not rank him very highly when he first left office because they 
thought the team worked vel')' well, but they couldn't figure out Lisenhower. 
They thought maybe he wasn't quite up to the quality of his own team and oth
ers were running it for htrn. \\ c've heard the same about Reagan, of course. 
And one of the interesting things that happened artcr Ebcnhower died, his 
papers were opened to historians in the earl)' 1970s, and when they read his 
private papers, they found the man that he truly was: that he had intentional
!)' put others out in front, that he had intentionally, at times at press confer
ences, talked in a way to fog up the issue because he wanted time to make a 
decision. He actually had a wonderful pen, and what they found was a man of 
keen mtelligence, wnh a warm personality, but terribly rational and cold!) 
analytical, who figured things out and then made his decisions from there. 
And from that experience, from opening up those papers, came a revision of 
people's views about who Eisenhower was. 

There's a man at Princeton by the name of fred Greenstein who had voted 
steadil)' as a Democrat. lie was a Stevenson Democrat, and he started writing 
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a book about Ei~cnhower thinking he was going to be very critical. And he was 
one of the first ones to get imo the papers. And what he found so totally 
absorbed and impressed him that he reversed himself on what he thought 
Eisenhower was all about, and he wrote a book that has become a classic in the 
field. It's called The liidden-lland Presidency: Eisenhower as Leader, and it's a 
marvelously positive book because Fred Greenstein, this liberal Democrat 
from Princeton, found that in Dwight Eisenhower we had one of the most 
impressive men that he'd ever seen tn public life. He was particularl) 
impressed by his capacity for analysis and the way he made decisions. 

There's a quote in here that I want to share with you that comes from a 
letter that was found in this collection that Ike sent to the NATO command
er. Alfred Grunthcr, and it was about hts decision-making process. And I 
think, again, thi!> serves as a model at a time when we're trying to find our 
way through the thicket, and as Susan Eisenhower said, "We're 1 rying to set
tle our differences here and figure out how we deal with this uncertain world 
that's around us in a way whtch keeps uc; together as a people. !low do we 
conduct our debates?" And here's what Eisenhower said: " I find myself, 
especially as I advance in years, tending to strip each problem down to its 
simplest possible form. Having gotten the issue well-defined tn my mind, I 
try in the next step to determine what answer would best serve the long-term 
advantage and welfare of the United States and the free world." The first 
thing he tries to figure out is the long term: Where are we going over the 
long haul? Let's set that as our goal. " I then consider the immediate problem 
and what soluuons we can get that will hest conform 10 the long-term inter
ests of the country and, at the same time , can command a sufficient approval 
in the country so as to secure the necessary congressional action." That is a 
modd for decision-making in the White I louse. Think long term, then con
sicler )'Our immediate problem, and figure out what you can do now. That 
not only helps you advance lo your long-term goal but also can command 
support here at home and i>Cettre bipartisan congressional approval. This is 
a man who understands how to make a system work and understands that 
we ltve in a democracy, 111 "hich other branches of government share power 
and you must help bring them along. 't ou need to have their support. And 
it's a model for decision making not only in the White House but, I must say. 
in the Pentagon as well. So I commend that to you. Now, beyond 
Eisenhower's analytical capacity. there were the personal qualiues that were 
so. so important. 

The Oracle Adelphia, says. "Know thyself.·· Sometimes we ought 10 add a 
second one for leaders: "Master thyself. " Because only when you master your
self can you serve others. Eisenhower was a man who knew and mastered hun
self. I le had a terrible temper. As Steve Ambrose relates, "Once when hb 
younger brother Milton was given something from hi~ parents and Ike was a 
kid, he was 10 years old or so. and he was and was i>O angry that he went out-
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side to a tree and banged his fists against it until h1c; hands were completely 
blood1ed. When he came back inside, his mother read to him from the scrip
tures about the importance of pa11cnce and controlling one's temper. He sa.d 
it was one of the best lectures he ever received. And he worked thereafter his 
whole life to control his temper. 

Steve Ambrose said that when he was working on the biography, he and 
Eisenhower would be talking, and the name of someone or some unpleasant 
incident would come up in the conversation. lie said that Eisenhower would 
get totally red in the face and would pause for a moment. He would get his 
temper under control, and then the sunny Eisenhower would resurface and 
they would continue their conversation. Eisenhower was a man who under
stood the importance of self-mastery. lie used it so that he could present an 
optimiStic face to others. Time and again he said, ··only a leader who IS opti
mistic, who believes [in I and shows his troops and others that the job can be 
done, can inspire them tO go ahead and do it." He said, " ! confide my pes
simism, my fears. I confide to that pillow." That is a wonderful example of 
what he was all about. 

Finally, his lcaderc;hip. Fisenhower was of a generation that believed 111 

dut): dm>, honor, country. Those 1deas were critical at \Vest Point, and they 
became a central part of his life. He used to talk about Roben E. Lee as a gen
eral. Lee once sa1d that dut)' is the sweetest word in the English language. 
Eisenhower believed that. lie really didn't want to become president. lie was 
read)' to retire. lie wanted to go back to the fann. He wanted to put things 
down. But he agreed to become prcsiclcm-as he did in so many other things 
in his life-out of a sense of dut)'. As Steve Ambrose concluded, ·'Jie wac; a 
great and good man.'' I lis sense of duty led Eisenhower to the presidency. II is 
sense of duty grew out of a desire not only tO serve his country but also from 
cenain convictions. lle had principles, as related by Susan, about what the 
country should be like in a post-Cold War world. And that's what challenges 
us today. Eisenhower, the man, is the model for our times; the kind of leader
ship I believe we need in these times. 

Eisenhower's principles, his convictions, challenge us today because the 
more you examine them. the more you realize that they are out of s tep with 
the temper of much of the current thinking, not only here in Washington but 
also across the country. And if we're going to deal with Eisenhower in this 
conference, we have to be willing to consider not only the man but also his 
beliefs. because they are different. lie had a different approach from what is 
so popularly talked about today. J\nd It's important to understand where he 
was coming from . He had fought in the war, and he believed that what won 
the war was the miracle of countries, the allies workmg together in close har
ness. So he came out of the war believing that when we work with other 
countries, and the United States remains engaged overseas, we ach1eve the 
best results. 
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When World War 11 ended, it appeared that the United States would be 
at peace with the Soviets. Then very quickly we went down two different 
roads and the U.S. had to reorganize its military operations. [Isenhower was 
right at the center of that reorganization. Susan [Isenhower sa1d earlier that 
while he disagreed with some aspects of what I larry Truman represented , 
while serving under Truman, Eisenhower supported the presidem in most of 
his major initiau,es, as a good soldier docs. Eisenhower embraced as his own 
much of what Truman and the bipartisan consensus that formed right after 
the war was about. As Susan said, he believed in contamment. He agreed with 
Truman on the airlift to Berlin. He agreed with Truman on the commitment 
to Korea. He agreed with Truman on limiting the war in Korea. He agreed 
with Truman on building the H-bomb. And, most unportand)' , he agreed 
with Truman on the formation of NATO and then went to serve there. From 
those experiences in the war and just after the war, Eisenhower became a 
commiued, devoted internationalist who believed in collective security and 
that fncndly nauons coming together arc the hope for peace. Eisenhower 
beli<·ved the United States docs not act alone. but with others, and that those 
alliances and relationships arc totally important to the future and the success 
of American foreign policy. 

The following mcident IS striking: [Isenhower d1d not want to become 
president , but he was eventually drafted. Truman tried to draft him m 1948 to 
run as a Democrat, but Eisenhower didn't want to do that. Eisenhower at hean 
was much more conservative. lie was conservative on domestic issues and was 
not in favor of the Democrats and said no to Truman. Even when the 
Republicans came to him-Tom Dewey and others wanted him to run-he 
was reluctant to do so. He thought it would be beuer if someone else ran. But 
then in january of 1951, he had a meeting at the Pentagon with Robert Taft. 
Robert Taft was the alternatl\'e in the Republican Party. He would have been 
the standard bearer. Robert Taft was a conservative senator from Ohio, and 
Dwight Eisenhower agreed with Taft on domestic issues. They were both con
servatives at heart on domestic issues, but Eisenhower broke with Taft on the 
question of America's role 111 the world. Taft was more of an isolationist; Taft 
was more of a unilateralist. Taft wanted LO withdraw from internationalism. 
Taft wanted to cut back on the United Nations. Taft wanted to cut back on for
eign aid, to cut it to pieces. Those went against Eisenhower's principles. So, 
when he sat down with Taft in the Pentagon, he brought to the meeting a 
paper that included a joint statement from the two of them in which Taft 
would announce his devotion to internationalism and to the principles of 
internationalism, and Eisenhower would renounce any intention or willing
ness to serve and would give, in effect, a Shennanesque statement. Taft said 
no, he would not go back on h1s principles, and Eisenhower respected him for 
that. So when the meeting ended, Eisenhower decided to leave himself in a 
place where he could be drafted. He evenwally went on to serve in the White 
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House and did so out of his conviction that America had to be an internation
alist country that worked with others. 

To read the kind of language that he then employed is so interesting 
today-and I will not take too much more of your time with this-but I think 
it's worth recalling some of the sentiments and what motivated Eisenhower as 
president and the convictions he held, because they arc not what one hears 
today in much of the debate. One of the most important speeches he made 
after he became president was right here in Washington. Called "The Chance 
for Peace:· it was given on April 16, 1953. lie talked about his horror at the 
arms race that had broken out and how much it was costing us and at what 
sacrifice. ··c'"ery gun that is made , every warship launched, every rocket fired 
signifies in the final sense a theft from those who arc hungry and are not fed, 
those who arc cold and are not clothed. The world in arms is not spending 
money alone. lt is spending the sweat of its laborers, the genius of its scien
tists, the hopes of its children. The cost of one modern heavy bomber is this: 
a modern brick school in more than 30 dues. It is two electric power plants. 
It is two rincly equipped hospitals. It is some 50 miles of concrete highway. We 
pay for a single destroyer with new homes that could have housed more than 
8,000 people." 

He wanted to take a different road. "This ts not a way of life at all in any 
tntc sense. Under the cloud of threatening war, it is humanny, hanging from a 
cross of iron." And of course in saying "a cross of iron," he was echoing William 
Jennings Bryan's famous speech about a cross of gold that had been given to 
Democrats at the turn of the twentieth century. Eisenhower went on to sa), 
"This government is read)' to ask its people to join with all nations in devot
ing a substantial percentage of the savings achieved by real disarmament to a 
fund for world aid and reconstruction. The purposes of this great work would 
be to help other people to develop the undeveloped areas of the world. to stim
ulate the profitabilit) in world trade, to assist all peoples to know the blessings 
of productive freedom. The monuments to this new war would be roads and 
schools, hospitals and homes, food and health. We are ready, in short, to ded
icate our strength to serving the needs, rather than the fears, of the world and 
we arc ready b)' these and all such actions to make of a Un1ted Nations an insti
tution that can effectively guard the peace and securit) of all peoples." 

Ringing through all of Eisenhower's leuers, his work. his declarations, his 
speeches is his commitment to mternalionaltsm, to collective securit)'. to soh
ing problems through the United Nations. He was a great belie,·er in the 
United Nations. lie was committed to solving international problems, and he 
believed the way to solve international problems was through international 
agencies. 

Hts pohcy was to take it to the U.N. How striking!) d1fferent that is. listen 
to this record: Eisenhower and the United Nations, 1953. A few months after 
he gave "The Chance for Peace'' speech, he went to the United Nations and 
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gave a speech that was called "Atoms for Peace." And he proposed that all 
nations contribute atomic materials to the United Nations, that the United 
Nations form an atoms-for-peace program. The program would promote the 
peaceful development of nuclear power under the umbrella of the United 
Nations. And it was only because of a Soviet veto that we failed to do that. But 
Eisenhower wanted to put it there at the U.N. Think of that. 

That was 1953. In 195-+ the Ch1nese shelled Quernoy and Matsu, the off
shore islands. Eisenhower took it to the United Nations. 1956, the Hungarian 
crisis: the Soviets march through Hungary. Ike immediately asks for a resolu
tion through the U.N. to stop them. J 956: the Israelis join up with the British 
and the rrcnch in a surprise auack on Suez. The prcs1dent of the Un1ted States 
says, '"unacceptable. Let's take it to the U.N," and Eisenhower goes to the U.N. 
to force an end to it. 1958, Berlin: President Eisenhower proposes that Berlin
as long as it's all of Berlin-be placed under the United Nations. 1960, Uprising 
in the Belgian Congo: The Congolese president calls for the United States to 
intervene to stop the Sonet-led assault on his government. Eisenhower says 
we're not gomg in alone and goes to the U.N. to solve the problem. 

This is a very different view that we are forced to consider toda)', that we 
have to think about carefully. It is a view that we have a threat out there-a 
mortal threat to this country. We live in uncertain times. And in order to solve 
that threat. the United States should not go it alone: the United States docs not 
have the capacity and power to do that. We succeed best with alhes and 
friends. It is a view that we must engage and be engaged internationally at all 
costs. It is a view that foreign aid mauers. And Eisenhower insisted on fund
ing foreign aid heavily. It is a view that the United Nations matters and we 
should work through the United Nations. 

lt was a view on E1scnhower's part that it was important to be fiscally 
responsible. He was horrified by the deficits he inherited from Harry Truman. 
At that time, the country, if you can believe, was only spending $80 billion a 
year, blll we were $LO billion in hock each year. That was unacceptable to 

Eisenhower. He was a .!>trong fiscal conservative. But Republicans came to 
him-the old guard-and said, ''Let's cut taxes." His answer was, "\Ve cannot 
cut taxes till we get the budget under control, and then we'll cut taxes." lie was 
in favor or lower taxes, no question about that, but he thought the way lO get 
there was to tighten up, and he was willing to cut the Derense Department 
before he lowered taxes. Interesting perspective. 

And finally it was his \'iew that the rule of law is something the United 
States believes in and that we should extend across the world; that our best 
protection lies in a set of rules, norms, agencies; that the United States pro
vide the leadership and moral vision , but that we recognize that all nations 
need to join and respect those laws too. How different that sounds from 
where we are toda}'· One can argue today with considerable persuasiOn that 
had Eisenhower then been a young man and lived to sec what happened in 
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the world, the failures at the United Nations for example-the way it has 
been captured by smaller countnes, the irrcsponstbtlity of United Nations 
agencies, the failures we've experienced in foreign assistance over the 
years-it is quite possible that he would have changed hts ' ' iews over time 
and would have come to agree with the arguments that we hear today. I don't 
think one can discount that, but I think that's too easy a cop-out tn terms of 
thinking about Eisenhower. 

If we're going to be serious about what Eisenhower represented, not only 
as a model of leadership but also the principles that he represented, then we 
have to come to grips and ask ourselves, "Okay, they worked in his time. 
Will they work now? Should we give them serious constderallon tn our 
debates, in our deliberations? Are they not an honorable perspective-an 
honorable view that has served this country so well?" Remember that 
Eisenhower was one of the most successful chief executives ever. He kept us 
out of war, he prestded O\'Cr eight years of prosperit), he enjoyed over the 
course of his presidency a 64 percent approval rating in the Gallup Polls
an a\crage for 8 years that is remarkable. No other president since, until the 
war on terror came, has come anywhere close to having that kind of support 
among the people. Given the fact that his views not only prevailed but also 
worked in the modern world, do they not deserve a respectful hearing? Don't 
we have to wrestle ourselves with the question, "Are we on the right track or 
do we need to consider, do we need to be thmking about these other alter
natives that have served America well in the past?" Doesn't the Eisenhower 
legacy callus to respect not onl) the man but also his principles and to ask 
ourselves, not in a fawning way but in a serious way, "What application do 
they have in the world today?" Do we need to consider where we've come 
from, how that served us then, and how it tmght serve us now? Thank you 
very much for your anemion. 

DR. THOMPSON: Thank you very much, David. Mr. Gergen will be taking 
some questions from the noor nO\\. \Vc have about five minutes for questions. 
As I said to you earlier, if you'd like to pose a question, could you raise your 
hand? A microphone will be passed to you. and then David will call on you. 

MR. GERGEN: Yes, please. Do you have a microphone? Who has the 
mtcrophones? Are they hand-held? They'll come to you. l can repeat the ques
tion if you'd like. 1 can hear you. Please identify yourself. if you don't mind. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Paula Gordon, and I'm a freelance 
wnter and have a web site on the homeland security issue. I'm remembering 
the interview that you had with Warren Benni:, on organizing gem us, and I'm 
thinking that the points that he made about the Manhauan Project might be 
an interesting point to bring up here concermng the exchange wnh Richard 
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Oppenheimer about the reasons they were there and what they were dmng. 
And once they understood the purpose of why they were there and the impor
tance of the1r actions, the enure tenor of the1r effort changed radically. And 11 

seems from what you've said about the approach that Pres1dent Eisenhower 
took on leadership that the kind of thing he was able to instill in people was 
the sense of mission, and I think that's so important toda)'· 

MR. GERGLN. Thank you for your comments. and you're absolutely right 
that President Eisenhower had. as he explained to Grunther, this notion that 
one thinks long term-a sense of mission about what you're trying to achieve. 
You make the shon-ten11 decisions, but you do that within the context of 
insptring others wnh the mission, with the purpose of where you're trying to 
go. And the leadership requires you to engage others in a vision and get their 
buy-in-to persuade them through your words and through your deeds and 
through the trust they have 111 you. And that's wh)' trust becomes '>0 important 
to the person who is running the enterprise, the front of the enterprise, a'> 
Frances Hesselbcin has demonstrated-not only with the Drucker organiza
tion but also with her time at the Girl Scouts. She became a person who under
stood and demonstrated how one leads to create a sense of mission and moti
' 'atc others to buy mto the 'ision. And that vision, 111 order to mspire othcrs, 
has to be one in which others sense that there is equity and fairness to every
one. It is a mission in which all can share together. 

\Vhat the United States needs now in the war on terrorism is to articulate 
to the rest of the world an alternative vision of what kind of world we can butld 
together-even as we face the terrorists with our talons of war, as the 
American eagle reaches out with those talons. As we bristle with authority and 
prepare to retaliate, we must acknowledge that the other claw holds out an 
olive branch that represents a vision. and what we need to articulate. I think 
we arc still struggling to articulate to the rest of the world an alternative vision 
of what kind of world we can build together. People in these other countries 
who could become terrorists, who are the feeding ground for terrorism, should 
have some sense that there IS an alternative route , an alternative vision that 
they can buy into. Then one draws them into that vision and draws them away 
from the sense that all we want to do is retaliate. And that's why even as we 
are tough on terrorism, !think that the Eisenhower approach would have been 
to sa}', "\Ve have to be tough on the Soviets. We can't let them expand." And 
he never let them do that, but at the same time , he held out this vision of 
peace. You know, the atoms for peace, a chance for peace. He was continually 
trying to build a structure in which everyone could share in prosperity, in 
which young children, hungry children in other countries, could share in that 
prosperity, and that's what I'm suggesting. 

rhc Eisenhower vision today would be for us to hold out that alternative 
vision c;o that others could draw from that-a vision that includes the capaci-
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ty for democracy in one's own country, the capacity for empowerment of 
women, the capacity to extend prospenty to others, so that in many of these 
countries where we're facing such hatred there 1s an alternative that we can 
work for constructively. together. That's what I mean by a vision that draws 
other people in. That's what \Varren Benms was talkmg about in the 
Manhawm Project in a very intense effort called The Skunll Worlls at the 
Manhattan Project, whereas what Eisenhower was trying to do is have this 
broader how do you form a vis1on for the world, how do you form a vision for 
the United States, in which people can join in and make constructive contri
butions and that's what he stood for. It's hard to sec from up here, but I'll be 
happy to take another question, if you have one. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You spoke eloquently of Prestdent Eisenhower's 
principles as they relate to America's role in the larger world and especially 
how those are relevant today. Are there any lessons to be learned from h1s 
principles in terms of organizing for homeland security? Especially given the 
partisanship that seems to be inrecting the debate now about how beM to pro
tect America domestically? 

MR. GERGEN: That's a useful qucsuon, and I'm not sure I can answer it 
well. Reasoning or by deduction from what he SLOod for and how he acted. he 
was obviously not afraid of creating large organizations. He believed that if you 
had a large orgamzation, it was critically important that the person or the peo
ple on top shared responsibilities and had a shared sense of mission. !think he 
would be appalled by the degree to which the homeland security argument, 
and this is just speculation, has fallen into a partisan squabble and is delaying 
us. On this issue, I must say that 1 think the Democrats arc wrong and that 
President Bush is right in asking for more flexibility in the way he organizes 
the workforce. 1 think Eisenhower would have been drawn to-or at least 1 am 
drawn to, and so maybe I can invoke his name-a perspective that is different, 
and that comes from two men who headed up a nauonal commtssion that 
organized for homeland security: former Senators Gary Ilan and Warren 
Rudman. They published a report before September 1 L. Senator Han was with 
Conely Rice on September 6 urging her to move forward on the terrorist threat 
as rapidly as possible, and people were becoming aware of it, and the admin
istration was becoming aware of 1l and was trying to act. The) were trying to 
move when the terrorists struck. But llart and Rudman both argued an alter
native. and that b to thmk of people who are going to work. l he question was 
what to do with the civil servants. Instead of treating them as if they worked 
at llHS or the Treasury Departmem. they should be treated as national securi
t)' employees, and we have a d1fferent set of regulauons that pertain lO the 
Defense Department. People who work at the Defense Department as civilians 
and at the CIA and some of the other agencies are under a different set of civil 
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service rule~ . which gi"e the assistant secretaries and others much more nexi
bility in working with them. That is such an obvious way out of thts tmpasse. 

Why shouldn't the homeland security operation be treated just like the 
Pentagon in terms of people who work there? And after all, homeland securi
ty, while we talk about it being a large agency, 170.000 people, it is also true 
that the Pentagon dwarfs the size of homeland securit), and we've learned how 
to make the Pentagon work m a way that's fair, and people like to work at the 
Pentagon. Large numbers of people apply every year for jobs there, and it's a 
place of honor whether you're a civilian or a military member there at the 
Pentagon So there arc answers to this, and I think that Eisenhower would find 
partisanshtp \ery irksome. He believed that America had a grander role to play 
in the world and that people should put down their petty concerns in order to 
serve this larger vision of what America could be and how to build a peaceful 
world. And that's what he called people to do. 

He would favor and he would split wuh his own party. Some of the biggest 
problems he had were with the conser\'ative wing of his own part) . It was 
much more tsolationist-the Taft wing of the party. lie and Senator Taft, who 
were bitter foes for awhile in 1952, actually became very friendly once 
Eisenhower became president , and remained so until Taft d ied shortly there
after. They worked well together. But Eisenhower had trouble with other pans 
of the Republican Party. He had trouble, as Susan [isenhower said, with 
McCarthy And he tried to transcend that. One of the wonderful thmgs about 
Eisenhower was how he tried to transcend these partisan baulcs and was a 
father figure to the country. He understood that the presidency is a combina
tion of head of government-you've got to play the prime minister role-and 
also head of state. And that the dignity and objective quality, and the fairness 
and decency and honor represented by leaders wa~ totally imponam to the 
quality of life in our political life and in our public life altogether. As Susan 
said, he worked happily in a bipartisan way with the Congress, with Sam 
Rayburn, with Lyndon johnson, and that's what produced results. We have 
departed in many significant ways from -.ome of the vtrtues of American life in 
the past, and one of them was what Amenca represents, and that is a spirit that 
when the chtps are down, we are, first of all, Americans. Thank you, again. 

DR. TIIOMPSON: Thank you very much, David Gergen. You know, it is 
said of Americans that one of their most appealing characteristics is their abil
ity to qutckl) forget the grudges of the past, but I think that these remarks 
indicate how important it is to remember some of the key lessons of the past, 
and so thank you for reminding us not only who Dwight Eisenhower was but 
also what he believed and what it means for us today. Thank you ver)', very 
much. \Ve will now be taktng a break, and we will resume with our first panel 
in this room at 10:30. 
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TODAY'$ SECURITY ENViRONMENT-T HE NEW 
GLOBAL CONTEXT 

Co-sponsor: The Conference Board 

Chair: Ms. Gail D. Fosler, Senior Vice President and Chief Economist, The 
Conference Board 

Congressional Perspective: The Honorable jerry Lewis (R-Calif.), 
Chaim1an, Defense Appropriations Subcommiuee 

lllstorical Context Professor Douglass C. North, Spencer T Olin Professor 
of Arts and Sciences, Washington University, St. Louis 

International Economic Perspecth c: Ms. Anne 0 . Krueger, first Deputy 
Managing Director, International Moneta!) Fund 

Military and Security Perspective: Dr. Stephen J. Flanagan, Director, 
Institute for Nauonal Strategic Studies, National Defense 
Universit 

Panel Charter 

fhe events of September lllh introduced to the world scene a new form 
of national security threat, previous!}' feared, now a reality. 1\onstate actors 
with limited manpower and technology can create huge human and econom
ic losses by auacking the economic-social infrastructure of modern society. 
The ability to strike anywhere, anytime, without amassing troops, equtpment, 
and supplies has upended the rules of engagement in modern warfare. More 
alarming is the fact that the availability of nuclear and biological weapons sug
gests future auacks will be even more devastattng. 

This changing nature of the global security threat adds immeasurable 
complexity to an already complex global political environment. After 1989 and 
the end of the Cold War, what had been a standoff between two superpowers 
dissolved into regional, national, and sub-national dtsputes in almost eve!)' 
part of the world. These rising tensions arc fed b}' growing social and eco
nomtc problems, including poverty, a growing AIDS epidemic, small-anns 
proliferation, and narcotics trafficking. 
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Left to right: Dr. loren 8 . Tl10mpsou, Professot Douglass C. North, 
Ms. Gail foslcr, Dr. Stephen j Fl<magau, Ms. Susau Eisenhower, 

Mrs. Fraucl!> Hcsselbein, Ms. Arme 0. Krueger, Gcucral ElicK. Shinsehi 

The purpose of this panel is to understand the broad economic, cultural, 
and historical comext that has spawned this new global threat. The mouva
tions behind LOclay's threat arc no longer modeled on nation-state conflict with 
the traditional goals of self-determination. expansion of land and influence, 
ancVor the exercise of national power. Rather. the roots-irrcspecuve of the 
spec1flc motivations of the mdividuals involved-arc cultural, religious, and 
economic. Indeed, any individual or group of individuals from any country of 
any race or national origin can be recruited because the goal is to <.lcstro}' a way 
of life, not to move a national border. 

rhls panel draws together four very different perspectives on the topic. 
The firs t is a global economic perspective that explains that role of widening 
differences in living standards and recent emerging-market economic crises 
in creating a grO\\ ing pool of potentiallr disenfranchised poor around the 
world who believe the market system-and the United States as a leadmg 
proponent of the market system-has failed them. rhc second is a historical 
perspective that focuses on how tensions develop that create incentives for 
groups or states to take actions, often not rational b) traditiOnal standards, 
to alter, in dramatiC ways, the existing balance of power. In the current case. 
these actions are clearly focused on the United State~ as the leading nation
al power. 
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The third and fourth perspectives will come from the U.S. military and 
U.S. Congress. The United States is challenged to reformulate its traditional 
strategies at a pace unprecedented in its history. War is no longer a discrete 
event with a predefined time frame. War and peacekeeping arc now inter
twined such that both can and have been conducted simultaneously. At the 
same time, the Congress must review, comprehend, and legislate resources for 
thiS new, multidimensional threat. 

Discussion Points 

• What arc the historical analogs to the current global threat and what can 
we learn from the outcomes? 

• Do the demographic and cultural forces at work today inevitably lead 10 

conflict or docs the current threat have a unique character? 
• Are the free-market solutions to emerging market economic problems 

limited? 
• Do new institutional structures exist that would foster stability and 

growth? 
• Is the relationship close between economic instabilit)' and military risk? 
• Could nations where the economr is deteriorating badly become a 

spawning ground for terrorism-or do culture and religion trump economics 
as a focus for nonstate actions? 

• IIO\\ does Congress, which is structured to focus on specific jurisdic
tions of government interest, deal with the new complexity? 

Summary 

Ms. Gail D. Fosler. Senior Vice President and Chief Econom•st. The 
Conference Board 

• \Ve face an environment that has become enonnousl) more complex. 'We 
face a series of weapons of various t)'pes of destmction-including our own 
domestic mfrastructure-that provide huge diversity in terms of the combina
tion~ of threats and the complexity of undcrswnding the possible responses. 

llonorable jerry Lewis (R-Calif. ), Chairman, Defense Appropriations 
Subcommittee 

• None of us will ever forget that scene last year when airplanes flew 
into those two huge buildmgs in 1\ew York. We had been attacked again. set
ting a stage for a challenge that President Bush has described as our ~war on 
terrorism.~ 

• I he members of the Defense Appropriations Subcommittee know 
almost no partisan consideration. On both sides of the aisle, the members are 
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commlltcd to our national security, and it's that ability to work together in that 
cnvironmcm that allows us to be as successful as we have been. 

• At this moment, the challenges could not be more serious. The pres
sures upon us to set priorities for spending for national defense arc renective 
of the administration's posture. 

• One of the most poignant moments of the last year was the scene short
ly after 9/l L The President called tOgether the entire I louse, Senate, and 
Supreme Court and the entire Cabmet except for one. During that speech, he 
captured the spirit of the American people. The Amencan publtc dtd not want 
partisan politics; they were not interested in Republican agamst Democrat. 
They were sending a very clear message: You'd better be together because we 
believe this war and this challenge are serious. 

• We will have disagreements in the weeks and the months ahead, but 
this team that's serving the administration is not there by accident, and they're 
doing their job with very serious purpose, and that advice and counsel is serv
ing the country extremely well today 

Ms. Anne 0. Krueger, first Deputy Managing Director, International 
Monetary Fund 

• Globalization is the process of integration across nattons through the 
spread of ideas, the sharing of technological advances, and trade in goods, 
services, and the movement of labor and capital across national boundaries. 

I . It is a process that has been going on a lmost throughout record
ed history and has conferred huge benefits. It is not something that started 
recently. 

2. Globalization docs, and always did. involve change, and people arc 
t}'pically afraid of change-even many of those who end up gaining from it. 
Some do lose in the short run when things change, but when change is going 
rapid!)' enough and in a posiuve direcuon, the short-term losers arc few, and 
even they can become gainers over the longer term . 

• Globalization has been subject to ebbs and nows. 

l. It gained impetus with the period of great discoveries in the fif
tecmh century and with dramatic falls in the cost of communication and trans
portation. 

2. After World War II , globalization got another btg boost from the 
dramatic lowering of trade barriers among major industrialized nations under 
the important leadership of the United States. 

3. Over the last 50 years, the process of integration has accelerated 
and $tarted to embrace many nations across the world with great success. 

• Economic growth has been faster in the past 50 years than it was in ear
lier centuries. 
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l. We have created a world in which you can do more about poverty 
more quickly. Access to the buoyant international market has greatly facilitat
ed faster growt h for poor people in poor countries. It has permitted the degree 
of reliance on comparative advantag<' and a division of labor when things are 
gomg well that was simply not posstble in the nineteenth century. 

2. There has been rapid growth in international trade and in the sup
portive ser\'iccs that developed countncs can provide that let dcvclopmg coun
tne.s do things right and do them quickly, without incurring the huge costs 
that would han• prevented them from otherwise doing so. 

• Technology transfer abo helps to boost growth rates. Latecomers to the 
development alreadr have the advantage of ready access to all the blueprints 
developed over several hundred years in the more advanced countries. 
Latecomers have also benefited from the falling costs of transport and commu
nications. And in that, they've been able to transform their economics quickly. 

• Population growth has accelerated not because people arc having more 
children than ever before, but because more survive than ever before, and for 
longer periods of time. Growing incomes give people the ability to spend on 
tlungs other than food and shelter-thmgs such as education and health. And 
thts abtlll) has transformed life in many parts of the developed world 

• Economic growth has gone hand-m-hand with dcmocraC) and repre
sentallon. Many more people around the world are now living free. People 
have also been given much more opportunity to vote with their feet; they go 
where there arc more opportunities and where there are better chances for life. 

Dr. Stephen J. Flanagan, Director, Institute for National Strategic Studies, 
National Defense University 

• The terrorist auacks against the United States brought into sharp relief a 
secunty environment that has been evoh·ing in recent years, hcavtly shaped by 
the end of the Cold War and very much influenced by the effects of globalization. 

l . There's a whole new skill set that the national security community 
needs to bring to bear as it begins to tackle new security and defense problems. 

2. Globalization is interacting with traditional geopolitical, ethnic, 
religious, and cultural rivalries to create a much more complex and d)'namic 
security environment. 

3. It has created a critical fault line between those benefiting from 
globalization and those buffeted by Its effects. This divide cuts across various 
regions and even various segments of populations in the same countries. 

4. Globalization is also lcadmg to a new interdependence. and the 
dt\'tStons between foreign and domcsuc affairs have complctcl)' eroded. 

• The key driver lO globalization is the information revolution, which has 
also leveled the playing field in important ways, enabling certain medium pow-
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cr!> and even small sub-national groups to be able to challenge and somcumes 
restrict the capabilities of major powers. 

• ln some regions, globalization. with its efficient but volatile markets and 
attendant financial shocks. is interacting with weak governance and unstable 
security affairs to exacerbate these economic disparities. 

l. This is adding to the sense of hopelessness among certain groups 
in various countries and provides a fertile environment for rccruitmg terrorists 
and for spawning am1ed conflicts. 

2. Globalization has also facilitated the expansion of international 
crime and the proliferation of sophisticated conventional weapons and 
weapons of mass destruction. 

• These security and economic questions are intersecting in more pro
nounced ways that place more demands on our abilities. For example, there 
are the interlocking links and the organized crime activities of trafficking in 
drugs. people, and weapons, which are overlapping and someumes creating 
alliances of convenience with terrorist groups that are an important pan of this 
dark side of globalization. 

• We also need to get at the sources of this rage and despair. We have to 
narrow the gap between prospcnty and poverty; we have to work at ways to 
restore the sense of hope among many of these countries in the world. 

• Defense planning these days is about a much broader set of 1ssues than 
simply the movement of military forces around the world. ln the last National 
Security Strategy, the Clinton admmistration recognized the importance of the 
implications of globalization, but most of the components of the U.S. govern
ment had not, and still have not, been vcr}' quick to adapt to these challenges 
and their structures and processes. 

• Security, economics, science and technology, and law enforcement poli
Cies arc essential to coping with these new security challenges of the global era. 
and they are still being developed largely in isolation from one another. These 
policy streams arc generally integrated only at the very highest levels of our 
government and oftentimes only when necessitated by a crisis. 

• We have to tell our story beucr, and there the administration has made 
great strides in the last year of enhancing our public diplomacy to betLer 
explain America's purpose in the world and to counter misinformation about 
what the purpose of our power is. But all of these elements of our strategy need 
to be much beuer integrated if we arc to succeed in our efforts to promote 
global peace and security. 

Professor Douglass C. North, Spencer T. Olin Professor of Art:. and 
Sciences, Washington Umvcrsity, St. Louis 

• Two important aspects of today's security environment arc the sources 
of the enormous variation in economic performance over time. Affecting those 
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essential aspects arc the belief systems that underlie the variations and the 
implications of those belief systems to the generation of violent behavior. 

• We know a lot about the sources of productivity, and what makes coun
tries rich or poor is very simple. They're rich if they're productive, and they're 
poor if theire not productive. 

• Institutions are incentive structures; they're incentive systems. When 
we talk about institutions. we're talking about things like propcrt}' rights, 
rule-;, the rule of law. etc. 

• The nse of the Western world was really the development of what was 
a backv.·ard pan of the world 111 the tenth century compared to the Muslim 
World, compared to China, compared to India. Its rise to dominating the 
world by the eighteenth century was an extraordinary development. It 
required fundamental institutional change that would move away from a per
sonal exchange system of small-scale exchange to what Adam Smith long ago 
said was the source of the wealth of nations: specialization, division of labor, 
and large markets. 

• So what evolved in the Western world was. in part, a belief system and, 
in pan, good luck that together encouraged the development of impersonal 
exchange, large markets. producll\'ity growth, and the technologtcal miracles 
that made it such a significant pan of the world. 

• Contrast that very brief story with the Muslim world. whtch, in the 
twelfth century, was way ahead of the Western world. After the twelfth centu
ry, however, it literally decayed in the sense that institutional rigidities led to 

political and economic systems that failed to develop. that didn't encourage 
the growth of technology, the growth of markets, impersonal exchange, etc. 
Thus. no Muslim country in the world today is a high-income country except 
on the basis of oil. and oil was developed b)• Western technology . 

• !Iuman beings make choices about society, the structure they have. and 
the institutions. Underlying those choices are beliefs. And the belief system 
undcrhec; not onl}' choices that make us producth·c but also choices that lead 
equally to violence, to fanaticism, and to religious extremism. 

• fhe belief system evolves in the context of the whole cultural environ
ment-physical, political, economic. and social-and that environment 
accounts for enormous variety in the ways in which societies behave and also 
the ways in which fanaticism is generated. No neat relationship exists in the 
modern-day world between fanaticism and poverty. 

Analysis 

\h. Gail D. Fosler. Senior \'icc Prestdent and Chief Economist, The 
Conference Board 

The prohferation in sources and types of weapons of destruction-includ
ing those from the United States-has created a world very different from the 
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one that existed just a decade ago. As the variety and frequency of possible 
~ecurity threats have increased, 11 has become ever more difficult to under
stand both the complexity of the threats and the form of possible responses. 
The world is no longer policed by containment and deterrence, but by a set of 
countervailing social, economic, and cultural values, some rational to us, oth
ers not. The collision of these values invites, indeed may sanction, acts of mass 
vioknce that will likely become more common before an cflcctivc response is 
found. 

September 11 did not rewrite the global security threat. What it did was 
bnng into sharp relief changes in the security environment that had been pres
ent for several years, includmg widespread weapons availability; the advent of 
rapid and cheap sources of communications, networking, and information; 
and a tandem rise in wealth and the speed at which wealth can be transferred 
around the globe. This "democratization" of assault capabi lit)' permits small
and medium-size state and nonstatc actors to challenge the major powers. 

Globalization plays a peculiar and contradictory role in this process. 
While globalization, with the United States as its most prominent symbol, is 
the target of much of the rapidly e\'Oiving security threat, it IS also, ironically, 
the source. 

Globalization is the "proces~ of integration across nations through the 
spread of ideas, the sharing of technological advances, the trade 111 goods and 
services, and the movement of labor and capital in ways that make that trade 
economically viable." What that means in practical terms is that globalization 
forces change in the direction of a new economic order dominated by 
American capitalism and backed by the global reach of American military 
power. 

At the same time, globalization and the tremendous wealth associated 
with it have created much of the infra~trucwre, not to mention the resources, 
that make possible the escalatmg t)'pcs and incidence of secunty challenges. 
People, goods, and funds move casil> across borders. Most countries, espe
Cially in the West, are hugely diverse, with residents from every poss1ble coun
tr)' and nationality. And the information technologr that tics the vast global 
network together provides a ready communication channel for small groups 
dispersed in far-nung locations to plan and execute complex allacks. 

Interestingly, it is not globalization itself but the accelerating pace of inte
gration-supported by an explosion in cheap technology-that makes this 
"messy" security environment possible. We have long shown a tendency 
toward intense and, at tunes, technologically facile global integration. 
Likewise, globalization has been around for almost as long as historr itself. 
What has changed is the pace-and along with it, the pace of economic devel
opment and change. 

Over the course of the nmcteenth century, per-capita mcomcs grew at 
about I 1/2 percent per year. In 1 he past 50 years. we have seen a number of 
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countries catapult into the industrial world with 3 to 5 percent per-capita 
growth rates over 20-year time frames. This pace of change creates winners 
and losers, to be sure. But make no mistake; terrorism and the decline in glob
al security arc not driven by po,·eny. The leaders of these movements are often 
middle class and well educated. 

That said, poverty docs increase the pool of those who despair of ever par
ticipating in economic progress-indeed, may even reject it-and who can be 
trained to destroy its foundations. Unfortunate, too, is the large number of 
people living in countries that arc fast slipping behind the more advanced 
world. Because the majority of these countries lack the democratic systems 
that are so closel) associated with economic progress, they are vast breeding 
grounds for the anti-globalization sentiments that can be conveniently 
deployed to explain their poverty. 

The National Defense University's Insti tute for National Strategic Studies 
recently published Challenges of the Global Centwy, an interdisciplinary study 
conducted over 18 months in which the Instllute found that democratic coun
tries have a combined GDP of $28 trillion-almost double the $14.5 trillion 
for the rest of the world. But democratic countries account for only 1. 7 billion 
of the world's 6 billion people. The per-capita income gaps are even larger, 
with the richer countries enjoying per-capita incomes of $17,000, while the 
poorer countries average $3,400. 

Almost three-quarters of the world's population live in coumries that arc 
not only poor but also dominated by centralized regimes of one form or anoth
er. The scope of these often-authoritarian governments underscores the geo
graphic and demographic sweep of the cnsis of public governance-a crisis 
that only exacerbates the institutional and cultural norms that already prevent 
countries from realizing their full potential. 

To some extent, in fact, the recent economic successes of many emerging 
markets have helped to drive a deeper wedge between rich and poor. 
Unfortunately, this gap is widening. Despite the overall increase in global 
mcome and wealth, the gap between the richer democratic countries and other 
nauons in the past decade has widened from $15.2 trillion to S l7.7 trillion
an increase of $2.5 trillion in this already substantial gap. 

Regional differences within countries can be as great or greater than the 
other differences between them. Key Indian and Chinese ci ties that are close
ly linked to the global economy may have per-capita income levels that arc I 0 
or 20-or more-times higher than in the interior regions that communica
tions, technology. and modem global markets have yet to reach. 

These huge income gaps, decentralized power, and the rise of strong sub
national groups-often along ethnic or cultural lines-arc now linking to 

form new, movable frontiers of violence. Aided by this spread ing geography 
of connict, a host of other organizations-regional and international public 
institutions, transnational corporations, nongovernmental organizations, and 
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terrorist and other criminal organizations-are using the instrumems of glob
alization to challenge the power of 1 he nation-state. 

The Asian financial crisis, triggered by an exodus of foreign capital from 
Asian financial markets, eroded government legitimacy, exacerbated ethnic 
tensions, and catalyzed East Timor's struggle for independence. The Kosovo 
Liberation Army used the Internet tO traffic drugs and other criminal activities, 
raise funds. and reach the diaspora. Meanwhile, Serb reformers used the same 
tcchnolog}' to get the word out w the world as to what was reall> happening 
in Serbia. Sierra Leone's Re"oluuonary United Front Party financed terrorist 
acuvities with global diamond sales, "hile local and international terrorist 
groups in and around Colombia have financed theirs through narcotics trade. 

In sum, local groups' ability to organize and affiliate through the global 
transponation and information infrastructure has never been greater. 
Moreover, growing political instability and the increasing technical sophisti
cation of these insurgent groups have weakened the counter-ability of many 
nauonal governments to curb this activity. Globalization is thus both a target 
of rising violence and polnical and eulturalunrest and an instrumem for sup
porting and promulgating the resultmg violence around the world. 

Indeed, the darker side of globalization is the rapid growth in organized 
cnme vis-a-vis the trafficking of drugs, people, and weapons. With the same 
transactions, criminal organizations not only finance terror and other organ
ized violence but also transmitthc means for carrying out such violence. These 
links arc important from the national security policy perspective. We must 
avoid diverting important domestic security resources aimed at curbing drug 
trafficking in, for instance, the C.oast Guard, to antiterrorism initiatives. The 
two may be, and likely are, linked. 

The growing global infrastructure for terrorism and other violence is made 
much more dangerous by weapons proliferation. Clearly, a major concern is 
the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction that is drivmg the present 
U.S. policy toward Iraq. Globahzation is most damaging in this arena not only 
because it accelerates the pace of proliferation but also because it makes the 
negative consequences more damaging. However, the increased threat comes 
not solely from weapons of mass destruction but also from the proliferation of 
advanced conventional arms and com munications capabilities. Smart muni
tions, coumermeasures, and new doctrines are making lesser conventional 
forces more formidable. Even small sub-national groups arc now able 10 use 
global positioning system (GPS) transponders and other communications 
hnks to target conventional military forces, deny access to ke> areas, or dismpt 
operations. 

Complicating the problem of weapons proliferation ts the expanding 
number of geographies where rcg10nal connicts could escalate 11110 a strategic
level problem with possible global consequences. The Mtddlc East; East Asia
particularly cross-straits issues between the People's Republic of China and 
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Tatwan: India and Pakistan: and the Korean peninsula are all areas of extreme 
concern. Added to these visible and well-known conflicts is the growing msta
bility of weak states arising from ethnic conflicts or, in the case of Africa, the 
debilitating effects of AIDS, environmental degradation, and new conflicts over 
water. The instability on so many fronts makes much of the emerging world a 
potential source of global securit) threats, ranging from Southeast Asia, 
though Afnca and the Middle East, all the way to the Balkans. This analysis 
helped drive last year's strategtc revtew-whieh included, mterestingly, the 
southern border of Afghanistan. 

This turmoil in the "southern arc of mstability" has acquired greater strate
gic importance lately because of its close relationship to global economic sta
bility. Consequently, the United States has shifted its defense strategy focus 
from continental Eurasia to the southern and eastern regions of the Eurasian 
landmass: North Africa, the Middle East, Southeast Asia, and Oceania. 

The scope of this involvement will require joint military capabilities, a 
Oextble posture to facilitate quick-response deployments of power, cominued 
forward presence, access to new locations, and extensive cooperation. To 
implement this strategy, the United States must widen its scope of partners and 
fnends whtlc sustaining panner:,hips with long-time allies-a policy that the 
Defense Department has identified as our new strategic framework for defense. 
The goal of the strategy is to assure friends and allies and to dissuade others 
from future military competition. 

This places the security-planning framework in a whole new context. 
Rather than preparing for victory in two major theaters, the object now is deci
sive victory against an adversary in one theater, the defeat of a major aggres
sor in a second, overlapping theater, and the ability to simultaneously conduct 
a limited number of smaller-scale contingent actions. This approach means a 
major change in how the United States structures its defense forces, including 
integraung these forces with homeland security and rethinking the European 
Command. 

Make no mistake: the United States does not want to rematn the world's 
military hegemon. But neither docs it want to see other powers rise to threat
en the forces of freedom and liberty in the world. 

Indeed, the scope and complexity of the new threat require building tics 
with nongovernmental, nonmilitary agencies. The need to get at the sources 
of hate and despair adds urgency to new tnitiatives like the President's chal
lenge of $5 billion in development assistance to countries that improve their 
go,·ernance. The gap between prosperity and poverty must narrow, and 
financtal measures may be required to offset some of the negative effects of 
globahzation. 

fhe most difficult aspect of the security challenge is in understanding how 
to bnng prosperity and, hopefully, active engagement to countries that are, 
today, relatively poor. Government and international development programs 
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and other sorts of well-meaning efforts have mostly failed because economic 
growth depends on incentives, and incentives-though often administered 
through a range of market and nonmarket institutions-arise from the political 
system. just what makes some countries successful in developing incentives is 
the great puzzle of economics. Economists understand a great deal about how 
economic systems work once they are created, but they know surprisingly little 
about what makes some regions and countries develop systems-in some cases, 
,·err successful systems-m the first place and why others fail completely. 

Once the West. including Europe and North America, wa~ a backwater. In 
the tenth century, China and the Islamic Empire defined the frontier of tech
nology. science, and culture. Over the next thousand years, however, these 
relationships reversed. Not onl}' did the West develop a wide range of institu
tional struclllrcs, including property rights and the rule of law, that set the 
stage for the tremendous advances of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 
but both China and the Islamic Empire stopped advancing and slipped back
ward. No major Muslim country today is a high-income country, and whatev
er gains have been achieved arc the result of the sharp rise m the value of oil
not the result of their economic advances. 

Economics is a theory of choice. Individuals and cultures decide how they 
w1c;h to organize their societies and with what institutions. But where do these 
choices come from? It is too simple to assume that democratic political insti
tutions" ill automatically lead a people to develop the incenuve structures that 
create prosperity. India and the Philippines are good examples. 

What underlies choice is belief, and this cuts two ways. Belief systems under
lie the choices that make us productive; but they also underlie the choices that 
make us violent and fanatical and can lead to religious and political extremism. 
Wuhout understanding the sources of fanaticism and violence and doing some
thing to undermine those beliefs. the future will be very bleak, indeed. 

Where to begin? At the beginning. The root of any belief is moral con
sciou!>ness. This is what separates human beings from other pnmates and what 
unues us as a species. Moral consciousness is the source of creauvit)', produc
tivity, great art and literature, economic growth. lL is also the source of fanati
ci<;m and violence. The question is, what produces one rather than the other? 

The physical, social, political, and economic structure of any people 
evolves from its belief system. Economists traditionally ignore this whole area 
of inquiry. Yet it is quite clear that the reason why even the advanced 
economics operate very differently from one another is that the belief systems 
that drive their cultures and the psychologies that underlie their economies are 
quite different. 

Th1s JUSt underscores the pomt that it is not po,·ert)' per se that drives 
violence. It is fanaticism occasioned by a belief system that conjures or encour
ages \'IOicnce. And that can develop in any count f), no matter the level of eco
nomic development. 
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Tackling these belief systems is very difficult. All societies have non
rational beliefs, religion being the bec;t example. The antidote for fanaticism 
and violence that has so far proved successful is counterviolence, otherwtse 
known as national defense. lL works. 

But an alternative-or, more likely, complementary-approach is toLl) to 
understand the sources of these belief ~ystems and create instiuuional strue
tures that change them. for example. instead of escalating the conflict in the 
Middle East over the Paleslinian question, why not provide huge resources to 
the region to be used only to develop institutions that would help the 
Palestinian people create a modern state with strong ties to the rest of the 
world? In other words, why not create mechanisms that would spawn a glob
al culture with varying belief S)'Slems that tend toward resolution by negotia
tion rather than violence? This approach miglll require military and ci\·ilian 
institutions to cooperate more closely to redefine the intersection between 
peace and war in a way that imolves CVCI)'One 111 the process of peace. This is 
a very different way of thinking. But the escalating rise in global violence sug
gests that a common global culture of peace, one that involves a much wider 
range of institutions than in the past, may be the only truly effective solution. 

Transcript 

DR. LOREN B. THOMPSON: Our first panel today provides a foundation 
for all of the discussions that follow b) assessmg the emerging global security 
environment. Science-fiction writer Arthur C. Clarke said some time ago that 
the future isn't" hat it used to be. Certainly, that is true in the case of securi
ty policy. The world that many of us were trained to work in simp!) doesn't 
exist anymore. Concepts, like containment and deterrence, that seemed time
less twent) years ago. now have considerably less currency. A new global order 
is emergmg that demands different strategies and capabilities. Happily for us. 
the chairperson of this morning's panel was trained in a field that is, if any
thing, growing in tmponance since the end of the Cold War, due, in no small 
part , to the contributions that she and her organization have made. She is Gai l 
D. rosier, senior v1ce prestdem and cluef economist of the Conference Board. 

The Conference Board is approachmg its 86th anntversary as the world's 
leading business forum-a hugely respected and hugely influential organization. 
One reason for ll~ continued success is Ms. Fosler herself. The \Vall Street 
jou,.,tal has repeatedly named her as "the most accurate economic forecaster in 
America." In her capaciL) as chief economist, Ms. Fosler directs the Conference 
Board's worldwide economic research program, a source of such well-known 
metrics as the leading economic indicators and the consumer confidence index. 
Before joinmg the Conference Board, Ms. rosier was chtef economist and deput} 
staff director of the Senate Budget Commiuce. She is a director of the Unisys 
Corporation, H.B. fuller, Baxter International, and DBS Holdings, and she's a 
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trustee of john Hancock Mutual 
Funds. Iter projections of future eco
nomtc performance are closely fol
lowed m finanetal markets around the 
world, and they are reported in all of 
the major media. Please join me in 
welcoming Gail D. Fosler. 

MS. GAIL D. FOSLER: Thank 
you, Dr. Thompson. It's rare that you 
hear anyone say good things about 
economists, and I am very much in 
your debt. I think that our conference 
organizers' choice of timing for this 
event could not have been more time
ly. Certainly, we have tenstons rising 
in the Middle East, and we also face 
the IMF meetings tOmorrow, which 
actually join what are going to be two 
very important themes on our panel. 
We face an environment that has 
become enormously more complex. 

Ms. Fosler 

We face a series of weapons of various types of destruction, including our own 
domesuc infrastructure that provides huge diversity m terms of the combma
tions of threats and, I think, the complexity of understanding the responses. 

We have an extraordinary panel, and I want to thank my panelists in 
advance for taking the time for this event because each of them faces very spe
cial pressures in terms of their own commitments and their own roles. What I 
wtll do is just brieOy introduce them as they come on stage, and then we will 
begin the panel discussions and go to questions and answers. 

So if 1 can introduce, in the beginning, Congressman jerry Lewis. 
Congressman Lewis is the Chairman of the Defense Appropriations 
Commmee in the House of Representatives. He has been a long-standing 
member of Congress. We arc hoping very much that he will give us a con
gressional perspective on how an institution that is really devoted to highly 
focused-in some ways very compartmentalized-responsibilities deals with 
what is a very multidimensJOned envtronment: and one that requires commit
tees and probably members that are not accustomed to working together to be 
able to work together in a more committed, more focused, and, in some wa)'S, 
more expeditious way. 

Our second panelist ts Professor Douglass North. Douglass North is the 
Spenser T. Olin Professor in Arts and Sciences at the University of 
Washington. lie received a Nobel Prize for his work in economic history. 
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Professor North is an advocate and, indeed, a leading intellectual in the field 
of what we economists call institutional economics. Institutional economics is 
not just the standard concepts of economics that you all are familiar with 
thinking about-income, how the stock market is doing, whether the con
sumer is spending, whether interest rates arc going up or down-but rather 
determining some of the most important wrning points and long-term projec
tions of economic growth for an individual society. h IS the institutions that 
they have in place and how effective those institutions arc m terms of rcgulat
mg and providing incentives to the key economic actors in an economy. 

And third, we have Dr. Anne Krueger. Anne is the first deputy managing 
director of the International Monetarr Fund, and lthink given what is on her 
plate this week, we owe a very special note of thanks to her for taking the time 
to join us. Anne, l thmk, has been very much at the fulcrum of dealing with 
some changing policy prescriptions as to how we might deal with a world in 
which we have often thought of the center as the key industrial countries and 
the penphery. emerging markets. Anne is very much a leader intellectually in 
sort of breaking down that barrier and helping us all come to realize that there 
is no center and there is no periphery: that there is a much more holistic globe 
and we may need to make some changes in our policies as we deal with what 
is not a ne" reality but, I think, a new recognition on our pan. 

Our final panelist 1s Dr. Steven Flanagan. Dr. Flanagan is the vice presi
dent for research and director for the Institute for Strategic Studies. Dr. 
Flanagan has just completed a project looking at globalization and the nation
al securit) threat. He bnngs us a unique interdisciplinary look at the issues 
that we have on our panel this morning. both from an economic and global
ization standpoint. and also from the standpoint of one who is a leading 
thinker and writer in the field of national security policy. 

Each panelist will speak for approximately fifteen minutes. I will begin 
with a question for the panelists so that you can organize your thoughts. Then 
we will go to a ques tion-answer period for the rest of our time. Unfortunately. 
Congressman Lewis will have to kavc us after his remarks because of the press 
of business on Capitol llill. but we will conduct the rest of the panel and then 
welcome tune for discussion. I hope we will ha"e some spirited di'>cussion. 
because we do not have a group of people here with a monolithic view as to 
what the challenges and responses are, and I hope that we will be able lo artic
ulate some of their areas of difference, as well as their areas of agreement. 
fhank rou. 

CONGRESSMAN JERRY LEWIS: First let me apologize to the audience for 
having to leave. The Appropriations Committee is meeting as we arc meeLing. 
and l must return. But m the meantime, I want to share wnh the audience the 
fact that 1t is my privilege to chair the subcommittee that appropriates all the 
funds for national security. At this moment in our history, I cannot imagine a 
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JOb that is more stimulating and chal
lenging, as well as excitmg. In the 
meantime, the subcommillcc handle!> 
only about $370 billion of our money 
available this year, a minor piece of 
the national budget, well over half of 
the dbcretionary dollars that arc 
avatlablc. 

I'd like to begin In) remark!> by 
perhaps gi,'ing some impressiOnS of 
our responsibility, but starting first 
with, in my mind's eye, one of the 
most imponanl impressions of my 
life. I was raised in southern 
California. I remember very clearly 
my mother coming to the front door 
yelling to the boys who were down 
the street to come home. for some
thmg was of great importance that 
da) . It seems the Japanese had Congressman Lewis 
bombed Pearl Harbor. Today, 1n th1s 
subcomminee on national security 
that appropriates these funds, arc few members who remember that event
our country being attacked in its homeland. Impressions arc very important as 
we carry forward our work. None of us will ever forget that scene a year ago, 
when airplanes Oew into two huge buildings in New York. We had been 
attacked again. setting the stage for a challenge that President Bush has 
described as our war against tel rolism. 

One of the points about Ill)' subcommittee's work that I'd cspcciallr like to 

mcnuon is that thirteen member!> arc on the subcommittee. But our subcom
llllllce knows almost no partisan consideration. We take on vel') serious, vel')' 
difficult issues. On both sides of the aisle, the members arc committed to our 
national security. Moreover, it 's our being able to work together in that envi
ronment that I think allows us to be as successful as we have been. 

At this moment, the challenges could not be more !:.crious. The pressures 
upon us to give priority to national spending for national defense arc reOective 
of the administration's posture, and I want to share a bit of that with this audi
ence. On I) a few months ago. most of WashingtOn was suggesting that perhaps 
the president was on the wrong track. Indeed, shortly before that, man) of us 
had wondered how he'd gone about selecting this rather incrcchble commiuee of 
adv1sers. One way or another, he selected a vice president who had had some 
expenence in national sccunty. 01ck Cheney had spent four years as secreta!')' of 
defense-an immensely talented fellow who seemed to be carrying forward dis-
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cussion that was somewhere on the nght side of those conversations about 
national security. On the other hand, the current secretary of defense, a part of 
the team, had had some experience as well. He'd served before as secretary of 
dcfem.e; he'd served m the House of Representatives. People wondered for some 
time about Colin Powell. What role is he going to play, the new Secretary of 
State? Not everybody remembers that it was Richard Cheney who reached down 
into the bowels of the Defense Department. picked out a one-star. and made h1m 
his chief of staff. I think the secreta!)' ruffied a lot of feathers by having the 
audacity to bypass so many who were ahead of Colin Powell. Colin Powell. as 
you know, IS now secreta!)' of state. The role he plays. people wonder about. 
Condoleeza Rice, just down the hall from the president, is the person who prob
ably gives him the most frequent advice and counsel. Nonetheless. not long ago. 
Washington was just amazed that such a panel could be put together. Yet recent
ly, we've had more than one conversation suggesting that maybe it's by accident 
that the pres1dcnt got to where he ha<, toda)'. Isn't it strange that Washington 
can't figure out that maybe this immensdy talented panel of people and adv1sers 
might have been thinking about what their jobs were about? And indeed, this 
same panel happens to be involved and employed b)' the same boss. They all 
work for the Commander in Chief. Cohn Powell didn't become the secreta!)' of 
state by accident; he's a team player. Condolecza Rice. some people suggest, has 
not nearly the experience that would allow her to do these things well-a bril
liant woman who is making a very significant contribution to the president's 
program. 

The pres1dcnt declared war on terrorism. One of the most poignant 
momentS for me, while setving in the Congress, was the scene short!)' after 
9/ll. The president called us all together-the enLirc I louse, the Senate. the 
Supreme Coun, his enme Cabmet except for one. And during that speech, he 
essentially captured the spirit of the American people that reacted to the fact 
that we had been attacked upon our homeland for the first time in many a gen
erauon and reacted to this one central theme: The American public did not 
want partisan politics. They were not interested in Republican against 
Democrat. They were sending a very clear message: You'd better be together 
because we bcheve this war and this challenge arc serious. A scene that I'll never 
forget-there was the President of the United States, the Commander in Chief, 
coming down to the well of the House following his speech. Tom Daschle 
walked across the well of the I louse. They embraced before God and everybody, 
in fnendship, in recognition of the challenge ahead of them. but ever more 
imponam in In)' mind's eye, in understanding that they were in this together. 

We will have disagrecmems in the weeks and the month<, ahead. but I 
believe most intently that this team that's serving the administration IS not 
there by accident, and they're doing their job with very serious purpose, and 
thetr advice and counsel arc, I believe, serving the countl)' extremely well 
today. 
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MS. rOSLER: Thank you, Congressman Lewrs. Ma) I ask )'OU ju~t one 
question? I think it would be interestmg for you to grve a few comments on 
how the events of 9/11 have changed the way that you and your commiuee do 
your work. 

CONGRESSMAN LEWIS: As 1 mdicated in tn)' opening remarks, the 
wonderful thing about our ~ubcomrmttee is that there is almost no party in Lhe 
room when we talk about serious issues. I have this job by grace of the fact that 
l happened to be elected to Congress, but it couldn't come for me at a more 
challengmg time. And if it weren't for my partner, jack Murtha from 
Pennsylvanra-a fabulous guy who understands that there should not be par
tisan con~rderation when we look at national security-the work would be an 
awful lot tougher. 

There's great pressure on the Congress right now about what we do with 
our dollars. The Defense Appropriations Bill is before us at this very moment. 
We'll very likely meet next week to put together "ith the Senate the closing 
key decisions regarding our bill. lt wrll probably be one of two appropriations 
bills that get to the president's desk-this bill and military construction, which 
is a relatively small piece of the entire package. But, indeed, the tone will be 
set by our work. As a result of 9/11 , the public's message, "We expect you not 
to show partisan difference; \\'e expect you to be working together." has been 
heard loud and clear by the committee. But I must say. to my satisfacuon, that 
has been the instinct of the commillee from the first. Therefore, the work is 
going forward very well. Significam decisions arc being made as we speak. 
And, indeed, l believe that our national security is much beuer off because of 
the way the committee handles its work. 

MS. FOSLER: Thank you. And thank you for bemg with us. 

CONGRESSMAN LEWIS: I appreciate your having me. My privilege. 

MS. I' OSLER: No''. I think in terms of the order, I would like to turn to 
Anne and then Steve Flanagan and then round up with Professor North, 
because I think we can focus on where we are, and then Professor North can 
give us an idea of where we arc in a fairly broad historical context. 

MS. ANNE 0. KRUEGER: Thank you. It's a plea~ure to be here and to be 
discussing the whole rnternational economic perspecthe with regard LO secu
rity issues. I thought what l might do is focus on several aspects of the phe
nomenon that surrounds us all that is called globalization. It's an interesting 
word that has come into our vocabulary. As you know, there arc some pro
testers out there and others who thmk they're gomg to say something about 
that tomorrow. V.'e think we have something to say too. l think it\ an inter-
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csting concept, m a way, around 
which lO tr> and organize our think
ing as to what's going on. 

I'll say a few words at the end 
about how I think globalization 
relates directly to securil)' threats, but 
I am no expert on security. As close 
as I ever came was once doing a book 
review on export controls for the 
arms industry, and after having writ
ten that, I got a few phone calls say
ing, ~since you're an expert on 
defense ... " I quickly gave that up and 
went back to what I knew about. 

In any event, we hear a lot about 
globalization and yet it's \'Cry seldom 
defined, and different people can pick 
different definitions. !like to think of 
it as the process of integration across 
nations through the spread of ideas; Dr. Krueger 
the sharing of technological 
advances; and trade in goods, servic-
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es, and the movement of labor and capital across national boundaries. In other 
words, it's almost everything that's going on. But what's more interesting-and 
I'm sure Doug North will say more later, and I will try not to tread on his ter
ritory-it is a process that has been going on almost throughout recorded his
tory and has conferred huge benefits. It's not something that started recently. 
and rLl come back to some arguments about that in a moment. 

Globalization does, and always did, involve change, and people arc typi
cally afraid of change-even many of those who end up gaining from it. And, 
of course, some do lose in the short run when things change But when change 
1s going rap1dl) enough and in a positive dm~ction, the short-term losers are 
few, and even they can become gainers over the longer term, which doesn't 
mean they like the interim. To argue as the protesters will-or some of them 
will tomorrow or Saturday-that globalization is a bad thing is like arguing 
that the air isn't quite as pure as we'd like, therefore, breathing is a bad thing. 
On the other hand, I think the thing to do IS to see if we can clean up the air; 
the policy prescription is not to stop breathing. And in cxactl)' the same way, 
the world we live in is a world in which this process has been going on. and 
any effort to think realistically at all about going back on that is a nonstarter. 

A couple of countries have prelly much cut themselves off from the Inter
national econOlll)': tried to go it alone. I think of Myanmar. which was the 
third richest country in t\s1a m 1950, and which has prell) systemaucall) and 
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deliberately cut itself off and is now beginning to look at some of the costs it's 
paid and beginning, perhaps. to try and do something about it. We have other 
countries that have tried it for a while. learned it won't work, and gotten about 
their business of integraung with the world economy. 

Globalization has, of course, been subject to ebbs and Oows. It gained 
impetus with the period of great discoveries in the fifteenth century and in 
later centuries with dramatic falls in the cost of communication and tran<;
portation. One of the incidents I like to tell to fix people'~ minds on how far 
we've come is that the !louse of Roth!:>child basically began its fortune b}' dis
covering that they could use carrier pigeons to bring news from Brusseb to 
London, thereby beating everybody else by several hour~ . which gave them a 
huge advantage of knowledge in the European markets. Carrier pigeons were 
a huge technological step forward, which seems somewhat funny now bUl at 
the time was pretty serious. And the invention of the telegraph and the laying 
of the transatlantic cable cut settlement times between New York and London 
from lO to 3 da)'S, which was a huge step forward in terms of the efficiency of 
mtcrnalional fmanc1al markets. And think what it must have been like when 
the first telegraph wire went through. We think now of globalization as all 
these remarkable changes. But think what it must have been like when you 
could get news of what was happening across the Atlantic almost instanta
neously, instead ol when the ship got in a week and a half later. 

Now, all that said, after World War ll, globalization got another big boost 
from the dramatic lowering of trade barriers among major industrialized 
nations under the leadership--the Important leadersh1p--of the United State~. 
And over the past 50 years. trends have continued, and with that, liberaliza
tion by the process of integration has accelerated and started to embrace many 
nations throughout the world with, as I will argue, great success. 

Economic growth has been faster in the past 50 years than it was in earli
er cenluries. which, of course. increases the pace of change with some of the 
tensions involved there. In the nineteenth century. the most rapidly growing 
country in the world was the United Kmgdom. The economic historians c:.ti
mate that the average rate of growth per capita income O\er the entire centu
ry was about 1/2 percent per year. We have a very different c;ituation now. The 
rap1dly growing countries thal got it right early in the 1960s-Korea and so 
forth-have achieved per-capita growth rates many times that, so much so that 
in the heyday of Korea's growth-1963 to 1973-it experienced more growth 
in per-capita income than the United Kingdom did based on our current esti
mates in the enure nineteenth centuf}. 

Change. in that sense, can come faster. We've created a world in which 
}'OU can do more about poverty more quickly. Access to the buoyant intcrna
uonal market has greatly facilitated faster growlh for poor people in poor 
countries, and that's where I will come into my theme of the relationship with 
security later. It\ permined the dcgn:e of reliance on comparative advantage 
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and a dtvision of labor when things arc going well that were simply not possi
ble in the nineteenth century. There's been raptd growth of mternationaltradc 
and there's been rapid growth in the supportive services that developed coun
tries can proVIde that let devclopmg countries, when they get their act togeth
er, do things right and do it quickly, without incurring the huge costs that 
would have prevented them from otherwbe dotng so. Communications. 
wholesalers, finance, insurance-all of these things would be terribly expen
'>ive for poor countnes to provide for themscl\'eS and would put them at a cost 
disadvantage. 

Technolog}· transfer also helps boost growth rates. Latecomers to the 
development have the advantage of ready access to all the blueprints devel
oped over several hundred years in the more advanced countries. Some of 
those blueprints arc relevant part I} because thctr processes arc more adaptable 
for countries abundant in unskilled labor, partl}' because they arc goods that 
are more in demand. relauvel> at least. in dc\'cloptng countries. The}' don't 
have to reinvent the wheel. so they can just stan to 1<-arn as they go and then 
tnO\'C up, if the> like the value-added chain . Latecomers have also gotten lots 
of benefit from the falling costs of transport and communications. And in that, 
the)"ve been able to transform their economics quickly. People now forget that 
Korea was 70 to 80 percent agriculture in 1960. Etght)-eight percent of its 
exports in 1960 were primary commodities. It was the third poorest country 
in Asta, with the hca' iest dcnsit} of people on land of any country in the world 
at that time. And think where it b now. 

Over the last decade, JOining the tnternational economy has helped some 
other countncs, such as some regions in India, to help make transitiOn in 
India. I have tn mind those pans of the countr}' where the information-based 
economy and the nnpact of faster growth on hving standards ha., been phe
nomenal, and don't let anti-globalizers ever tell you otherwise. Population 
growth has accelerated not because people arc having more children than ever 
before but because more survive than ever before and for longer periods of 
time. Growing incomes gt\'C people the abilit} to spend on things other than 
food and shelter-things such a~ education and health. This abiht)' has trans
formed life in man}' parts of the developed world. Infant mortality has declined 
from 180-per-thousand btrths in 1950 to 60-per-thousand births current!} 
throughout the developing world-not worldwide, because it's even lower if 
you consider mdustnalized coumnes 

The average literacy rate, as best we could estimate it in the 1950s at a very 
generous assumption-people were asked if they could sign their name, and if 
they said yes, they were literate-has risen from over 40 percent then to an 
esumatcd 70 percent today. E,·en with population growth, the number of poor 
people, defined as those living on less than a dollar a day, has fallen by about 
200 millton , much of it due to the rapid growth in China and India. If there's 
one measure that can summarize all thts, it's life c:-.pectancy. Only 50 rears 
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ago, life in much of the developing world was pretty much what it used to be 
in the rich nations a cot1ple of centuric!:> ago: nasty, brutish, and short. But 
LOda), life expectancy in the de,•eloping world a\'erages 65 years, up from 40 
in 1950. and that 's huge. Life expectancy was mcrcasing even in sub-Saharan 
Africa umilthe effects of the regional con01cts and the A I OS epidemic brought 
about a reversal. The gap between life expectancy in the developed and the 
developing world has narrowed somewhat with all of that, although of course 
our life expectanctes have gone up too w1th improved health care, better access 
for more of our population to improved nutrition, and other benefits. 

Economic growth has gone hand-in-hand with democracy and representa
tion. It's not a separate issue. Many more people around the world are now liv
ing free. Accordmg to Freedom House, the proporuon of countnes with some 
degree of democratic government rose from 28 percem in 1974 to 62 percent 
in 2000, and electoral democracies now represem 120 of 192 or so countries 
that constitute nearly 60 percent of the world's population. People have also 
been gtvcn much more opportunity to vote with their feet. They go where there 
arc more opportunities and where there arc chances to build a bener life. They 
do not vote by going back to rural areas and conditions of life such as they were. 
They like and want globalization and the things that it brings. 

Now, there's a clear contradiction between these manifest benefits of 
growth and globalization and the outcry against them. The protests are partic
ularly bewildering to those of us who have followed this progress, because the 
gains have come about without many-or indeed any-of the feared side 
effects coming to pass. Take for example the perennial concern that raptd 
growth depletes our fuel resources and, once that happens, growth will come 
to a dead stop. Let me remind you, in the middle of the nineteenth century it 
was thought that the world would shortly nm out of whale oil and that would 
be the end of civilization because no one could read at night, but that's passed. 
World oil reserves, estimated in years that you could go on at your current rate 
of consumption without depleting them, arc now 40 years. They were esti
mated at 20 years in 1970. There's no doubt that by the time 2040 rolls 
around, we'll find either some other new energy sources if the pnce of oil rises, 
or something else. 

Nor have we done irreparable harm to the environment. The evidence quite 
convincingly shows that economic growth does bring an initial phase of deteri
oration in some aspects, and I stress some of the em·tronmem, but it's followed 
even 111 those by a subsequent phase of improvement. People choose to spend 
more of their income, when the)' get more income, on cleaning up around 
them. They don't like living in dirty places with unclean air and all that, and the 
estimate is that something between $4,000 and $6,000 per-capita income is 
when that happens. And even 111 countncs that are much poorer than that, peo
ple no longer throw their sewage out the second-Ooor window or do many 
other things that were very harmful, public-health-wise, several centuries ago. 
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Even in poor countries, we haven't seen a maJor ombreak of black plague or any 
of the things that were a feature of lik !:>evcral centunes ago. 

What about labor and social conditions in the developing world? 
Conditions in the so-called sweatshop factories in developing countries should 
be compared, I think, to the other choices available to people in those coun
tries. For instance, the growth of the footwear industry in Vietnam has trans
lated into a nvdold increase in monthly wages. from S9 a month to SiS a 
month. Soli nothing by our Standards, but that amount can completely trans
form the lives of workers and their families. Insisting that such workers be 
given a decent wage would, by our standards, completcl)' erode any competi
tive advantages of businesses using unskilled labor, and that's, of course, 
where those workers arc learnmg so they can move up the value-added chain 
later. Likewise, child labor is sometimes prevalent in developing countries 
because the alternatives arc !:>O much worse: starvation for the whole family or 
letting someone go to work with malnutrition. And I point out that it's espe
cially beneHcial for the girls to have opportunities because their alternatives 
are very frequently forced carl) marriages, prostitution. or hfe on the streets as 
beggars. Child labor doesn't look so bad if you think about those alternatives. 
And there's ample evidence the parents arc the same throughout the world. 
Nobody wants to treat his or her children that way. When life is grim, you 
make hard choices, and it bn't a choice between pleasant things. 

There's also an argument that globalization is asSOCI<llCd with the loss or 
control of nauons. I would argue that, in fact, the real loss of control and the 
real lack of power is poverty. Poverty is living in a penmment stale of crisis, 
and that's what most people in most developing countries do. There are also 
concerns about inequalit)'· I think it's important to distinguish, first off. 
between increases in inequaht)' by which is meant what percentage of the total 
income is gained by what percentage or the people and increases in poverty or 
reductions in poverty. In most countries, in fact, the evidence is that when you 
get a rate of economic growth per capita of 2 percent, virtually every income 
group's income goes up by approximately 2 percent. Some people who are 
poor get rich faster. some who are rich don't, but on a' crage. you do not get 
very much change in the income distribution in the short run. 

It's very hard to go back through the rapidly growing countries such as 
Korea and identify groups of people whose living standards actually fell. By the 
way, it's also unpossible to prove that the mequality got worse in Korea dur
ing itS years of rapid growth. The evidence JUSt doesn't support it On the other 
hand. there arc losers who do come about, but even they often get compen
sated by the gainers. In Korea, it's tnte there are older people living on small 
farms who weren't doing any beuer than they had been, but they had sons and 
daughters in the cities earning three or four times what their parents earned 
and sending remittances back. So e"en there, they had social mechanisms that 
did it. Unless rou're worried about inequality per se, as contrasted with 
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increasing poverty, much, if not mo~t . of the concern about globalization on 
that score docs not seem appropriate. Countries that have experienced faster 
growth by opening up the world econom}. in fact, have opened up opportu
nities for unskilled workers faster, and. in general, that group has been a group 
of big gainers 111 the whole process. If )'OU look not at wllhin-country equalny 
but worldwide inequality, the news is good. The poor have grown richer more 
rapidly than the rich, and it's due in pan to the increasingly rapid growth in 
China and India, where there were very many poor people. 

The only thing we can figure out at the IMF is that protesters aren't real
ly against growth or globalization, but they're against change or fear the 
tmpact of change, and since change benefits so many of the poor. their fear 
seems to us to be somewhat misplaced. In the nineteenth century, Governor 
Clinton. then governor of New York, received petitions sa)'ing that it was 
dangerous to health, and especiall y to the health of women, to have trains 
running at l5 miles an hour; it was bad for the body. I suspect that some of 
the allegations today about what's happening in globalization ma)' be that 
same kind. There arc, of course, losers, and they're people who lose relative
ly. But as we get ncher, we can afford better protection and insurance for 
them. In poor countries, even, we arc making great progress in finding ways 
that , with their limited resources. there can be some minimal social safety 
nets that really help. 

So to conclude, I think that the world is on a good path and that on 1 hat 
path, we are more and more cffecti\•e in reducing the incidence of povcny. 
How does that relate to security? Well, I already said that I think that there ts 
a link. You can't grow very raptdly wnhout developing a btg middle class. You 
can't get a big mtddlc class and keep ll happy without gtving it increasing sa> 
in the political process. People who arc middle class have something to lose. 
and they arc the people who basically, in a democracy, will twl vote to do other 
things. Those who secn1 to be the ones who are threatening security arc not 
the ones who arc gaining. People who have enough opportunity to improve 
their lives and have a say in their gO\-crnmcm don't protest. I\ or do they focus 
on auacks. The ones who auack arc the losers-the ones who, for whatever 
reason, have chosen sets of economic poltcics that offer no hope for their peo
ple. lmerestingly enough, they do not even seem to be the poor in those soci
eties, but they arc the ones in those societies who are frustrated because their 
countries aren't domg better. 

We in the international financial institutions belie' c that supporting the 
legitimate efforts of legitimate governments to increase the livelihood and gtve 
opportunities for most of the populations contributes great!}· to sccunty 
because as people find their ways to modern, industrial, democratic societies 
with opportunities within the economic arena and sec their own countries as 
being able to stand with pride on the world stage, we wi ll sec less threat to the 
security issue. Thank you very much. 
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MS. FOSLER: Thank you, Anne. 
think that we may even be able to 

open up some disagreements earlier 
in the panel session than not, but 1 
think this presents a wonderful 
opponunit}, Steve, for you to look at 
the economtcs and see if you agree 
with the security omcome. 

DR. STEPHEN j. FLANAGAN: 
Thank you ,·ery much. It's a pleasure 
to join you LOday. l think thts panel 
has a good cross-section of the skill 
sets that we need to address security 
affairs, and I'll do my pan to hold up 
the end of looking at security while 
very much cognizant of some of the 
comments that Ms. Krueger has just 
made and Dr. Fosler made earlier 
about the need to look at security in a Dr. Flarwgan 
much more holistic way than we ever 
have m the past. 
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It's a pleasure to join you today. l note a number of my colleagues arc jom
ing you later in the program from the National Defense University, a universi
ty with strong links to President Eisenhower because of his role in founding 
first what was the Army Industrial College, later to become the Industrial 
College of the Armed Forces at Fort Me air. So it's vel) appropriate, and I 
think my colleagues will add some valuable perspectives on a number of tssues 
that I'm going to touch on very quickly today. 

lam going to look at globalization and its impact on U.S. defense policy, 
but vel)' much building on and agreeing with some of the foundation that Ms. 
Krueger has provtded. While I'm not an economist, I "ill put up a few slides 
drawing on some economic analysis. It's daunting to be siuing at this table 
with Anne Krueger and Gail Fosler, to put forward any economic judgments, 
but l will say that I think some important economic judgments undergird the 
emerging security environment that we arc now living through. 

I'll start b) saying that the events of September ll last year didn't change 
evel)•thing. but they did bring into sharp rchef a securit}' environment that has 
been evolving in recent years, heavily shaped by the end of the Cold War pol
icy and very much influenced by the effects of globalization. As I said, l agree 
vel)' much with Anne Krueger. From our perspective and the analysis that 
we've done-working with a number of economists who were part of a study 
that Gail Fo~lcr mentioned completing last summer-! thmk globalization got 
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a bad name partly because it was oversold by the initial prophets. h has both 
very positive and very negative effects, and I'IILOuch on some of those, because 
they arc some of the effects that we've been dealing with in the security 
domain, particularly over the last year. But it is important that we understand 
it. A year ago, I never would have thought, running a Defense Department 
think tank, that I would have been looking to the judgments of a criminolo
gist on our staff for assessments of how we could do bcucr m tracking terror
ISt finances. So there's a whole new skill set that the national security cornmu
nit} needs to bring to bear as it begms to tackle new securit} and defense prob
lems, and I'm going to tl'}' to elaborate on some of those points. But it was very 
much evident in the setup piece to this panel. 

Globalization is interacting with traditional geopolitical, ethnic, religious, 
and cultural rivalries to create a much more complex and dynamic security 
environment. And it has created a critical fault line between those benefiting 
from globalization and those buffeted by its effects. This divide cuts across var
ious regions and even various segments of populations in the same countries. 
These divisions are economic, they're political, but they're abo cultural. But I 
would argue-and I think this is implicit in something that Anne Krueger just 
satd-thatthe most important dinsions arc really not economic ones but divi
Sions between hope and despair-those divisions between those people who 
feel that ther have some control over their destiny and those who feel over
whelmed by powerful external forces. Now, globalizallon has become a popu
lar focal point of that anger, and sometimes globalization equates with the 
United States and McDonald's imperialism. I agree very much, what was 
implicit in Ms. Krueger's commems, that it is also a crisis of governance; it's a 
crisis of bad governance exacerbating poverty, cultural norms that hold back 
countries from realizing the1r full potential. So it's a much more complicated 
picture than just simpl}' saying the rich are getting richer and the poor are get
ling poorer as a result of globalization. There are manr other reasons and fac
tors for that. and not simply the American milital'}' hegemon}' that advances 
Amencan capitalist ventures around the world. Nonetheless, as we know quite 
well, that was indeed the target. fhc implicit message of the applauders of 
September ll, 2001, was to attack two of the great symbols of what they feel 
is the new world order, the American capitalists dominated by and backed up 
by the global reach of American military power. 

Now. globalization is also leading, though, to a new interdependence, and 
this is almost second nature to evei'}'One now. Everyone completely under
stands. after last year, how these divisions between foreign and domestic 
affairs have completel}• eroded. \\ e just had a maJOr srmposium last week at 
NDU d1scussing the new domestic preparedness agenda on homeland securi
ty. Who would have ever thought that we'd be in\'lllng people from the 
National Governors Association, the National League of Cities, and the 
American Red Cross to a symposium at National Defense University on secu-
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rill 1ssues? Again, another reflection of the changing securny cnv1ronment 
and the changing world. 

fhe key driver, of course, to globalization is the information revolution, 
which has also leveled the playing field in important ways, enabling both cer
tain medium powers-but even small subnational groups, as we've seen-to 
be able to challenge and sometimes restrict the capabilities of major powers. 
And this adds up overall to a very messy strategic situation that demands 
changes in our national security strategy and future militaf) opcrauons. 

!\ow,'' hat I would like to do very qmckly is to touch on, agam, some of 
these key security challenges, particularly how globalizauon IS exacerbating 
~omc of them, and then highlight some of the changes in U.S. strategy and 
defense posture that are being taken to meet these challenges. I'll move quick
ly and l have a few slides. I promise not to subject you to death by PowerPoint. 
I would a lso say just before I continue that while lam a Department of Defense 
employee, my remarks are my own and do not reflect the views of the 
Department or the National Defense University. So with that out of the way. 
let me talk first a bit about globalization's impact and looking, again, from the 
security perspective, at globalization and then go on to talk about its interac
tion '' nh some of these key securit) challenges. 

Man) troubled and undemocratic regions of the world-the greater Middle 
East, much of Southwest Asia, Africa, and a large part of East Asia-are over
whelmed with the challenges of globalization. In these regions, globalization, 
with its efficient but volatile markets and attendant financial shocks, 1s interact
ing with weak governance and unstable security affairs to exacerbate these eco
nomic disparities that we talked about a liule bit earlier-some of the social 
problems and, indeed, regional tensions. This is adding to the sense of hope
lessness among certain groups in various countries, and it provides a fertile envi
ronment for recruiting terrorists and for spawning armed conflicts. 
Globalizauon has created anger toward the United States and other industrial 
democracies, and it has also pro\'ided, as I said, this fertile ground for the grO\\ th 
of terronsm-not only terrorism of global reach, such as we've been focused on. 
but also local terrorist groups who direct their anger at what they sec as this 
power system stacked against them. Globalization has also facilitated the expan
sion of international crime and the proliferation of sophisticated conventional 
weapons and weapons of mass destruction, and terrorists have availed them
selves of both of these developments, a source of continuing concern. 

Now, I'm going to talk a little bit about the economic divide, if I could 
haYe the second slide on the bifurcated world econOI11). As I said, with two 
d1stingUtshcd economists sitting at the table, this is a canoonish bit of eco
nomic analrsis. But it is designed to show an overall trend and the mam point 
I made, that the world is increasingly divided between the winners and losers 
in globalizauon. And that's greatly affecting the perspectives of the citizens of 
those countries as they look at thc1r political and security situations. During 
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the last decade we've seen enormous growth, 30 percent growth, in the total 
world economy, S30 to $40 trillion. 13ut globalization, particularly in the short 
term, has created a widening gap between rich and poor, and it has continued 
to cause these painful social upheavals and financial shocks in many places. 

Some people could say that this chart behind me is the wlty they hate us 
chan, but this would really be overly simple. Poverty didn't lead to 9/11. As we 
all well now know. the 9/L 1 plotter~ did not come from poor families. But they 
did ~cc themselves disenfranchised by this economic structure. They did see 
thc1r hopes and opportunittcs boxed in by the economic arra)' that the}' saw 
before them and the situauon 111 some of their home countries. So, it is impor
tant that we look at this as pan of the puzzle of addressing and trying to 
improve our overall security situation. What you see there, in gross figures to 
show you what this means, arc thc countries that arc largely democratic and 
therefore have governance that is enabling them to benefit better from global
ization. They have seen an average GDP of about $17,000 per year, with about 
1. 7 billion people in the total population. In comparison. these other regions, 
the regions in the pale blue and green, have a 4.3 billion population and a 
53,400 average GDP. So 111 other words, the shorthand is 70 percent of the 
world's wealth is earned by 28 percent of the population, and the per-capita 
wealth 1s four to seven times greater on average than the vast number of poor 
countries that house nearly three-quarters of the world's people. That is the 
gap of globalization. That is part of the thing that the people on the streets the 
next several days arc pointing toward. And I think we in the security commu
ni!)' can't fail to be cognizant of that. 

While all boats have been rising in this growing global economy, the 
rich arc getting richer a bit faster because of a larger base upon which they 
arc building, and many of the other countries at the bottom end of that chan 
arc paddling furiously upstream in their canoes just to keep up. The gap has 
widened; it grew by almost $2.7 trillion between the most afnuent countnes 
at the top of that chan and the countries at the bottom; and the regional dif
ferences arc even greater wnhm certain countries. Thts promotes a number 
of factors. It promotes both fragmentation and integration. In fact, one of our 
contributors coined the word fragmentation because why docs it seem that 
the world is coming together in the European Union, for example, but we are 
also seeing this fragmentation of the growth of subnational and separatist 
groups throughout Europe and other pans of Latin America? Again, it's a 
confusing world picture, and thc~e trends are countervailing and sometimes 
contradicting one another. but they arc ones that innucncc the overall secu
rny picture One of the key questions is how will some of the countries that 
are both positively innuenced b)' and adversely impacted b)' globalization
India. China, for example, who have pockets where the)' benefit tremen
dous!)•, particularly in coastal areas, from being plugged into the global 
economy, yet their interior region~ remain very much untouched by some of 
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the positive effects of the communicalions revolution and the revolulion in 
global markets. 

Now, let me turn to the national security implications of all this because 
I'm clearly out or my league here on economics. And that's really what I was 
asked to focus 111) remarks on. But it is in tht~ context that this regional and 
international situation is being conducted, and it's important that we under
stand that basis. Local governments, nonstatc activities, but traditionally large 
transnational corporations, terrorists, and some nongovernmental organiza
tions arc all makmg usc of the instruments of globalization, and this is mani
fested in a number of different ways. Let me JUSt cite a few examples, becau~e 
we sometimes don't think about it as we watch some of these regional and 
local crises evolve, and think about the threads that connect these dots. The 
Asian financial crisis in 1997-1998, which eroded the government's legiuma
cy in Indonesia and other pans of Southeast Asia exacerbated economic ten
sions there, catalyzed in the East Timor independence movement , and led with 
a multinational peacekeeping force with the U.S. looking to Au!>lralia to help 
manage the post-crisis s tability. 

In Kosovo in 1997-1999, the Kosovo Liberation Army used the Internet, 
drug trafficking. and other criminal actlvlltcs to ratse funds to reach the 
Albanian Diaspora. Yet at the same time, Serbian reformers, using the Internet. 
got the word out to the world as to what was really happening inside Serbia; 
what Miloscvic was doing. In Sierra Leone recently, and again another crisis in 
the news today, the rebels financed many of its activities with the sale of dia
monds on the international diamond market. And in Columbia, very close to 
home here over the last several months as debate goes on about our policy 
there, we've seen the links between the narcos and the terrorists and the insur
gents with certain international terrorist groups and the implications of hav
ing a vast swath of ungovernable space right in our own hemisphere. So, these 
security and economic questiOn!> are intersecting in more and more pro
nounced way:., in way~ that place new demands on our defense and secunt} 
capabilities. 

Let me LOuch on a few of those although in such a brief time, 1 can't pos
sibl)' do anything but htghltght some of the issues that you're gomg to touch 
on later in this symposium. But beyond terrorism, there arc a number of other 
ke}' global security challenges that we are grappling with that present a new 
series of challenges to defense and security planners m our government. As 
pan of terror arc the interlocking links and acti\'ities of orgamzed crime, of 
trafficking in drugs. people, and weapons, which overlap and sometimes cre
ate alliances of convenience with terrorist groups that are an important pan of 
this dimension of this so-called dark side of globalization, the actors and the 
countries that arc using some or globalization's tools to conduct nefarious 
activities that suborn our security. And so we arc very much seized with thcc;e 
and looking at trade-offs as to what impact, for example. as the Coast Guard 
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increases its counterterrorism activities, it has on its efforts to counter drugs. 
Ed Malloy has !>poken out very clearly about this, that it's not an eilhcr-c>l 
proposition, because some of the terrorists are using drug running to support 
the1r activities. Therefore. we need an mtcgrated strategy that addresses both 
dimensions of this problem. 

The other big threat looming, which has been of major importance as we 
discuss the next steps on Iraq, IS the proliferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion and long-range deli\'ery systems. And in th1s area. globalization has had 
mostl) damaging effects, for it both accelerates the pace ofWMD proliferation 
and makes its negative consequences much more contagiou~. We can come 
back to some of that in the discussion. But it's not just weapons of mass 
destruction. Proliferation of advanced conventional arms and advanced con
ventional capabilities. even communications sets, arc an important pan of the 
new security challenge that defense planners confront today. Smart munitions, 
countermeasures, new doctrines arc making lesser conventional military 
forces much more formidable and even small subnational groups are able to 
usc GPS transponders and other communications links to pinpoint where they 
arc and , sometimes perhaps, where our forces arc. This gives potential aggres
sors asymmetric capabilities and forces that can deny U.S. armed forces access 
to ke) areas or dismpt our operations. which again, create new challenges. 
There are many regional crises \vith potential to escalate to s trategic-level 
problems or have global consequences. Daily we're reminded in the Middle 
East with the crisis in the peace process and the problems in the Gulf, prob
lems in East Asia, particularly between the PRC and Taiwan over cross-straus 
issues. In South A'>la is the always lingenng potential that the tens1ons between 
India and Pakistan could escalate to new levels, and there arc still concerns 
and uncertainty about the Korean peninsula. Those are some of the major 
reg10nal crises that we in the defense planning community arc looking at. 

Beyond that IS the instability of weak states-the ethnic crises, the vio
lence that could spill over in Africa and Asia and the Balkans; the crisis that 
Ms. Krueger mcmioned in Africa with AIDS and how that is going to disrupt 
the future stabilit) and security and prosperity of countnes throughout Afnca 
and their abilit) to protect themselves as the ranks or draft-eligible males arc 
depleted by that horrible scourge. Environmental degradation, new struggles 
over water, and the lingering concerns about access to energy arc all important 
problems. 

Where we come to in all of this-and this is, again, a bit or a cartoon, but 
it docs reflect-is LO the conclusion in our study. This had some influence on 
the Quadrennial Defense Review last year-that what the U.S. defense plan
ning community confronts is increasing turmoil in the red zone that you sec 
up above you on that chart in what we call the southern arc of mstability. This 
arc is the overlay between lingering ethnic, regional, and other tensions and 
the disadvantaged in globalization, bringing together the two part!> of my com-



PANEL 1 71 

ments The map is a bit unclear as to the countries' borders, but I think we 
caught the southern edge of Afghanistan in that swath. Who would have C\'er 
expected that we would be asked to deploy long range mto Central Asia, par
ticularly those who derided Partnership-for-Peace exercises that were taking 
place 111 Central Asta a few y·cars ago as we built our cooperation with some of 
those countries along Afghanistan's periphery. 

That is the new focus of our strategic planning and where much of our 
attention is being devoted. It is the area where our forces are increasingly being 
called to deploy. Again, 111 our very simplistic map, we were trying to call 
attention to-and as I mentioned m my comments about long-range deploy
ments-the fact that our forces, if you look at them, are maldeployed to 
address that particular focal point of future security activity. We arc not locat
ed in those regions in large numbers. The revolution in military affairs, the 
effects of transformation. arc making it such that we don't necessarily have to 
be located in those area~ permanently to have basing to address some of the 
securit} problems, but it is an important part of sustamed operations in some 
of these areas. It is something that creates new challenges for our military 
operations. Increasingly, this security challenge. this arc of crisis, is going to 
require the mamtenance of joint military capabilities. For those of )'OU not 
familiar with military speak, that means multiservice capabilities and a flexi
ble, adaptive defense posture that's able to project power rapidly into the out
lying world; a continued foreign presence that ideally is somewhat diminished 
so as not to exacerbate some of the regional tensions and resentmentS that we 
see, parucularly in the Persian Gulf; and access to new locations and new facil
ities. We need new partners and friends to be able to work with a widening cir
cle of countries, as we've seen in joming this new coalition against terrorbm. 
and we need to continue to sustain our partnership and relationships with 
longtime allies and friends. 

This then leads to what we and the Department of Defense have identified 
as the new strategic framework for defense. Again, the main goals of our 
defense effort are assuring our friends and allies and di!>suading future military 
competition, and that is much more than a military mission. It is a mission of 
trying to convince any potenLial challenger that it's not worth the effort; that 
the United States docs not want to remain a world hegemon, that it docs not 
want to see powers rise that would threaten the overall forces of freedom and 
the liberties of the countries that arc a pan of this wider coalition against ter
rorism-countries that arc broadly commiucd and hold dear the democratic 
principles and freedom. You may have heard Dr. Rice, speaking last night on 
the news hour, make this point very, very clearly, that it's not an issue of main
taining Amencan dominance; it's a question of the usc of Amcncan power for 
good, and how our approach is designed to deter any potential regional or 
global hegemon from even trying it-an approach that , in a sense, worked 
quite cffectivclr with the Soviet union. 
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We also seck to deter threats and coercion, and this will be a good topic 
for discu.,slOn. The Nauonal Security Strategy Document issued last week 
amplified and added an important perspective on this that was addressed first 
in the President's speech at West Point this summer: the question of preemp
tion of certain imminent threats where deterrence won't work, particularly in 
the case of terrorist action and use of weapons of mass destruction. Finally, the 
principle that if deterrence falls, U.S. tmlitary forces and defense capabili ties 
should be capable of moving quickly w defeat an adversary decisively. 

Now, to take this clown to yet another level of operations, which our mil
itary colleagues in the audience will be all too familiar with, but I wanted to 
lay this out for some of the others in the audience. A-. some of you ma) know, 
the long-ume defense planning under the pre\ ious Quadrenmal Defense 
Review was for two major theater wars, two canonical wars-crises in 
Northeast Asia and the Persian Gulf. It became clear, partly because of that arc 
of crisis that I pointed out, as the QDR planners reviewed it, that this frame
work was too rigid and not flexible enough to deal wtth the need for action on 
the global scale; that we needed force'> that were ficxtble and capable of work
ing in a much more diverse environment. And we needed to shift more from 
regionally focused planning to capabili ties planning, that we needed certain 
kinds of capabilities, and they're articulated there in terms of what the defense 
priorities are. But again, rather than thmking of'' mnmg and achieving com
plete Yictory 111 two maJor theater wars. the defense planning guidehnes now 
call for the capacity to defeat a major aggressor in a second overlapping the
ater, but not to win decisive victory, that is to say, regime change, as is articu
lated in No. 3. 

Another key challenge as we go ahead with the tmplementauon of this 
defense plannmg framework is to balance the demands of the war on terror
ism and homeland secunty with the requirements of defense transformation 
of adaptmg both practices and procedures and technological capabilities of 
our armed forces to these revolutions in military affairs and the revolutions 
in information and technology and the revolution in business affatrs; all 
those buzzwords that I'm sure you'll hear more about over the next several 
days. The secretary of defense has also moved to reshape the way in which 
the force~ arc structured , beginning with the reshaping of the new North 
End Command for Homeland Security, changes in the European Command, 
other changes. Another important development in recent months is that the 
military commands, the unified commands, regional and functtonal , have 
developed important new dimensions to factor in nonmilitary capabilities in 
their defense planning and operation by developing joint/interagency coor
dinating groups to build tics with c ivilian agencies in addressing terrorism 
and other transnational threats. I'm <,ure as time goes on, ther'll find that 
these conncctivities, these links to nondefense agencies, will become 
increasmgl) important. 
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Let me ju'>t make a few points about state anors, because as 1 said, 
defense planning these days 1::. about a much broader set of issues than sun
ply movement of military forces around the world. In the last National 
Security Strategy. the Clinton administration recognized the tmportancc of 
the implications of globalization, but most of the components of the U.S. gov
ernment, frankly. had not and still have not been very qu1ck to adapt to these 
challenges and their structures and processes. Security, economics, science 
and technology. and law enforcement policies arc essential to copmg '' ith 
these new security challenges of the global era, and they are still being devel
oped largely in isolation from one another. These policy streams arc gencral-
1)' only integrated at the ver) h1ghest levels of our government and oftentimes 
only when necessitated by a crisis. Many of you know some of the scrambling 
that went on after September ll to build the ties between strange bedfellows 
in our government-the freasury Department, the Defense Department, the 
DEA, and other agencies in the health sector-who don't have a regular habit 
of talking to one another, particularly at the working level. So the war on ter
rorism has given us a stark reminder of the need to have a much more inte
grated approach to security. 

Let me just make one other important po1nt, and I think you might find it 
odd coming from a defense planner, but we need to also get at the sources of 
this rage and despair. And here, the President's initiative and millennium chal
lenge of a SS billion expansion in foreign assistance and foreign development 
assistance for those states who make improvements 111 their governance is an 
important. and I think. much-neglected and powerful tool in this struggle and 
one that l hope will get more attention as this campaign against terrorism goes 
on. \Ve have tO narrow the gap bet\\ een prosperity; we have to work at ways 
to restore the sense of hope among many of these countries in the world. They 
ha,·e to do their part, and that's implicit in the president's millennium chal
lenge. But we also need to take the financial measures and other steps to buffer 
these weak states from the more brutal effects of globalization. finall}, we 
have to tell our story better, and I think the administration has made great 
strides in the last year toward enhancing our public diplomacy to beucr 
explain America's purpose in the world and to counter disinformation about 
what the purpose of our power ts. But all of these elements of our strateg)' need 
to be much bcuer integrated if we are to succeed in our efforts to promote 
global peace and security. Thank you very much. 

MS. FOSLER: Thank you, Steve. Professor North, what do )' OU think 
about all this? 

PROfESSOR DOUGLASS C. NORTII: Well, I think it's very nice that I'm 
last. lt gives me a chance to build on. perhaps disagree with, what's gone on 
before. You"ll get both. 
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I'm going to concentrate on two 
issues. One is, 1 want to explore the 
sources of the enormous variation in 
economtc performance of economics 
over time. And second, I want to 
explore the beliel systems that under
lie the variations and the implications 
of those belief systems to the genera
tion of ' 'iolcnt behavior. Let me stan 
with the first one. 

We know a lot about the sources 
of productivity, and after all, what 
makes countries rich or what makes 
coumries poor is very simple. They're 
rich if the>•'re productive and they're 
poor if they're not productive. One of 
the world's great authorities on pro
ductivity, and one who has done 
more to leach us more about eco-

Projessor Nollh nomic growth than anybody else, is 
the person sitting on my left here. 
Anne has been a pioneer in our learn

ing much more about productivity and the way in which it impacts on various 
partS of the world. So we know a lot about productivity growth. In fact. what's 
called the new growth economics has laid it out in some detail, but there's some
thing missing. Anne and I argue about this all the time, so it's not a new one. 
And what's missing is that we've got to ask ourselves, if we know what makes 
for economic growth, why isn't all the world rich? 

It's not all rich because the incentive structllrc that underlies productivity 
growth differs all over the world. Now, incentive structures are what make it 
wonhwhtle for people to engage in productive activity, to develop new tech
nology, to develop human capital, and its skills and knowledge. All those 
things require that it be wonh your while to get them. On the other hand, tf 
you look at poor countries around the world, you will find that the incentive 
structure is simply missing. In fact, the inccmive structure is more often than 
not to take it from your neighbor or steal from somebod) else rather than be 
productive yourself. Incentive structures arc institulions. That's what irtStitu
tions arc; they"re incentive systems. When we talk about institutions, we're 
talking about thmgs like propert} rights, rules, the rule of Iaw-all the kmds 
of things that Anne has already mentioned in the course of her talk. So we 
know a lot about them. What we don't know, and what we do very poorlv. is 
how to get them, and that's very crucial. No'>v, the reason we don't is that some 
big hole is missing in economics. 
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Economics and so-called neoclassic economics, of which Anne is one of the 
leading figures, tells us a lot about economies and particularly tells us a lot 
about economies that are developed. Where you have developed markets, you 
look at how markets work. However, as an economic historian who has 
explored 10,000 years of economic history-a lot of time-J'm interested in 
why there's such enormous variation in the degree to which human beings 
have been able to take advantage of opportunities. So what's missing in all of 
our discussion is, we don't have a good understanding about the underlying 
process of economic growth. That underlying process is one in which we 
evolve and develop institutions, if we do it right, that make us more produc
tive. Now the problem with that is that we know a lot about the economic 
institutions that will make you productive, but those have to be put in place 
by political systems. Let me say that again because, while we economists think 
that we're the source of understanding about economies, really politics are 
more important because you have to have a political system that's going to put 
in place political rules of the game, credible commitment that, in turn , is going 
to put in place economic rules of the game, proper!)' rights and rules, and the 
rule of law that's going to make that work. We don't know how to do that. We 
have some clues about it and we've been learning a lot. but we're far from 
understanding what goes on. 

Now, let me turn to my next point, just to illustrate this. The rise of the 
western world, which Anne talked very eloquently about already, was really 
the development of what was a backward pan of the world in the tenth cen
tury. The western world compared to the Muslim world, compared to China, 
compared to lndia. lt was its rise to dominating the world by the eighteenth 
century. It was an extraordinary development. It required fundamental insti
tutional change that would move us away from a personal exchange system of 
small-scale exchange to the kind of thing that Adam Smith long ago said was 
the source of the wealth of nations, which is specialization, division of labor, 
and, indeed, large markets, which enable you to do that. But moving from per
sonal exchange to impersonal exchange required fundamental changes not 
only in the economic rules of the game-those were tough enough-but also 
you had to create political systems, polities, if you will, that would put in place 
rules of the game and enforce them. We don't know how to do that yet. 

We have many clues about it, and indeed my own university created a cen
ter in political economy because we're so interested in trying to learn more 
about it. but we still don't know how to do it. So what we see evolving in the 
western world is, in part true judgment, in pan a belief system that encouraged 
what I'm going to come back to in a minute, and in part good luck that, togeth
er, made it so that the western world evolved, developed impersonal exchange, 
large markets, productivity growth, and the technological miracles that Anne 
mentioned that made possible our becoming such a significant part of the 
world and coming today to run the world, which we do economically. 
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Now, contrast that very brief story with the Muslim world. The Muslim 
world in the twelfth century was way ahead of the western world. In fact, most 
of the development of science and technology and mathemalics that we have 
was far more advanced in the Muslim world than it was at that time in the 
western world. But what happened to the Muslim world after the twelfth cen
tury was that it literally decayed in the sense that institutional rigidities main
tained themselves and led to political systems and economic systems that did
n't develop, that didn't encourage the growth of technology, the growth of 
markets, impersonal exchange, and all the things that I'm talking about. 1 don't 
have time here to explain why that's so or why they didn't do that, but suffice 
to say that enormous variation has been crucial and is still crucial today. There 
is no Muslim country in the world today that's a high-income country except 
on the basis of oil, and oil was developed by western things and therefore they 
don't deserve any credit for what happened at all. I'm going to come back to 
this contrast because it has a lot to do with where we want to go. 

What lies behind creating the proper institutions? Economics, rightly, we 
say, is a theory of choice. That is, we believe that human beings make choices 
about society, the structure they have, the institutions, and rightly we want to 
ask where choices come from. Here economists have failed us because they 
have not seriously looked at what underlies choice. What underlies choice are 
beliefs, and the belief system that evolves, therefore, underlies not only choic
es that make us productive, it also underlies choices that lead to violence, to 
fanaticism, to religious extremism equally. So we better start to understand it, 
because if we don't, we will never get a handle on being able to make sense out 
of the world that induces this violence, and if we don't, in the world that has 
just been described here we face a future that is very uncertain because if, in 
fact, we cannot learn to find out the sources of fanaticism and violence and, in 
tum, be able to do something to undermine those beliefs, we have deep trou
ble down the road. 

Again, I don't have time to go imo the details on this. There's still an enor
mous amount about it that we don't know. You start, however, with one of the 
great mysteries. There are two great mysteries, in my view, in the world. One 
is the origin of the universe, and the physicists say the explanation of the big 
bang is a cop-out. And the other one is consciousness. 

Consciousness is what distinguishes us from everybody else. 
Consciousness is our self-awareness about ourselves in time and space, and 
that self-awareness is not only the source of genius. the source of creativity, 
the source of all the wonders that have made human beings different from 
other animals and primates. lt's all that and more. And if you want to explore 
great music, an, literature, or if you want to explore the successes that we've 
evolved, including the things that Anne described about the growth in pro
ductivity, the growth in health and sanitation and welfare that's made us rich, 
all those have come from consciousness. 



PANEl 1 77 

Consciousness also is a source of violence, fanaticism, extremism of all 
kinds. They come from the same source. What produces one rather than the 
other is that you have to combine the way consciousness works with the cul
tural heritage of different societies. IL's the belief system that evolves in the con
text of the whole cultural environment-physical, political, economic, and 
social-that, tOgether, produces the variations that make for enormous variety 
in the way in which societies behave and in the way in which you generate 
fanaticism and so on. Let me be clear. There is no neat relationship in the mod
ern-day world of fanaticism between fanaticism and poverty•-none at all. In 
fact , most of the people in 9/ll were educated. and they certamly didn't come 
from poor families. So even though we're mterested in these things, we don't 
look to poor countries in the world as a source of violence. What we look for is 
the kind of mixture of beliefs that evolve with the frustrations that have char
acterized parts of the world that you haven't been able LO develop or where you 
limit opportunities in such ways that you mduce a belief structure of that kind. 

"low, there's lots about this we don't know, and indeed one of the things 
that makes me extremely unhappy'' ith much of what I sec m terms of policy, 
mcluding American pohcy today, wh1ch I happen to disagree with quite 
strongly, is that we don't pay enough attention lO the sources of the way in 
which belief systems evolve, how they relate both to consciousness and to the 
cultural heritage of different societies in order to be able to try to understand 
the origins and, therefore, to learn down the road to do something about them. 
So what I'm hoping that we'll do somewhere along the way is, we'll devote 
resources to try and understand much more than we currently know about 
consciOusness, about belief systems, about how belief systems get integrated 
with the cultural pattern of evolution of different societie!>-political, eco
nomic, and social-and then I think we'll begin to get at attempting to con
front the origins of the kind of fanaticism and things that were characterized 
in 9/11. Thank you. 

MS. FOSLER: \\ c have about a half-hour left for qucsuons. We ha,•c 
microphones in the a1sle!>, and I im·ite you to raise your hand. We'll pass a 
microphone to you. Please say who you arc and address your question to an 
individual on the panel or to the panel as a whole. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER. I was very fascinated by your thoughts here 
because rm running up against that consciOusness issue constantly teaching 
dcmocracr in the Thtrd World, and I was wondering, do you have an)' theo
ric-. of how we could work on the consciousness and make tht· consciousness 
be a proper belief that leads to peace and prosperity as opposed to destruction? 

PROFESSOR NORTil: Well, we're just beginning to seriously explore 
what is becoming perhaps the most exciting field , !think, today in the world-
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cognitive science. Most of the work I do these days is with cognitive scientists, 
who arc neural scientists in medical schools as well as p!>)'Chologists and 
philosophers. What we're trying to find out is how the mind and brain work, 
and something else that is very interesting-one of the universals in all soci
eties is that supernatural explanations exist. There are no cxcep1ions to that 
anywhere in the world. Now. as soon as you know that something is univer
sal. then you have to say-and rightly so-that the basis of this is something 
innate in the way in which the mind and brain work. Whde I d1sagree with 
some of the evolutionary psychologists who carry th1s further than I would , 
nevertheless they have called our auention to the genetic adaptations that 
appear to have worked. Part of our answer. therefore. lies in the mnate char
acteristic that nonrational explana1ions are universal. Religions, of course, are 
a classic of it; not just religions but superstitions and so on. everywhere. What 
b not explained at all is thai you can have religious beliefs or supernatural 
beliefs. but why do you insist on others conforming to it? Now, that is the neat 
trick. Because I don't mind if Anne has crazy religious views. but I object to 

the fact that she's going to tf) to impose them on me. And, in fact, what we 
find, of course, is that it's the mixture of having beliefs that are nonrational 
combined with the fact that you insist upon other people ha' mg those beliefs 
and arc mtolcrant of people not havmg those beliefs, and that's why we·re a 
long wa> from there but we're beginning to start to see it. As I said, it's not 
related to poverty and it's not related to lack of education. It"s related to, in my 
view, fundamental obstacles in the cultural heritage that produce this combi
nation. That's not a good answer because we have a long way to go. 

MS. FOSLER: Let me just follow up and ask if there's an antidote to 1hese 
fanalical beliefs. 

PROFESSOR i'!ORTH: Well, you have the antidote we\ e used so far. 
wh1ch is vtolence. I mean, we want to kill them. which is a good thing to do, 
I might add, but 1 do not think that's an answer. This is where I find myself at 
odds wilh Mr. Sharon and Israel and, indeed. with President Bush at times. It's 
because they don't seem 10 be concerned with trying to get at the root cause. I 
think we have to stan to undcrs1and the root cause if we're going to minimize 
or reduce that. You're never going to eliminate a world in which people are 
going to be violent with each other. That's an innate feature of the world. We 
can, however, make it so that 1he kinds of cultural pauerns and developments 
we have in the world don·t encourage that kind of belief. 

MS. FOSLER: I think we ha\'e another question? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I guess 1his is a follow-up on whal Ms. Fosler is 
asking. If it is something that is innate, if !here is a consciousness issue that ere-
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atcs this cultural violence, then isn't the answer rather than understanding it, 
changing it? It seems to me that the rca~on France and Germany no longer fight 
each other is because they're basically on the same sheet of music; they have 
sinular value systems, basically similar ,;ewpoints on things that arc wonh 
fighting for. We don't fight poor countries that are democratic and Christian 
and ha"e simtlar capitalistic outlooks on things. Isn't the thing to essentially 
force change on these people rather than understanding the differences? 

PROFESSOR NORTH: 1 think you have a good point. l do not believe that 
there will ever be a tune in which we won't get all kinds of craz.y wild ideas 
permeating people in the world or, to be more generous with them, supersti
tions, beliefs. or extremist rchgions. I think what we have to try to do is see 
that such beliefs arc not widel) adopted by people. It's one thmg if we have 
people who have such beliefs. As I said, I don't care what beliefs people have. 
I want to sec. however. that )OU do not have a fertile field for those belief sys
tems and fanatics to be able to attract support from people around the world 
to produce this on a mass scale. And clearly, we have this. You only have to 
look at what's happened in the last year to sec that this fanaticism has been 
encouraged and has support in areas. That's what we want to try to reduce, not 
individual fanatics. We've had them from the beginning of history, including 
a lot m the history of Christianity itself. What we're trymg to do is see that they 
do not auract the kind of attention that will produce fanatic mass murder. 

MS. FO~LER: It seems 10 me that if )'OU think of the security issue, espe
cially the U.S. position, we arc son of this global police force. Ob,·iously, you 
would want to create some institutional structures, which means that the 
police force ts used less, rather than more. We have the U.N., but we haven't 
made much change in what I would call the kind of global culture, the insti
tutions that try to bring some of these different cultures together so that the 
cultures agree on some basic rules of behavior and push to the more extreme 
some of these fanaticists. Do we have the institutional stntcture that we need 
to be sure that the police force is not used more rather than less? 

DR. FLANAGAN: There's a sense that the American people don't want to 
be global cops; they don't want to be the force of first resort for all regional 
problems and intemattonal crises. Therefore, a lot of U.S. government policy 
over the last decade has been about widening the circle of partners with whom 
we can cooperate. We had a symbol of one of those steps yesterday in Warsaw, 
where seven new members of NATO who previously had been partners in our 
Partnership for Peace at NATO were given the expectation that they would 
receive an invitation to join the alliance. We've had, as I mentioned earlier, a 
widening circle of cooperation with a number of those governments in Cemral 
Asia as a result of the Partnership for Peace. 
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Admiral Blair spent a lot of time talking about building a security com
munity in the Asia-Pacific region, and by that he meant building some of the 
synapses, the connectivities between the militaries and the civilian govern
ments of that regton to be able to work more cf(ecuvely on common intere~ts. 
In butlding the coalition on the war on terrorism, we've had this same effort of 
trying to build a widening circle of countries, some of whom , quite frankly , we 
have to hold our nose in the process of cooperating with because they don't 
necessarily share our belief ~ystems or our values. But we do have certain com
mon interests. And so I think a lot of the focus of our policy has been on both 
building this wider coalition of partners and also building capacity in those 
countries, and that's certainly a major focus of our counterterrorism assistance 
and of building capacity to help not only the military but the civtlian agencies 
of various governmentS around the world to work with us more effectively. 

1 he issue of wider U.N. capabilities is a contentious one, and I don't want 
to get into that, or the whole question of a standing U.N. military force or 
other kinds of capacity. One of the btg gaps that we continue to see in post
conflict situations is the gap between military and police in the conflict after
math. What are oftentimes needed arc police functions that the military b 
quite justifiably reluctant to perform. And so the gap of military and police in 
post-conflict settlement is being played out again in Afghanistan. We saw it 
and continue to see it played out in the Balkans. h remains an important chal
lenge that the international community as a whole really hasn' t bridged 
because there arc only so many retired police officer~ out there that you can 
cobble together 10 deal with these problems. 

MS. FOSLER: Anne? 

MS. KRUEGER: I'm a ltttlc bit out of my field in the sense that I think 
we'd stick more to the economics. I'll say what l said before, that as much as 
I think that all the cognitive ~cicnce stuff is very worthwhile, I think there's 
a lot of evidence on two fronts. One, in the countries where economic 
gro\\ th is reasonably satisfactory and living standards are ristng and thing~ 
are tmproving for people, energy is concentrated on those things. And in that 
sense, there is less of a temptation. I sec the terrorists as coming from son
eties in which there's tremendous fru~tration because they know they have 
the glorious past; they've somehow hinged onto tht~ . ThC)' don't see a wa> 
forward for their countries, given the inappropriate policies. And in that 
regard , I think that the JMf, the World Bank, and others already play a role. 
I think that role can and should be strengthened. I think there arc other 
mechanisms that could go to supporting more rapid opening of opportum
tics for hope. 

The second part is that any reasonable economic growth is going to have 
to be predicated , I believe , on increasing education in terms of the number 
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of people who have access to it, the length of time they are able to be edu
cated, and the quality of education. Doug talked a lot about superstition and 
irrational beliefs. It seems to me the assent of man has come precisely 
because we have learned in modern industrial societies that there is such a 
thing as cause and effect, and we do have standards of proof. We look at 
something that happened , and we say why did that happen? It's the things 
that are not yet undersLOod about which one is more likely to go into the 
realm that he's worried about. Well, the 1 hing about that is, that as one has 
moved away from the peasant society where things are done like they were 
always done, and the thunderstorm or whatever is already outside something 
that we understand , the scope in which you're likely to get the kinds of 
things that I think you're worried about is likely to be less. So, in a sense, L 
think l'm willing to stand with our development processes as we have done 
them, insofar as more people are brought into the system, enabled to have 
opportunities and empowered 10 improve their own lot through education 
and other things. 

There are amazing studies of things like, how do fanners who have 200 or 
whatever acres adapt to changes? And one finds that with even one more year 
of primary schooling, on average, the fanners will be considerably more suc
cessful in these regards. We've all had the benefit of all of this, and so we tend 
to assume that if you like something everybody has 10 , and that's simply not 
tnte. And l think that if there were an area where ! think we, as a people, could 
pay more attention, it would be provision of mechanisms by which there could 
be much more rapid increase in the scope for education and educational 
opportunities in all parts of the world, including our own. 

MS. FOSLER: You get to be last again. 

PROFESSOR NORTH: l don't altogether agree with Anne about her opti
mistic view about cognition and the way it will evolve with education some
how, even with higher income, but 1 do want to directly address myself to your 
question, and I'm going to be very controversial. 

1 want to talk about the Arab-Israeli eonOict, which I think we've made a 
horrible mess of. Now, I have a view that you may not share, but the 
Palestinians are second-class citizens in the world and, indeed, the Israelis 
treat the Palestinians very much as we Caucasians did the jews for eight cen
turies in Europe. Now, I don't mean that too strong, because I think the 
Israelis have been a lot better at it in many respects than we were, but l do 
think that if we're going to solve the Arab-Israeli conOict, we have to make it 
wonhwhile for both parties to engage in a dialogue that is going to produce 
results. I don't think Mr. Sharon understands that at all. I think he only has 
one answer, which is to simply use more violence against violence. I think 
what you have to do, down the road, is to provide a structure in terms of offer-
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ing incentives to Palestinians and Israelis alike that's going to encourage them 
to have cooperative behavior with each other. 

l would frankly give the Israelis $4 billion andtellthem they had to spend 
half of it developing Palestine into being a complemenrary integrated political
economic system with Israel, andl think that is the beginning of intelligence. 
We are the only country in the world that can sec that that happens, and I 
don't see Mr. Bush devoting any attention to attempting tO do that. Don't mis
understand me; that doesn't solve many problems. But I think it's the begin
ning of being able to reduce the amoum of conOict, the amount of violence. 
and the beginning of developing something that everywhere in the world we've 
got to do if we're going to survive in this world, and that is to develop ways by 
which we can get along with each other. And you don't do that without hav
ing something more than just violence and opposition. 

MS. FOSLER: Well, that ought to stir up some questions. There's one in 
the back. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: This is for the panel as a whole and hopefully to 
the Chair. Businesses in a microeconomic sense confront very low hurdle rates 
for investment based on the cost of capital worldwide, yet in a macroeconom
ic sense, we still don't see investment cycles picking up. And investment is an 
engine of economic growth that is vital and important for enhancing security. 
What policies-kind of piggybacking on Professor North's $4 billion com
mem-could start investment on a global basis and what are the prospects that 
those policies will be pursued? 

MS. KRUEGER: Investment can be an engine of economic growth: there 
are investments that are not. Doug and I both believe in incentives, whatever 
our other differences, and when you have a framework in a country where the 
incentives are not for doing the things that wilt yield high returns, you get a 
very different oULcome and investment is not an engine for economic growth. 
Now, some countries have the wrong incentives, and they arc invested in the 
wrong things, so they don'L grow. In other cases, there's just a very low rate of 
return on everything because-again , l would come back and agree with 
Doug-there's going to be too much stolen or the rule of law isn't there, so 
even if you make it, the chances are they'll take it away from you. 

So, much of what's going on in the world and the high cost of capital is 
the uncertainty, because we all know that there's son of a basic return, but 
then there's a risk premium, and the risks in many co~mtries are very high. So. 
there are two challenges for economic growth, one of which is to get whatev
er there is invested in reasonably rewarding uses, and that does not alwa)'S 
happen. So when people tell me investment is the engine of growth, I kind of 
worry because there are a lot of countries-and I remind you of the former 
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Sov1ct Union-that had ''ery h1gh real rates of mvestmcnt. 40 percent of GOP. 
and they basically were unable to grow because they had in place other poli
cies and so on that prevented that investment from having the productivity it 
might have had. 

MS. FOSLER: I might get myself in trouble with Anne. but I'm not so sure 
it's the absolute le,·el of investment that is a problem. I thmk it is the distribu
tion o[ investment You mentioned the low hurdle rates, and 1 think one of the 
reasons that there arc low hurdle rates b because. as opposed to what we feared 
at the end of the 1980:.. that we would have an madcquate level of savings to 
fund investment; we actually found ourselves in a very sort of capital-rich world 
in the 1990s. Moreover. we actually created such momentum that I would argue 
that much of what we saw at the end of the 1990s, 1990 and 2000, in tenns of 
the tremendous capital coming into the United States, was not a problem of the 
overall level of the availabilit)' of capital, but the fact that the risk parameters and 
returns that were at least pcrcc•vcd really concentrated that invcstmem in part 
of the world that I think as a mature industrialized country doesn't necessarily 
have the opportunities that yield long term the highest rates of return. 

When we look at investment-and this sort of plays into some of our 
other discussion-as it is distributed around the world, it is increasingly 
focused on China, Mexico, and then we have to sec going forward BraziL 
which has now been a member over the last few years in that arena and is 
going to continue to be a member. But if you look at potential growth rates, 
just in terms of population and entrance to the labor force and potential pro
ductivity. there arc a lot of locations around the world that investment, in 
some sense, could be productively generated. But the risks associated with 
entering those markets-and exchange-rate risk is a very important pan of 
those risks-arc, 1 think, disproportionately h1gh. 

Anne talked about the expansion of the role of the IMF, but we made enor
mous progress, not as a historian myself but having read the history of the 
immediate post-war period. I always thought of it, as a baby boomer, as this 
kind of economic nirvana where we came up with these institutions and we got 
some exchange rate stability and everybody gre'' and lived happily ever after, 
but it was really a period that was fraught with a lot of currenC)' crisis and insta
bility. We have gone a long way. through swap arrangements, through banking 
policies and the like, to create an environment where maybe there are 20 coun
tries now that have relatively low risk parameters, but I think that there arc 
these other counu·ies. in what we think of as the periphery, that are managing. 
They are exporting more than they're importing. they're struggling to stabilize 
the1r exchange rates, and l think we need some policies that help to lessen the 
risks that those countries face, or investors face, in investing in those countries 
so that we get a much more balanced kind of portfolio of global investment and 
maybe, to some extent, that would create a more level playing field that would 
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ease some of thb anxiety about the differential between the growth rates of the 
haves and the have 110ts. 

MS. KRUCGER: I don't think we're disagreemg at all. I thmk what I said 
was there was low investment in countries because their policy framework 
provided the inappropriate incentives and the reason why you get very low 
investment there is precisely because those policies are inappropriate. And I 
thmk that, there again, the fund mandate has been more and more to work 
with them on geuing exactly the risks you're describing by gelling appropriate 
policies, including governance and all that Doug talks about in place. 

MS. FOSLCR: You have the last word , because rou are the panelists, but 
I think that when I look at what happened to Mexico, for example, in the peso 
crisis, as a Catholic, l referred to it as Mexico creating a venial sin and they 
paid a mortal penalty. The notion that a country would have an over-expan
sion of its monetary poliC) . it's done all the time , and yet the value of their 
currency was cut by two-thirds. There was over-investment and somewhat 
excessive stimulus in the high-growth Asian cou ntries, and their currencies 
went down by 60 percent. Most of these countries now have balanced budg
ets and the>•'rc increasing their foreign exchange reserves. which are all in 
some ways son of rcstrictiH~ policies, and I just feel that it's like sending your 
kids off to school-yes, we would like them lO be independent and always 
conduct themselves in a manner that they will as adults, but occasionally they 
need some help. You have actually suggested a bankruptcy proceeding, and 
ma)•be you'd hke to say something about that, but I think those kinds of poli
cies need to be discussed more. 

MS. KRUEGER: Well. let's go back to Mexico, smce it 's in the past and 
therefore we're not getting into current arguments. The Mexicans had had 
lOO percent inflation in 1987. They had had a debt crisis bcfort• that, because 
they had over-borrowed. They then decided to tl")' LO cure their inflation by 
holding their exchange rate. So they fixed their exchange rate and adjusted it 
much less than the rate of mflation for, I think, 8 years running. So there was 
real appreciation in the peso. The way they covered their current account and 
fiscal deficits was by borrowing. Now, unless the United States is willing to 
lend increasingly large amounts of money to those countries that want lO bor
ro\\ the most. at some point those kinds of parties have to stop. 

In the world as it then wa!>, that party stopped and, by the way, I think the 
international community did fairly well in the Mexico crisis. Although Mexico 
resumed economic growth within a year. the governor of the Bank of MexiCO 
himself would tell you that a major change was that they moved to floaung 
exchange rates by 1996, which has given them much more flexibility in their 
economy. But the more fundamental point, I think, is that if a country wants to 
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have a fixed exchange rate, then it's going to have to adapt ilS monetary and fi'>
cal policies to keep that exchange rate realistic relath·e to the rest of the world. 

In East Asia, Thailand had had 25 baht to the dollar from 1960 something 
or other unlil 1990 whatever, and in that period of time, Thailand had aver
aged something ltke 7 percent per year inflation against a U.S. 3 percent. four 
percent per year real appreciation over that period of time is gomg to end 
somehow. And as I said, unless you want to keep on lending indefinitely, not 
well. Once a country ha~ reached its borrowing capacity, it doesn't have a 
choice but to adJUSt. It's not a question of. "Is this unfair and ho" do you help 
them?" In fact, the evidence is that the inflation is what hurts; the fiscal deficits 
are what hurt. And getting that part of the body politic in order is part of what 
Doug i<. talking about in institutions. I don't thmk Doug ts advocating high 
rates of inflation or huge fic;cal deficits or any of this stuff. So l guess my prob
lem is that, yes, you have a teenager who goes out and crashes the car, and you 
immediately gh·e him another car to crash a gam? 

MS. FOSLER: Well, you see, economists disagree. This man here. 

AUDIENCE \JtEMBER: I just have a comment. The industrial strength of 
this country is in the small businesses. They hire most of the employees in this 
country and they're the stabilizing force of thic; country. Just an observation, 
and rm not an expert in this field, but the commonalit)' in the relative success 
of all countries. including this hemisphere, has to do wtth the rclauve size of 
their small business infrastructure, and the rbe and fa ll of these countries will 
be small businesses. If you look at what's happening in this country right now, 
it's caused a maJor economic dent because of the large companies and what 
they recently did, and if you look at the profile and at Department of Defense, 
three or four large companies control all of the Department of Defense acqui
sitions a!. compared to where they were three years ago. So I'm suggesting that 
maybe you ought to Look at another area. and that would be small businesses. 
And by the way, I represent small businesses in the Department of Defense. 

MS. FOSLFR: Well, thb group ts getting really con tenuous. Maybe we'' ill 
take one more question before we can get to fisticuffs <H lunch. Back in the 
back. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Dr. Nicholas Rigg, economist, Department of 
State, currently teaching at the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College. 
National security for the twemy-first century, anticipating challenges. we're all 
looking at Iraq nglll now. I'm wondcnng about the institutions in Iraq. If we go 
in, will there be an alternative to either a Baathist party or a fundamentalist 
regime ala Iran taking over in Iraq? t\re there institutionc; and pulls of political 
power that can gh·e some sort of alternative between those two e:<tremes? 



86 NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE TWENTY-fiRST CENTURY 

DR. FLANAGAN: Well, it's a huge question, but cenainly one that has to 
be thought through as we move ahead in the next steps with regard to Iraq pol
icy. The whole question of cle-Baathization, if you will, of Iraq and the capac
tty of some of the existing panics, the various emigre groups that don't seem 
to really have much tracuon internally and, historically, that's usually the case. 
The)\·c been out of Iraq for a long time. They're not in touch wnh that many 
of the current population, so there's a big unknown. We don't know what the 
poltucal culture of the current population really tS, but I thmk people are mak
mg a concerted effort to try to figure it out, much more so m recent months. 

There are concerns about the potential for Balkanization of Iraq-three 
separate lraqs that could emerge from a post-conflict situation-a Kurdish 
Iraq, a Shiite in the South, and the Arab center. But it's not even that simple 
because the populations arc somewhat interspersed, so I think there's an enor
mous set of questions there related to how to rebuild, and that's why I think 
that the discussion has been that this is a long-term commitment that we and 
the international community would be embarked upon of rebuilding Iraq and 
reshaping its political S)Stem, culture, and the whole question of the security 
forces, which would be an tmmcdiate concern. 

You have the special Republican Guard, the elite around Saddam himself, 
who have nowhere to go, so they will be the most intense and the most recal
citrant. Many people suggest that the regular army is easily turned. and in fact, 
already signaling to Kuwaitis and others that they're maybe ready to join in the 
fight. So there are enormous uncertainties about what will aciUally happen 
when and if the time comes that it comes to force. But long term, the whole 
question of political change in Iraq, and again, what if there is a military coup 
before the actual action of the international community or the U.S. alone 
against Iraq begins? That group of colonels or generals out there may be wait
tng for the moment they think IS right; what price will the) demand? So there 
arc many different scenarios that one could spin out and it's really premature, 
I think, to get into, but obviously an important set of questions and ones that 
need much further study. 

MS. KRUEGER: I don't have any particular comment except to say that 
quite obviously, looking at what would be the successor situation, both in Iraq 
and in the region relative to ahead of time is clearly a major concern, which 
extends certainly northwestward through Turkey and espcciall>• with the 
Kurdish situation there, so I think it's more than just a qucsuon of institutions 
in Iraq. 

PROFESSOR NORTII: I think one of the things that should make econo
mists humble, and we don'ttcnd to be very humble l have to point out, is that 
our success record, and particularly in transition economics in the former 
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Soviet Union. has been very, very poor. We've had some modest successes in 
the countries that have been taken over by Russia and Central Europe. In the 
countries that formed the Soviet Union, the success has been very poor and 
that's because we simply don't understand enough about the sources of pro
ductivit) and growth. We don't know how to get them Gcttmg them means 
you understand the way in which institutions evolve over time, how they 
intermix with culture heritage, with your histOT)'; and how in turn you pro
duce a policy that will put in place poliucal and economic rules of the game. 
We don't know how to do that. We've learned a lot, and again, Anne has done 
some very tmportant work on thi'> in vanous parts of the world, and I've done 
a little bit here and there around the world, but that's not to say that that's a 
reason not LO try to restructure Iraq. It's to sa) that if you're going to go into 
Iraq, you ought to be very, very aware that you're getting yourself into a mess; 
that at least now you're way over your head with respect t.o our understanding 
and knowledge that could go in and restructure it effectively in even any mod
erately short run. 

MS. FOSLER: Thank you. Thank you all. You had a lot of questions. The) 
were spirited questions, a wonderful panel, and I hope that we've set the tone 
because, obviously, part of the uniqueness of this conference ts the focus on 
the nongovernmental organizations and this kind of knitting together some of 
this institutional discussion that we've begun with wday. So I think we now 
will adjourn and go directly to lunch. So thank you very much. 
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Economist, The Conference Board 

• Economic growth and development and strong national security are 
mutually dependent and would not exist without the other. 

1. The U.S. economy could not function and the global economy 
would be in grave trouble without strong national security and strong partners 
around the world who share the belief that those who perpetrate an attack 
against America are not simply attacking America, they are attacking the free 
world-those who value the choice of political and economic freedom. 

2. There is no private economy without a great military; there is no 
private economy withom great national defense. 

3. The policy is not one of sheer military brute force; it is a panner
ship between private and public sector initiatives. 

4. The Cold War was won by the twin forces of Ronald Reagan's com
mitment to the Strategic Defense Initiative and forcing the Soviets to spend 
themselves into economic oblivion and Margaret Thatcher's unwavering com
mitment to privatization. 

• The September 11th attacks literally brought the world economy to a 
standstill for the next five and a half days. 

l. A group of rogue murderers, not some super military force , 
brought global economic performance to a standstill. 

2. This is a critical time to strategize a very different response to a 
very different enemy-the enemy not only of freedom around the world but 
also the enemy of economic global interconncctivity. 

3. The auacks underscore why we need a powerful response to those 
who would attempt to terrorize. 
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4. In the most comprehensive of public/private partnerships ever, the 
military, the political leadership, and those in the financial markets put aside 
traditional rivalries and differences to come together for one very simple and 
common objective. 

5. The Treasury Department has seized or blocked more than 
$100 million and identified more than 3,000 individuals with terror organiza
tions, blocking financial institutions from doing business with them. 

6. Economic growth, investment growth, job growth, and rising stan
dards of living cannot continue here or around the world without a defense 
mechanism that declares to those who thought 9/ll was the fulfillment of their 
call, "We will find you, we will prosecute you, and we will melt you before 
you're ever able to do it again." 

7. We best honor those lost in the attacks by creating a defense 
mechanism in this country and linked with our partners around the world 
that says it is unacceptable to do what you did last September, and you will 
pay the ultimate price if ever you try it again. Those who believe they 
should continue the philosophy of hate and murder will be found and dealt 
with. 

• To avoid market standstills in the future, the United States must invest 
more in defense. The current 3.8 percent of GOP invested in defense must be 
increased dramatically to sustai n the inextricable link between economic per
formance and national defense. 

1. The nation cannot have a great economy without a great military. 
And no great economy can survive if that military and that national defense 
mechanism are not nurtured and stimulated and invested in, relative w both 
economic capital and human capital. 

2. A man or woman spends 25, 30, 35 years serving this country and 
in mid-40s, perhaps even early 50s, returns to civilian life and faces a very dif
ferent economic environment, a very different task of finding employment. 
That person should never be in that position. That person should, for the rest 
of his or her life, be supported by the nation he or she defended. 

• Today, we are locked arm-in-arm with our partners around the world in a 
very singular and unambiguous chaUenge to never let September 1 I th happen 
again. We do that with investment in infrastructure, invesu11ent in our military, 
and investment in prosperity for those nations yet to achieve the American dream. 

• The U.S. economy is still the strongest the world has ever known, albeit 
having some indicators that are not as vibrant today. 

1. The market is struggling because of two issues: trust and the war 
on terrorism. 

2. Deficit spending in times of war. in times of connict like today, is 
not only desirable but also absolute!)' essential. 
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• The challenge of reestablishing tru!>t in the market!> and in corporate 
leaders also requires a public-private partnership. No smgll' entity. either in 
the public or pnvate sector, can deal with 11. 

l. The r-.c" York Stock Exchange impaneled a special blue ribbon 
commiuee on corporate accountability. It created a brand new platfom1 of list
ing requirements and corporate governance standards, which fundamentall)' 
say to American invcswrs, to consumers, and to employees of the Enrons, the 
WorldComs, the Adelphia~. and the Tycos: "This is unacceptable to us as own
er~ and employees and to the overwhclmmg majority of corporate America." 

2. The Securities and Exchange Commission needed to institute 
tough new reqmrements, vigorously pursumg those who breach their respon
sibilities to the public markets. 

3. What you can and must do is prosecute dishonesty. So you have to 
pursue. prosecute, and incarcerate those who have broken their responsibili
ties with the owners. The system is not broken; there arc only people within 
the system whose morab and ethics arc broken. 

Analysis 

As Chairman of the New York Stock Cxchange. Mr. Grasso provides a 
unique perspective of the link between strong national securit)' and economic 
growth and defense. lie was clear in his position that both clements of nation
al power are mutually dependent and inseparable. His remarks focused on two 
central themes: trust and confidence 

As Mr. Grasso described the relationship, a strong economy depends on 
strong national security both directly and indirectly. The direct mvestment in 
defense industries and collateral investment in support technologies and serv
ices that are necessary for a strong military contributes to a strong and grow
ing economy. But, more importantly, a strong military provides the securit) 
and stability that arc essential for investors and consumers to have the confi
dence in their personal financial situatiOn and in the nation's economy. 

Inversely, in today's global cm·ironment, a state cannot be stable and secure 
without a strong military, and that military strength requires significant invest
ment. Mr. Grasso repeated his belief 1hat, while the United States invests far more 
in its military than any other state, it also has the world's largest economy and 
must not onl)' continue this signiftcalll in"estment but also increase it. 
Additionally, \ltr. Grasso twice iterated h1s belief that the united States must 
mvest more in its mHttary personnel: both in acti\'e duty pa) and benefits 111 

retirement. By mcrcasing the financial inccnuvcs for mil ita!) service, the U.S. will 
continue to auract and retain 1he most qualified and talented service members to 

sustain our military and support our national security. These soldiers. sailors. air
men, and marines will have the confidence to know that they can serve their 
count!)' for a career"' hile providing fully for their families and their future. 
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Mr. Grasso highlighted the impact of the terrorist attacks in 2001 on New 
York Cit}' and Washington, D.C. While the New York StOck Exchange was 
closed for fi\'e and half da}'S, It reOpened without na\\ and COntinues tO sup
port trading through the war on tcrronsm. These facts arc a testament to the 
confidence of the American consumers and investors in their security and their 
economy. As Mr. Grasso states, this resilience would not have been possible 
without a remarkable partnership of public and private institutions represent
ing all clements of our national power. 

Mr. Grasso's comments regarding the current corporate scandals rein
forced this theme of trust and confidence. While the government, the security 
exchanges, and private institutions have taken steps to address the scandals 
systematically, the solutions lie in corporate leaders maintaining fidelity to 
their investors. Leaders who breach that trust must be personally punished to 
reinforce to other executives and to investOrs that the trust between a corpo
ration and its stOckholders must be inviolate. 

\ll.r. Grasso provided an exceptional anal}·sis of the link between national 
securit}' and economics that built on the Panel! discusston of the global secu
rit} environment and set the tOne for following discusstons on building capa
bilities for the future. 

Transcript 

MS. GAIL D. fOSLER: Thank }'Ou all. You were a wonderful group at this 
morning's panel, and I have an e'·cn btggcr treat for you in the form of Dick 
Grasso. lmroducing Dick is a great honor. He is the Chamnan and CEO of the 
New York Stock Exchange, and before that, he was the CEO and President of 
the Stock Exchange. I Lc has spent all of his professional career over the past 
30 years at the Stock Exchange. But he has a very special link with this group 
because he was also a member of the Army. He is going to speak today on the 
topic of Economics and National Secunt}. I'm going to sa) something that" ill 
probably embarrass hun. However, I think there is no one better in these times 
that can address this topic. Dick used his background at the Stock Exchange 
and his background in the Army to create what I think will remain one of the 
great system's feats in modern histor)', and that was restoring the operation of 
the financial markt•ts after 9/ll. 

At the Conference Board, we have many technolog)' fim1 members, and I 
saw from behmd the scenes, as well as from reading the newspaper, what was 
presented to the public. During those dtfficult days, Dick Grasso was told that 
what he wanted to achieve was impossible. just as man} of you in the military, 
he used his military fortitude and determination and said, ''just do it!" As a 
result, the week after that devastating attack, we had the world's largest finan
cial market open for business. In fact , after some initial instability, they came 
back to doing what we trust them to do best, which is bring all of our deci-
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sions together with options and 
opportunities. We had stability not 
only in the U.S. but also in the global 
financial system. Therefore, it is with 
great pleasure and great honor that I 
introduce Dick Grasso to you. Thank 
you. 

MR. DICK GRASSO: Thank you 
very much, Gail, for those very kind 
remarks. Ladies and gentlemen, it is 
truly an honor and a pleasure to be 
with you today. But l must tell you in 
all candor, when I received the invita
tion from General Shinseki, l paused 
for a moment because I know that 
when the Chief of Staff invites an E-5 
to address a conference like this, the 
E-5 is going to be in a lot of trouble. 
While Gail very graciously portrays 

Mr. Grasso the very proud time l spent in the 
United States Army, those of you in 
the Army will recognize very quickly 

my service, as distinguished by my prefix , which was US, rather than RA. 
I served very proudly in our nation's military and was equally proud when 

l met General Shinseki last year on Veterans Day. Since the 1918 Armistice 
Day. each year at the New York Stock Exchange, at the lJ th hour of the 11th 
day of the 11th month, we stop the market for two minutes of renection. Last 
year, we were privileged to have General Shinseki, General jumper, and the 
commandant, General jones. It was a very moving observation to recognize 
those 2.6 million men and women who served both on active and reserve duty 
to keep our nation the shining star of freedom that it is today. 

I'm so privileged and honored that General Shinseki would invite me to 
address this group. Each year-equally important to the New York Stock 
Exchange calendar-in commemoration of Memorial Day, we have a ve1y special 
observance. This past year, General Myers graced us with his presence to recog
nize the 1.1 million men and women who have made the ultimate sacrifice on 
behalf of our nation. So, when l got General Shinseki's letter renecting on the last 
l2 months, it was a very easy yes-both from the point of view of being able to 

thank the men and women in the world's greatest military who arc here and those 
who will watch these proceedings from around the globe. Equally important is to 
be able to thank each of you, because the ability to do what we do would not be 
possible without those of you who serve our nation today in uniform. So when 
I've been asked to talk about the linkage between national security and econom-
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ic performance, it ts perhaps an opportunity to go on for hours, or to simply end 
your agony by telling you that one would not exist without the other. 

If in any way we need 10 be reminded of the inextricable link between eco
nomic performance and national security, think back to that painful day, 
September ll, 2001, as we saw first the north tower and then the south tower 
hit, and then the two coming down. r:or the next 5? days, literally, our econ
omy and the economy of the world was brought to a standstill. We renected in 
the great hope that many of those 2,801 who ultimately lost their lives were to 
be, 111 fact, sa,ed. We watched, litcrall). worldwide econonuc perfonnance 
come to a standstill. lf one needs to understand the importance of a strong 
nauonal securit), we need only remember that second day of infamy this coun
try faced a year ago. Therefore , it was for me a very easy job to accept, when 
the general extended this very gracious invitation, because our economy, and, 
certain ly my market, which produces almost $50 billion in commerce every 
day. could not function, the U.S. economy could not function, the global econ
omy would be in grave trouble without strong national security and strong 
partners around the world who share the belief that those who perpetrate and 
allack America are not simply attackmg America; they arc attacking the free 
world, those who value the chotec of political and economic freedom. 

l oday. how very special it i'> to be able to be with Pres1dent I Isenhower's 
granddaughter, because today I have the opportunity, from the financial mar
ket standpoint, to thank her and the entire Eisenhower family for the renam
ing of this series. Who better to reOect upon in terms of the need to link a 
stmng investment in security with strong economic performance? What better 
name than President Eisenhower? As he took office upon his first election, we 
look back at the times and we compare them to the times we face today. Then, 
slightl) more than 14 percent of our GDP was spent on defense; today. less 
than 4 percent-less than 4 percent of the $16 trilhon economy. It was 
poignantly pointed out on September ll, that that will never be enough. 

Secondly, as we look at these wonderful men and women who wear our 
nation's uniform for 20. 25, 30, 35 years, what can we do as a nauon to assist 
while they serve and to support them when they have completed their service? 
I'm going to come back to that, because as General Shinseki knows, being in 
the private sector, l'm immune from political pressure. (laughter) I say that 
tongue in cheek, but it is a favorite of mine. because I believe that when a man 
or woman spends the better part of their professional life serving their nation, 
the country has an obligation to them that is unfulfilled when they leave mil
nary service, and something needs to be done about that. However, I will close 
on that pomt. because it's somethmg that I care about deeply. 

As I look at econom1c performance today and I link it to the question of 
nauonal secunty, what do we think about? We look at the U.S. economy, aS 16 
trillion GDP. We look at our trading partners around the world. We remem
ber thatll was not some super military force that brought global economic per-
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formancc LOa standstill; it was a group of rogue murderers. for those who find 
the war against terror to be difficult, for those who believe it may in some way 
limit one's freedoms in a free society, I encourage you to visit ground zero, to 
stand as I have on many occasion<; and look into that cavern and ask a very 
simple question. Why were the freedoms of those 2801 taken that day? Why 
were they taken away? The 200 here in Washington at the Pentagon? The 
almost 50 in the fields of western Pennsylvania? 

Thts i!; not a typical time for building defense. This is a cntical time to 
strategize a very different response to a very different enemy-the enemy not 
just of the freedom of citizens around the nation and around the world. butt he 
enemy of economic global intcrconnectivity. 

Our economy, the U.S. economy, is challenged some may think. Let me 
remind them, it is the strongest the world has ever known, albeit with some 
indicators that are not, perhaps, as vibrant as we would like them to be today. 
Our nation will grow its GOP between 3 and 4 percent this year, wnh no vis
ible signs of the return of inflation, with cost of money at a 40-ycar low. Those 
arc traditionally the recipes for a very strong stock market performance. But 
every day. when I'm in audiences such as this around the country, people say, 
"Why , Dick, is the market strugghng as it isr The market is struggling 
because of two discounts: one bcmg the trust discount and the other being the 
issue of terrorism. Can we win a war and can we pursue that conflict to its ulti
mate conclusion so that we will be able to say to our children and to our neigh
bors: "There will not be another September 11 "? 

Economic activity, as I look at the inextricable link between national and 
global security and the performance of economies-ours and our trading part
ncr nations-when one thinks about what happened in a 5?-day period, it is 
an extraordinary underscore of why we need a powerful response to those who 
would attempt to terrorize. As powerful as the response was last September, in 
5? days, in perhaps the most comprehensive of public-pn\'ate partnerships 
ever put together, the militaf) , the leadership from the political ranks, and 
those Ill my mdustry all came together. We stripped one another of rank, and 
we bastcally put aside traditional rivalries and differences, and we had a very 
simple and common objective. 

On September 17, 2001, at 9:30, we rang a bell, and when we rang that 
bell, it said to the murdering perpetrators of that heinous act: "You've taken 
innocent. lives; )'Ou've destroyed billions in property. You've brought the econ
omy, at least on a global scale over these last five and one-half days to a s tand
still, but you have failed miserably. You not only failed in your ultimate goal, 
whtch was, in addition to destro)·mg lh·es and property, bringing the 
economtcs, both the national econom> here and its trading partners around 
the world, literally to their knee~ . if not to conclusion. You have fatled bitter
ly." When that bell rang at 9:30 that morning, it was a powerful message that 
no one who is an enemy of freedom can ever succeed. 
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lf you need to look at the element~ that drive why I feel as strongly as 1 
do, look at the need to s1zc the economic damage done on September the 11. 
The airline industry, in just the United States, last year lost $7 billion and will 
lose perhaps as much as $7 billion again this year. The llow of goods just over 
our northern borders, which a,·eragcd roughly $1.4 billion a day, came to a 
halt. Literally, every major point of commerce as measured by good~ and serv
ices came to a standstill. I low do you deal with that? Very simp!)': by not 
investing 3.8 percent of GOP in defense, but by taking that number up dra
matically; by continuing what President Eisenhower understood and so well 
articulated, the inextricable link between economic performance and national 
defense. You cannot have a great economy without a great militaf)', and no 
great economy can surv1vc if that militaf)' and that national defense mecha
nism aren't nurtured and stimulated and invested in , both as to capital and 
human capital. 

l look at the last 50 years and l compare those two investment numbers, 
and it's really quite hard LO understand \\h)' people have difficult) compre
hending wh) that budget needs LO gro". I understand the difficulues right 
now as we look at the national level. \Ve are facing what once was a surplus 
perhaps becoming a deficit. However, let us never forget , deficit spend ing in 
times of war. in times of the conOict we face today. b not only desirable, it is 
absolutely essentiaL I th1nk we ha\(~ to rally bchmd the reailucs that 
September llth brought upon us. If we don't, the economic costs will be 
enormous. I look at my market as a certain microcosm of what one might 
consider. 

We were a $17 trillion equities market not too long ago. Toda)' we arc a 
SH trillion equities market. That shrinkage is pale in comparison to other 
markets both here in the U.S. and around the world. However. it wasn't too 
long ago, actually 15 )'Cars almost to the date, that the totality of the Amcncan 
market was only a $3 trillion market, and in 5 days, between October 
14-20. 1987, we lost one-third of that value. We didn't lose it to a terrorist 
enem). \\'c lost it to a connucnee and a rclllm to rationalll)' of the fundamen
tal principles of valuation. 

Today, the stakes arc five times the level they were 15 )'Cars ago. 
September II taught us so many lessons. We in financial markets arc thr link
age not just among and between markets here in the United States but also 
among and between markets around the world. The fact is that financial mar
kets can be a conduit for both job crea11on and econom1c activity, but they can 
also be a conduit for those who would bring harm to peoples around the 
world. I applaud what Secretary I Paul] O'Neill bas done with his colleagues at 
Treasury tO create a worldwide network 10 Slop the now of terrorist funds. 
More than $100 million has either been seized or blocked. More than 3,000 
individuals have been Identified as known to be of terror organizations. and 
financial 111'>titutions arc blocked from doing business with them. 
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These are the l}'lJes of strategies that we wage today in this war on terror
ism. In the financial markets, at the big board itself, we learned many painful 
lessons last September. I had 135 of my colleagues in the south tower. I 
learned how blessed we arc in this country that we have people in uniform, be 
it military uniform or the uniforms of our fire and policing agencies, people 
who arc willing to be running up the stairs as my colleague.:; were coming 
down the stairs. The most succc!>sful rescue in the history of our nation-
26,000 people came out of those two towers because 343 firefighters, 27 New 
York Cny police officers, and 37 Port Authority police officers ga,·e their lives 
that day. Those 401 people blessed 26.000 with life and the privilege of living 
in thts great society of ours. 

As we look at this question about national defense and economic per
fonnance, they're one and the same, ladies and genllemen. We cannot possi
bly have economic growth, investment, stimulation of job creation, and raise 
the standards of living here in the U.S. or around the world unless we have a 
defense mechanism that says, without ambiguity. to those who thought 9/11 
was the fulfillment of their call: "We will find you. we will prosecute you, and 
we wtll melt you before you're ever able to do it again." Unless you're willing 
to embrace that thesis, this economy and the economies of our partner nations 
around the world are in terrible jeopardy. It is not a policy I'm advocating of 
sheer military brute force. It is a partnership between public and private. It is 
a partnership between private sector initiative and public initiative. As 
President Eisenhower talked about the balance, one of his very first actions 
after taking orfice was to appoint the Treasury Secretary to the National 
Security Council. 1L is a balance. 

Think of iL in the context of the war we won in the 1980s-not a hot war, 
but a cold war, won by the twin forces of Ronald Reagan and Margaret 
fhatcher. President Reagan, God love him, whether he was to achieve it or 
not, his articulation of SDI forced the Soviets to spend themselves into eco
nomtc oblivion. Lady Thatcher, then Prime Minister, with her unwavering 
commttment to pri\'atization, took the inefficient entities of governmental 
ownership and returned them to the disciplines of the free-market process. 
Those that would prosper and usc their capital efficiently would grow and 
their owners would thrive. Those that didn't would go the way of the 5-ccnt 
subway ride. Those twin forces won us that war and changed the world 
forevermore. We thought, up until September ll, that we were living almost 
in a Disneycsque society. 

In thts country, terrorism didn't exist. It was a phenomenon to be expe
rienced m Europe, in Latm Amenca. m the Pak rim. Yes, we had our own 
Amcncan terrorists in Oklahoma Ctty, but we only read about the heinous 
acts of terronst groups outside of the United States until September ll. 
September ll was a wakeup call for this country and for the world. When 
those two towers came down, 83 nations lost men and women. Today, we are 
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locked arm-111-arm wnh our partners around the world 111 a verr singular and 
unamb1guous challenge to never let September ll happen again. We do that 
with investment in infrastructure, investment in our military, and invest
ment, if you will, in prosperity for those nations yet to achieve the American 
dream. 

Raising standards of li' ing in some of the poorest nations around the 
world is perhaps one of the most important tasks we have, just as we faced the 
tasks followmg rebuilding in World War II. As we face the tasks each time an 
enemy is confronted and defeated by thb country, thb country goes back and 
helps, as we will toda) in Afghanistan and in Iraq, to make certain that the 
beaut) and dream we ha\'e all lived can be lived b) more in all parts of the 
world. September llth was a wake-up call. This country took a blow. M) city, 
in particular, literally now faces a $5 h11lion budget deficit. If it had to happen, 
New York City was the place that could rise as it is doing now. We will never 
be able to do enough to honor those we lost in New York. in Washington, and 
in the fields in western PennS)'Ivama llowever, we honor them most by 
rebuildmg economical!) and militanl). We honor them best by creating a 
defense mechanism here in this country that is linked with our partners 
around the world and says, "It's unacceptable to do what you did last 
September, and you will pay the ultimate price, if ever you try it again." Those 
who believe that they ~hould continue the philosophy of hate and murder will 
be found and dealt with. 

Lastly, and General Shinseki asked that I specifically take some questions. 
but I should say not on the performance of individual equity securities. (laugh
ter) That would get me in even deeper trouble than perhaps !might be in these 
days. Let me close with a reflection as to where I started. A man or woman 
spends 25, 30, 35 years ~erving this country, and at an age of late 30s, tmd 40s, 
perhaps CVl'n early 50s, retums to civilian life-a very difficult economic envi
ronment, a very difficult, challenging, and daunting task of trying to find 
employment. That person should never be in that position. That person 
should. for the rest of his or her life. be supported by the nation. I'll conclude 
where l started. There is no private economy without a great military. There is 
no private economy without great nauonal defense. That cost-that sacrifice 
one makes of 25, 30, 35 years is not being rewarded today. I know that this 
great president will reward our wonderful men and women going forward, and 
I support hts efforts. Thank you 'ery much, General, for the invitation to be 
with you today. 

AUDIENCE MEM13ER: I'm Larry Wood, a retired Army colonel: Thank 
you very much for those kind remarks. My question is that you said there were 
two factors that were influencing the market, most recently, but your follow
on comments only address the latter, the war on terrorism or the bodtng ward 
with Iraq. \Vhat can we do as a nation, what can we do as a national security 
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community-this partnership with the private sector you alluded to-LO 
address the issue of trust? 

MR. GRASSO: lt's as much a public-private partnership to deal with the 
trust discount, as there was a public-private partnership to deal with the after
math of 9/11. No single entity, either in the public or private sector, can deal 
with it. ll is, in essence, this wonderful collage of initiatives, starting with the 
Stock Exchange itself. ln February of this year, we asked the question, "What 
must we do to deal with the misdeeds that are being reponed almost daily?" 
More importantly, what must others do that we can support? So we impaneled 
a special blue-ribbon committee on corporate accountability and created a 
brand new platform of listing requirements, corporate governance standards, 
which fundamentally say to the governing mechanisms of publicly held cor
porations: "You must have a majority of your board comprised of independenl 
directors, people not associated with management in any way or conflicted in 
their responsibilities. You must have committees on the board of audit, nomi
nating and governance, and compensation comprised entirely of independent 
directors. Those independem directors must meet periodically without the 
presence of management, and must report to the shareholders those meetings 
and, in essence, the name of the presiding director." What are we trying to do 
here? We are trying to create a cultural change in the board room to remind 
the managemems and the governing mechanisms of publicly held corporations 
that l, as an independem director, serve not for the private entertainment of 
management or to simply rubber- stamp what management strategies may be, 
but rather to be a collaborator with, and at times be in confrontation with, the 
direction of 1he company, the direction of management, with the hope that by 
recognizing my role, my role in the final analysis is to serve those hundreds of 
thousands of shareholders who arc not invited into the boardroom. 

I serve as a fiduciary for those shareholders, and I'm there, hopefully, to 
accrete value to the entity by giving guidance and wisdom and perspective. The 
Securities and Exchange Commission needed to do what it has done in terms of 
reaffirmation of financial statements, in tern1s of tough new requirements and 
prosecutorial vigor to go after those who breached their responsibilities to the 
public markets. Through the legislative process, with the leadership of the pres
ident, we now have the Sarbane-Oxley Act. This legislation sets standards in 
place. In the collective, it is a collaboration of public-priva1e partnerships to say 
10 the American investor, to consumers, and to employees of the Enrons, the 
WorldComs, the Adelphias, and the Tycos that those who breach their respon
sibilities are unacceptable as owners and employees to the overwhelming major
ity of corporate America. For every Enron, there are thousands of Exxons-com
panies who do it right each and every clay for the benefit of their employees, their 
shareholders, and the communities and customers they serve. You wouldn't 
know that by reading the daily press. I'm certainly not one to say it's only a hand-



100 NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY 

ful. It happens to be only a handful in relation to the 15,000 publicly-held com
panies in America, but if the number were one, it would be one too many. 
Because of the trust and confidence that have driven the American capital mar
kets to be the shining star that the world aspires lO, it rose over these last 50 
years from fewer than 4 million investors to more than 85 million inveswrs. The 
absolute crude oil to the process was the public's belief that they could trust the 
integrity of what they were reading, and that's been breached. 

The rinal pan to my solution is one that people often don't like to hear. 
You can neither legislate nor, by Stock Exchange standard, mandate integrity 
and honesty. What you can and must do is prosecute dishonesty. You have got 
to pursue, prosecute, and put in jail those who have breached their responsi
bilities to the owners. The S)'Stem is not broken. There are people within the 
system whose morals and ethics are broken. When the American public under
stands that we are serious, that second discount that I talked about will come 
out of this market. For all of the darkness that forecasters like to offer, let us 
not forget, as I said in my brief comments, this is the strongest nation on eanh. 
This is the strongest economy on earth. It's growing at a rate of between 3 and 
4 percent, with money costs at 40-year lows, with inflation nonexistent. If I 
were to tell you that5 years ago, or 10 years ago, you would have said, "Where 
dol sign up? Where do I invest?" Not today, because three things govern per
formance in the market: fundamentals, and ours are strong; tcchnicals, and 
they oscillate with the mood of the momem; and the psychological, and right 
now the psychological doesn't feel good, but it will. 

The twentieth century has proven that for any period greater than six 
years, equity investment in quality, real companies-as distinguished from the 
thesis of the late 1990s when people forgot that you could not calculate a 
price-earnings ratio (aPE multiple) if there were no E. (laughter) Where that 
was the case, they said, "Well, let's look at top-line growth." Well, when you 
didn't have revenues, you couldn't have top-line growth. Then they said, 
"Well, let's look at share of eyeballs. Let's look at burn rates. " These are all 
phenomena of a mania. They are not., by the way, unique, just as the scandals 
that we read about each clay are not unique. The valuation based on crowd 
mentality goes all the way back to Holland, when people were trading tulips 
for homes (1624); to the late 1920s, when some of the best and brightest \VTOte 
the innovations coming out of those wonderful laboratories that Radio 
Corporation of America would change the way we live and work forevermore. 
It was a paradigm shift. Sound familiar? They were right. They were absolute
ly right. Radio Corporation of America's laboratories produced things that 
today we still benefit from. The only thing they got wrong was valuation
proven by the fact that 50-plus years later, General Electric bought RCA for 10 
cents on the 1928-dollar. In 1928, the stock sold for almost $700. General 
Electric bought it for $61 50-plus years later. In the second half of the 1990s, 
historians will look back and say: "What were they thinking?" But then again, 
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we need to do a beuer job in my busmess of making sure people think twice. 
If it sounds too good LObe true, it i~. 

rhc trust discount is going 10 come out of this market, because when peo
ple start going to jail, consumers and investOrs will understand we're serious. 
The country is serious. This is not just about Wall Street. There is no such 
thing as the historical separation of Wall Street from Main Street. Wall Street 
and Main Street are one and the same today--85 million Americans directly 
and more than 200 million indirectly arc in the equities market. Everyone in 
this aud1cnce is an owner, directly or mdirectly, both of equn1cs and of my 
institution. M}' institution is a pnvate mstitution, but it's a pnvate institution 
with a public purpose, to serve eve!) one of you here and CVCI)' one out there. 
The only way we do that well IS by never forgcuing that it's the public's trust, 
the public's belief that they arc guaranteed fairness. They arc never guarameed 
a profit, I' ll never do that, but I will pursue until the day when we can guar
amce them fairness. Then the market will take care of itself. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Nick R1gg from the U.S. Army Command and 
General Staff College. Question: just a~ surely as the milital')' prondcs the nec
essary security for econom1c prospcnty m the United States, the military 
would be vel) sorl')' if it did not have the economic base to g"·e us preCision
guided weapons, computerized communications, and so forth. We rely 
tremendously upon the economic base. Your industry in particular has pro
vided the financial wherewithal to fund all of these new technologies and 
indeed you contribute over the year:, to "paradigm shifts'' to usc your words. 
Today we arc faced with a crisis in the Middle East, a crisis of asymmetric war
fare , and so forth. I'm just wondering, and I don't have the answer, can your 
industf)' also contribute to affecung the paradigms, which our adversaries 
hold? Arc you engaging or can you engage more the institutiOn'> and cultures, 
wh1ch arc currently our adversarie-;, to help us in this war against terrorism? 

MR. GRASSO: The question is an excellent one. Certaml>, we play two 
roles in tl)'ing. in a small way, to help the military pursue this war. The col
laboration we in Treasury have is to block asset movemem so that we can, to 
the ex tent that one can be air tight, prevent funding from the activities of those 
organizations of terrorist pursuit. Secondly, I would say that we pia)' a collat
eral, or positive, role in trying 10 help emerging nations raise standards of liv
ing through capital markets and privauzation opportunities. If you were to ask 
me to pursue that a bit, l would tell rou to look at the experiences we have had 
with the People's Republic of Chma. A dozen years ago not a smgle Chinese 
compan>· was traded at the big board; toda), there are more than twenty-two. 

There arc partnerships, opportunnies lO go into places like the former 
Soviet Bloc countries, to go into places in Latin America, where there are activ
ities that arc clearly terrorist in background, and to work with those who 
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believe, as we do-that economic and political freedom can be raised and stan
dards can be raised through the free-market process, working with countries 
around the world who want to bring their infrastructure companies to levels 
of modern application through capital investment, through funding that 
would come from the U.S. capital markets. Therefore, I would say there is a 
positive role we can play, because the more we contribute to raising standards 
of living and to creating beuer infonnation, beuer understanding of the fruits 
of a free society, the less we will have that small group out there who can so 
mislead a large population in the wrong direction. It's a very narrow-based 
answer; however, from personal experience, having worked with the former 
president of Colombia, some of the people in these terrorist organizations 
understand that one of their greatest opponents, beyond the military oppo
nent, is the free-market process. This is why many believe that while the tar
gets in New York were the two towers, the real target was the market that sits 
six Ooors below my office, because that is the embodiment of the American 
economic dream and the global economic dream. I'm wid I have time for one 
more. Yes, sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: l'm .Jim. l wonder if you can tell your views on 
what you think should be done \Vith the real estate of the World Trade Center. 

MR. GRASSO: L have the privilege and the honor of serving on the Lower 
Manhattan Development Corporation, which is that public entity that will 
channel the $20 billion of federal money into redevelopment. I also have the 
deep honor of serving at the request of former Mayor Guiliani on the Twin 
Towers Fund, which is a fund to support the families of firefighters and police 
officers lost , and therein is the polarity. There are many who believe that the 
entirety of those 16 acres, be it the resting ground of 2,801 men and women , 
should nevermore be built upon. The commercial application of many in my 
business realize of the 2.801 lost in New York, many were from the financial 
services business. l lost Herman Sandler, a dear friend of mine from Sandler 
and O'Neill. If he were standing here, he would say, "You honor us best by 
rebuilding, by coming back larger and more potent than ever before." That is 
the best monument we can give. 

We have to be respectful, and we will do that. A large part of those 
L6 acres will be dedicated to a memorial that will be world-class and, in the 
view of many, will perhaps become the most visited spot on earLh. We must be 
certain, 50, 100, and 200 years from now, that those who come to visit that 
spot never lose the perspective that we have today, of what happened that day, 
and those wonderful men and women. Therefore, it's going to be a balance. It's 
going to be a restoration of commercial, residential, and cultural, and there 
will be a monument that I know Herman would smile down on and say, "Dick, 
you did a good job." Thank you very much for having me tOday. 
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Panel Charter 

This panel will examine perceptions of and responses to the challenges of 
the post-9/11 international environment. Discussion will focus on how the 
United States defines its interests and the threats to those interests, as well as 
the strategies and policy instruments the U.S. administration should employ, 
either multilaterally or unilaterally, to meet those threats. The non-American 
panelists will offer their perspectives on America's emerging international role 
following 9/L l and assess the extent to which the views of key allies will con
verge or diverge with those of the United States on the cemral issues of inter
ests, threats, strategies, and policy instruments. 

Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has been called " the sole 
remaining superpower" and the "indispensable nation. " Fonner French 
Foreign Minister Hubert Veclrine even coined a new term-hyper-power-to 
convey the magnitude of the United States' unrivalled international status. Bttt 
though American power has never been greater, so too has there never been 
greater uncertainty and contention about what to do with it. 
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Left to right: Dr. Lore11 B. Thompso11, Dr. Robert 5. Li1waf1, Dr. Charles 
Krauthammer (seated), Dr. TIJerese Dclpecil, Dr. G. john lhenberry, Dr. 

Yoichi Fwwbashi, Mrs. Fra11cis Hcsselbei11, General EricK. Shiusel~i 

The current U.S. foreign-policy debate-typically framed across a broad 
range of issues as the choice between unilateralism (going it alone) and mul
tilateralism (working in concert with others states)-refiects a persisting ten
sion between America's dual identities in world politics. The United States is 
the paramoum power with a unique responsibility for the maintenance of 
international order, while at the same time, it is an "ordinary" country with its 
own national interests existing within a system of sovereign states equal under 
international law. Reconciling or managing the competing pulls of these twin 
identities is one of the major challenges facing the U.S. administration. 

The tension between these twin roles, now playing out in the transfom1ed 
international environment of the post-9/ll period, is not new. Since the end 
of the Cold War, the standard formulation of American declaratory policy has 
been that the United States would act multilaterally when possible and unilat
erally when necessary. The 9/ll attacks exposed the new vulnerabili ty of the 
American homeland to a mass casualty assault by a terrorist group with a glob
al reach. That the al Qaeda terrorists were able to mount their operation from 
Afghanistan, widely regarded as a "failed state," has recast the pre-9/ll debate 
about failed states and "nation building." In the aftermath of September J 1, the 
Bush administration warned of the danger to international security posed by 
the ··axis of evil"-lraq, Iran, and Nonh Korea-and of possible links between 
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these ~rogue states" and terronst groups. Because of the horrific consequences 
of an auack with a weapon of mass destrucuon and the mability to deter a 
transnational terrorist group, like al Qacda, the administration has declared a 
willingness to usc force preemptively and unilaterally if circumstances neces
sitate doing so. With reports of al Qaeda activity in over 60 countries, U.S. 
national security officials acknowledge the need to engage in security cooper
ation with other states, but maintain that the mission will determine the coali
tion and not the other way around. They argue that the exigencies of the new 
era may require unilateral U.S. action without the legitimizing cloak of muhi
lateralism. Proponents of muhilateralism hold that the pursuit of what i-; per
ce•ved as an American national agenda will erode international support for 
what the Bush administration has cast as a global war on terrorism. 

Discussion Points 

• Did the 9/ll terronst attacks lead to the transformauon of internation
al relations or the affirmation of existing norms and instnuuons? 

• Were these terrorist acts perceived as an attack on the United States or 
the West more generally? Is there a gap in perceptions between elite and pub
lic opinion? 

• What are the appropriate strategies for dealing \'.llh transnational ter
rorist groups and with ''rogue states'' that challenge international norms \\'ith 
respect to proliferation and terrorism? 

• What arc the respective roles of force and nonmilitary policy instru
ments in these strategies? 

• Under\\ hat conditions, if any, should the United States use force pre
emptively and unilaterally? If the United ~taLes asserts its right to do so, what 
will be the consequences for international order? 

• Can we bridge the gap between the Uni ted States and its key allies on 
these issues of threat perception and stratcg)' fonnulation? 

• Is a new division of labor posstble between the United States and its 
allies m [uropc and Asia who possess less 1mlitary capability? Can guidelines 
be worked out m advance of a crisis? 

Summwy 

Dr. G. john Ikenberry, Peter F. Krogh Professor of Geopolitics and Justice 
in World Affairs, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown 
Universit 

• A year after the 9/J l terrorist attacks, how much has the world 
changed? The cx1sting imernational order 1s neither falling apart nor e'en in 
uphea"al. Indeed. the cris1s creates opportl1111lles (1) to renew alliance part-
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nersh1ps and strengthen multilateral cooperation and (2) to cominuc the 
process of integrating Russia and China into the international system. The 
United States discovered a new threat, and it isn't China, contrary to the views 
widely expressed prior 10 9/ll. 

• The United States has largely dissipated the international goodwill it 
engendered after the terrorist attacks. America is debating how to deal with 
terrorism and "rogue states," wh1le the rest of the world IS debating how to 

deal with America. The most Important task facing policymakers is to ensure 
that Amencan power is newed as legitimate and morall) acceptable to U.S. 
alltes and the wider world. To accomplish this goal. the United States should 
continue its post-World War ll strateg)' of wrapping. and thereb)' institution
alizing, its power in multilateral arrangements. 

• Since the end of World War II, the United States has built international 
order by using two grand strategies. The first is the realist grand stralegy forged 
during the Cold War, organized around deterrence, containment, bipolarity, and 
great power alliances. The second 1s the liberal grand strategy orgamzed around 
the promotion of democratic political systems and market economies, multilat
eral institutions, and cooperative security. These tv.-in strategies built a remark
ably successful, unprecedented international order-a stable. leg111mate order 
that connects Europe, japan, and the United States. The bargam was that the 
United States would pro' ide its I uropean and japanese partners security and 
access to American markets and technology in return for their diplomatic and 
logistical suppon of the U.S.-Ied Western international order. 

• U.S. actions in the post-9/11 period could undermine this strategic bar
gain. The profound disparity between the United States and other powers 
makes it easier for America to sa\ no and to act alone. Multilatcralism and 
American strategic restraint are not the enemies of Amencan primacy. In the 
past, the United States has exerc1sed its unilateral power, but 11 been used as a 
tool toward building an international community that serve-. American inter
est<>. The post-World \\'ar 11 period-the most insutuuonally creative period 
m world history---created a foundation for American power. It has made 
American power more legitimate and therefore less likely to bt· contested by 
other powers. 

Dr. Charles l<rauthammer. Syndicated Columnist, The Washington Post 

• Unilateralism predates September llth. It was evident in the Bush 
admini'>tration's attitude toward the K)'Oto Protocol on Climate Change and 
the Biological Weapons Convention The Bush administration would not aiiO\\ 
itself t<> be restrained and dimini'>hed by multilateral arrangements 

• lJmlateralism does not necessarily mean that the Umted States will or 
wants to act alone. Unilaterahc;m means that the United States" ill not be held 
hostage to the preferences. polic1es, and interests of others, particularly when 
-,uprcme U.S. national interests arc at stake. 
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• r or the last quarter century, the u.s. foreign policy establi~hment has 
been obsessively preoccupied with other countries· opinions and internation
al legality. Post-Vietnam internationalism, steeped in a distrust of American 
power and purpose. sought legitimacy and validation for any U.~. action from 
the outs1de. Thus, in the current debate on Iraq. some in the Senate have 
argued that U.S. military intervention should be contingent on U.N. approval 
to prov1de it legitimaq•. 

• But the U.N. Security Council is essentially a committee of the great 
powers, each pursuing its own mtcrests. I low docs the consent of Russia and 
rrancc confer legitimacy to American actions and wh)' is it neccssaf)' to obtain 
it? The argument is made that the United States should sign multilateral 
treaties. such as the land mine treaty. so that it is in sync with world opinion 
and not isolated. Yet as the sole superpower and guarantor of peace in unsta
ble regions, the United States may need to act unilaterally and exempt itself 
from the fashionable opinion of the day. 

• The contemporaf)' international system has two unique features. The 
first is America's preeminem position of power. which has created a unipolar 
moment in world histOT)'. Th1s status creates an opportunity for the United 
States but has also made it unique!)' vulnerable. as evidenced in the 
September llth terrorist auacks. The second unprecedented characteristic is 
the advent of weapons of mass destruction and, in particular, the1r prolifera
tion to small powers and even nonstate actors. 

• The profound threat posed by the increased availabilit)' of weapons of 
mass destruction LO rogue slates and terrorist groups means that the United 
States cannot base its security on outdated concepts, even if compelled to act 
unilaterally, without the legitimizing cloak of multilatcralism. 

• I he most importalll task b to rekindle the sense of urgency ev1denced 
after the September lllh attacks. The United States was bound to lose inter
nauonal 5} mpathy after it was no longer the \'ictim and acted in Afghamstan 
and else\\ here to defend its supreme nauonal interest. 

Dr. Thl'rese Delpech, Director of Strategic Affairs, French Atom1c Cnergy 
Commission 

• Three superficial ways of assec;sing the current state of trans-Atlantic 
relations should be avoided. The first is to focus on the usual litany of specif
ic issues on which vie\VS differ. for example. the Middle East connict, the 
International Criminal Court, and the Kyoto Protocol. A second counterpro
ductive way is to rehash the old burden-sharing debate. The third is the mb
lcadmg d1chotomy between unilateralbm and multilaterallsm-because 
Europe does not alwars act mululatcrall}' nor does the United States umform
ly go it alone. For example, in the recent Gennan parliamentary campaign, 
there was discussion of "the German way." 
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• President Bush's decision to take the issue of Iraq back to the United 
Nations was important. I lis September 12, 2002 speech put the pohucal onus 
on 1he United Nations to enforce its own Security Council resolu1ions that 
were passed at the end of the 1991 GulfWar. 

• Three important ps)'Chologicallactors are shaping policies on both sides 
of the Atlantic. The first is that Amencans are discovcnng vulnerabiltt) at a 
time when Europeans, who have kno\\ n major wars since the seventeenth cen
tury, no longer want to focus on it. The second is diverging views on the key 
issue of sovereignty: the United States is insisting on a complete and unprece
dented freedom of action at a time when the Europeans are ceding their state 
sovereignt)' to a supranauonal entitr-thc European Union (EU). In [urope, 
this process 1s, if anythmg, accelerating with the prospective incorporation of 
new East [uropean members into the EU. The third psychological factor 
relates to time: America is focused on the present and future, and that is a 
source of its dynamism; by contrast, in Europe, the present remain!> the past 
because of the continuing legacy of World Wars I and II. 

• Three strategic factors also shape trans-Atlanuc policies. The first is the 
declining centrality of [urope in Washington's security perspective. The 
Balkan wars in the 1990s maintained that illusion for the decade after 1hc Cold 
War. The second geostratcgic factor is America's increased focus on security in 
Asia and, of course, global terrorism. The third geostratcgic facLOr is that the 
centers of gravity of European and American security arc moving in opposite 
directions: Europe is moving cast wi1h the enlargement of the EU, whereas the 
United States in increasingly focused on the Middle East and Asia. 

• Terrorism is a common threat. Even if one acknowledges that the 
United States is uniquely at risk, so too is Europe, where terrorist networks are 
located. A number of potentially horrific terrorist auacks have been foiled in 
Europe, but experts agree that the worst is }'Ct to come. There is a chilling new 
conjunction of technology and violence-in particular, the privatization of 
extreme violence to individuals and nonstate actors. 

• All of the major powers are preoccupied with their own problems: 
America 1s obsessed with homeland security, Europe \\tth enlargement, Russia 
with domestic political and economic problems, and China with events onl)' 
within its regional sphere. This trend is not conducive to multilateralism. 

Dr. Yoichi Funabashi, Chief Diplomatic Correspondent and Columnist, 
The Asahi Shimbun, japan 

• U.S. allies are mcreasingly worried about aspects of the American war 
on terrorism. The German parliamentary campaign did cynically exploit anti
Americanbm, but one should still ask why the German people responded to 
that rhetoric. This political phenomenon is a remarkable turnabout onl) a year 
after the September 11th terrorist anacks. Moreover, tt 1s not confined to 
Europe; in Japan, more than three-quarters of the pub he oppose a war on Iraq. 
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• The Bush Doctrine has three demellls. The first is that "the mission 
determines the coalition." The second aspect is the "axis-of-evil" formulation 
grouping Iran, Iraq. and North Korea. The third is the new doctrine of military 
preemption that was elevated to official U.S. policy in the Bush administra
tion's September 2002 National Security Strategy document. 

• To meet the challenge of global terrorism and the axis of evil, the United 
States has attempted to forge an "axis of good"-America, China, Russia, 
India, Lurope, and japan. Notwith~tanding their current cooperation over ter
rorism, the long-term national interests of these various states do not change, 
thereb) calling mto question the durability of these new relauonsh1ps. 

• America and China, in particular, share neither common values nor a 
common vision of international order. Their differences over raiwan and 
human rights will also limit the extent of their cooperative relationship. 

• The administration's preemption doctrine is a radical and fundamental 
departure from past policy. If this military posture were to be adopted by other 
countries, it could undermine the rules of international conduct and lead to 
chaos. America's allies agree that terrorism poses a major threat, but question 
whether th1s new military doctrine is the appropriate response. 

• Rather than a single, all-encompassing military strategy, the United 
States should adopt specific policies to differentiate among the diverse securi
t} challenges posed by the axis-of-evil countries. Terrorism poses a diffused, 
elusive threat that can be contained but never totally eliminated. It might bet
ter be addressed as a law enforcement rather than a military problem. 

• A U.S. policy of deterrence may not work against terrorists, but it could 
be effective against a "rogue state '' such as Saddam's lraq. The Iraqi dictator is 
homicidal , but there is no evidence that he is suicidal. 

• In discussions of a possible connict and postwar reconstruction in Iraq, 
some observers have proposed a "MacArthur Doctrine" based on America's 
post- World War II occupation experience in japan. During World War II , U.S. 
officials consulted with the best cultural anthropologists to explore the cul
tural paucrns and heritage of japanese society so that they could occupy in the 
best way. But major differences exist between the japanese and Iraqi cases, 
most notably uncertainty whether the United States would be willing to com
mit the long-term resources to the occupation of a post-Saddam Iraq. 

Analysis 

The panelists agreed that the September ll th terrorist attacks did not alter 
the structure of international relations, but they did usher in a new era of 
American \ulnerabilit}'. America continues to occupy a unique position in the 
global system. On the one hand, the United States is the preemment power 
without peer-a position that affords it a unique ability to act mdcpendently. 
On the other, it leads an international system whose governing norms and 
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institutions bear an indelible American mark. The panel focused on whether 
U.S. policymakcr-; can, and indeed even should try to, reconcile the compct
mg pulls generated by these twin identitie!>. 

The panelist'> observed that the response w the 9/11 auacks, whether out 
of sympathy or a shared perception of threat, initially created a united front 
among the major powers, but also pointed to challenges that called into ques
tion the long-term durability of thi'> international coalition against terrorism. 
Dr. f-unabashi warned of the diverging national interests and values of the var
ious states that constitute this "axis of good." Dr. Dclpech argued that trans
Atlantic relauons arc being shaped by psychological and geostrategic factors 
that are not conductvc to muhilateralism. The major powers are all obsessed 
wuh their own problems, while the United States is increasingly preoccupied 
with security issues in the Middle East and Asia as the Europeans focus on EU 
enlargement to the cast. 

Professor Ikenberry highlighted an even more fundamental potential chal
lenge to U.S. relations with its major [uropean and japanese allies. Asseruve 
American unilateral policies related to the war on global terrorism could 
undermine the grand strategic bargain between the United States and its 
Western partners that created the most stable and prosperous international 
order in history. A key clement of that post-World War 11 strategy was 
American strategic restraint-embedding U.S. power in multilateral security 
and economic institutions. That characteristic made the exercise of American 
power less threatenmg and more legitimate to other states. 

In sharp contrast to the perspective on international order advanced by 
Professor Ikenberry, Dr. Krauthammer argued that collapse of the Cold War 
bipolar system had created an unprecedented "unipolar moment" that 
American policymakcrs should unabashedly seize to reshape international 
affairs and safeguard U.S. supreme national interests. The new American uni
latcralism, in fact, pre-dated the 9/1 I allacks and was evidenced in the Bu~h 
administration's policies toward the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change and 
multilateral arms control agreements. The September 11th auacks under
scored the horrific and unacceptable consequences of a mass casualty attack 
perpetrated by an undeterrable terrorist group, such as al Qacda. Meeting the 
diverse threats posed by rogue states and global terrorism may require the 
United States to undertake preemptive military action unfettered by the con
straints of multilateral institutions. 

Much of the panel discussion focused on this crux issue-the legitimizing 
politicalmilit) versus the constraining effects of multilateraltsm for the United 
States in the post-9111 era. Dr. Dclpech argued that President Bush's 
September 12th U.N. !>peech on Iraq wa~ imponant because it offered a means 
of legitimizing U.S. actions and placed the political onus on the other penua
ncnt member~ of the Security Council to end Iraq's llagrant !louting of U.N. 
resolutions. The panel also addressed diverging perceptions of the new threats 
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and the appropriate means to combat them. Dr. Krauthammer rejected Dr. 
runabashi 's suggestion that the new global terrorism should be addressed 
more as a law enforcemem than a military problem. 

Can a common approach be developed to address the transformed inter
national security agenda? Ms. Delpech observed that the U.S. demand for com
plete freedom of action was unprecedented, while Dr. Funabashi warned that 
the U.S. doctnne of milital} preemption would create international chaos 1f 
other states adopted the same Mance. 

Professor Ikenberry advocated an international dialogue to develop new 
rules governing the use of force. This need was underscored not only by the 
September llth attacks but also by the humanitarian intervemions of the 
1990s such as the NATO intervention in Ko'>O\'O that was undertaken without 
U.N. Security Council authorization. The forging of new rules on the use of 
force must take into account the increased proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction to hostile states and, in particular, to nonstate actors-a trend that 
Dr. Delpech characterized as the "privatizauon of violence.~ According to 
Professor Ikenberry, this de,·elopment points to the need to update key provi
sions of international law, such as Article 51 of the U.N. Charter, which has 
been traditionally interpreted as rejecting the notion of "anticipatory self
defense." While Dr. Krauthammer rejected the notion of subordinating U.S. 
national policy to multilateral constraints for the sake of political legitimacy, 
Dr. Delpeeh and Dr. Funabashi endorsed this proposal as a means of de\'elop
ing a new international consensus on the use of force. 

Transcript 

DR. LOREN B. THOMPSON: Thank you. Our second panel of the day 
deals with the contentious issue of securit}' cooperation. ln particular, it 
addresses the challenge of finding a suitable balance in our security efforts 
between self-reliance and collective action or. as some might put it, between 
unilctteralism and multilatcmlbiiJ. The panel is chaired b) Dr. Robert Litwak, 
d1rector of International Studtes at the \Voodrow Wilson International Center 
for Scholars. The Wilson Center is a living national memorial to President 
Wilson, arguably the first great internationalist to leave his mark on American 
foreign policy. Although his dforts to forge an effective League of Nations 
failed, President Wilson is widely remembered today as a leader who saw that 
America could no longer go It alone in global affairs, retreating into hemi
~pheric insularity when it didn"t have its wa) . 

The Wilson Center seeks to foster a continuous and contentious exchange 
of insights between the world of policy and the world of ideas. And Robert 
Litwak is a central player in that process. lie comes well equipped for the task 
!.incc he sened on the Na11onal Securit}' Council staff as Director of 
Nonproliferation and Export Controls and has authored or edited eight books 



112 NATIONAL SECURilY FOR THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY 

on global affairs, ranging from regional security to technology controls. In 
addition, he teaches in the same program that I do at the School of Foreign 
Service at Georgetown Univcrsit)' I lc has previously held fellowships at 
Hanard, the Russtan Academy of Science, the Graduate Institute of 
International Studies in Geneva, and the United States Institute of Peace. We 
are fortunate to have a person of his insight and breadth to anchor our second 
panel tOday. Robcn Litwak. 

DR. ROBERTS. LITWAK: Thank you, Loren, and good afternoon, ladies 
and gentlemen. The Woodrow Wilson Center is delighted to be partners wtth 
the Army and the other distinguished co-sponsors of thts conference. It is par
ticularly apt that a conference that memorializes Dwight Eisenhower's legacy 
is being held in a building honoring Ronald Reagan, a wing of which houses 
the Woodrow Wilson Center. As Loren mentioned. the Woodrow Wilson 
Center's mission is to improve the quality of public polic)' debate on the most 
pressing issues facing our nation through dialogue such as we're engaged in 
here. 

The current foreign policy debate is typically framed across a broad range 
of issues as the chotec between unilatcralism and multilatcralism. In short, 
should the United States go it alone or work in concert with others? The pol
icy tension between unilateralism and multilateralism is not new. President 
Eisenhower grappled with it. It can be managed. but not resolved. That 
process has been made all the more challenging since the September 11 ter
rorist auacks, which ushered in a new age of Amencan vulnerability and 
exposed the dark stele of globalizauon . 

In the war on terrorism. American policymakers must weigh the tradc-offs 
between the utility and constraints of multilateralism. Secretary of Defense 
Donald Rumsfcld has baldly stated that the mission determines the coalition, 
not the other way around. Proponents of American unilateralism argue that 
the pre-9/11 constraints, such as the tnternational legal prohibition again~t 
anticipatory self-defense, are nonsen!>JCal in an age when Osama bin Laden has 
said that obtainmg nuclear weapons is a moral duty and when he certainly ha~ 
no compunction against using them against America. President Bush argues 
that to protect American society, which is uniquely threatened by al Qacda, the 
exigencies of the new era may require prcemplive U.S. military action without 
the legitimizing cloak of multilateralism. Critics of this unilateralist approach 
respond that the pursuit of what is perceived as an American national agenda 
wtll erode mternattonal support for "hat the Bush admmistration has cast as 
a global war on terrorism. This political dynamic has been evident in the cur
rent debate over Iraq. 

In the early I 990s, Madeleine Albright referred to America as the in(!i!>
pcnsable nation, while the book by Richard N. Haass. The Reluctant Sheriff: Tile 
United States Aftel tile Cold War, captured the country's ambivalent attitude 
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LOward international affairs. In the 
post-9111 world, America remains 
the indispensable superpower, but 
global terrorism in this new era no 
longer permits it to be a reluctant 
sheriff. Extending Haass's Western 
metaphor: Will America be the head 
of an imernational posse or the lone 
ranger? To address the central issue 
of how the United States can cooper
ate with others on security problems 
in a globalized world, we are fortu
nate tO have on this panel four inOu
emial thinkers, all of whom have 
written widely and powerfully on this 
theme. 

John Ikenberry is the Peter 
Krogh Professor of Global justice at 
Georgetown University's School of 
Foreign Service. He previously taught 
at the University of Pennsylvania and 
PrinceLOn. He is the amhor of the 

award-winning book, After Victory: lnscitutiorJS, Strategic Restraint. and the 
Rebuilding of Order After Major Wars. He has an article, "America's Imperial 
Ambition," in the current issue of Foreign Affairs, warning against the Bush 
administration's adoption of a geoimperial strategy. 

Charles Krauthammer is a Pulitzer-Prize-winning writer whose syndicat
ed columns appear in the Washington Post and Time Magazine. After the 1991 
Gulf War, Dr. Krauthammer authored a widely discussed article on foreign 
affairs, "The Unipolar Moment," which made an unequivocal case for American 
unilateralism. Since September 11, he has continued to make this case. His 
recent columns include the following telling titles: "The New Unilateralism," 
"Unilateral , Yes Indeed" and ''We Don't Peacekeep." Earlier in his career, Dr. 
Krauthammer, who received an M.D. from Harvard Medical School, was a 
practicing psychiatrist. In WashingtOn's foreign policy community, he is the 
only person I know who goes by the title doctor who can actually write a 
prescription. 

ln addition to these two very different American perspectives, we will also 
address foreign ani tudes and policies on the critical issue of security coopera
tion. Therese Delpech of France is a preeminent expert on nuclear matters, 
nonproliferation, and disarmament. Currently Director of Strategic Affairs at 
the French Atomic Energy Commission, she served in the French government 
as a special adviser to the prime minister for political military affairs. A recent 
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article in the Financial Times cited her new book, The Politics of Chaos. the 
Orlrc1 Side of Globali::_ation. 

Yoichi Funabashi is a columnist and chief diplomatic corre!>pondent for 
the Ascrhi Shimbrnr news service and is widely recognized as japan's leading 
journalist in the field of foreign policy. He is the recipient of the japan press 
award known as japan's Pulitzer Prize. Dr. Funabashi rccei,·ed a full Fulbright 
Scholarship as a Neiman rcllo" at llarvard University. His publications 
mclude the award-winning stud} on the U.S-japan relatronship, Alliance 
Ad1 ift, published by the Council on Foreign Relations. 

The panelists will each ~peak for 15 minutes in the order that I introduced 
them. We will give them a few mmutcs thereafter to interact with each other 
and then entertain comments and questions from the noor. Now it's my pleas
ure to turn the noor over lO the first speaker, john Ikenberry. 

DR. G. jOHN IKENBERRY: Thanks, Rob, it's great to be here. Everyone is 
asking the same question today, a year after 9/11: How much has the world 
changed? Are we entering a world where terrorism and all that comes with it 
•~ creatmg an environment in which the United States need~ to rethink and 
rcrmcnt the strategies that it'~ pursued 0\'er the last 50 rears? Docs it funda
mentally need to rethink its relations with its allies and with partners around 
the world and with the international community embodied in International 
mstitutions and agreements? Is the old order, created perhaps 1n 194-7-if we 
want to pick a date-at the beginning of the Cold War, where the Truman 
administration thought hard about the new environment and crafted contain
ment and alliance partnerships-multilateral relationships-is all of that fin
ished, requiring us to rethink all those basic organizing concepts? Well, today 
I want to be skeptical. optimistic, and worried. 

Skeptical that the existing international system led by the United States is 
falhng apart or is even in upheaval. In my view. we arc witnessing what is real-
1} a qune mature Western order, Europe and America at the core-stumbling 
forward, to be sure, but forward nonetheless-mobilizing to respond to a new 
threat. At the end of this process. I think the United States w11l d1scover, along 
with Its partners, that the threat of terrorism is something that we know how to 
handle; that the fon1m will be very similar to the rorum we have invented and 
used over the decades for tackling other, perhaps less catastrophic but nonethe
les~ global, problems: financial instabilit)', transnational organized crime, envi
ronmental threats. That is to sa}'. we will rely on concerted multilateral action 
backed br U.S. leadership. We don't need to reinvent world politics. 

I'm also optimistic that the U.S. and its partners, if they play their cards 
right, can turn this crisis rnto an opportunity to renew alliance partnerships, 
to strengthen multilateral cooperation, and to fashion what IS deeply needed. 
that is, new understandrngs about how the great powers can work together in 
addressing terrorist threats, weapons of mass destruction , outlaw states. And 
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then figure out how to use force
what the rules are for the use of 
force-which is really the next big 
issue we have to tackle. Crises in the 
past-great wars-have always creat
ed this moment of opportunity even 
as it was a moment of peril: 1815, 
1919, 1945. They are all known not 
simply as wars and great moments of 
risk but also of opportunity when 
great powers came together in differ
ent ways, sometimes more successful
ly than others, in crafting a new set of 
rules or rediscovering things that do, 
in fact, work. Indeed, I think the 
United States and the Western pow
ers may be able to use this crisis to 
further integrate Russia and China 
into the existing Western-oriented 
international order. In fact, perhaps Dr. llwnbeny 
the best news we can report in the last 
several years is that Russia really has 
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articulated a new position and is integrated in importam ways in the Western 
security framework. 

Regarding China, I think the good news is that the U.S. has discovered a 
new threat and it isn't China. In America are many people who think this is 
going to be the next crisis point. But, in fact, this is a call to action-the first 
American call to action where the U.S. and its leaders have been mobilizing 
American society, if you will; a call to arms, mobilizing for war-that isn't 
attacking an ism that is embedded in another great power. Totalitarianism, fas
cism, communism were all not just threats, but they were attached to a great 
power, and that's the opportunity-that terrorism puts aU the great powers 
potentially on the same side. Now, America's great philosopher Yogi Berra 
indicated that it's difficult to make predictions, particularly about the future . 
So I'm not going to make great predictions, but I do think there is reason lO 

think that there are opportunities, if we play our cards right. 
My third point really is that I'm worried in that I'm not sure the Bush 

administration is playing its cards right. The sympathy and goodwill that we 
saw swell up after 9/1 l has largely ended. The United States is debating how 
to deal with terrorism in rogue states, and the rest of the world is debating how 
to deal with America-what looks like its high-handedness, its unilateralism, 
its disrespect for multilateral rules and partnerships. My worry is that the Bush 
administration is seen to be, and perhaps is, rending the fabric of the interna-
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tiona! community rather than, as l said before, taking this crisis as an oppor
tunity for strengthening that fabric. 

My view is that at the end of this cycle of crisis and response, the most 
important thing that we need to accomplish is that U.S. power in the world is 
seen as legitimate and morally acceptable to Western states and the wider 
world; that that is the measure of whether we succeeded. lt's not specific pol
icy debates about whether we should do X or Y now or the sequence of par
ticular approaches to Iraq. It's really this larger issue of how the U.S. protects 
its position and, particularly, the legitimacy of its power in the world tOday. 
And the key thesis I want tO present is, to do that, the United States has to go 
back to the way it's done it before, particularly after World War 1!, which is to 

wrap itS power in multilateral arrangements, if you will, and institutionalize its 
power. More on that in a moment. 

l really want to make three arguments in the next 10 minutes or so, start
ing with thinking about the existing order that we live in today. The first argu
ment I wam to make is that, over the last 50 years, the United States has buill 
international order by using two grand strategies. The first one is familiar. It's 
the realist-balancing grand strategy, forged during the Cold War, organized 
around deterrents, containment, balance, bipolarity, ideological rivalry, and 
great power alliances. The other strategy is what I call liberal grand strategy, 
built in the shadows of the Cold War; an earlier American strategy organized 
around promoting openness economically, democracy, intergovernmental 
multilateralism, institutions of joint management, and cooperative security. A 
security practice is attached to this liberal grand strategy, which both political 
parties have championed over the decades. 

In the post-Cold War period, Bush the Elder talked about strengthening the 
Euro-Atlantic community, building a new political community in East Asia
taking the opportunity that now exists in the absence of the external threat that 
was the glue that held the Western order together to articulate a more positive 
view-and invoking these kind of liberal ideas. Clinton, of course, talked abom 
engagement and enlargement in more grandiose terms. And now, the new Bush 
adminisLration is talking about it less in kind of advertising ways, but nonethe
less pursuing it in policies such as the new Doha trade round. 

The second point I want to make is that these strategies built a remarkably 
successful international order, a stable, legitimate order that connectS Emope, 
japan, and the United States. And it's a distinctive order-an order that the 
world has never seen before-built around common values of capitalism and 
democracy as well as other values; but it's also-and this is important-an 
engineered political order. It's built on baTgains that the United States has 
secured with the outside world , with Europe, in particular, and japan, and two 
bargains are most important. One-a kind of realist bargain forged again dur
ing the Cold War-is that the United States will provide securi.ty to itS 
European and Asian partners and access to American markets, technology, 
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resources, and supplies within the context of an open-world economy. In 
return, these countries will provide stable partnerships, diplomacy, diplomat
ic support, and logistical support as the United States leads this Western order. 

The other bargain is Less acknowledged, less explicit, but nonetheless 
important. It's a liberal bargain that addresses the other feature of the world 
that we have been living in over the last 50 years, and that is American pre
eminence from the 1940s onward. ln this bargain, the United States, in effect, 
offers to play by the rules. if you will, to be a reliable partner. ln return, Asian 
and European countries agree to engage and connect with, rather than balance 
against, the United States. So there is something here that the United States is 
getting, but it's also something that it's giving, it's exchanging. It's what l 
would call institutionalized cooperation. It will play by the rules; it will make 
its power as benign as possible; it will make itself user-friendly. U.S. power will 
be made safe for the world, and other countries will agree to operate within 
this Western order. It's a bargain from which both parties benefit. In the back
ground of all of this is the creation of an order that is stable and legitimate, and 
after five decades, these countries-these great democratic major powers
have succeeded in building a remarkably stable, multilateral, reciprocal. legit
imate, and highly institutionalized political order unlike anything the world 
has seen before. What's remarkable, it has provided more physical security and 
more creation of wealth than any other international order in history. It cuts 
across the Atlantic and Pacific, and this order doesn't have a name. It's the tri
lateral world, if you will. But the key here and the secret is that the success of 
American policy over these decades-the secret of its brilliant career on the 
world stage-is that the United States has been willing to connect itself to 
restrain its power and connect and commit its power in loose, multilateral 
ways. 

My third and final point is that I'm worried that the Bush administration 
doesn't really fully get this. That is to say, it's leuing this hugely successful 
U.S.-centered world order slip away. Part of the problem is one that any pres
ident would have, and that is that in the 1990s we have, as Mr. Krauthammer 
very eloquently described , a unipolar world order; we have the U.S. so much 
larger than any other state that that itself is a reality that is causing an unset
tling of world politics. The U.S. began the decade of the 1990s as the world's 
only superpower, and it had a better decade than all the other states. Its GNP 
grew 26 percent from 1990 to 1998 while Europe grew 16 percent and japan 
7 percent. Therefore, it's a rising power. This unipolarity makes it easier for 
the United States to say no and to act alone. My worry is that this is causing 
the kind of rethinking of this bargain, both in Washington and around the 
world, and you see some of this behavior in the Bush administration over the 
first two years. We have called it tmilateralism-rejecting treaties and agree
ments-which, on balance, I think we can debate the substance of. However, 
l'm talking about not the content, but the form, of cooperation. 
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Multilateralism, l would argue, is not the enemy of primacy. There is 
nothing sacred about multilateralism or unilateralism. Unilateralism is a 
tool , as is 1nultilateralism. Indeed, unilateralism can lead to multilateral
ism. We call it leadership. Britain in the early nineteenth century unilater
ally auacked piracy on the open seas, and ultimately it led to a multilater
al rule-based solution to that problem. The Nixon shocks of the 1970s 
were unilateral but led to the creation of new facilities within the !MF and 
the G7 process. Reagan pursued unilateral trade policy that, at the end of 
the cycle, led to new dispute settlement mechanisms within the GATT sys
tem. Therefore, my argument is that it's not that unilateralism is bad, but 
that it needs to be used as a tool toward building an international commu
nity that creates a durable institutional environment that serves American 
interests. Multilateralism must be a deep part of America's hegemonic 
strategy. 

Multilateralism is not simply for wimps, nor is it, as Robert Kagan argued 
in a very influential piece, simply a weapon or tool of the weak. 
Multilateralism is also a mechanism or LOol of the strong. lt can deepen and 
expand the power and the influence of the United States. The United States 
would not be the superpower it is today if, during the period from 1944 to 
1952, it didn't engage in this kind of hyperactive institution-building: global, 
regional, security, economic, political, IMF, World Bank, Bretton Woods 
System, the GATT system, the United Nations, NATO, the U.S.-Japan alliance. 
It was the most institutionally creative period in world history. and it created 
a foundation for American power that served this country very well. So, in 
effect, it makes power more profound. It also makes it, and this is important, 
more legitimate. It makes American power more acceptable and enormously 
desirable for our partners, and therefore less likely to be the subject of comes
tation and backlash and blowback. 

Power is most profound and stable when it is restrained and institutional
ized. This is a very old insight, and l don't think this insight has been fully 
embraced in Washington toda)'· Therefore, the debate about multilateralism 
and unilateralism is not well cast today. The question is, is Kyoto [Protocol on 
Global Warming) good for America? Well, l think Kyoto is fundamentally 
flawed. I would not vote for it. But I would vote for a multilateral approach for 
climate warming because it's good for America's power position and its imer
est in the long term. 

The real issue is American power. That is the nature of the dispute. The 
dispute is not about the specifics of particular agreements. In many ways, L 
think that the wheels of power today don't understand this basic insight: that 
institutions and restraint are not the enemy of primacy. So when I pause and 
worry, as intellectuals are paid to worry about issues, 1 echo Pericles in his 
funeral oration when he said, " 1 fear. more than the strategies of our enemies, 
our own mistakes. " Thank you. 
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DR. LITWAK: Thank you. 
Charles Krauthammer. 

DR. CHARLES KRAUTHAM
MER: Thank you. I think I'm here as 
the unilateralist and I intend to 
defend the proposition. Let me stan 
by saying that Rob mentioned that 
I'm a doctor. I also used to be a psy
chiatrist in my youth , and I'm some
times asked how different that is from 
what I do now, which is political 
analysis. Many years ago, and I tell 
people in both professions, I would 
spend my day studying and analyzing 
people who suffered from grandiosity 
and delusions, with the exception 
that in Washington, they have access 
lO nuclear weapons. So, it makes the 
stakes a little higher and the work a Dr. Krauthammer 
little more imeresting. 

I'm delighted to be here. l think 
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this is a very important event, and I'm honored that I'm on the panel with my 
colleagues. 

I would like to speak in defense of unilateralism, and I think it is probably 
the most important issue right now that we are facing in foreign policy. It 
underlies the debate on Iraq, it underlies the war on terrorism , and it affects just 
about every aspect of our defense in foreign policy. It is, I believe, the distin
guishing feature of this administration's foreign policy. It's unique, it's radical, 
it's welcomed, and it predates September 11th. It was evident from the begin
ning of this administration-with its altitude toward Kyoto, the M Treaty, the 
Biological Weapons Convention, and others-that it would not allow itself to 
be drawn into and held back and restrained-in a way diminished-by multi
lateral anangements the way that the previous administration had. 

Now, I want to be clear; unilateralism does not necessarily mean that we 
want lO act alone. We don't. Everyone prefers to act in concert with others, 
with approval and with applause. Unilateralism simply means that we do not 
allow ourselves to be held hostage to the opinions, policies, preferences, and 
interests of others, particularly when our supreme national interests are at 
stake. Then, we do what we have to do. It's a simple proposition. Of course, 
we consulL, we brief. we solici t advice, and we schmooze. Why else do we have 
a secretary of state? There is no need to be high-handed or arrogant or to poke 
people in the eye by cutting them off. Unilateralism simply means that, at the 
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end of the day, you rely on rour own counsel, on rour own needs, on rour 
own assessment of the safety and necessity and morality of American action. 

Why is this importam? Because, I would argue, for the last 25 years estab
lishment opinion has been obsessively, needlessly, and I would say. destruc
tively preoccupied with the opinions of others in the conduct of American for
eign policy. We have an entire literature, entire vocabulary of diplomacy-speak 
about the need for world opinion or imernational norms, or even, more pow
erfully, "international legality." This outward centering of American norms 
has infused our public policy since the early idealistic post-World War II 
days-the days of the founding of the United Nations. But it did not achieve 
dominance until Vietnam created an epidemic of American self-doubt. 

It is in that quarter century of the post-Vietnam era that the dominant for
eign policy school in the country-liberal internationalism-steeped in dis
trust of American purpose and power, sought legitimacy and validation for any 
significant American action from the outside. I'll give you an example of how 
powerful that instinct is today. You've all been watching and hearing about the 
debate on Iraq. You get leading Democrats like the chairman of the Senate 
Arms Services Comminee, Senator Carl Levin, saying that he is not prepared 
to approve of this action until he hears from the United Nations, or essential
ly saying that we want to hear what the U.N. has to say if we are going to 
approve and legitimize this action. You've heard that from many members of 
Congress, from many Democrats. It's the reason that the president went to the 
U.N. I'm sure he didn't want to, but he undersLOod that if he was going to get 
domestic support, meaning Democratic support, he had to go to the U.N., at 
least to make a gesture. His father understood that very well. ln the Gulf War 
he went to the U.N., again knowing that he would need that legitimacy before 
he went to the Senate. As you all know, he barely got support of the Senate. 
The resolutions support of the Gulf War passed by 52 to 47, with the over
whelming majority of Democrats voting against, even after U.N. approval. 
Imagine what would have happened if he hadn't gouen it? 

My question is: "Why is this such an essential requirement?" Because, it 
confers a legitimacy, morality, and son of rectiwde LO the emerprise. l don't 
understand that. The Security Council is essentially a commiuee of the greater 
powers, the victors in the Second World War. They manage the world in their 
own interests. The Security Council is, on the rare occasion where it actually 
works, politics by committee. By what logic is itt he repository of internation
al morality? Why did we need the blessings of the Chinese delegation in the 
Gulf war-the butchers of Tiananman Square, with blood still fresh on their 
hands-to justify an action of liberating another people from conquest? It was 
beyond me then and it remains beyond me today. 

Yet this thinking uuerly dominates a very large school of American foreign 
policy thinking. 1 think it dominates a lot of thinking of very important, very 
well placed, very active political actors today. What I think one has to begin to 
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understand is that those of us who arc puzzled by this requirement arc puz
zled by why the approval of France or of Russia in the coming war in l raq con
fers legitimacy on this enterprise? Obviously, the French and the Russians will 
act in their own imerests. The Russians have very serious financial inLerest in 
Iraq and the French do too. They all have a price. If we meet it, we might get 
their approval. If we don't meet their price, we probably will nol. lt's true that 
in practice our actions might be complicated if we don't have their approval. 
What you have to understand: it is not the practice and the material benefits 
that move many people in seeking this kind of approval. lt's the legitimacy, 
and 1 think that need for outside legitimacy bespeaks a very strong lack of con
fidence in the legitimacy of Americans acting in congress, assembled, if you 
like, under their own counsel. But even more important than the legitimacy 
that liberal imernationalism seeks is the fact that it looks not just for the assent 
of the imernational community, but to act in sync with world opinion. 

You often hear the argument that on mrriad foreign policy issues we can
not do X because it will leave us isolated from the world. In the Clinton years, 
this carried the day over and over again. The Senate, for example, passed a 
ridiculous Chemical Weapons Convention in 1997-even though it was 
admittedly unenforceable-largely because of the argument that everybody 
else had signed it and we would be isolated if we did not. Isolation, somehow, 
is a diminished and even morally suspect condi tion, and it's a staple of cri tics 
who've assailed this administration for rejecting other unenforceable treaties 
or destructive treaties like the Kyoto Protocol or the amendment to the 
Biological Weapons Convention . My favorite example of this was the negotia
tions in the Land Mine Treaty in the late 1980s. Pro-treaty ads ran even recent
ly in Washington showing the horror of land mines and noting that all of our 
allies signed it. We were all alone on this. Well, not quite. One of the rare dis
senters who was on our side of this argument was, interestingly enough, 
Finland, and during these negotiations it found itself scolded by the Swedes. 
These negotiations were happening in Oslo in 1997, and the Swedes scolded 
Finland for opposing the land mine ban. The Finnish prime minister replied 
rather tartly that this was a very convenient pose for the other Nordic coun
tries, because Finland was their land mine. 

In many parts of the world, a thin line of American Gls is the land mine. 
The main reason that we opposed the Land Mine Treaty was that we need 
them in the DMZ against North Korea. We are the ones who man the lines. 
The Swedes and the French and the Canadians don't have to worry about a 
North Korean invasion killing thousands of their soldiers. We do. As the world 
superpower and the guarantor of peace in certain unstable places in the world, 
with vety nasty enemies, we need certain weapons that others don't. The land 
mine example is important because it demonstrates not just that we have the 
right to act unilaterally, LO exempt ourselves from the fashionable opinion of 
the day, but why we are justified in doing so. 
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As the Korean example illuminates, we are uniquely situated in the world. 
We cannot afford the comfortable truisms, the empty platitudes, the lofty sen
timems of a world not quite candid enough to admit that it lives under the 
umbrella of American power. It's because we have these unique responsibili
ties that we are uniquely a1 risk, that we must resist the kind of easy one
worldism that countries that live in our protection can afford. 

We were isolated in the Land Mine Treaty and we are on much else. So 
what? We are right, and we have to do what is right. There are two unique fea
tures of the international system today that highlight this uniqueness. The first, 
as Professor Ikenberry spoke about, 1 have written about extensively since that 
article in Foreign Affairs in 1990. This is a unipolar moment. This is a radical 
departure from the histOiy of the world of at least the last 500 years. We have 
new powers rising and falling. We have always had that. However, we have never 
had in the last 500 years, even perhaps the last 1,500 years, a power as unique
ly situated in its dominance-economic, political, military, and cultural-as the 
United States. That makes us uniquely vulnerable in the sense that we become a 
target, as we saw on September 11. It also gives us a unique opportunity. 

But there is one other element of the uniqueness and the international sys
tem that makes acting unilaterally, occasionally as we must, absolutely essen
tial. And that is the advem of weapons of mass destruction. This is something 
uuerly new in human history. and when we apply the categories of the previ
ous world to this world. I think we are making a grave error. Weapons of mass 
destruction allow small powers, sometimes even nonstate actors, the kind of 
power that for hundreds of years, for all of modern history, only a great power 
with great armies with a large economy and centrally located had. Germany 
had all of that in World Wars land 11 and it threatened the peace of the world. 
In the past, you had to have been in Gem1any to do that. Today you can be in 
Iraq; you can even be an Osama, were he to acquire the weapons. 

The reason that the world has changed since September 11 is not that it 
structurally changed; it hasn't. This has been true for a while. But September 11 
has illuminated for the world, particularly for Americans, these realities. It was 
like a lightening strike at night; it showed that the landscape had changed dur
ing the '90s and before, when no one was watching or thinking about it. And it 
showed us what the future is. The fuwre of this century is that the weapons of 
mass destruction will become more and more available to more and more bad 
actors, hostile to the United States, unless we act before they get them. To do 
that , we may have to act alone. This unique situation bestows on us the imper
ative to be able to say that while multilateralism is wonderful-that we wel
come it when possible-in circumstances where our supreme national interests 
and beyond, the supreme interests of the world, are at stake, we must keep 
these weapons away from the rogue states and the terrorisLs of the world. We 
cannot be tied by these old-world concepts, which, I have tried to argue, are 
based on a kind of claim of legitimacy that cannot be sustained. 
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So I would close by saying that at this unique moment our challenge is to 
rekindle the sense of urgency that we felt last September, when we were pre
pared to go to Afghanistan with no one else, if necessary. Remember what hap
pened at the time. The NATO allies passed a resolution supporting our right 
to self-defense, and then they basically held our coats while we fought. It was 
nice that we had that resolution. lL may have legitimized the Afghan war for a 
leftist or two. But the overwhelming majority of Americans don't need a NATO 
resolution or even a U.N. resolution for us to act in our defense, for us to act 
in the name of a right. 

Professor Ikenberry spoke earlier and, at the beginning of his remarks he 
said that we have squandered the goodwill, affection, and sympathy people 
had for us after September 11. In that sense, he was echoing Al Gore, who said 
precisely the same thing a few days ago. Well, I don't really care, because the 
reason that we had that outpouring last September was because the world felt 
sorry for us. We were the victim. ll's very easy to get support and applause and 
sympathy when you are the victim. We don't want to lu: the victim. Therefore, 
when we act not as a victim but as people who refuse to be victimized, the 
world then s tands up and says, wait a minute, hold on, you have to listen to 
us. We have all kinds of restraints, and we want a piece of the action or at least 
we want to be the ones who dictate what kind of action is taken. I think that 
our role in the world is not as the victim. And if that !>)'mpathy was squan
dered , it was going to be dissipated ultimately anyway. We were not going to 

play the victim forever. If the cost of acting in our self-defense and our 
supre1ne national interest is to lose the sympathy of some abroad, it is not a 
high price to pay. The higher price to pay is losing our security and losing our 
sense of purpose. Thank )OU very much. 

DR. LITWAK: Thank )'OU. Next, Therese Delpech. 

DR. TIIERESE DELPECII: Thank you very much. You may ask why a 
French ciuzen has been selected to speak in the name of Europe on this panel, 
and rll offer three different answers. The first one is that when there arc tur
bulences over the Atlantic, the good thing about being French is that one hard
ly notices it; it's business as usual. And so a French speaker may therefore not 
dramatize the situation and, indeed, I won't do that. A second answer could be 
that after a particularly d1fficult period in Paris-Washington relationships, due 
notably to a diplomatic statement from our chief diplomat , there is a warming
up under way. You may have seen 15 days ago, for instance, on the from page 
of the lntenwriona/1-larold Tribune, that our leader and Colin Powell arc obvi
ously delighted with one another. The third reason I may present is that due 
to some unfortunate verbal excesses during the electoral campaign of another 
big European country, some of the former French judgment may appear in 
Washington less outrageous. You're free to choose your favorite answer. 
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Now, let me tell you that there 
arc, in my view, a number of superfi
Cial ways of presenting current 
transatlamic deficiencies. And this IS 

very much related to the subject of 
our session. The first way, which l 
find superficia l, is to rehash the 
release of disputes. We all know this 
hst: the Middle East. This is at the 
same time boring, because it's always 
the same thing and sterile. 

The second way I find also rather 
superficial is, one, revisiting the old 
burden-sharing debate and the old 
capabilities gap. When President 
Bush took office, his budget was 
about $300 billion dollars: in 2002, 
it 's $3,050: in 2003, $3,096; and it 
may be $470 billion in 2007, which 
means about fifteen times the British Dr. De/pecll 
defense budget. Therefore, this is no 
longer a gap; this is a gulf. The reason 
why I find this debate serious, but not essential, is because we are at the time
and this is at the core of our session, it seems to me-when America can be 
devastated by operations costing less than one tank. I wonder whether this IS 

the most relevant approach for that reason. 
The third approach I find also rather superficial i!, the one that says that 

there is, I suppose, peace-loving Europe, and a part of America, probably 
meaning that America is no longer a reluctant sheriff. And here, if we look at 
the subject of unilaterahsm and mululateralism, you will immediately under
stand how superfic1al this is. Because concerning Europe, Europe is not always 
multilateral, always in favor of mululateralism. Only recently we've heard 
about "the German way." On the American side, certainly. America, even 
today, is not always unilateral, and I would certainly demur from what Charles 
KraULhammer said. It seems to me that the move President Bush made with his 
remarkable speech at the U.N .. because it was a remarkable speech, and it was 
judged as such, at least in Europe-1 don't know about the reaction in this 
country, but 1t was m Europe-the fact that this speech had been made at the 
U.N. 

One of the reasons why I was myself strongly in favor of doing that is not 
because of a kind of abstract attachment to multilateralism. It 's because this 
will force all the members of the Security Council, and I'm including my own 
countr}'. to take a position and to take responsibilities. So I find that quite rei-



PANEL 2 125 

evant for the world order of the twenty-first century. Therefore, these are the 
approaches I'm not keeping in my remarks, but I wanted to put them on the 
table for the debate. 

What l will try to do in explaining the current situation-and let me say 
that I personally do worry very much about the way Amcnca has no sympathy 
in particular in Europe over the last year. 13ut it seems to me that there is much 
more than superficial judgment about what is happening. We are facing, first, 
three psychological factors, which arc, in my view, quite important. And sec
ondly, three strategic factors, and these contribute to explain the current situ
ation. The three psychological factors follow: 

First, America is discovering vulnerability at the time when Europe no 
longer wants to hear about it. You may find that strange unless you take into 
account the fact that Europe has known, since the seventeenth century, one 
major war by generation, and the twentieth century as such in Europe can be 
defined as the tragedy of war. Perhaps you may understand a bit more about 
that. 

Second!) , Amcnca is insisting on sovereignty and freedom of action as 
never before, and at a ume when Europe's daily life and, indeed, Europe's very 
existence arc about abandoning sovereignty. It's about accepting voluntary 
imcrdependence and, again, it may be difficult for America to understand this 
process. But this is our life. And this is what we are trying to do, as well , with 
enlargement. And I'll speak about that afterwards. This is the great achieve
ment we have before us in the coming decades: the unity of Europe again. And 
thts tS done as a multilateral task, because there is no other way to do it. 

The third psychological factor is about time. And here it seems important 
to say that America is very much a present tense and future oriented, and I 
admire that. This is part of America's dynamism. But we have to recognize that 
on our side we arc having exactly the opposite psyche. I mean, we are loaded 
with the past and the past is quite often unpleasant, to use an understatement. 
I gtve you my own experience. When I was at the prime minister's ofrice, one 
of the most unpleasant parts of what I was doing was that we were discover
ing, still now, tons of chemical weapons from World War l. And this was 
something I didn't know before I entered this work. There arc some more 
unpleasant discoveries still. We arc still discovering mass graves around 
Europe. What 1 mean by that is that the past is present for us. It is something 
distinctly different from what you have on )'OUr side. Of course, we also had 
some impatient figures in European history. One of the best known was 
Napoleon. You know what he said before leaving for Moscow? lie said, ··Let's 
go forward, and then we'll see:· You know the result of this story, I suppose. 
So, I personally would prefer more patience. 

There are also t hrec strategic factors we face on both sides of the Atlantic. 
First is the fact of the centrality of European security. The fact that in some 
sertSe Europe's security was the strategic issue has vanished. I believe that the 
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Balkans may have maintained the illusion for 10 years that Europe's security 
still mauered and, in particular, still mauered here in Washington. But it 
seems to me that the war in Afghanistan has definitely evaporated this illusion. 

The second geostrategic factor b, of course, to answer the question, "What 
is at the center stage now, if not Europe?" Here, in my view, we have two real
nics. One is Asia security, and this is probably the reason why we have Dr. 
runabashi with us here, and the second is something that has no center pre
cisely, which is global terrorism. And I would say that on both counts, Europe 
and the relations with Europe arc somehow problematic. I'll come back quick
ly to that. 

The third geostrategic factor is the fact that the center of gravity is mov
ing in the opposite direction. The center of gravity for America is moving west, 
because of Asia in particular, and the center of gravity in Europe is moving 
cast, because of the enlargement. So we a lso have these facts we can do noth
ing about. It's a reality. 

Now, I come back quickly to the reason why the two questions at the cen
ter stage, Asia and terrorism, arc part of the problem. Concerning Asia, Europe 
IS neither a problem nor a solution Asia simply is not, and I regret it, on the 
Luropean radar. l believe it's a mt!>take because there is a great potential for 
conventions in Asia, whether we speak abom West Asia, where there are 
almost indefinite occasions for conventions, or South Asia, with India and 
Pakistan. Each year when the snow melts, we can hear a nuclear war. 
Southeast Asia and the very difficult situation of the sea lanes, and East Asia, 
which my neighbor will speak to much better than I would. 

I crrorism is, no doubt, a common threat. Even if I agree that the U.S. may 
be uniquely at risk, which is perhaps, by the way, why it needs the rest of the 
world, Europe is also under terrorist threat. There is absolutcl) no problem 
about that. The networks are in Europe, and we have found m Afghanistan 
some explanations for that; the reason why they like 10 be in Europe. 
Secondly, a large number of auacks have already been foiled, includmg at least 
three in my own country. And thirdly, all the experts on terrorism in Europe 
say the worst is to come. The worst is before us, not behind. So, the threat is 
common. But the problem is-and here I would be a critic of my own pan of 
the world-there has been no public debate on the subject. There is no seri
ous investment. Yes, there has been military cooperation and, even more, non
military cooperation with the United States. The nonmilitary cooperation is 
much less because part of these networks were known in Europe because they 
have their roots. in particular, m Nigeria. But Europe is not at war, and this is 
a big difference. 

I will conclude b) saymg the following: First, a general concluswn. It 
seems to me that we arc facing, together, I mean all of us, two maJOr problems 
in this century. One is the way technology and violence are meeting. the way 
the privatization of violence could be LOday the privatization of extreme vio-
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lence. This is a common major problem. Secondly, all the major powers arc 
self-obsessed for different reasons. Amcnca is obsessed by the proteclion of Its 

homeland, something I can fully understand. The Europeans are self-obsessed 
with enlargement, which is tl1eir problem. Russia is self-obsessed with a long 
list of inLernal problems. And China is still not an international actor. China is 
interested in the rest of the world only if it is affected. It's not good for multi
lateralism, certainly not. 

The second conclusion concerns America and Europe. Concerning 
America, it seems to me that it would be nice to keep what Jefferson called "a 
decent respect for the opinion of mankind." Secondly, it would also be good 
to recognize that power, particularly military power, is more relative than ever. 
I regret that this is a reality at the time of global terrorism. On the European 
side, we have to enlarge our vision while we enlarge our territory. And we have 
to make peace with the use of force, provided that rules for the use of force arc 
defined. And here l completely agree with john. 

l will now, as the third conclusion, say that instead of exploiting our dif
ferences to fuel anu-Europeanism m America and anti-Americanism in 
Curope, we should take advantage of these differences to joint!} contribute to 
the challenges of this century. Who said, "The magnillldc of our shared 
responsibilities makes our disagreement look so small"? I believe it was the 
President of the United States, in German)', in May 2002. !hank you. 

DR. LinVAK: Thank you. Dr. funabashi. 

DR. YOICHI fUNABASHl: Thank rou very much. I'm very glad to be 
here. I would like to share some of my thoughts and rcncctions on 9/l 1 and 
its aftermath. Particularly, I'd like to say that many of America's allies-japan, 
Germany, and the others-share this sense of a critical juncture, urgency. in 
fighting terrorism. At the same time, I think that the alhes have increasingly 
come to be concerned about some aspects of the antiterror war and poliucs. 
Therese mentioned Germany's ver> C) meal campa1gn, and I think I share her 
view. ll has really undermined the alliance, and I think you have to pay a high 
price for that. It may take some time to mend fences , but at the same time, I 
think we have to ask the question: "Why have German people actuall)' 
responded to that very blatant anti-American rhetoric and the opposition to 
the war on Iraq so much that it seems to have made a critical difference in the 
result of the election?" If, say, we would have that election in japan, for 
mstance, perhaps th1s 1ssue also could be made, a son of national referendum 
on Hs commitment to war on Iraq and its rationale, and yes or no to the war 
on Iraq. Perhaps in some European Union countries we might conceivably, 
perhaps, see a simi lar result. I think, in the case of japan, more than 70 per
cent of the japanese public is opposed to war on Iraq. It's not only peaceniks 
who have expressed that position to the war on Iraq. I thmk America's allies 
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arc very much wary of another war at 
this moment. Actually, it's a remark
able wmabout 111 httlc more than one 
year, when America's alhes expressed 
their sincere solidarity and sympathy 
with the victims of the attack. 

Dr. Krauthammcr said that he 
doesn't care that much. But I think 
the American people should care for 
good reason. Because this has some
thing to do with their moral fabric 
value system, which we should 
defend, we must defend, and which 
the terrorists attacked. Therefore, this 
is the common thread of America's 
relationship with the world that is the 
underpinning of that whole world 
v1s1on and order So they should care. 

It is perhaps more troubling to 
say why and how this swelling syrn- Mr. Funabashi 
pathy and solidarity seem to have 
evaporated, at least on the surface. 
Perhaps there arc many reasons for that. But as far as America's allies and 
friends are concerned. I think that they have not been able to digest the Bush 
doctrine, which has evolved in a surpnsmg way during a smgle year. First. I 
think the Bush doctrine has three tenets. The first one is, the mission deter
mines the coalition doctrine-no "axis of cvil"-and then, being followed by 
this preemptive action and war doctrine. I think this has raised a serious ques
tion among America's friends , where this administration is really heading and 
how the United States will pursue its long-term strategy. They are not con
vinced, and the explanation of the rationale of those doctrines has not been 
sufficient to match this very quick pace of the policy formulation. 

Take the example of "axis of evil." Certainly, Saddam Hussein has 
remained a major threat, and we have 10 do something about it, but as for 
North Korea, President Bush just has announced his decision to dispatch that 
delegation LO Asia. Therefore, jt's obvious that this engagement policy still con
tinues. ln the most recent national security strategy document, there is not 
even a mention of Iran in the whole document. Therefore. this axis of evil has 
not been able to hold too long, clearly. 

With regard to the initial terms of the coalition, this makes rhe allies very 
much nervous. They perceive that America's new panncrs-Russia, India, 
China-haven't elevated to the status of making dinner, while they have been 
relegated to doing dishes, and some likened them to garbage collectors. I do 
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not think this is a fair characterization, and I also think that America's other 
allies don't object to America's better relationship with Russia, India, and 
China. john mentioned that Lhe U.S. could even seize the opportunity of get
ting that relationship, \\ 1th particular!)' China and Russia, in a much better 
way by taking advantage of this mutual common front to fight Lhe terrorist 
war. And it's a welcome one. But again, I think we should have a more sober
ing view here that the national interests of great powers like China and Russia 
will not change so easily, and I do not think that America and China share the 
\alues, the international order vision, so easily. They cannot accommodate so 
easily on Taiwan, for instance, and human rights, and also maritime security, 
as Therese mentioned. So I do not think this axis of good, th1s partnership 
with Russia, India. China, will hold too long, either. 

What abom this preemptive action? This is perhaps the most important 
new doctrine in the Bush administration. It's very radical and fundamental, but 
at the same time, it could really ensue in chaos, and it could put the world into 
a medieval crusade era. Certainly, the1r allies agree that there is a serious threat 
we confront coming from this terrorist auack and terrorism. This is going to 
be the primaT) enem> in the coming years, not only to the Umted States but 
abo to the world. lL is an elusive enemy and, certainly, the allies would find 
nothing amiss with a reservation that terrorists do not seck to attack us using 
conventional means. The greater risk is the risk of inaction, and l think the 
Bush administration IS not wrong in pointing this out. So this is the new 
threat. the new challenge we confront. But the imroduclion of this preemptive 
action could reall) dismantle, undercut, 1n one fell swoop, the whole interna
tional system and mstitutions-thc United Nations, U.S.-<:entered alliance 
system-the U.S. fathered and in which the U.S. has put so much investment 
in the past half century. Is it worrhwhile? I think we really should ask hard this 
question. 

Another issue is the allies' uneasiness with too much doctrinizalion of poli
cy, a generalization of ad-hoc policies. We arc not living in the Truman era. The 
nature of the threat 1s veT)' much different. And I Lhink that the allies perhaps 
feel that we should auack the speetfic problems wilh specific policies. not allow 
one huge and encompassing doctrine to solve. And I think that doctrinization 
also could very much blur the real objectives, means, and costs, and that is 
where we still have yet to articulate those factors-those variables-sufficiently. 

I want to caution that it is a mistake to try to invent a new doctrine, par
ticularly a war doctrine, for a new threat. Perhaps our energies would be bet
ter spent tT)'i.ng to find another way to address Lhese new problems. We could 
instead perhaps regard terrorism as a crune, applying the methods of Ia\\ 
enforcement. It is certainly very hard to come to terms with this. But we must 
not expect ever to terminate terrorism once and for all. Like all crime, it will 
never be totally defeated. We have to learn how to contain it. And we may even 
be able to preempt it, as we do with a crime. 
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This morning I was hearing Professor Douglass North's comments on con
sciousness, and I found it very interesting, thought provoking. lie suggested 
that this innate violence cannot be eradicated. All we should expect is to con
tain and to deal with this fanatical mass murder. And I think that perhaps may 
be a case that we should also ponder. 

In the morning session, we also were hearing about the de-Baathification 
of Iraq as a day-after question, and we have heard a lot of talk applying the 
MacArthur formula to Iraq recent!}. Well, the United States occupauon forces 
sta}·ed 111 Japan for 6 years and 8 months. with more than 100,000 troops, 
including 450,000 stationed tn 1946. They also counted on the Japanese 
emperor as a symbol of integrit}' and stability to bring !the country! back to 
the political center to achieve that democratic transition. I doubt there are 
comparable means available in Iraq. With regard to the occupational strategy 
of Japan, the State Department actually started to develop this plan within less 
than a year of the Pearl Harbor attack, and it took three years to complete it. 
They did really good homework, and they mobilized the best anthropologists 
to really explore the cultural pattern and heritage of Japanese society, so that 
the) should occupy in the best way. 

I want to mention, bneny. one more thing-a quesuon of deterrence. It 
may be true that tradiuonal concepts of deterrence would not work against a 
terronst enemy whose tactics of wanton destruction include targeting of inno
cent people as the National Security Strategy Report says. llowcver, does 
Saddam Hussein fit this characterization? He is clearly more passionate for 
homicide than suicide. He's a status-quo, risk-averse adversary, dcterrable as 
he has been for the past decade. 

Lastly. a few words on U.S. leadership. John eloquently mentioned that 
critical nature of U.S. leadership, and I'd just like to echo what he said. 
American leadership has, of course, helped immeasurably m securing peace 
and secunty for the enure world and America's allies in the past half century. 
But Amenca's allies arc worried that this might change as the U.S. pursues new 
doctrine. If America fails in Afghanistan, for instance, or in nation building, or 
tn Saddam Hussein's post-Ot.toman empire, and democratizing Iraq or the 
Middle East more widely. it could swing toward becoming an inward-looking 
and isolationist nation. The allies arc worried whether the United States will 
remain a staying power. The United States will continue to be extremely criti
cal for world peace, but this can only derive from legitimate and stable leader
shtp. Above all, allies expect the U.S. to provide leadership, not naked power. 
But there now seems to be a danger of the U.S. role being destabilized. And if 
this center is destabilized. how can rou expect the world to be stable? Thank 
}'OU. 

DR. LITWAK: Thank you very much, Dr. Funabashi. Before turning to the 
noor for comments and questions, I'd like to give our panelists an opponuni-
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ty w respond to the others' presentations if they wish. If not, we can go to the 
floor. But if there was a point that was raised that you would like to preemp
tively respond to before we turn to the floor, you may do so. Therese? 

DR. DELPECH: It's not about preemption, certainly not, but 1 want to ask 
one or two questions, and to make a comment. First, l would love to have from 
john, if he wishes, some development about what he said concerning the def
inition of new rules to use power, because it seems to me this is a very impor
tant question. Secondly, to Yuichi, I'd like his view on the following poi.nl. It 
seems to me that China is still a unilateral actor in a much more radical way 
than the United States. So, I'd like to have your view on the way this can 
evolve. And, to Dr. Krauthammcr, I have one question and one comment. The 
question is the following. You said, and it seems to me rightly so, that unilat
eralism predates September 11. My question is: Does not September 11 bring 
back the need precisely of the rest of the world? Because it seems to me again 
that this is quite a serious question. The fact that unilateralism was here before 
is something which is not necessarily explaining the situation after 
September ll. 

And my comment is related to Iraq only to say two things. First, I'm not 
in a fighting mood here because l'm just arriving. I stay here for one day, and 
I'm very happy to be in Washington. But I want to say that concerning France 
and Russia, I'm really upset by the way that we are always put together on this 
subject, because the situation is quite different now for some years. Let me give 
you only one example. When Colin Powell came back from the Middle East 
with this idea of smart sanctions-which had the liberation pan, all the eco
nomic parts with no military potential, but also parts to control the legal traf
ficking in the Middle East-he got immediate support from Robin Cook. They 
were coming back. He had a meeting in London, immediate support. This was 
never reflected in the American press. 

Now, currently, let me tell you first for Russia, the problem number one 
is not contrast. The problem number one is Georgia, in my view. Concerning 
France, the problem with Iraq-and you have to take into account the imer
view my president gave some time ago in the New York Times, which was 
much more open than you could have expected some time ago. Btll the posi
tion of France has not much to do with commercial interests right now in 1raq. 
The main problem, from what I've heard-and I hear a lot on the subject 
because I'm the U.N. commissioner-is concern about the release; it's concern 
about a number of things which could go bad. These are legitimate concerns
the way WMD could be used-because now Saddam would have this idea of 
regime change and then the possibility of urban warfare. This is what I heard. 
I haven't heard about contrasts. 

To close the subject, it seems to me that one of the reasons why the U.N. 
is so important concerning lraq-and here 1 wam your reaction as well-it's 
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because we are in the unique situation where the legitimacy of what we are 
going to do is related to a cease-fire conditional to the implementation of a 
number of resolutions that have been violated by Iraq. So, the U.N. Security 
Council is at the very center of the stage. And, again, not to ask the Security 
Council to implement its own policy, in my view, would have been a mistake. 
Thank you. 

DR. KRAUTHAMMER: In the spirit of not ceding the chairmanship of the 
meeting to the delegate from France, I'll not take debate on the questions. 1'11 
only make one remark regarding France's role on lraq. l find it somewhat odd 
to make the case for Iraq's ardency on this issue, its immediate support of a 
policy proposed that would have weakened sanctions on Iraq. Let me respond 
to what Dr. Funabashi said just earlier, which I think is the heart of the uni
lateral case. He made two points I wanted to respond to as quickly as I can. 

First, he suggested that we should respond to terrorism as crime, rather 
than war. I find that absolutely astonishing. What we realized on September 11 
is that our previous treatment of terrorism precisely as a matter of crime, 
rather than a war, is what brought us to September ll. The policy of the 
Clinton administration and the other administrations before was to go after 
terrorists as individuals, put them on trial, lock them up, and it was utterly 
ineffectual, because it's entire conception was wrong. This is a war on America. 
Arresting individuals is an absurd way to go about it. We displayed in 
Afghanistan precisely why that is. Had we arrested a few culprits, it would 
have made no difference. What we showed the world in what was essentially 
a demonstrating war was the price of harboring a terrorist in your territory. 
And that lesson was learned around the world. That's how you respond to ter
rorism, and that, in part, explains why what everybody expected after 
September 11-the second shoe to drop--did not happen, because the enemy 
\vas attacked, dispersed, and scattered, and the lesson of the price of harbor
ing a terrorist as a sovereign state was learned by the destruction of the 
Tali ban. 

On one other issue, the issue of multilateralism-which is at the center of 
our discussion-! think the key is tO understand that the structures of multi
lateral ism, of which all of my fellow panelists are rather nostalgic, were devel
oped, many of them, ex uihilo, after the Second World War, to face two new 
realities: a bipolar world which had not existed before and the advent of 
nuclear weapons. Moreover, it worked by creating a new structure-a remark
able idea-the balance of terror. which maintained the peace. Unless we have 
the courage to re-create our structures, rather than nostalgically looking at 
structures that are no longer relevant-the world is not bipolar and the threats 
are almost ubiquitous-that's number one. 

Secondly, what we have are not stable relations with an adversary like 
Russia, but unstable relations with state actors, substate actors, and rogue 
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statc5. Unles~ we face the new structure in the world and the new threat of dis
seminated nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons by relying on old struc
tures, we will endanger our security and the security of the world. Unless we 
arc willing to create new realitie~ like the doctrine of preemption , which is 
entirely suited and required in a world in which you cannot see an enemy 
mobilizing by moving his trains, mobilizing his army, and preparing himself
who can strike by stealth, like on September 11-unless we do that, we are 
endangering not just our security but the secunty of the world. 

DR. IKENBERRY: Multilateralism as an American grand strategy ts not 
simply an artifact of war. It pre-dated the war by using its momentary advan
tage to create a structure that would return dividends over many decades. It 
was a positive vision reinforced by the Cold War, but it pre-dated and post
dated the Cold War. We have seen a lot of it in the 1990s because we realize 
it's a good investmem of our resources; it creates an environment that we want 
to hve in. And I think that the problem with the so-called new unilateralism is 
that it doesn't have a vision of what the international order should be like, 
other than a kind of coercive American bully geuing its way, and in the 
process. in my view, creating a more divided and connict-riddcn world where 
the United States can't secure its interests as successfully as it can in a world 
where it 's created a strucLUre. 

The new unilateralism is intellectually and historically bankrupt. The 
oddest statement l think I've heard so far today is the view that a great power 
trying to secure its interests and build a framework for its power through the 
search for a kind of a legitimate settlement among other powers is somehow a 
sign of lack of confidence. I've never heard that argument made in public 
before and, as I'm off to Europe tonight, I'll scratch my head over the Atlantic 
thinking about that. !think it's ab!>olutcly the opposite that, in fact , 11's an inse
curity about your power that leads you to not realize that there arc opportu
nities to concert it , to combine II, to leverage it through cooperation. I think 
that's wh}' Bush went to the United Nations and that's why I think he won
derfully transformed the debate about Iraq by doing so. There was a palpable 
difference after that linle talk by that one individual in front of that one podi
um at that one building. It changed things overnight because it sent a message 
that this is not the U.S. against a particular threat, it's the world community. 
And that is remarkable. 

Legitimacy is not something that academics puzzle about. It 's something 
that is real. It's an aspect of power. It's also a fundamental misreading of 
American history to argue that It's not something that the United States has 
cared about or used with great success. One of the great differences between 
the United States and the Soviet Union after World War II was that the Soviet 
Un10n, in effect, was a unilateralist. It pursued its own narrow interests of 
gaining territory and possessional strategy in Eastern Europe. The United 
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States pursued what you might call a milieu strategy, where it combined its 
power with its colleagues and the other democratic countries, helping to cre
ate democracy and to build institutions. And that institutional project, that 
infrastructure, if you will , was designed not simply to wage the Cold War, but 
to create a structure economically, politically, in security that would bring old 
adversaries together and create a framework where American power was seen 
as something that other countries wanted to work with rather than against. 

The greatest danger for America is not to seize this moment of unipolari
ty to create that framework, which entails doing something new, not simply 
resting on something old. It means that the form of cooperation and leadership 
is like, in the past, enlightened and built on a strategy of creating structures 
that last and including structures about the use of force, determining threats. 
What won't work is a world order that a new unilateralist might envisage 
where God speaks lO the American president about what is evil and what isn't 
and the American government goes out and attacks evil and says, "You are 
either with us or against us," and the rest of the world is faced with some kind 
of decision. The more successful strategy for the U.S. is if the United States 
uses a leadership of a different sort, working with the other great powers, 
which it uniquely can today because the other great powers are uniquely eager 
to cooperate multilaterally with the United States to create rules of the game
rules of the game that don't require rhe United States lO cede any right to pro
tect its own interests, including in the final instance. the unilateral use of force. 
But multilateralism is not something sacred. It's something that, when used 
strategically, is the epitome of what it means to be clever. 

DR. KRAUTHAMMER: I think this is the crux of the argument, and 1 
think this is where the debate between unilateralism and multilateralism 
hinges. l'm happy to have international legitimacy and everybody on the board 
and the U.N. applauding and clapping as you are. That's lovely. The question 
is, "What do you do when you go to the U.N. and they say no?" The Germans 
have said no. What if the French and Russians say no? That is the issue. I say 
we act anyway. And unless you are a fair-weather muhilateralist, if you believe 
what you're saying about the importance of this great structure, you have to 
say no. And is that what you say? That's my question. 

DR. LITWAK: I want 10 give Dr. Funabashi an opportunit}' to jump in if 
he wishes to comment on the exchange here. 

DR. FUNABASHl: Thank you. Two points. I think that fits in better with 
crime. On the political level, it has been all war and, understandably, I think 
we are committed tO be part of this amiterror war as allies. But how can you 
end this war? Even the first chapter? How can you close? We all know that 
this will be never-ending war, a long, long process, a lasting war. But politi-
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cally, you have to at Least close the firs t chapter. And I think that rebuilding 
Afghanistan, after terminating al Qaeda and tbe others, should be the first 
chapter. And we should not just seek one war after another; 1 think we have 
to finish the war. And then perhaps we should explore morphing antiterror 
war into enforcement, so that the composition of the crime, law enforce
ment, should increase. That is perhaps a much better balanced way of attack
ing terrorism. 

Quickly, with regard to Therese's inquiry about China, about the policy 
s treak, I would rather frame it a different way. I think China has entered into 
a more multilateralist process and framework. And they entered, particularly, 
into the WTO, and they had no choice but to play a multilateral role in the 
economic and invesunent trade field. But at the same time, I think China 
would also perhaps explore its tribute system figuring the East Asia region. 
The China Free-Trade Agreement could perhaps evolve into that. People are 
already very much fearful of China's retaliation and closing their market to 
them, so I think they would perhaps play both games. 

On the question of the policy of the United Nations, they certainly have 
played a nuisance-value role. They tried to put their veto cards on the highest 
bid price, and they have rarely taken a new initiative as a builder, a construc
tor of that world. So I do not think that China will change very much funda
mentally here. China has not participated in peacekeeping operations since the 
conversion peace settlement. Somehow they have not participated since 1993. 
But I think we should perhaps give the benefit of doubt to China, because 
China is more interested in building multilateralism, but particularly in the 
antiterror campaign. They have been very enthusiastic, and I think the United 
States also should participate as a legitimate and most important player and a 
s tabilizer in Central Asia. China has been conspicuously absent from that 
cabal, the Korean Energy Development Organization. They have wanted to 
play an independent role here by forging a special relationship with North 
Korea. 1 think that after the talks, perhaps it would be conducive to China to 
be more interested in participating in a mullilateral framework. Thank you. 

DR. LITWAK: Thank you very much. Let's turn now to the audience and 
t.he participants in the conference and invite comments and questions. There 
are microphones available. If the questioners would please stand, identify 
themselves, and provide their affiliat ion. 

AUDlENCE MEMBER: Thank you. I'm from rhe Embassy of France. I 
apologize to John Ikenberry because what l will say might hurt his standing in 
Washington, but! fully agree with what you've said regarding the issue of pre
emption and unilateralism. lt's difficult for people close to the American allies 
to understand how a doctrine that in theory stems from the feeling of vulner
ability and isolation and the need to respond to it, as Dr. Krauthammer indi-
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cated, seems to many of us to have s uch strong potential to make the U.S. both 
less secure and more alone. 

I had a question for Dr. Krauthammer. Regarding the issue of the role of 
the United Nations in the authorization of force. We can disagree about the 
legitimacy, but it seems very difficult to disagree about the legality, not only 
from the point of view of international law, but even as far as U.S. law is con
cerned. The day that the U.S. Senate ratified the treaty and the United States 
became a state pany of the United Nations. the United Nations Charter 
became, in effect, the law of the land, including the prov1sions on the use of 
force and the very specific circumstances in which they can be authorized. It 
seems to me that radicalism without the willingness tO take the logic to its end 
1s nothing but posture. And my question is, therefore, would you be ready or 
do you feel it would be necessary for the United States Senate to repudiate the 
San Francisco Treaty and the U.N. Charter? Thank you. 

OR. KRAUTHAMMER: If I could respond. I take it you were unaware of 
the fact that the war on Serbia was conducted without U.N. Security Council 
approval. I guess in that case, since it was a European interest, that might have 
put ll in a slightly different perspective and, therefore, you didn"t raise it in 
your quesuon. So, it seems to me, speaking abom parochialism, the hypocrisy. 
let's look at both sides of the com. I think this emire nouon of determining 
how to act in the national interest of the United States, particularly in our case 
today, of the supreme security imerest of the United States in terms of treaty 
language, is absurd. That would require an hour of discussion, but I think it is 
the least important of the elements of any discussion. I think if you have 
enough smart lawyers at the State Department, that they ought to be able to 
find a loophole if you arc searchmg for one, and that's why we hire them. 

If we had not had U.N. approval for the war in Afghanistan would we not 
have acted? It's a question that answers itself. The idea of puuing this war 
response to those who've auacked us 111 terms of legalism or, as we have just 
heard, looking at it as a form of law enforcement, is similar!)' absurd. When 
the USS Cole was attacked, how did the U.S. respond? Dispatched a few FBI 
agents to Yemen to get the culprits. We all know what happened. It was a farce 
and a sham. They got no cooperation; nothing happened. Osama, himself, has 
said, derisively, looking at the response of the United States in the '90s to the 
attack on the first World Trade Center auack, the attack on the Cole, the attack 
on our embassies in Africa, how risible and absurd those reactions were, all 
within the context of law enforcement, and how it emboldened him , imagin
ing that America was weak and spmeless and would hide behind legalism in 
trying to minimize its response. So. I would say that if, when you are attacked, 
)'OU don't look to international law or to the FBl. It's not how you respond. 

OR. LITWAK: Thank you, Charles. john? 
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DR. IKENBERRY: 1 think the more imponant issue is how we move after 
Iraq into a world where there is some agreement on the rules for the use of 
force, for addressing these new threats, which are dangerous and play havoc 
with traditional Anicle 51 United Nations Understandings of Self-Defense. 
Things have to be done because of the presence of weapons of mass destruc
tion or technologies of violence that are available and can be put into the 
hands of smaller and smaller groups with agendas and motivations that are 
not-either because they are willing to die for their cause or do not have a 
home address-deterrable. 

So there is a class of tlneat that is very dangerous. I would also stipulate 
that the United States, at the momem, is probably correct in determining that 
it is more likely the target of that kind of violence than other major states. But 
it is not a class of threats that necessarily. in principle, pits the major states 
against each other. This is really an area where we can extend rules and there
by concert power, as well as legitimate it, in ways that leverage a power to 
address this issue. Because there is just no way that the United States is going 
to be on the other side of this threat without the cooperative behavior of the 
other major states and a lot of other states as well. It's just a question of prac
tical reality. How do we marshal our resources? For me, it's really not simply 
putting your fist in the air and saying, when push comes to shove we will use 
force against threats that we face. That may be true, but words mauer, process 
matters. Not that those should in any fundamental sense, if you are legiti
mately threatened, constrain your options, but that it makes good practical 
sense. So 1 think that is the issue and that's where we will be as an international 
community, on the other side of lraq. 

DR. LITWAK: You had a two-finger comment on this question. 

DR. DELPECH: Yes, it seems to me extraordinary to say at the same time 
that the strike is ubiquitous and the U.S. is at risk, and not to conclude that 
only cooperation will work and that the world will be punished collectively or 
not at all. And here 1 have to say I'm not speaking as a delegate of France, but 
as a sensible mind. 

1 want to come back tO the question of the U.N. approval concerning 
Afghanistan because there is something so important 1 cannot let it slide. The 
point is not that you would not have acted if the U.N. would not have 
approved , because of course I would have found it absolutely legitimate that 
the U.S. would have acted even without any kind of U.N. approval there, 
because it seems that self-defense was clear. The poim is what did the U.N. 
approval bring with it? It brought, in my view, two things, which are 
absolutely essential. And in the first one, it brought the recognition that for 
the first time in history a terrorist act was not justifying only police, law 
enforcement, intelligence, but military operation. And this was not recog-
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nized only by the victim, the United States, but the entire world. So this was 
an historic moment for that very reason. Secondly, and this is important as 
well, it gave the Uni ted States international support which is embodied in the 
resolution, 1 believe 1373, obliging all the countries of the world to fight ter
rorism. Is that irrelevant? It seems to me it's very relevant, so 1 wanted to 
make those two points. 

DR. LITWAK: We are down to a few minutes left. is there is a question 
that maybe stands as a comment because we have to adjourn on time? 

AUD IENCE MEMBER: Let me back up from this discussion and link it to 

a couple of incidents. l appreciate the honesty of our foreign guests in terms 
of what they said about the views of others. But it causes me to make the fol
lowing observations. This is not a discussion of U.S. unilateralism. It's a dis
cussion of European unilateralism and japanese unilateralism as well. Dr. 
Dclpech was correct in saying that Europe doesn't want another war. Europe 
is busy with its own affairs, moving eastward, quite appropriately one might 
argue. japan is concerned about the consequences of the way we are pursuing 
the war and about other issues, because japan's security situation right now is 
very good. It's a very self-serving view, and 1 don't mean that in a positive 
sense. It seems to me, to go over to Dr. Ikenberry, the problem with the insti
tutional argument is there has to be a common view about the problem or par
allel interests or parallel tracks, in a strategic sense. I don't see it. We can say 
that the U.S. has its own unilateral view but, quite clearly, so does Europe; 
quite clearly, so does japan. The real security issue is not how we handle Iraq 
or how we handle the war on terrorism. It is, as we go in different directions 
in terms of our basic definition of security interests, how do we collectively 
keep those institutions from just blowing apan or creating new ones? 

DR. LITWAK: We are down to two minutes. Dr. Funabashi and Therese 
Delpech, any final brief words? 

DR. FUNABASHI: I think that the question is what kind of world we real
ly would like to envision. 1 think that is perhaps the ultimate question that we 
confront now. And I think that the U.S. will particularly be the most critical. 
And as I said, it seems to be that role being very much shaken, if not destabi
lized. And it would be extremely difficult for the world to envision the 
post-9/ll new vision, based on this destabilizing at the center of the order. 

DR. DELPECH: In my conclusion, you've noticed that l said one of the 
major problems we have in the world is the self-obsession of all the major 
powers. I'll conclude with what john Ikenberry said in his own conclusion, 
when he was quoting: "We have to look first at our own mistakes, because this 
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ts where the danger lies." And the first thtng to do is to go out of this self
obsession, not only in the Unued States, I totally agree, also in Europe. 

DR. LITWAK: Charles, I'll give you the last word. Other than my own last 
word. 

DR. KRAUTHAMMER: Well, there arc obsessions and there arc obses
sions. Europe is obsessed with integration. It's a fine and noble goal. What is 
now obsessing the United States is the prospect of nuclear weapons exploding 
in New York, in Washington, in San f-rancisco, in London, in Paris-all 
around the world. That, I would argue, is an obsession of a different order. It's 
not an obsession; it's an emergency. And to make the parallel between 
European unilateralism and American is simply incorrect. The point I want to 
leave you with is this. We can have all our arguments about multilateral and 
unilateral American action. As I indicated before, there is nothing intrinsic in 
the position that is hostile to any of these institutions or arrangements. But the 
question of the day is this: If you go to these instilllttons as we have to the 
U.N.-and I pose that question to all the multilateralists-and we need to act 
in the supreme security interest of our country, not an obvious act of self
defense as Afghanistan was, but a more subtle one as in Iraq, do we rely on our 
judgment or the judgment of the world? Of course, we would love to have 
everybodr's support. The question is: If the French and Russians and Chinese 
and Germans and others Sa)' no, is that decisive? My answer to that is absolute
ly not. Thank you very much. 

DR. LITWAK: Thank you very much, thank you to the panel. I think that 
this discussion has brought out the cleavages in the debate and has tried to 
move that debate beyond caricature . So thank you for your aLtendance, and 
this session is adjourned. 
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Wilson International Center for Scholars 

Summary 

• Today we confront a more dangerous world than any of us could have 
imagined a year ago. 

1. The Department of Transportation has worked to ensure that terror
ists can never again use our transportation technologies as a weapon against us. 

2. All of us understand that in this war on terrorism. the home front 
is the primary front. Ultimately, our ability to respond to these dynamic chal
lenges rests upon the very virtues that we seek to defend: Uberty. democracy, 
and free and open markets. 

3. The strongest, most vibrant economy in the world depends on the 
safest, most efficient transportation system in the world. We have a solemn 
obligation to ensure that we retain those distinctions. 

4. Our transportation systems arc more secure today than at any time 
in our history, and tomorrow they will be more secure still. 

• President Bush's National Security Strategy is based upon a doctnnc of 
preempting the new threats to our national security, rather than relying exclu
sively on the Cold War era doctrines of contai nment and deterrence. 

1. The fight against terrorists will not conclude in a matter of months 
or even a few years. We must not expect the quick and decisive victory of the 
1991 Gulf War nor a high-tech, air-only campaign like Kosovo. Rather, the 
war on terrorism is a global enterprise of uncertain duration. 

2. Where we cannot pre-empt threats to our nation, we must detect 
and prevent terrorist attacks within the United States, reduce America's vul
nerability tO terrorism, and minimize the damage and recover from any attacks 
that do occur. 
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• President Bush previously announced a major rcstrucwring of the fed
eral government leading to the creauon of a new Departmcm of Homeland 
Securit)'· The Pres1dem's plan recognizes that we are fighting a new kind of 
enemy, one that plots to tum our t\\ emr-first century technology. transporta
tion, and economy against us. 

l. Currently. homeland security responsibilities arc scauered across 
more than 100 different federal agencies, resulting in a lack of accountability 
and responsiveness. The President's plan envisions an efficient, coordinated, 
and agile federal defense against terrorism. 

2. We have an opportunit) to create an agency that takes full advan
tage of twenty-first century technology and management techniques, ready to 
fight tomorrow's battles and not yesterday's. 

3. Under the President's plan, more than half of the new agency's per
sonnel and budget would come from two organizations that are currently part 
of the Department of Transportation: the United States Coast Guard and the 
Transportation Security Administration. 

• In the aftermath of the hornfic and devastating attacks of September 
2001, President Bush asked the Department of Transportation (DOT) tO 

design an aviation security system that will allow travelers to arrive safely at 
their destinations, free from the threat of terrorism, but also free from unnec
essary burdens or intrusions, and we have done our best to respond. 

l. The DOT is focused on developing a new srstem of systems that 
combines world-class security with world-class customer service. 

2. The Transportation Security Administration has already placed 
federal screeners at more than 122 of America's 429 airports, including many 
of our busiest. 

• DOT is also developing heightened security procedures and awareness 
across every mode of transportation. including rail. highways, transit. mar
llime. and pipelines. 

• Another ke) piece of our ongoing transportation security effort entails 
securing our nation's ports and mantime transponation system. 

l. The numbers give you an idea of the complexity of the challenge: 
in addition to roughly 360 seaports, our maritime border consists of nearly 
95,000 miles of open shoreline, 25,000 miles of navigable waterways and more 
than 3.4 million square miles of exclusive economic zoning. 

2. DOT is implementing a la)·ered defense of the maritime domain 
with a full range of concentric mantime security measures and is working to 
effectively push our borders out as far as possible so that we can intercept 
potential threats long before they arrive on our docks. 

3. DOT will maintain an increased level of maritime security opera
tions directed against terrorism. 
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4. DOT must create a more comprehensive awareness of threats and 
activities in the mariurne domain. 

5. DOT must expand and transform the core competence of the 
Untted States Coast Guard and modernize its most vnal assets, especially our 
deep-water force. We will continue to deploy maritime safety and security 
teams and to expand our sea marshal program. 

6. DOT must strengthen the physical security of our seaports and 
reduce their vulnerability. 

Analysis 

In his remarks, Secretary Mineta appropriately highlighted the essential 
role of the United States' transportation assets and infrastructure and the con
tinued challenge of protecting those resources. Secretary Mineta built upon Mr. 
Grasso's earlter remarks by emphasizing that transportation is an indispensable 
underpinning to both our economy and to our national security. The challenge 
to secure these assets is compounded b}· rhe shear magnitude of the nalion's 
transportation assets and tests both policy and organizational solutions. 

Secretary Mineta highlighted the key role DOT has had in implementing 
the new Nalio11al Sccurit> Strategy. Through both its aggressive aviation secu
rity system and through the creation of the TSA, the DOT has worked to both 
reduce vulnerabilities and detect and prevent attacks against all modes of 
transportation. The department continues to work to minim1ze the damage 
caused by any attack and to be ready to recover after an attack. 

As Secretary Mineta states, President Bush's proposal to create a 
Department of Homeland Security mcludes transferring the Coast Guard and 
the TSA away from the Department of Transportation. This move would sep
arate responsibilities for the economic aspects of our transportation infra
structure and the responsibilities for transportation security between the two 
departments. Secretary Mineta views this move as an essenllal step to protect
ing our homeland and providing defense against global terrorism. The largest 
challenge, 111 his ,·iew, remams maritime securitr because of the amount of 
coHstline in the United States and the enormous amount of goods that arc 
transferred through our ports. He believes the new department will be better 
postured to deter, prevent, and respond to these attacks. 

While Secretary Mineta fully supponed the administration's positions and 
the new National Security Strategy, he was quite candid in his assessment of 
the challenge posed b} securing our transportation infrastructure. And , while 
the DOT has been the most criticized federal organization since last year's ter
rorist attacks, he clearly emphasized many of the department's successes and 
the tnitiatives that have been taken to prevent future attack~ and to better 
SC'Curc the nation's resources. His remarks provided an adept turning point in 
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the conference from the previous diScussions about the securit) environment 
and security strategies to a substantive discussion about the organizations and 
capabilities needed to execute those strategies in the security environment of 
today and tomorrow. 

Transcript 

DR. LOREN B. THOMPSON: Hello again. Hey, I feel like I just lost on 
American Idol. Our keynote address thi<; evening will be delivered b)' Secretary 
of Transportation Norman Mineta, whose exceedingly complex job became 
even more demanding and important in the wake of 9/11. \Ve've found a per
son of suHable stature to imroduce Secretary Mincta-a person whose legisla
tive and academic life exemplifies the spirit of the Eisenhower Series. He's the 
Honorable Lee H. Hamilton, Director of the Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars. That position is uniquely well suited to Lee llamilton 
because. for more than 30 years, he was a vital and htghly visible voice of mod
eration in Congress, working tirelessly to forge a bipartisan foreign policy. 

Congressman Hamilton represented Indiana's Ninth District from the 
early days of America's involvement in Vietnam until the last year of the 
American century, and during that time he came to be regarded as one of the 
most inOuential shapers of foreign policy in the lower chamber. Among other 
things, he was the Chairman of the Committee on International Relations, 
Chairman of the joint Economic Committee. Chairman of the Pcrmanem 
Select Committee on Intelligence, and Chairman of the Iran Co ntra 
Committee. By the 1990s, Congressman Hamilton had become such a key 
member of the House leadership that candidate Bill Clinton serious!)' consid
ered him for the vice president's job in 1991. One reason was his considerable 
stature in foreign affairs. 

Congressman Hamilton was one of the first legislators to grasp how the 
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction was transforming the landscape 
of global security. He saw the need to open China to global trade and the need 
to take an even hand m our policies toward the Middle East. But most nnpor
tantly, Lee llamilton saw that partisanship had to end at the shoreline, and that 
America's effectiveness in global affairs depended on a foreign policy that tran
scended party lines. For all those reasons, and for all of his conLributions, we 
are pleased that Lee Hamilton is with us tonight to introduce our keynote 
speaker. Lee Hamilton. 

CONGRESSMAN LEE 11. HAMILTON: Good evening. It is my pleasure to 
introduce this evening's keynote speaker, the Secretar>' of Transportation and 
a very good friend of mme, Norman Mineta. The Wilson Cemer is honored to 
co-sponsor the Eisenhower National Security Conference, along with the 
Drucker Foundation, the Lexington Institute, the Office of the Secretary of 
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Defense for 1\et Assessment, the Conference Board, and, of course, the Unned 
States Army 

I want to acknowledge the Chief of Staff of the United States Army, Eric 
Shinseki, whose leadership and vision have enabled the Eisenhower National 
Security Series to become a valuable dialogue for the national security com
munity. ll has been a high personal pleasure for me to work with him and his 
staff. l welcome, of course. all of you this evening and am especially pleased to 
welcome Secretary Mineta. 

By any measure, Norman Mineta is one of the nation's outstanding public 
servants of my generation. One of these days, l'm going to establish a hall of 
fame for public servants, and Norm Mineta will go into it on the first ballot. 
Only a few Cabinet officials in the htstory of thiS coumry have served 
Democratic and Republican presidents. Norm has, and he has done so with 
distinction. lie told me a moment ago that the last time that was done was in 
1871. So he really is genuinely an historic figure. 

His career includes ten terms in the United States House of 
Representatives from California. a year as Secretary of Commerce under 
President Clinton, and now nearly two years as head of the Department of 
Transportation under President George W. Bush. He also served his country in 
the United States Army and has had a notable record of success in the private 
sector. He served in the Congress from 1975 to 1995, and he represented 
California's Silicon Valley. As a congressman, he worked diligently on behalf 
of his district and state and became a leader on many 1ssues, particularly in 
transportation and infrastructure. He was Chairman of the House Public 
Works and Transportation Commiuec, also Chairman of the Aviation 
Subcommince and its Surface Transportation Subcommittee. After leaving 
Congress, he continued his involvement with national transportation issues, 
chairing the National Civil Aviation Review Commission in 1997. 

Secretary Mineta heads a department with 100,000 employees, a $58 bil
lion budget, a transportation system that includes 3.9 million miles of public 
roads, 120,000 miles of railroads, and 5,000 public-usc airports. He docs -,oat 
a ume when our nation's infrastructure faces unprecedented threats of terror
ism. Pons, pipehnes. waterways, highways, and airports are all possible tar
gets. Secretary Mineta has worked to secure our nation without losing sight of 
the key role that our transportation system plays in generating and enabling 
economic growth. 

Norm ts a man of the h1ghest intcgrtl)'. with a keen intelligence and a deep 
commitment to his country. He is a consensus builder, a man who enjoys 
working with people of all persuasions, and a man who is genuinely liked by 
his constituents and his peers. 

His extraordinary life story is an American saga. lie and his family were 
among the 120,000 Americans of japanese ancestry who were forced IntO 

internment camps during World War II. Instead of turning his back on his 
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country, he served it with a profound 
sense of purpose and gratitude. In 
1988, as a member of Congress. IllS 
work led to the passage of the Civtl 
Liberties Act of 1988, which official!> 
apologized for the injustices endured 
by japanese-Americans during World 
War II. Suffering injustice as a young 
boy, he lived to prompt his govern
ment to account for the actions that 
caused him, hts famil y, and thou
sands of others pain. humiliation , and 
hardship. 

I've asked myself how I would 
have reacted if my country had placed 
me in an internment camp at an carl) 
age because of my ethnicity. I cannot, 
of course, answer this question or any 
of the other what-ifs of my life, but 

Congressman Hamilton having talked to Norm about his 
experience several times on the noor 
of the House, I'm reasonably sure that 

I would not have emerged from that experience with the same positive and 
constructive attitude that marks his life and his leadership. 

I am very pleased that Secretary Mineta is our Secretary of Transportation 
at this important time in the country's luswry. I am pleased that he speak'> to 
us tonight about homeland security-the challenge of securing America's 
transportation. Mr. Secretary, thank you for joining us. We look forward to 
your remarks. 

SECRETAR\ NORMAN Y. MINETA: Lee. thank )'OU very, very much for 
that warm and kind and generow, introduction . When you hear something 
like that, you wonder where are your kids when you want them to hear some
thing good about you? 

As all of you know, I had the great privilege of serving with Lee in the 
United States I louse of Representatives for more than two decades, and I can 
attest that in challenging times such as these, America is truly fortunate to 
have patriots such as Lee Hamilton in the forefront of these policy discussions. 
I cherish the counsel and advice that I have gotten over the years from Lee. 
And my wife, Denny, and I also cherish the friendship that has been extended 
to us by Nancy, his wife, and Lee, and we thank you very, very much. 

Today we confront a more dangerous world than any of us could have 
imagined just a short year ago, and this conference provides an important 



KEYNOTE ADDRESS 

forum to discuss and develop the 
strategic responses appropriate to this 
new threat environment. Last week, 
President Bush enunciated a new 
national strategy-one based upon a 
doctrine of preempting the new 
threats to our national security rather 
than relying exclusively on the Cold 
War era doctrines of containmem and 
deterrence. 

The fight against terrorists will 
not conclude in a mauer of months or 
even a few years. We ought not to 
expect the quick and decisive victory 
of the 1991 Gulf War or a high-tech, 
air-only campaign like Kosovo. 
Rather, as the national security strat
egy spells out, the war on terrorism is 
a global enterprise of uncertain dura-
tion. And where we cannot preempt Secretary Mineta 
threats to our nation, we must detect 
and prevent terrorist attacks within 
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the United States, reduce America's vulnerability to terrorism, and minimize 
the damage and recover from any attacks that do occur. 

Now, earlier this summer the president announced a major restructuring 
of the federal government leading to the creation of a new Department of 
Homeland Security. The president's plan recognizes that we are fighting a new 
kind of enemy-<>ne that plots to turn our twenty-first century technology, 
transportation, and economy against us. Currently, as all of you are very well 
aware, homeland security responsibilities are scattered across more than 100 
different federal agencies, resulting in a lack of accountability and responsive
ness. And the president's plan envisions an efficient, coordinated, and agile 
federal defense against terrorism. And so 1 urge the Congress, and in particu
lar, the United States Senate, to match the president's bold vision with equal
ly bold execution. We have an opportunity to create an agency that takes full 
advantage of twenty-first century technology and twenty-first century man
agement techniques, ready to fight tomorrow's battles and not yesterday's. 

Under the president's plan, more than half of the new agency's personnel 
and budget would come from two organizations that are curremJy pan of the 
Depanment of Transportation-namely, the United States Coast Guard and 
the Transportation Security Administration. Now, while I am very, very proud 
to serve as the Secretary of the United States Coast Guard and to serve as the 
Secretary of Transportation over the Transportation Security Administration, I 
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am also fully commiued to working with the Congress to make this new 
agency a reality. 

Tonight, 1 want to address some of the challenges of securing America's 
transportation system. We have learned a lot since September llth, and so, 1 
suspect, has Osama bin Laden. He knows now that he cannot attack America 
with impunity. He now knows that he cannot hijack our spirit or our resolve. 
And if he doesn't know it by now, 1 would tell him this: Our transportation 
systems are more secure today than at any time in our history, and tomorrow 
they will be even more secure still. 

In the aftermath of the horrific, devastating auacks of last September, 
President Bush asked the Department of Transportation to design an aviation 
security system that will allow travelers to arrive safely at their destinations, 
free from the threat of terrorism , but also free from unnecessary burdens or 
intrusions. And we have done our best to respond. We are well on our way to 
a new system of systems that combines world-class security with world-class 
customer service. 

The Transportation Security Administration-otherwise known as TSA
has already placed federal screeners at more than 122 of America's 429 com
mercial airports, including many of our busiest. Today, on this single day, 
more than a million and a quarter passengers will pass through airports with 
federalized checkpoints, and that represents about 63 percent of total daily 
emplanements. Now, contrary to some published reports, we have hired near
ly all of the federal passenger screeners that we will need in order to meet our 
November 19 deadline for replacing the current contract private screeners. 
And by the end of the year, we plan to have a full complement of new, highly 
trained federal security personnel on duty at all of our airports. 

As you are aware, the Aviation and Transportation Security Act, signed into 
law by President Bush on November 19, 2001, sets more than two dozen dead
lines for the TSA. And thus far, the TSA has met every one of them, and we will 
continue to meet all of the remaining deadlines that are in the legislation. I am 
pleased to say that our success at strengthening aviation security has not gone 
unnoticed. The editor of Aviation Sewrity lntemational magazine-someone 
who visits airports around the globe-applauds the job that we are doing. He 
says that on a recent trip, "Every x-ray operator seemed on the job. Training 
was in progress, and the quality of the searches carried out were some of the 
best l have ever seen anywhere in the world." Heightened security has not cre
ated an impediment to travel. In fact, da1a from the Bureau of Transportation 
Statislics show that only one of every eight passengers had to wait more than 
30 minutes in order to complete passenger screening, and fewer than one in ten 
expressed dissatisfaction with their experience at the security checkpoint. And 
most importantly, a recent American Automobile Association poll found that a 
full three-fourths of all travelers surveyed think nying is safe-up from just a 
third of those surveyed two months afler the September 11 attack. 
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Although much of the media attention has focused on our av•auon 
efforts, we are also developing heightened security procedures and aware
ness across every mode of transportation, including rail, highways, transit, 
maritime, and pipelines. Of course, transportation and national defense have 
long-established links. In 1919, a young Army colonel traversed the country 
from Washington, D.C., to San Francisco, California, as part of a program to 
encourage the national government to invest in a new highway system. 
Traveling on muddy roads and rickety bridges, his trip required two months. 
And based on his experience, that soldier advocated-nearly two decades 
later-for the transcontinental highway system that would come to bear his 
name: the Dwight D. Eisenhower System of Interstate and Defense 
Highways. 

The president's national homeland security strategy also recognizes this 
linkage when it says, "Virtually every community in America is connected to 
the global transportation network by the seaports, airports, highways, 
pipelines, railroads, and waterways that move people and goods into, within, 
and out of the nation. We must therefore promote the efficient and reliable 
flow of people, goods, and services across borders, while preventing terrorists 
from using transportation conveyances or systems to deliver implements of 
destruction." 

As l indicated in my remarks to the Fletcher Conference last March, 
another key piece of our ongoing transportation security effort entails secur
ing our nation's pons and maritime transportation system. The numbers give 
you an idea of the complexity of the challenge, and that is, in addition to 

roughly 360 seaports, our maritime border consists of nearly 95,000 miles of 
open shoreline, 25,000 miles of navigable waterways, and more than 3.4 mil
lion square miles of exclusive economic zoning. 

Our strategy has matured somewhat over the months since we first 
announced il, with several key components. First, we are implementing a lay
ered defense of the maritime domain-just as we have with aviation security
with a full range of concentric maritime security measures. And we want to 
effectively push our borders out as far as possible so that we can intercept 
potential threats long before they arrive on our docks. 

Secondly, we will maintain an increased level of marilime security opera
tions directed against terrorism. The care with which we treated the Palmero 
Senator-the Liberian-flagged container ship recently held at sea for several 
days-until we determined that the trace radiation detected in the cargo did 
not arise from a security threat typi[ies this new normalcy. 

Thirdly, we must create a more comprehensive awareness of threats and 
activities in the maritime domain. Prior to September 11, we focused mainly 
on firs t-response capability and consequence management. Obviously, in the 
face of the new threat environment, we must look forward-cognizant not 
only of last year's threat but preparing for next year's as well. 
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Fourth, we plan to expand and transform the core competence of the 
United States Coast Guard and to modernize its most vital assets, especially 
our deep-water force. We will continue to deploy maritime safety and securi
ty teams and to expand our Sea Marshal Program. These improvements will 
take several years to fully achieve, but the presidem remains commiued to 
obtaining the resources to do the job. 

And finally, we must strengthen the physical security of our seaports and 
reduce their vulnerability. The Department of Transponation, in an effon 
coordinated by the Maritime Administration, the Coast Guard, and the 
Transportation Security Administration, recently awarded $92.3 million in 
port security grants, most of which was earmarked for security measures such 
as fences and cameras. I was very proud of the agency's ability to cut through 
red tape to get those grants out to the ports in record time. And we intend to 
provide an additional $125 million for port security grants sometime in the 
near fuLUre. 

These grants are only the beginning in our quest to make our ports safe 
from terrorism. All of the department transportation modes have actively 
engaged within the agency, with our colleagues in other federal and state agen
cies, and with our partners in the private sector to reduce vulnerabilities lO 

transportation-critical infrastructure, to develop secure and intelligent supply 
chains. to test credcmialing of workers in the transportation industry, to cul
tivate smart and efficient borders, and to create new ways of sharing security 
information with an engaged and concerned transportation industry. 
Throughout the agency, men and women of the Department of Transportation 
have worked literally day and night to ensure that terrorists can never again 
use our transportation technologies as a weapon against us. All of us under
stand that in this war on terrorism , the home front is the primary front. 
Ultimately, our ability to respond to these dynamic challenges rests upon the 
very virtues that we seek to defend: liberty, democracy, and free and open mar
kets. The strongest, most vibrant economy in the world depends on the safest, 
most efficient transportation system in the world. We have a solemn obliga
tion to ensure that we retain those distinctions. 

God bless all of you. Travel safely. And God bless America. 

DR. THOMPSON: Thank you, Secretary Mineta. You know when 
President johnson got 10gethcr a dozen or so other organizations lO form a 
new Cabinet agency called the Department of Transportation, the only thing 
that all the pans had in common was that they were all moving. This was a 
very complicated job, even before 9/11, and l guess that complication has now 
been squared. l certainly don't envy you the burden that you have. Thank you 
for finding the time to come tOnight. 

We're done for the day. We will resume tomorrow morning at 8 o'clock, 
when we hear an address from Frances Hesselbcin of the Drucker Foundation. 
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The llonorable Tom White, Secretar)' of the Army, will introduce her, and if 
you want to come earlier, we will ha,·e an informal reception starting at 7 
o'clock. I guess as most of you know, General Myers, the Chairman of the joint 
Ch1cfs of Staff, will give a concluding address tomorrow in the early afternoon. 

Thank you all very much for coming today. We hope you enjoyed it. Don't 
forget to fill out those questionnaires and tell us how we can improve this. And 
I'll sec )'Oll tomorrow. 
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THE CHALLENGE OF MA1 AGING CHANGE 

Mrs. Frances Hesselbein, Chairman of the Board of Governors, Peter F. 
Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management 

lntroductiotl by: Or. Daniel Goure, Vice President, The Lexington Institute 

The llonorable Thomas E. White, Secretary of the Army 

Summaty 

Or. Daniel Goure, Vice President, The Lexington Institute 

• The U.S. military today is conducting defense planning in an era of 
uncertainty and working to engender the transformation of the U.S. military. 
So it is not only the environment that is changing, but so is the U.S. military. 

• Transformation is loosely defined as a set of significant changes in 
equipment, organization, doctrine, training, and personnel that together result 
in order-of-magnitude improvement in overall military capability or effective
ness. This is a more complex phenomenon. 

• The U.S. military is well into this process of transformation. 

• It is quite something to argue that you are going to separate yourself 
from the traditional notions of how land forces are supposed to operate, how 
they're supposed to relate to one another-well beyond the idea of just using 
modern technology. So the Army, along with the other services, has much to 

be proud of in its transformation efforts. 

Mrs. !-ranees Hesselbein, Chairman, Board of Governors, Peter F. Drucker 
Foundation for Nonprofit Management 

• The challenge for leaders today in an}' type of organization is success
fully managing change, leading change, creating change. 

1. ror the future, the challenges will be exceeded only by the oppor
tunities to lead, to innovate, to change lives, to shape the future . Leading 
change is the great leadership imperative. 

2. The great challenge is leading change with innovation and daily 
discipline to create a new dimension of performance. 
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3. The most effective way to manage change successfully is LO create 
il. But experience has shown that grafting innovation onto a traditional enter
prise does not work. 

4. To create change, the organization itSelf must be seen as an agent 
for change. 

5. To make the military and all other national security organizations 
change agentS, we exercise tough discipline in moving innovation across the 
total enterprise, gelling our house in order as we hurtle into a future , a tenu
ous future. 

• And in this crucible of massive change, there is no time to negotiate 
with nostalgia for outmoded, irrelevant policies, practices, procedures, and 
assumptions. 

l. We have to have the managerial courage LO say, "In this organiza
tion, there are no sacred cows," so we practice planned abandonment that 
forces us to challenge the status quo. 

2. We challenge the gospel of the status quo, the direction, the 
assumptions of the past, and we deliver only those plans and projects and poli
cies and procedures that will be relevant in the future, viable and relevant for 
those we serve. 

3. Planned abandonmem means keeping mission and values and 
vision the soul of the organization, centered and aligned as the organization 
moves beyond the vestiges of the past that spell irrelevance in the future . 

• Today, leaders in all secwrs are finding that the old answers do not fit 
the new questions. Across all sectors, it is common questions, common chal
lenges, and a call for principled leadership. 

• The future calls our country and coumries around the world for effec
tive, ethical leaders in every sector at every level of every enterprise, not a 

leader or the leader, but many leaders dispersing the responsibilitie..o; of leader
ship right across the organization. It calls for leaders with a moral compass 
that works full time, leaders who are healers and unifiers who embody the mis
sion, who live the values, who keep the faith. 

• We define leadership in our own terms. This is my definition of leader
ship: Leadership is a matter of how to be, not how to do it. You and l spend most 
of our lives learning how to do it and teaching other people how to do it, yet 
in the end, it is the quality and the character of the leader that determine the 
performance and results. 

Analysis 

Mrs. Hesselbein's remarks reinforced those made by David Gergen and 
Dick Grasso about the importance of leadership in any organization and the 
importance of leadership during limes of change. Her remarks have great 
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applicability to any organization facing the dual challenges of the dawning of 
the lnformauon Age and increasing economic globalization. but are especially 
relevant to the military services during this period of transformation and other 
public security organizations reorienting after last year's terrorist auacks on 
the United States. 

Mrs. Hesselbein's definition of leadership is familiar to those in the mili
tary services and becoming more familiar to leaders in the corporate and non
profit sectors. She emphasizes the imponance of principled leadership based 
on strongly held morals, ethics, and values. Principled leaders understand 
their organizations and are able to set a positive example. They can also clear
ly articulate a vision, objectives, and standards for their organizations. In 
LOday's security and economic environment, organizations need these capabil
ities. 

Mrs. Hesselbein appropriately highlights the challenge of leading in a time 
of change and of managing that change. Organizations in all sectors have been 
forced to change and to continue adapung to avoid irrelevance. Successful 
leaders must balance the need for creative thinking and innovation against the 
need to maintain routines and discipline within the organization. However, 
while maintaining this balance, leaders must continue to pursue and drive 
actual change in the organization. To be successful, this change must be meas
ured and evaluated against well-defined performance goals and objectives. 
Both defining these standards and measuring progress can inhibit or retard 
change. 

For change to be successful, Mrs. l lesselbein aniculated the need to break 
with the past and to discard standards, procedures, and policies that continue 
out of habit and not relevance to the organization. Many organizations' cul
tures are closely linked to their past experience and successes. Leaders must 
carefully break from the past while sustaining both the organization's core 
competencies and the constructive aspects of its culture. 

Mrs. llessclbein's address focused the conference discussion on the broad 
challenge of leadership, not only in the national security arena but also in all 
organizations· sectors. Her comments helped highlight commonalities and 
shared challenges faced by public, private, and nonprofit institutions provid
ing effective leadership for today and in the future. 

Transcript 

BACKSTAGE ANNOUNCER: L'ldies and gentlemen, please welcome 
today's master of ceremonies, Dr. Daniel Goure. 

DR. DANIEL GOURE: Good morning and welcome to the second day of 
the Eisenhower Series Conference on National Security m the Twent)•-first 
Century. Yesterday, we learned that we are facing a complex and extremely 
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difficulL security environment. We 
also learned that there is really no 
consensus regarding who we will 
fight, how we w1ll fight them, with 
whom we will be allied, and how we 
will conduct either the current con
nict or future ones. Indeed, if we lis
tened carefully to Professor North, we 
aren't even sure if we know why we're 
fighting or wh) the other side is fight
mg. Altogether, I thmk it was a very 
satisfying first day. 

To compound this difficulty, we 
are now looking at trying 10 do 
defense planning in an era of uncer
tainty and to promote, create, or 
engender the transformation of the 
U.S. military. Therefore, it's not only 
the environment that must change, 
but so must we, so must the United Dr. Goure 
States military. In some sense, there-
fore, it's a matter of not knowing 
where we arc going necessarily. or how far we want to go. as well as where the 
em·ironment is. 

Transfonnation is loosely defined, and I stress that, as a set of significant 
changes in equipment, organization, doctrine, traimng, and personnel that 
together, in some fashion, result in an order-of-magnitude or orders-of-mag
nitude improvement in overall military capability or effectiveness. lt's not as 
simple as gelling more bang for the buck or more power per unit of weight. 
This is a more complex phenomenon. We know from history that often times 
new ways of using c~osting capabilities arc transfonnational. Often. experts in 
this field point to the Gennan blitzkrieg, with particular mention of the infe
riority of German armor to that of many of its foes in Europe, at least early in 
the war. Therefore, it's not just technology or primarily technology, although 
technology docs have a lot to do with it. 

Over the last several years, we have come to learn that transformation, like 
beauty, is in the eye of the beholder I was tempted to usc the expression once 
applied by former justice of the Supreme Court Byron White to another topic, 
not knowing what it is but knowing 11 when he sees it. But I thought that was 
a little much for this particularly august body. The fact that we really don't 
know entirely, or perhaps shouldn't know yet what we mean by transforma
tion-what it is, what all the steps are to achieve it-is a source of enormous 
frustration. I'm certain, for some of the people in this room, for people who 
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have to observe the process, for those on Capitol Hill who are being asked to 
pay for it. Yet we ought to recognize that whether we know it, whether we 
have done it deliberately, the U.S. military is well into its process of transfor
mation, which is the subject of today's panel sessions. That process IS now well 
under way. 

In some sense, like Dorothy in Kansas, in The Wizard of Oz. our heart's 
desire is right here in our front yard. and we've really had it all the time. 
Afghanistan, just to use that example, demonstrates the degree of transforma
tion in small, significant ways-the relationship between the tactical air con
troller on the ground using a laser pointer and a GPS (Global Positioning 
System) to command 852 strategic bombers. Never have so few, or, perhaps in 
some sense, so low, done so much in such quick time. Each of the services are 
acquiring new capabilities and creating new doctrines and concepts of opera
tion that are transfonnational by almost anybody's view of the subject. 
Whatever one thinks of the mix, it's cenaml>• a quantum leap in technology: 

• The Air Force airborne laser. 
• The F-22/jSF combination. 
• GPS-guided weapons, particularly air-delivered, but there arc others. 
• Persistent ISR {Intelligence. Surveillance, Reconnaissance) , the bring

ing to the table of UAVs (Unmanned Aerial Vehicles). not only in the Air 
Force but also in other services; however. the Air Force may be a little bit 
ahead. 

• Effects-based operations. This is not just an Air Force concept. They've 
done a lot to kick-stan the process of thinking about how to be more precise, 
not simply in the targeting of weapons or the direction of forces but also in the 
kind of military and political effects we want to achieve. The Navy and Marine 
Corps are similarly heavily engaged, hea"ily invested in this kind of process. I 
would pomt to the CVNX, the new earner, which, with the full system that 
includes the command and control and the electric drive. could be a platform 
not only for air operations but also for advanced lasers and other technologies. 

• The conversion of the SSBNs to SSGNs-a completely new concept
and the way we are going to try to use those. 

• The expeditionary maneuver warfare the Manne Corps has mvested in, 
which relies on AAA V, V22, and a number of technologies, but it's the concept 
that's important. 

• The Aml} Stryker, which is now being produced at a very successful 
rate, and was used in Millennium Challenge '02-the first time we've actually 
had a unit out there. 

• The Comanche, which will come on line, we hope, in 2009, and beyond 
that, the future combat system and the objective force. with the land warrior. 

More importantly for the Army are new concepts for land warfare. In some 
ways, I would argue the Army effort at transformation has been the boldest of 
all. It's quite something to argue that you are going to separate yourself from 
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the traditional notions of how land forces are supposed to operate, how they're 
supposed to relate to one another, which is well beyond the idea of just using 
modern technology. The Army, along with the other services, has much to be 
proud of in its transformation efforts. 

l ended talking about the Army as a very clever way to ~cguc into my 
introduction of the next gentleman to come up, who is the Secretary of the 
Army. the Honorable Thomas White. The Secretary took over the Army at a 
vel) mteresting time, and he has been very bold in his cffons to move the 
Arm> forward, not just with respect to transformation but also with respect to 
rcadmess and personnel. Thec:;e arc all issues that have to be treated together. 
One can't simply talk transformation and ignore the realities of today. 
Secretary White is extraordinarily experienced in Army issues. and in the 
broader issues of transformation, bringing business to the fore, and applying 
different tactics, different strategies for moving the Army along. lie's a gradu
ate of West Point, and in his career as a brigadier general, he has attended a 
number of military-related schools, including the Naval Postgraduate School 
and the Army War College. He is here to introduce our keynote speaker. Mr. 
Secretar> 

SCCRETARY THOMAS E. \VlllTE: Transformation-what a great topic 
for us as we try not to become collateral damage of the lMf protesters. I love 
the smell of tires burning in the morning. General Shinseki, it's great to see 
you, Chief. Three years ago next month, at the AUSA Conference, which will 
run next month, the chief of staff laid clown the marker for the direction and 
the vision of Army transformation. With his leadership, we have stuck to it 
religiously for those three years, and that's why we arc in such a wonderful 
position today as we field Striker, as we solidify the \'ision of the future com
bat system, the objective force, Comanche, and the other things such as per
sonnel transfonnation. Therefore, I'd just like to publicly salute the chief for 
being the Army's change agent. 

General Vuono, it"s wonderful to see you here this morning, bright and 
early, as is your custom. General Meigs. my old friend, great to sec you here. 
It's a pleasure to introduce our keynote speaker this morning, the former 
National Executive Director of the Girl Scouts of America, Frances llesselbein. 
She is now the Chairman of the Board of Directors, Board of Governors of the 
Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management, which is one of the 
co-sponsors of our Eisenhower National Security Conference. She is the 
Chairman of the Board of Go\·ernors of the josephson Institute for the 
Advancement of Ethics. Her management ideas are studied at distinguished 
institutions like the Harvard Business School. which has turned her Girl 
Scouts work into a substantial ca<;c study. 

In August, Mrs. Hesselbein released her new book Hcssclbein on 
Leadership. Recognized worldwide, Frances was featured on the covers of 
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both Busincs~ Wcell and Savvy for her 
managerial excellence. In 1989, 
President George Bush appointed 
Mrs. Hesselbein to his advisory com
mittee on the Points Of Light 
Foundation, and in 1991, he 
appointed her to the Board of 
DireclOrs of the Commission on 
National and Community Service. 
She is the on ly woman and the only 
member of the human services sec
tor to serve on that commission. In 
January 1998, President Clinton pre
sented her with the Presidential 
Medal of Freedom. the nation's high
est ch ilian honor. We arc privileged 
to have her with us today to speak 
on a tremendously relevant topic
the subject of managing change. 
Ladtes and gentlemen, please extend 
a warm welcome to Mrs. Frances 
llcsselbein. 

MRS. FRANCES llESSELBEIN: Thank rou, Mr. Secretary, and Secretary 
White, we are deeply grateful for your leadership in the transformation of the 
Army. You inspire us. General Shinseki , distinguished members of this con
ference, I would like to extend my deepest gratitude for all of the partners of 
this conference because it is the great example of collaboration so essential in 
our society. The partners sponsoring the Eisenhower Conference have been 
aware of the great responsibility and the great honor that we share, and we arc 
grateful to Susan and the Eisenhower family for the gift of General 
Eisenhower's name and his inspiration for this conference. 

This is a high honor to be with you this morning as we look at the great 
leadership imperative of our times: managing change. In 2002, it is the chal
lenge of leading change, creating change, and I bring you warm greetings from 
the people of the Drucker Foundation. 

Peter Drucker celebrated his 92nd birthday in November by teaching a 
class, full schedule, at Claremont; working on a new book; and on November 
7, in the Economist magazine, with a seminal article, "The Next Society, Survey 
of the Ncar Future." Peter's wisdom is spread across twenty incredible pages. 
and one observation •s most relevant to our discussion: seeing the organization 
as a change agent. Now, you and l are used to hearing that we must be change 
agents, but as Peter writes, "To survive and succeed, every organization will 
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have to turn itself into a change 
agent. The most effective way to man
age change successfully is to create it. 
But experience has shown that graft
ing innovation onto a traditional 
enterpnse does not work; the enter
prise has to become a change agent." 
And he continues, " It requires the 
exploitation of successes, especially 
those unexpected and unplanned-for 
ones, and it requires systematic inno
vation. The point of becoming a 
change agent is that it changes the 
mindset of the entire organization. 
And then, instead of seeing change as 
a threat, liS people will come to con
sider it an opportunity." 

Peter delivers a powerful leader
ship imperative: Making the organi-
zation, the military, a change agent, Mrs. l-Iesselbein 
and all of the partners 111 our nation-
al secunty, change agents. This 
means that we exercise tough discipline in moving innovation across the total 
emerprise, geuing our house in order as we hunlc into a tenuous future. In 
this crucible of massive change, there is no time to negotiate with nostalgia 
for outmoded, irrelevant policies, practices, procedures, and assumptions. 
Our turbulent times do not accommodate that "we have always done it this 
way" strategy. We have to have the managerial courage to say, "In this organ
ization, there arc no sacred cows, so we practice planned abandonment that 
forces us to challenge the status quo." 

We challenge the gospel of the status quo, the direction, the assumptions 
of the past, and we deh,·er only those plans, projects, policies, and procedures 
that will be relevant in the future , viable and relevant to those with whom we 
serve, for those we serve. And in this new world that we will build, planned 
abandonment means keeping mission and values and vision the soul of the 
organization, centered and aligned as we slough off the vestiges of the past that 
spell irrelevance in the future. lt is time to put our house in order, whether we 
are the United States Army, the Salvauon Army, or Chevron!fexaco. 

On Wednesday here in Washington, I spoke to the U.S. Department of 
Commerce Minority Business Leaders Conference on the entrepreneurial leader 
of the future , and I shared with them-there were 500 minority business lead
ers present-that l cheered , .. hen 1 read an article in the November 8 NC1\ York 
Times about the United States Army rethinking its prioriucs. The article closes 
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quoting the Army Chief of Staff: "Many foot draggers arc in the Army itself, but 
General Shinseki has a warning for them: 'If you don't like change,' he likes to 

say to his commanders, 'you'll like irrelevance even less.'" The conference loved 
it because it's all about leadership. It's all about change, no matter which con
ference, no matter what the subject-for all of us, for our fellow travelers on a 
longjourncy toward an uncertain future, where the challenges will be exceed
ed only by the opportunities to lead, to innovate, to change lives, to shape the 
future , where leading change is the great leadership imperative. 

Today, leaders in all three sectors are finding that the old answers do not 
fit the new questions. Across the three sectors, it is common questions, com
mon challenges, a call for principled leadership. For the future calls our coun
try and countries around the world for effccuve, ethical leaders m every sector 
at every level of every emerprise, not a leader or the leader, but many leaders 
dispersing the responsibilities of leadership right across the organization. lt 
calls for leaders with a moral compass that works full time, leaders who are 
healers and unifiers who embody the mission, who live the "alues, who keep 
the faith. Today, for leaders in all three sectors, the great challenge is leading 
change with innovation, the daily discipline. We use this definition for inno
vation: change that creates a new dimension of pe1Jonnance, always the focus on 
pe1jonnance and results. 

Let me share some personal background on leading change that may be 
relevant. On july 4, 1976, as the tall ships sailed imo New York harbor on that 
auspicious day, I arrived in New York to become the Chief Executive Officer 
of Girl Scouts of the U.S.A. l left a small town in the moumains of western 
Pennsylvania to lead the largest organization for girls and women in the world. 
It was an organization of enormous complexity. Over 3 million members and 
650,000 men and women serving 2 l/2 million girls, and there were 335 local 
chartered councils and cookie sales, grossing one-third of a billion dollars 
every year. It was an organization of long history and proud tradition. It was a 
great American institution. But, in 1976, most organizations were reeling from 
the seismic changes of the 1960s and the early 1970s. 

Gatherings of corporate and organizational chtcf executives had few 
female faces, but some CEOs-and l was one of them-developed our own 
philosophy, our own style, and our own leadership language. Instinctively 
banning the old hierarchy, we took our people out of those old rigid boxes into 
the concentric circles of a Oat and Ouid Oexible structure and system that I call 
circulm management. And circular management released the energies of our 
people, released the human spirit. Now, in 1976, I did not know that our soci
ety was entering a period of the most massive change in more than 200 years, 
since the American Revolution. I just knew that the practices of the past were 
not relevant to the present I was living and the future l envisioned, and l kne'\\ 
with that equal access, building a richly diverse organization, was an indis
pensable part of a demographics-driven, customer-driven future. 
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I understood the power of example and the power of mission and values 
and vision and the power of language. Therefore, I worked hard on the lan
guage, until the answer came clearly, and it would be my definition for the 
next 20 years. We managed for the mission. Later l added the indispensable 
companions for the journey. We managed for the mission, we managed for 
innovation, and we managed for diversity. And this permeated the total organ
ization. It became a leadership benchmark, a very simple and powerful way to 
describe the management and the focus of a great institution. 

Then and now, I did what each of us must do-define leadership in our 
own terms. Therefore, after much mtrospection, this is my definition of lead
ership: Leadership is a mauer of how to be, 1101 how to do it. You and I spend 
most of our lives learning how to do it and teaching other people how to do it, 
yet in the end, it is the quality and the character of the leader that determines 
the performance and results. Leadership is a matter of how to be, not how to 
do it. It was my thesis in those early days. II is my thesis today. And the power 
of language is indispensable on our journey to transformation. And we learn 
to mobilize our people, and we arc talking about more than three-quarters of 
a milhon adults. We learn to mobilize our people around missiOn, why we do 
what we do, our purpose, and our reason for being. And with a passionate goal 
of equal access, we built a richly diverse organization, tripling raciaVethnic 
representation right across the organization at every level highly visible. 

Now, you don't achieve this by sitting at a desk in New York and waving 
your hand and saying, "Let there be diversity." As the Army knows, it happens 
on the ground. 1t happens in the neighborhoods where the people are. And 
when we look at this wonderfully diverse country and we look at the wonder
fully diverse people that we wanted to bring in, we asked ourselves a powerful 
question: All these people we want to bring in, when they look at us-at our 
boards of directors, the management team, the workforce, the visual materi
als-can they find themselves? The answer was a resoundmg yes, and the 
results arc documented, as Secretary White said, in a Harvard Business School 
case that is used by business schools around the world, and it's always imer
csting if I'm in Manila speaking to graduate MBA swdents of the Asia Institute 
for Management to have two of them come up and say, "We used your case 
last week. We have a few questions about the Girl Scout cookie sale." 

The organization became mission-focused, values-based, demographics
driven, and the power of language was the indispensable companion on the 
journey to transformation. In addition, from our own people, I learned the 
power of persuasion, for by then I was leading a workforce of 788,000 men and 
women and, of those, fewer than I percent emplo>•ed staff. The rest could leave 
if they weren't happy. And from them, I learned that change and innovation 
and diversity are the power that drives and transforms an organization-as 
true in 2002 as in 1976. When I left the Girl Scouts of the U.S.A on February 
l, J990, we had achieved the greatest diversity in 78 years-the highest mem-
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bcrship with the greatest cohesion in our history. We were one great move
ment, and we were pa5t.ionatcly mobilized around the mission. We had 
changed the program for girls, with a heavy focus on math, science, and tech
nology. We changed the way we developed leaders, the way we delivered serv
ices by market segment, not geography. We even dared to change the pin, the 
logo, but never the values, never the beliefs. the principle!>, the soul of the 
organization. and the promise that begins, "On my honor, l will serve God and 
my country." 

As !led the largest organization of girls and women in the world, and I did 
this for 13 l/2 )'Cars-that's 5.000 da)•s-1 never had a bad day. l had tough 
ones, but never a bad one. Moreover. that last year-a carefully planned 12 
months of leadership transition-was the most exuberant year of my whole 
career. Leaving well IS the last great gift that a leader can make to the organi
zation. I am happy to tell you that since then, the organization has grown and 
thrived, and it now has one million adults and three million girls. Leading 
change was the great leadership imperative for that great movement. A slow 
and genteel decline was the alternative. 

On my desk in New York is the 1999 United States Arm)' leadership man
ual. l keep it there. It has a very simple cover. There are only three words: "Be, 
Know, Do." That says it all. It's Army shorthand for leadership. I mentioned 
this in a roundtable I was part of for the December Harwm/ Business Review. 
We had the chairman of Merck and the chairman of Fcc!Ex as part of this lit
tle group of six. In the dialogue, l memioned, "be, know, do," the Army's lead
ership manual, and then in our leadership journal and on the web site was an 
article "A Time for Leaders" where I mentioned the Army leadership manual. 
Immediately, we were getting Ooodcd with e-mails and calls from people who 
had read the December Jlw-vard Business Review or downloaded the article, 
and all of them asking, "Where can I get a copy of the Army leadership man
ual? Where can I get 'Be, Know, Do?' How do I order it?" And I thought, "Oh. 
what have I done?" I called Suzanne Carlton in fear and trembling, and l said, 
"Oh, I do hope it's declassified." She sa1d, "Oh. yes indeed, here is the 800 
number." We put the 800 number up on our web site and could answer all the 
calls in a very posittvc way. 

Now, think about this. We are helping civilians order the Army leadership 
manual. I don't believe that would have happened ten years ago. Today. peo
ple arc hungry for leadership. They arc hungry for meaning. Leaders are hun
gry for significance. And somehow, the Army leadership manual and those 
three words touched and connected. Indeed, leadership is a matter of how to 
be, not how to do it. 

I'm traveling two or three times a week. I have a sense of great urgency 
right now. Therefore, I spend a third of my time with corporate leaders, a third 
on the campuses of colleges and universities, and somewhere in there is alwa)'S 
the military. This spring, I spent some time with the faculty at West Point and 
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a couple of weeks later with the faculty at the Naval Academy. At both, I had 
the privilege of working with cadetS or midshipmen, and last year, before 
September 11, l worked with Admiral Loy at his command conference, and the 
subject he gave me, and this was a year ago, had one word-transfonnation. In 
the past few months I've spoken to the leaders of the California Highway Patrol 
and to corrections and parole officers of California. Wednesday, 1 spoke to that 
remarkable conference for minority business leaders, and last Thursday, 1 
worked with Chevron in this marvelous example of a great American corpora
tion bringing together nonprofit leaders. 

The Drucker Foundation and Chevron have worked wgether for seven 
years. Where it was Texaco, now it is Chevronffexaco. And this time. they 
designed the three-day management institute for the presidents of local urban 
leagues and the officers of the National Urban League. This is another exam
ple of collaboration right across the sectors, and next week I'm doing some
thing quite unusual. Microsoft has invited me to come to their campus in 
Seattle to talk to their people about my new book, Hesse/bein on Leadership. 
For the first time, I received five questions, and Microsoft said, ''Please answer 
these questions, and we will print this in our corporate newsletter that goes 
out to all of our people." Two of the questions, I'll share with you; not the 
answers. How would you answer these two? "Who is your favorite historical 
figure?" And the second Lough one: "If you could give to only one organiza
tion , which would it be?" 

The highlight of the year was this. On June 25, in collaboration, the 
Conference Board, the U.S. Army, and the Drucker Foundation brought ten 
Army leaders, ten corporate leaders, and ten nonprofit leaders to West Point 
for an off-the-record conference on Leadership in an Age of Discontinuity. 
They arrived at West Point, ten, ten, ten-three very different groups. 
Moreover, I could tell that some of them weren't sure how they were going to 
relate to these other groups. Three days later, they left-one powerful, cohe
sive group, very articulate and determined to continue the dialogue, for we 
spoke a common language, the language of today's leadership in management. 
With this common language, we found common ground. And those three days 
changed lives. And on August 29, a foundation chairman, who has his own 
foundation and who participated in this conference, met with representatives 
of the Conference Board and our foundation and the U.S. Army to brainstorm 
the follow-up of an incredible experience, and we'll meet again in October. 

Whenever the officers of our military can work with civilian leaders, it is 
an incredible gift. They change minds and they change lives, and the quality 
and the character of our military people embody the qualities of leadership and 
character so needed in all three sectors. They inspire us all as they have for 
over 200 years. 

Now, in these two days together, we have been developing some powerful 
messages of leading change, of redefining the future. It is not an intellectual 
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exercise. Everything this remarkable Eisenhower Conference will develop 
converges into a new leadership imperative. Every word, every act, every ini
tiative tested against the imperative of leading change m a world that has 
changed forever. That's the message. Long ago, early in another cemury, 
George Bernard Shaw left this message for you and me: "I am of the opinion 
that my life belongs to the community, and as long as I live, it is my privilege 
to do for it whatever I can. I wam to be thoroughly used up when I die, for the 
harder I work, the more I live. Life is no brief candle for me. It is a son of 
splendid torch which I have got hold of for a shon moment, and I want to 
make it bum as bnghtly as possible before handing it on to future genera
tions.~ Now, when the roll is called m 20 lO, you and I do not know what that 
world is going to be like, but the leaders in this room will help define that 
future, and whether in the United States or abroad, all of us are struggling with 
this seismic transformation of the global society and its institutions in a world 
at war. Ten years from now, when the history of the United States military and 
its partners is written, may they write of you: "'For a little while, they held a 
splendid torch. The future called, and they responded. They kept the faith." 
Thank you very much. We have time for a few questions. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Hi, ma'am. I'm Major Todd Key and I'm the proud 
father of an 8-year-old daughter who is a Girl Scout, and I tell you, those cook
ie sales are tOugh. Ilowever, they emphasize a question I have, which is about 
decemralized execution. You know, tremendous organization where cookies 
arc stacked up in )'OUr house, you're getting them out, your daughters are out 
there selling, you want to keep your log, )'OUr tooth-to-tat! rauo down because 
you got to live in the house. The question is about how decentralized execu
tion seems to me to be a picture of the future in enabling your people to do 
more, trusting them to do more, with the focus of leadership that you dis
Cu5scd. Could you please elaborate just a liule more on the decentralized 
aspect of that? 

MRS. HESSELBCIN: Yes. If you look at the giant and complex organiza
tion and you're part of that Army of 788,000 men and women, bigness docs 
not inspire anyone. I low then do we mobilize the people? We do it through 
mbsion, and we had this wonderful 1912 statement of purpose. It was beauti
ful, and it was very long. We knew what it meant, but we couldn't always 
remember all of it. Therefore, we distilled that statement mto a mission state
ment that had only nine words: To help each girl rcacl1 ltcl 01~11 highest poten
tial. We put that imo place right up front. It wasn't bigness: it wasn't power. It 
was, ~we exist for one little 8-year-old girl, to help her reach her own highest 
potential." That mobilized the country, and like most national organiza
tions/movements, over here is the national organization and somewhere on 
another island is the field, and until they become one powerful movement, you 
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can never become what you should be. With that mission and the total focus 
on girls growing up-with that as a passionate focus-and every speech, the 
stationery, the visuals, they all beamed not twenty messages, but about five, 
and that was one of them. 

While it is far-flung, I think the secret to building thb powerful, cohesive 
organization is to have standards and policies that everyone must adhere to
standards that guide us-but not a thousand, a manageable handful , all 
focused on why we do what we do. That's when you don't even think of decen
tralization. When I looked at the 6,000 staff members out there, I knew 1 
couldn't go anywhere in leadmg unless they knew they were the indispensable 
members of my team. Therefore, every year, for the local executive directors 
and 100 national staff member!>, 500 people, we had a leadership development 
conference we called An Adventure in Excellence, where Warren Bennis, or 
Peter Drucker, or the great thought leaders of the day would speak. That sent 
a message that only the best is good enough for those who serve girls. 

When we talk about values, and values permeate the organization and the 
leaders in everything they do-they embody the values that we preach-you 
butld the kind of palpable cuilure, the kind of palpable cohesion that you usu
ally only dream about. This is a long answer to a very important question, and 
1 hope that next year your garage has a thousand more boxes of cookies. lf 
your daughter will call me or send me a card, I would like to buy one box of 
each flavor. Thank you. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Ma'am, my name is Larry Wood. I'm a retired 
Army colonel. l now work for Computer Sciences Corporation. I apologize for 
asking a second question, but the issue of leadership is one that has certainly 
challenged me throughout the course of my military and now civilian career. 
I spent four wonderful years as a brigade commander in the United States 
Army Cadet Command, where their business was leadership. Yesterday, we lis
tened to a variety of economic experts and strategists and mtellecLUals and so 
forth discuss similar topics with a range of disparate views. The dilemma for 
leaders-General Shinseki, Secretary White, yourself-when all is said and 
done, if you have a collaborative approach to leadership and you listen to all 
the opposing views, you alone as the leader must make a decision. What is the 
one leadership characteristic, or tenet, or value that is most critical in making 
those very difficult, alone decisions that leaders must make. 

MRS. HESSELBEIN: In my experience, you take the question, you take the 
challenge, and the first questions we ask ourselves is, "Wilt it further the 
organization? Wilt it further the mission?" Mission is the big question-will it 
further the mission of the United States Army, whatever the organization is in 
all three sectors? ls it consistent with the values? We have lots of offers, ideas, 
opinions, but we test them first against the mission. If il docs not further the 
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mission, if it would diminish the mission, if it would alter the values, we say, 
"Thank you very much," and we don't do it, because that's what holds us 
together in this powerful way. When we look at our young people in the mil
itary and where we send them, they know why they're there. As leaders, we 
have to be very tough. If it doesn't further the mission, we say, "Thank you 
very much." We are mission-focused, values-based, and we never forget it. 
Pleao;c? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I have a small question for you. Of the challenges 
that the organized militaries face for the future, the most important one, in my 
mind, is the environment that exists now, which is a very dehumanizing kind 
of an environment, where the contenders don't follow the normal route they've 
followed in the past-where uniformed people fought uniformed people. 
These dehumanizing experiences I allude LO are people walking into churches 
shooting people, nying planes into buildings, walking into temples-all areas 
that were forbidden in the past. What recipe would you have for preparing the 
milital') to challenge and overcome people who have such dehumanized psy
chologies? 

MRS. HESSELBEIN: Sir, if I had that recipe, I would now be not only the 
Chief of Staff of the United States Army. I would be the Secretary of the Army 
as well. You're asking a question that not just the military agonizes over but all 
of us, because the United States Army, the United States military, belongs to 
us, the civilians. When we have enemies that do not play by the rules-and I'm 
not so sure that in every war, people have played by the rules-all we can do 
is give the young men and women we send out, wherever we send them, a 
powerful sense of support that we care for each one of them as an individual. 
There is a personal caring. This is what I hear as I work with the Arm)'· The 
Anny cares aboUL its people. People come first. Now, how do you prepare for 
the unimaginable, the unthinkable? We send our young people mto that abyss 
and all we can do is help them understand why and give them the best train
ing and the best equipment. Nothing is spared, and when we ask the American 
public, "In which institution do you have your greatest confidence?" the mil
itary is number one. 

You've asked a grievous question because we don't even know some of the 
places we will send our people, but we have LO believe that if we do the best 
po!>!>iblc job of preparing them, !iOmehow that indomitable American spirit 
that has been with us since the day the country was born will travel with them. 
We have to think of new ways to support and we all have to work. We are all 
in it together. Sometimes. when I talk to the military, ltry to explain, because 
I don't thmk they understand how the American public really feels. Because, if 
you look at me, lam the daughter of a soldier, and I am the mother of a sol
dier, and I am the great-granddaughter of soldiers marching back through his-
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tory to the American Revolution. The United States Army, its culture, and its 
history are part of my family's culture and history, and there are millions and 
millions of Americans just like me. Therefore, you have this vast, vast am1y of 
civilian suppon. It is passionate and it is total, and that's my best answer to a 
very difficult question that has no answer. Thank you, sir. We have three min
utes before we say good-bye. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you very much. l have a follow-up of the 
question just asked because it seems to me this is one of the most important 
questions we may ask for the security of this country. l'm personally convinced 
that the unknown soldiers of this century will be the civilians. In the last cen
tury, what we have seen is that in World War I, only 10 percent of the victims 
were civilians. In World War ll, they were 60 perccnl. In the wars of the '90s, 
they were up to 90 percent, with the extermination of the civilian population 
as the target of the wars in certain parts of the world. Now, it seems tO me that 
what we have discovered with this concept, adequate or not, of asymmetric 
warfare is that even in developed countries, we might have the civilians tar
geted as such because the military are themselves so well protected. l find the 
question of the Indian gentleman so importam that I ask it again. What, in 
your view, should be the part of the civil defense now in the budget of our 
ministries of defense? 

MRS. 1:-IESSELBEIN: If I were writing the check, it would be unlimited, 
because all of us are in it LOgether, and what you said is very true. But in the 
end, the military and the passion of the citizens are what sustain the democ
racy, and so we have faith in one another and we move forward into a very 
uncertain future. With this focus, and with the tOtal support of the military, 
we will sustain the democracy. Thank you very much for your question. 
Thank you. 

DR. GOURE: Before we break for coffee, I have a couple of announce
ments. One is that as part of the Eisenhower Series over the last year, there was 
a seminar or forum conducted on Investing in America, much the same topic 
that we listened tO Mrs. Hesselbein discuss just a few minutes ago-bringing 
together leaders of the military, corporate America, and nonprofit organiza
tions and looking at how to manage change in large organizations. The repon 
of that is available lO all of you. ln addition, the proceedings of yesterday's ses
sion are now on the web ar www.eisenltowerseries.com. If you want to actually 
get the visuals, as well as text forms of the various presentations, you can 
download that. With that. we will end the first session and move to coffee. 
Thank you very much. 
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Transforming the U.S. military inLO a twenty-first century force is the Bush 
adminisu·ation's Number l national security objective. As discussed in the 
Quadrennial Defense Review, the changing international security environment 
that seems poised to spawn a generation of new and unpredictable threats 
necessitates such a transformation. This situation is made worse by the prolif
eration of advanced technology giving rise to the concern that even small state 
adversaries and terrorist groups might be able to obtain and employ weapons 
of mass destruction against our forces abroad, our friends and allies, and even 
the U.S. homeland. 

There is no single agreed-on definition of what constitutes transformation. 
Generally, it can be defined as an order-of-magnitude change in the ability of 
military forces to fight. Many derlnitions exist, both within and outside DoD. 
Some focus on new technology, others on organizational change, and still oth
ers on new doctrine and strategy. An often-used example of such a transfor
mation is the German Blitzkrieg, which was a mix of technological, organiza-
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Left to right: Dr. Loren B. Tlwmpson, Dr. Micltael E. O'Hanlon, Major 
General james M. Dubih, Mrs. Francis Hesselbein, General EricK. 

Shinsehi, Dr. Daniel Goure, Dr. David johnson, Dr. Hans Be1mendijh 

tiona!, and doctrinal change. The Department of Defense has identified six 
transformational goals: 

• Protect the U.S. homeland and bases overseas. 
• Project and sustain power in distant theaters. 
• Deny enemies sanctuary. 
• Protect information networks from attack. 
• Use information technology to link up different kinds of U.S. forces so 

that they can fight jointly. 
• Maintain unhindered access to space and protect space capabilities from 

enemy attack. 
The challenge confronting DoD and the services alike is how to translate 

these goals into concrete programs, new organizational schema, and/or novel 
concepts of operation. Further complicating the situation is the fact that DoD 
must simultaneously fight a global war on tenorism as well as ensure the essen
tial modernization of existing forces. As a result, budgetary competition between 
the transformation accounts and those for people, operations and maintenance, 
and modernization are likely to intensify over the next 5 to 10 years. 

The objective of the transformation panel is to bring some clarity to this 
rather murky subject. The panelists will be asked to address three questions as 
part of their presentations. First, are DoD's goals and those of the services real
istic? Second, what progress has been made or will be made in the near tenn? 
Third, why will the final outcome of the process, assuming all goes well , result 
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in a transformation? Panelists will also be asked to identify programs and 
activities that they believe are the best examples of transformation. 

Summaty 

Dr. loren B. Thompson, Chief Operations Officer, The lexington Institute 

• Every new administration tries to find some word or some phrase that 
captures the essence of its security posture. Presidents know that if they don't 
come up with their own phrase, they'll get tagged with one by the media that 
will probably be a good deal less congenial. 

l. When President Eisenhower first entered office, he developed a 
national security posture that relied more on air power and on atomic 
weapons. He wanted to call it the New look, bUL critics called it massive retal
iation and that's the phrase that stuck. 

2. The Bush administration's preferred term for its efforts is transfor
mation, which is understood to mean a wholesale reorganization of policy and 
priorities in response to emerging threats. 

3. The national security community must discuss what transforma
tion has meant in the past and what it may mean for our current preparations 
as we enter a new millennium. 

Dr. Hans Binnendijk, National Defense University 

• Transformation is the process of creating and harnessing a revolution in 
military affairs. 

• It is useful to go back and look at previous revolutions in military 
affairs. 

l. They take place on the average of once every 50 to 60 years. 

2. They all have three elements in common: fundamental change in 
the underlying technology, new operational concepts that are designed to take 
that technology and use it on the battlefield, and organizational changes that 
are imroduced in order to implement those new concepts. 

3. Generally, a new theory of war accompanies these changes and, 
often, combined arms is emphasized. The technology that fuels these revolu
tions often comes from the commercial sector. 

4. These revolutions often allow small forces to win over large forces. 
And we also find that even with battlefield successes, they are not a panacea. 

• The current revolution in military affairs can be traced back to the end 
of the VieLnam War, when our military began to figure out what went wrong, 
to reorganize itself, and to make use of the new technologies. 

L. DESERT STORM clearly had elements of the revolution in military 
affairs already present: stealth technology, precision strike, enhanced com-
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mand and comrol, night vision, a new tank with a stabilized gun, speed, laser 
range finders , and cruise missiles. 

2. What we did not have at that time were new operational concepts. 
We still fought DESERT STORM in a fairly traditional fashion. But, we already see 
elements of effects-based operations, in Kosovo and even more so in 
Afghanistan. 

3. A key document in the transfonnation process was joint Vision 
2010, which focused on massing fire rather than massing forces. 

• What happened in the last 7 or 8 years to begin to change this? 

l. The shift in operational focus since the Cold War toward agility, 
which has become a key element of thinking in the transformation process. 

2. New emphasis on ami-access and area denial problems, where a 
potential enemy has access to a lot of this new technology. 

3. An emphasis on reducing casualties and on getting to the baule
field rapidly. 

4. More emphasis on robotics, more thinking about swarming tech-
niques. 

5. An improvement in computers and computer networks and in the 
ability of almost everyone to use this technology, which has led to network
centric warfare. 

6. Some improvements in precision st rike, allowing us to rely more 
on inorganic firepower. 

7. Despite implementation of this process having been very much 
service-driven, the joint element is now coming into play. 

• The Army has recognized the nature of its problem: a gap exists, which 
is clearly stated in the Army road map, and it has to do with becoming more 
expeditionary and getting to the battlefield more quickly. 

l. The Army has taken a fairly radical approach to transformation, 
much more so than the other services. Its very comprehensive approach sets 
out clear priorities and includes budgets for each priority. 

2. The Army's process is tremendously under resourced, thereby cre
ating risk. First, very little is being spent today on research and development 
to improve the legacy force. Second, the interim force does not have sufficient 
combat power for demanding offensive missions. Finally, the risk for the 
objective force is technology. 

3. There is a concern that essentially two transformations arc under 
way: the Anny's transfonnation to the Objective Force and Secretary Rumsfeld's 
view of Army transformation. If you combine these two transformations, does 
the Army transformation replace the Abrams and the Bradley and the Rumsfeld 
transfonnation replace Crusader and maybe Comanche? What's left? 
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• The Navy and the Air Force are working very well wgether, and that is 
clear in their road map. They have come up with a number of new concepts. 

1. The Navy's key problem is determining how to budget for every
thing it wants to do. 

2. The Air Force, similarly, has a very strong road map with six trans
formational goals tied to seven operational concepts and specific technological 
needs and capabilities. 

3. The Air Force now has two problems. One, it is not focusing 
enough on the seams between what it delivers for ground forces, which 
includes lift, mobility, space assets, and close air support. The Air Force is 
basically talking about what it does on its own. 1t needs LO think much more 
about what it does for other services. The Air Force plan is basically unafford
able at this point. 

The next step in this process is to make it joint. We need to develop 
beuer joint operating concepts. And the key LO this is joint experimentation. 

• Transformation has to be broadly based. We cannot just think about 
air/ground operations but about issues like focused logistics, the acquisition 
process, and spiral development. We have to think about tTansformation in the 
interagency context and even with NGOs. And we have to include the allies. 

• We have to fight the notion that if something is not trans(onnational, 
it's no good. We have to pay more auention to the vulnerability of information 
technology. We have to be careful not to overemphasize the strength that 
transformation gives us. We have to keep in mind the limitations LO this 
process. Finally, we do not want war to become the chosen instrument of 
American diplomacy. 

Major General James M. Dubik, Director for Joint Experimentation (J9), 
Joint Forces Command: 

• The military must perform a relatively complex range of operations, and 
that range extends from one end, which is to be solved in a high-tech way to 
the other end, which is very low tech, where physical mass and physical pres
ence still count. Even in one operation, some aspects may admit to very tech
nical solutions, where others absolutely do not. 

• We've seen the impact of the Information Age trend, the globalization 
trend, and the emergence of the new political order strategic environment after 
the Cold War. We see the impact of these on our social systems and organiza
tions, our political systems and organizations, our fiscal systems, our econom
ic systems, our corporate systems. This should be no surprise, for they have 
had a major impact on our military systems, organizations, and procedures. 

• One of the difficulties in transformation from a practitioner's standpoint 
is that the past is not always a guide to our future. Our reasoning process is 
not how it worked in the past and how can we project it into the future , but 
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how do we change to adapt to a new future. It's an entirely different reasoning 
process, and that's a big challenge. 

• Full Spectrum Dominance: we are going LO be asked to fight and win war 
in all its various forms; not war defined as conventional combat, but war in all 
its varieties. We've been asked to usc force tO compel adversaries to do our will. 

l. Not every connict w1ll submit to a rapid, decis1vc conclusion. We 
may have a rapid, decisive conclusion to the initial operation, blll have to fol
Io" up wnh other operations. We've also been asked to prov1de more options 
to m1litary leaders. 

2. We'll have to build our joint. combined, interagency teams quick
ly without being ad hoc. The way we formed joint task forces in the past has 
been very successful, but we want to diminish the ad hoc aspect and increase 
the !>table side of the kind of quick operations that we may have to execute in 
the luture. 

• Some guiding principles in transfonnation that are important: 

l. First, as much as we would like to get it right, we should under
stand that the real operating principle is not to get it too wrong. Our challenge 
is not to get it too far off and to produce leaders who can adapt what we've 
g1\·en them to the new set of circumstances-leaders who can adapt to some
thing that none of us can predict. 

2. Second, while materiel solutions are very important, they arc not as 
imponant as the training, organizational development, leader development, 
and doctrine portions of transformation. Having technology doesn't win wars; 
using technology better than your opponent wins wars. 

3. Third, our transformation must be much more inclusive of each of 
our regional combatant commanders, all the services, our allies or potential 
allies or coalition partners, interagency operations, and the nongovernmental 
and private organizations that arc included in operations all over the world. 

• joint Forces Command is on a dual-path strategy in this regard for the 
next several years. 

I. One is to subject the joint capstone concepts, as well as the func
tional concepts and the integrating concepts that result from them, to signifi
cant experimentation for the next couple of years. 

2. The second is to expand effects-based operations beyond the initial 
offering, expand a concept called operational net assessment that takes intelli
gence preparation in the baulcfield to the next level, field a collaborative infor
mation environment, and refine the joint interagency work. 

Dr. David johnson, Senior Policy Analyst, RAND 

• The U.S. Army never developed an equivalent of the transformation of 
the German blitzkrieg in the years between the two world wars. Blitzllrieg is 
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defined as the joint capability derived from combining ground mechanizing 
maneuver and air power. 

• World War l was a seminal experience for the U.S. Army. It was the first 
major war off our shores. The most important lesson the Army'!> leaders took 
from that war was that manpower and industrial mobilization were the keys to 
success in modern warfare. 

• Two new technologies confromed the U.S. Army in the aftermath of the 
war the tank and the airplane. But, given the environment in whtch the tank 
and the airplane were developed in the interwar Ann)', it would have been very 
surpnsing if an American version of the blitzkrieg had been developed. 

• The interwar Am1y experience offers insights about innovation and 
transformation. 

1. During periods of relatively low threats to national survival, the 
services and their branches tend to focus on internal imperatives. They try to 
highlight their particular contributions to the national defense in their quest 
for greater budget and mission share. Thus, innovation happens on the mar
gins, and the leadership is generally more prone to enforce orthodoxy. 

2. The Army's interwar experience also reinforces how we are all, in 
many ways, captives of the institutions withm which we serve. To be accepted 
practitioners and to get ahead, we embrace the nonns of our services and how 
they fight. We also tend to espouse the unique value of our serv1ce and the 
belief that its contributions to national defense are more important than those 
of the other services. This is clearly an impediment lO realizing true joint ness 
within the defense establishment. 

Dr. Michael E. O'Hanlon, Senior fellow, Brookings Institution 

• Transfom1ation is a paradox. You have to try to do it tO try to speed up 
innovation. But you have to also expect that most of what you try may not work, 
may be a bad idea, and may imerfere with pressing requirements and other 
national security priorities that simply must remain as high as they've been. 

• At this time in history, we have to try to innovate even more than we 
have in previous periods for a number of reasons: 

I. We now find ourselves as the only superpower. llisLOrically, that 
tends to mean that there's only one place to go, and that's down. People tend to 
aim at you, they want to compete with you. You tend to get a lillie bit compla
cent, and if you're not careful, preuy soon you're no longer the superpower. 

2. In a more immediate and securit)•-oriented way, we, of course, see 
new threats. We do not have the same kind of concerns of head-on, force-on
force warfare that we saw during the Cold War. We have new threats in two 
different forms: the state-centered form and the terrorist-centered form. 

3. People aren't going tO try to compete with us in the air or on the 
open tenain of battlefield: they're going to try to prevent us from getting into 
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theater, they're going to try to raise the risk of casualties, they're going to talk 
about urban combat strategy. 

• The terrorist threat is a different kind of asymmetric capability. DoD 
cannot expect to have first "dibs" on national security resources anymore. For 
a number of reasons, we have to look at changing the way the military deals 
with new kinds of threats and do so as economically as possible, even though 
transfonnations are usually not cheap. 

• Another reason to keep pushing for change and innovation is the 
computer revolution. We should see how far we can push electronics and 
computing because they are at a htstoric point in terms of how fast they're 
changing and the opportunities they provide. 

• Those are the reasons to try to innovate, even more than we have in the 
past. But there are also reasons to be wary and reasons to be careful, which is 
the paradox of transformation. 

1. We cannot afford LO lose sight of all the things we're doing well 
today. We have an C..':tremely well tramcd and extremely capable force. We 
must continue to emphasize, as our top priority, the need for readiness and for 
people LO be continually reinforced. 

2. Our geostrategic place in the world is remarkable. We are the 
superpower that no one is trying to balance against, except possibly one or two 
countries. So we cannot afford to lose this particular strategic situation. h is 
unprecedented and even more impressive than the military capabilities of the 
Uni ted States in technology terms. 

• Our Number 1 national security asset is the men and women of the 
armed forces; the Number 2 asset is the global alliance system; and the 
Number 3 asset is our technolog)' and the concepts that we arc trying to 
unprove by way of transformation. Transformation is actuall)' the third prior
it)' relative to maintammg the excellence and the readiness of our armed forces 
and maintaining this global alliance system. 

Analysis 

Dr. Loren Thompson, Chief Operating Officer, The Lexington Institute 

The military transformation panel heard on the second day of the 2002 
Eisenhower Conference was arguably its most controversial. Four respected 
scholars offered distinctly different interpretations of transformation, and each 
expressed concerns about how the present process of accelerated change might 
go wrong. 

Transformation is the Bush admmistration's preferred term for its efforts to 
fo~ter fundamental change in tmlitary doctrine, organization, and culture. The 
concept traces its origins to efforts among military leaders and intellectuals fol
lowing the collapse of communism. With the defining threat of the Cold War 
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gone, future military requirements were less clear than at any time since the 
mid-twentieth century. Not surprisingly, there was disagreement as to the 
goals the military should pursue in the early years of the new millennium and 
the level of resources needed to realize those goals. 

During the Clinton years, transformation came to mean two things: cop
ing with more diverse threats and assimilating the technological benefits of the 
information revolution. The new threats were said to include proliferating 
weapons of mass destruction, rogue states, transnational terrorists, and coun
tries unable to enforce internal order ("failing states"). The new technologies 
most frequently cited as having military salience were digital networks, preci
sion-guided munitions, multispectral sensors, and machine intelligence. The 
military services produced a series of vision statements during the 1990s that 
sought to explain how emerging technologies could enable warfighting con
cepts suited to dealing with new dangers. 

Critics complained that these efforts were too timid, in pan because mili
tary bureaucracies were reluctant tO pan with tradition. In 1997, a group of 
omside experts called the National Defense Panel offered a counterpoint to the 
Quadrennial Defense Review and called for major changes in the nation's mil
itary posture and popularized the notion of transformation. 

Even before he was elected president, George W. Bush signaled his sup
port for the proponents of military change. In a campaign speech at the Citadel 
in 1999, Bush argued, "our military is still organized more for Cold War 
threats than for the challenges of a new century-for Industrial Age operations 
rather than Information Age battles." Bush said that , if elected, he would give 
his defense secretary a broad mandate to ''challenge the status quo and envi
sion a new architecture of American defense." 

Secretary Rumsfeld has done precisely that, soliciting ideas from outsiders 
and repeatedly pressing the military to justify its priorities. After a year of 
reflection and frequent detours, the administration released a transformation 
framework focusing on six overarching goals: 

• Protecting bases of operation and defeating weapons of mass destruction. 
• Assuring information systems and conducting information operations. 
• Projecting and sustaining U.S. forces against antiaccess threats. 
• Denying enemies sanctuary through persistent surveillance, tracking, 

and engagement. 
• Preserving and exploiting superiority in space. 
• Developing joint information architecture for warfighting, including a 

common operating picture. 
The administration's plans for implementing transformation borrow heav

ily from the thinking of pioneers such as Andrew Krepinevich and the 
National Defense Panel, emphasizing joint operations, interoperability, and 
rigorous experimentation to test new warfighting concepts. However, military 
transformation is still in its infancy and could take many different paths, 
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depending on security developmenLS, political priorities, and budgetary 
resources. The purpose of the transfonnation panel at the 2002 Eisenhower 
Conference was to explore which paths are likely to be most fruitful. 

The Bush administration has made military transformation a central pillar 
of its defense posture. What began as a modest collection of ideas and initia
tives in the Clinton years has now grown to embrace every facet of military 
endeavor. Transformational thinking pervades the strategic pronouncements 
of senior policymakers and the spending plans of the military services. 

But like every new idea that captures the imagination of political leaders, 
transformation carries with it dangers and difficulties. Revolutions often 
descend into excess or provoke countervailing forces that generate unforeseen 
consequences. The potential pitfalls of new ideas are roughly proportional to 
the amount of change they demand, and military transformation seems to 
demand huge change. 

There is little doubt that the military needs to change. The threats to 
national security today are different from those that drove defense prepara
tions during the Cold War. New technologies really do enable new concepts 
of warfighting, and even if America chooses to ignore those concepts, its ene
mies may not. Nonetheless, it is important to recognize the many ways in 
which transformation might go wrong and to be prepared for a quick shift in 
direction. 

First of all, transformation is about the fuwre, and the future is not know
able, as most of the participanLS on the conference panel pointed out. There 
may have been a time during the Middle Ages when social and economic stag
nation made the next generation of warfare easy to anticipate, but today all the 
forces shaping future conflict are highly dynamic. The risk associated with any 
particular course of action-the risk of getting it wrong, as General Dubik put 
it-is fairly high. Arguing for a "capabilities-based" rather than a "threat-based" 
approach to military preparations doesn't help much with this problem because 
capabilities are the fastest-changing feature of the geopolitical landscape. 

Second, the revolutionary warfighting potential of information technolo
gies is substantially devalued by the likelihood that future adversaries will pos
sess many of the same tools. Even those enemies who do not possess them may 
understand emerging technologies well enough to defeat or circumvent them. 
When Pakistani authorities apprehended a key member of the al Qaeda ter
rorist organization in October 2002, they found him surrounded in his apart
ment by three satellite telephones and five laptop computers linked to the 
Internet. U.S. warfighters must understand the full potential of such tools, but 
it would be a profound error to assume that only Americans will have cutting
edge technology in the future. 

Third, the emerging technologies that drive military transformation are 
not simply tools for enhanced warfighting; they are also potemial sources of 
vulnerability. Anytime a military force becomes heavily dependent upon a par-
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ticular technology-be it digital networks or satellite guidance or machine 
intelligence-it is critical for that force to understand all the potential conse
quences of such dependency. A senior admiral recently conceded that once the 
Navy adapts i.ts doctrine and organization to network-centric warfare, loss of 
access to the network could actually make the Navy more vulnerable than it is 
today. That is a danger the military services have barely begun to think 
through. 

Finally is the matter of opportunity costs. Much of the funding for trans
formation will be generated by cutting existing programs, including those 
intended LO modernize the military's Cold War arsenal. However, that arsenal 
is now growing decrepit with age and overuse, raising doubts about whether 
capabilities can be maintained during the transition to next-generation war
fare. When proponents of transformation first raised the possibility of taking 
near-term risks to leap ahead in capability, the world looked a good deal less 
threatening than it now does. Policymakers will need to be mindful of the 
opportunity costs that transformation imposes on current-generation 
warfighters, particularly if they involve further deferral of long-delayed mod
ernization plans. 

Despite the potential problems with transformation, it is hard to escape 
the conclusion that some such process was required to shake the military serv
ices out of their post-Cold War lethargy. While the armed forces have not 
descended into the bureaucratic insularity David johnson described in his dis
cussion of the interwar Army, there is plenty of evidence that external pressure 
was required to encourage greater imagination. 1f the material and doctrinal 
benefits of military transformation ullimately prove to be modest, that will not 
change the fact that it was a concept worth exploring fully at a time of 
unprecedented global ferment. 

Transcript 

BACKSTAGE ANNOUCNCER: Ladies and gentlemen, Dr. Daniel Goure. 

DR. DANIEL GOURE: Ladies and gentlemen, I have the distinct honor, 
privilege, and, for myself, a unique experience so far in the year and a half of 
working with Dr. Loren Thompson, my colleague at Lexington Institute, to 
introduce him to this forum as the Chair of this panel. One of the reasons that 
he was selected is that Dr. Thompson has been at the leading edge of the cur
rent debate on transformation. He comes tO us with a wealth of ex'Perience 
from all perspectives-years in academia, in defense consulting, and in the 
think-tank world. One of the reasons he has been so successful in energizing 
the debate on transformation is that he looks at it not simply from the point of 
view of a single service, not simply from a particular kind of conflict, and not 
simply from the level of the military forces themselves. His vision spans the 
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range of sectors in which transformation is occurring or must occur-all the 
way from the defense industrial sector, which is really civil-industrial based, 
that will support transformation, through the military forces that will be both 
the beneficiaries and the embodiment of transformation. His vision continues 
into the policy community, which must understand the nature of that force 
that is transformed or transforming, how to use it, and perhaps, in some cases 
at least. how not to use it. He is a friend , a colleague, a distinguished scholar. 
Ladies and gentlemen , Dr. Loren Thompson. 

DR. LOREN B. THOMPSON: Thank you, Dr. Goure. We call Dan Dr. 
Gourmet around the office because he only imbibes the finest wines from the 
vineyards of ideas. I'd like to believe that someday L will understand these 
things as well as he does, butl know l'm never going to understand this as well 
as he does. He just has too good a mind, and he's been reading for too long. 

Every new administration tries to find some word or phrase that captures 
the essence of its security posture. Presidents know that if they don't come up 
with their own phrase, they'll get tagged with one by the media that will prob
ably be a good deal less congenial. When President Eisenhower first entered 
office 50 years ago, he developed a national security posture that relied more 
on air power and on atomic weapons. He wanted to call it the New Look, but 
critics called it massive retaliation, and that's the phrase that stuck. 

The Bush administration's preferred term for its efforts is transfonnation, 
which is understood to mean a wholesale reorganization of policy and priori
ties in response to emerging threats. Mr. Bush first used that concept, the term 
transformation, in a speech almost exactly three years ago at the Citadel in 
which he set forth his priorities if he were e lected president in terms of prepar
ing the nation for future security challenges. Since that time, the word trans
formation has been woven into almost every one of his major security 
pronouncements. In the new national security strategy released last week, for 
example, the term transformation was used in a number of different ways to 
describe federal government reorganization and response to the terrorist threat 
and to describe military modernization in response to the information revolu
tion. It was even used to describe changes in our policies toward India. 
Therein lies the problem. Many people use this term in many different ways. 
It's similar to the use of the word paradigm, which academics once discovered 
was being used 22 different ways in a single article. 

Pentagon transformation guru Admiral Arthur Cebrowski says that, sim
ply, transformation is the application of information technologies to the con
duct of warfare. But if you've paid any attention to this debate, you know that 
for some people, it means a good deal more. l.t means changes in doctrine, in 
organization, in business practice, and in culture. The purpose of this morn
ing's panel is to discuss what transformation has meant in the past and what it 
may mean for our current preparations as we enter a new millennium. We 
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have four respected expertS with us to explore and debate the meaning of 
transformation. 

First is Hans Binnendijk, Theodore Roosevelt Chair and Director of the 
Center for Technology and National Security Policy at the National Defense 
University. He previously served on the National Security Council as Special 
Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Defense Policy and Arms 
Control. Over the course of a distinguished career, Hans has served as princi
pal deputy director of the State Department's principal planning s taff, Deputy 
Director of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, and Director of the 
Institute for the Study of Diplomacy at Georgetown University. 

Major General james M. Dubik is director of joint Experimentation at the 
U.S. joint Forces Command, a key position in which many of the concepts we 
hear regarding transformation are actually put to practical test General Dubik 
has served in command roles in overseas operations ranging from Bosnia to 
llaiti, has occupied senior positions on the Army Staff, and has commanded a 
number of operational units, including the 25th Infantry Dtvision. He also has 
a list of academic credentials that would put most professors to shame. having 
successfully completed programs at johns Hopkins University, llarvard 
University's Kennedy School of Government, Syracuse University's Maxwell 
School of Public Affairs, and MIT. 

Or. David johnson is a senior policy analyst with the RAND Corporation 
in Washington, focusing primarily on military transformation, technology, 
training, and doctrine. He is the author of numerous well-received books and 
!>tudies, including most notably Fat Tanks and Heavy Bombers, Innovation in 
the U.S. Army, 1917 to 1945, which is published by Cornell University Press. 
Dr. johnson holds a doctorate from Duke University and is considered to be 
one of the leading academtc experts on the revolution in military affairs. 

Finally, Michael O'Hanlon is a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, 
where he specializes in defense strategy and budgeting, military technology, 
and regional security. Or. O'Hanlon has published many authoritative studies 
on security issues. includmg most recently, Technological Change and the 
Future of Warfare, which assesses a thesis that a revolution in military affatrs is 
currently unfolding. He holds a doctorate from Princeton University and other 
degrees in the physical sciences from Princeton-it's kind of a novel idea for a 
public commentator in transformation to have some grounding in the physical 
sctences-and he is a member on both the Council on roreign Relations and 
the lnternauonal lnstinue for Strategic Studies. Please welcome our panel. 

DR. THOMPSON: Why don't we begin? Why don't we just do it in alpha
betical order and begin with Dr. BinnendiJk. 

OR. HANS BINNENDIJK: Well, it is a real pleasure for me to be with you 
here today. What I thought I would try to contribute to the proceedings is first 
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a couple of quick lessons from histo
ry, then a notion of how transforma
tion has evolved over the last quarter 
of a century. I actually believe that 
transformation is a process that has 
been under way for some time. I will 
then take a look at the current 
process-where the services are. l 
have some particular comments 
about the Army and its transfomla
tion process and then a couple of cau
tionary notes. However, let me begin 
by adding to the voluminous list of 
definitions of transformation. We did 
a search the other day and found at 
least a dozen official definitions. So I 
tend to look at transformation as the 
process of creating and harnessing a 
revolution in military affairs. With 
that in mind, it's useful to look at pre- Dr. Binncndijh 
vious revolutions in military affairs. 

If you look back at , say, the last 
700 years, you can find a1 least a dozen of them. We don't have time to go 
through all of them, but it is useful to note that they take place on the aver
age of once every 50 to 60 years. They all have three elements in common. 
There is a fundamental change in the underlying technology, there are new 
operational concepts that are designed to take that technology and use it on 
the battlefield, and then there are organizational changes that are introduced 
in order to implement those new concepts. There is generally a new theory of 
war that accompanies these changes, and there is often an emphasis on com
bined arms. The technology that comes from these-that fuels these revolu
tions in military affairs-often comes from the commercial sector, but not 
always. Recent examples are nuclear weapons and stealth. For example, look 
at the anillery revolution of about 500 years ago; the basic technology there 
came from new designs of casting bells. The Napoleonic revolution really was 
fueled by the Industrial Revolution. The same thing is true for the revolution 
that took place between World Wars land II. Again, the technology came pri
marily from the commercial sector, and that's what we find in this current 
process. 

Much of the technology is coming from the information technology arena. 
That means that these revolutions in military affairs are available to others, as 
well , and the leads that we develop may not be long lasting, so we need to keep 
that in mind. Historically, these revolutions in military affairs have had a pow-
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erful impact not just on the battlefield, and we can list a whole series of dif
ferent battles from Crecy and Agincoun to Blitzkrieg, but what I find perhaps 
even more interesting is the effect that they have had on society as a result of 
the impact they've had on the battlefield. 

One can look to the stirrup. Some historians will trace feudalism to the 
development of the stirrup. The artillery revolution leads, some argue, to the 
end of feudalism. The development of large ships in the 1500s with cannon 
aboard leads to colonialism. The Napoleonic revolution and the mass con
scription leads to modern nationalism. The revolution in the mid-l800s that 
we experienced during the Civil War really led to defensive warfare. By the end 
of the Civil War, we were in trenches, and we stayed there through World 
War l. 

The interwar revolution between World Wars I and II got us out of the 
defense and back into the offense. So this phenomenon is powerful not just on 
the battlefield but more broadly in society. These revolutions often allow small 
forces to win over large forces. That's certainly true in the case of the Swedes 
around 1700. It's true of the Israelis, but by and large if you look back, the 
results of these revolutions in military affairs are not cost savings. You end up 
with more expensive and larger militaries. Mistakes have been made. ln many 
ways, the nuclear revolution-look back to about 1950-55 as we put tactical 
baulefield nuclear weapons throughout the inventory. That was clearly, in ret
rospect, a mistake, once it was concluded that we couldn't use these things in 
mos t cases and we had to go back. That's part of the military that fought the 
Vietnam War. So mistakes can be made. We also find that even with battlefield 
successes. Look at Napoleon and Hitler; they had revolutions in military affairs 
that led to success on the battlefield, but they overextended themselves. 
Therefore, it is not a panacea. 

Now, let's look at the current revolution in military affairs. In my view, we 
can trace this back to the end of the Vietnam War when our military began to 
figure out what went wrong in that war and to reorganize itself and to make 
use of the new technologies. DESERT STORM clearly had elements of the revolu
tion in military affairs already present. Stealth technology, precision strike, 
enhanced command and control, night vision, a new tank with a stabilized 
gun, speed, laser range finders, cruise missiles were available. So, a lot of the 
technology was already available about 1990-91. What we didn't have at that 
time was some new operational concepts. We still fought DESERT STORM in a 
fairly tradilional fashion. But if you look forward to the 1990s and Kosovo , you 
already see elements of effects-based operations in Kosovo and even more so 
in Afghanistan. 

ln the mid-1990s, a key document in the transformation process was joint 
Vision 2010-General Shalikashvili. This was really a product of Bill Owens 
and Wes Clark and son of a compromise that emerged in joint Visior1 2010, but 
in that vision you have the heart of transformational thinking, which is to mass 
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fire, ralher than lO mass mass. You don't use tanks in the same way in the bat
tldield. You have much more reliance on inorganic firepower. Therefore, 
already you can look back lO Joint Vision 2010 and see the very basics of it 
there. 

Now, what happened in the last seven or eight years to begin tO change 
this? First, we have had a number of shifts in the nature of the mission from 
two major theater wars to a conOict in Bosnia and more of an emphasis on 
smaller-scale contingencies. A couple of years ago we had a new focus on 
China as the potemial enemy. Very quickly we moved to a war on terrorism. 
Now we've almost come full circle when we're talking about lraq. We're back 
to the major theater war notion. That requires agility, and agility has become 
a key element of thinking in the transformation process. We've also had, in the 
last six or seven years, a new emphasis on anti-access and area denial prob
lems, where a potential enemy, in fact, has access to a lot of this new technol
ogy. We've also had an emphasis on reducing casualties and on getting tO the 
battlefield rapidly. So all of that translates into the need for small network plat
fonns , more emphasis on robotics, more thinking about swarming techniques. 

Third, we have seen an improvement in computers and computer net
works. We have seen an improvement in the ability of almost everyone now to 
use this technology. That has led to network-centric warfare. We have had 
some improvements in precision strike, not necessarily the accuracy, but with 
j DAMs we now have much cheaper versions of these systems that can give us 
precision strike, and they are plentiful with the advent of the small-diameter 
bomb. We can begin lO rely more on inorganic firepower. So. these are some 
of Lhe changes that have taken place over the last four or five years to begin to 
shape the transformation process. 

Now, as was indicated earlier, this became an element in the last presi
dential election at the Citadel when candidate Bush came in. We had the 
strategic review, which was quite disruptive back in the spring of last year. The 
QDR tended to settle things down, but now we have a transformation czar, a 
transformation budget, and things are on track. So, let me talk a little bit about 
how the process is now being implemented and let me say, first , that this is 
very much, at this point, a service-driven process. The joint element is just 
now coming into play. I'll spend most of my time on the Anny. 

The Army, in my view, has recognized the nalUre of its problem. There is 
a gap. It's clearly stated in the Army road map. It has to do with becoming 
more expeditionary-getting to the baulefield more quickly. To deal with that, 
the Army has taken a fairly radical approach to transformation, much more so 
than the other services. The approach has been very comprehensive, if you 
look at the road map. l t sets out clear priorities. Budgets are attached to each 
of those prioriLies. In that sense, the Army is on a reasonable trajectory; how
ever, some real risks have to be addressed. They relate, in part, to resources. 
In my view, the Army's process is tremendously under resourced. The Army 
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comes up quite short when you compare what is going to be spent on pro
curement and R&:D in the Army to the other services. That, in turn, creates 
risks. 

first, the legacy force, which is what we have to fight with today and it's 
also the hedge. Very little is being spent today on research and development to 
improve the legacy force. If you go around and talk to the Army research labs, 
as I have done in the last six months, 95 percent of the spending is on the 
objective force , and very litlle is going into improving the legacy force. In my 
vic\v, that's a problem. and it creates risks. 

Secondly, the interim force-the Striker brigades--the risk there in my 
view is that these brigades do not have sufficient combat power for demand
ing offensive missions. They were not intended for that purpose, but the prob
lem is that this is now the clement of the Army force that is able to be forward
deployed quickly because it fits in a C-130 with an inch or two to spare. 
Therefore, this is the force most likely to be inserted quickly. and it may well 
be put in a position where it is faced with high-intensity conOict, even though 
1t IS not designed for that purpose. Therefore, I see a risk here. 

Finally, the objective force-the risk here is technology. I'll touch on three 
or four elements of technology. This is all being worked on by the Army 
research labs and others, but if you talk to them, they will tell you that these 
arc very hard propositions to deal with. You need a new network architecture 
to take the network and put it on the move. That's hard to do. With no land 
lines, you need to develop better armor for this 18- to 20-ton future combat 
system. You need to put a lethal gun on it that doesn't affect this light vehicle, 
and you need to maintam the lethality, and that is a very difficult proposition. 
You have a much greater reliance on sensors, anti-mine sensors, for example. 
That is a difficult proposition. So there is real technological risk in the future 
combat system, and we need to hedge very heavily, it seems to me, against the 
proposition that it may not be there. 

In addition, if you look at organizational change in the Army, there arc 
some proposed organizational changes and more are being considered, but the 
Arm)' needs to thmk more boldly about organizational change. I also have a 
concern that there arc esscmially two transformations under way. There is the 
Army's transformation to the instrument objective force, and then Secretary 
Rumsfeld has his own view of Army transformation. So, if you combine these 
two transformations, you have the Army transformation replacing the Abrams 
and the Bradley, and you have the Rumsfeld transformation replacing 
Crusader and maybe Comanche. What's left? 

What's left is a future combat system, and I've just gone through some of 
the technical problems that need to be solved in order to deliver that. The 
Army needs LO think about the risks that it's taking. Again, I salute the Army 
for its bold thinking, but it needs a Plan B, in case the technology doesn't prove 
out. 
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I'll touch very briefly on the Navy and Air Force. The Navy and Air Force 
are working very well together, and that is clear in their road map. They have 
come up with a number of new concepts: force net, expeditionary strike 
groups, C shield, C strike, C trial, C basing-there's a common theme here 
you can see. The key Navy problem is that it has to figure out how to budget 
for everything it wants to do. The Air Force, similarly, has a very strong road 
map that it's put forward, with six transformational goals tied to seven opera
tional concepts, specific technological needs, and capabilities. 

So all three of the services really have done a pretty good job in develop
ing their road maps and have moved the process forward. However, 1 think the 
Air Force has two problems. One, it's not focusing enough on the seams 
between what it delivers for ground forces, which includes lift, mobility, space 
assets, and close air support. tf you look at the Air Force, it is basically talking 
about wh<H it does on its own. It needs to think much more about what it does 
for other services. The Air Force plan is basically unafforclable at this point, 
even though we're going to be spending more on the Air Force than any of the 
other services. So, it has to pull back a little bit. 

The next step in this process is to make it joim, and this is what you're 
going to be focusing on. We have to close the gaps and work at the seams of 
what the services are doing. We need to focus on the C4ISR problem. 
Everybody agTees that this is the key to transformation, but there is not 
enough top-down direction being given, in my view, to how we do this so that 
we have true interoperability in this area. We need to develop better joim 
operating concepts. Each of the services has its own now. The Anny has rapid 
and decisive operations, much as the Navy has network-centric warfare. The 
Air Force has effects-based operations. What we need to do now is to combine 
these and come up with a unifying theory. The joint Staff is working on that 
as we speak. The key to this also, in my view-and this is a segue, perhaps, to 
the general's presentation-is joint experimentation. l believe in the first rule 
of wing walking. You don't let go with one hand until you have a firm grasp 
with the other hand, and the way you do that in the transformation business 
is joint experimentation, so this is key to the process. I'll just note that this is 
under way. 

Lastly, let me make two quick points. First, as we think about transfor
mation, it has to be broadly based. We can't think only about what is at the 
heart of it-in my view, air-ground operations-but we have to think about 
things like focused logistics. We also have to think about the acquisition 
process and spiral development and how to improve these processes to deliv
er to the core. We have to think about transformation in the interagency con
text, even with NGOs. We can perhaps win the war militarily, but we can't win 
the peace militarily; therefore, we have to bring these agencies in. I would also 
commend to you the PDT 56 process, which was developed in another con
text, but it provides a way of thinking about transformation here. However, we 
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have to broaden it to include the allies. We have seen some real progress in 
this area in the last day or two, with the NATO response force and with the 
NATO defense ministers having accepted that. Therefore, if we don't trans
form NATO as we transform ourselves, we will destroy NATO by developing 
gaps that will destroy its basic underpinning. 

There are some dangers here that we have to be aware of. I've talked about 
some of the risks already in the service process. We have to fight the notion 
that if something is not transformational, it's no good. The notion now is that 
everything is transformational because if it's not, it isn't funded , and that's a 
dangerous notion. We have to pay more attention to information technology 
vulnerability, which is at the heart of the transformation process. Yet we have 
some real vulnerabilities to EMP, to jamming, to hacking. We have to spend a 
lot of time on information assurance. We have to be careful not to overem
phasize the strength that transformation gives us. I would ask you to think 
aboUl the Vietnam War. If we had to fight the Vietnam War with a transfom1ed 
force-the one we are envisioning-but we had to fight it under the same 
ground rules and the same terrain, with the same political and diplomatic con
straints, would we win? It's not at all clear to me that we would. So we have to 
keep in mind the limitations to this process. 

Finally, the obverse to that point is that as we begin to be able to win fair
ly easily with few casualties in places like Afghanistan and Kosovo, we don't 
want war to become the chosen insuument of American diplomacy. lt should 
be an important arrow in the quiver, but it's not the first one you want to reach 
for. As transformation becomes successful, and it will, we have to make sure 
that we don't reach for that military arrow too quickly. Thank you. 

DR. THOMPSON: General Oubik. 

MAJOR GENERALJAMES M. DUBIK: Thanks. Well , that's a good segue, 
and actually, the panel is well-placed in terms of the two-day program in that 
military trans formation is well understood as part of a larger context of trans
fonnation that's going on. Yesterday several speakers poimed this out. We are, 
to say it mildly, in a new strategic environment. We in uniform have been 
asked to do a range of military operations, and that range is relatively complex: 
from one end to be solved in a high-tech way, to the other end in very low
tech way, where physical mass and physical presence still count. ln one oper
ation there might be some aspects that admit to very technical solutions and 
others that absolutely do not admit to technical solutions. 

So the new strategic environment we find ourselves in is an important 
thing to keep in mind as we talk about how we transform ourselves and also 
the globalization and hypercompetition, which is another part of the context 
in which we have to operate, and last, the Information Age and the tools that 
the Information Age makes available to us as practitioners. 
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We've seen the impact of thc.,c 
three major trends, the Information 
Age trend, the globalization trend, 
and the emergence of whatever will 
be the new political order strategic 
environment after the Cold War. We 
sec the tmpact of these on our soctal 
S)''>tems and organizations, our politi· 
cal '>ystems and organizattons, our 
ftscal S}'Stems, our economic systems, 
our corporate systems. There should 
be no surprise that these are going to 
have, and have had, major impact on 
our military systems and organiza
tions and procedures. As llans said, 
the services have all tried to come to 
grips wtth this over the last X number 
of years. No'' it's the JOtnt '>Crviccs' 
turn to come to grips with this 
because there's an important aspect 
on joim warfighting as well. 

One of the difficulties in transfor-

Ccrtcral Dubi11 

mation from a practitioner's standpoint is that the past is not always a guide to 
our future. As practitioners, all of us in uniform arc very adept at linear pro
jection of our past into the future. That's not a very good guide in many cases 
right now. Now, our reasoning process is not, "How did it work in the past and 
how can we project it into the future?" but "How do we change to adapt to a 
new future?" It's an entirely different reasoning process, and that's a big chal
lenge for us. How we structured our problems, how we decided upon solu
uons, how we acted in the past arc not always reliable. I'm not saying they're 
never rcliable-l'm choosing my words carefully here-they're JUSt not always 
a reliable guide for our future. 

When you visit-whether it's sctviccs or any component underneath a sctv
icc-you'll sec a chan or two saying, "We're moving from" and a list of places 
"to" and a list of things. At a time like this, when there's so much shifting 
from/to, it's how much you can learn and adapt that comes to the fore, rather 
than how much you know and used before. These are, for practitioners. major 
shifts in how we have to solve our problems. Now, where is the environment and 
where are the new tools taking us as a set of professionals? I'll use what l hope 
to be one of few buzzwords-full spectrum dominance. We're gotng to be asked 
to fight, we have been asked to fight and win war in all tts vaneties; not war as 
defined as conventional combat, but war in all its varieties. We've been asked to 
usc force to compel adversaries w do our will. That's the definition of war. Our 
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aim in every case here is toll) to end this as quickly as possible on term~ friend
ly to the U.S. and its allies. Or, if we can't end the conflict quickly, we strive to 
end the initial operations in such a way to as to set up for success in a longer 
campaign-an aspect of fighting that we can't lose track or. 

Not every conflict will admit to a raptd, decisive conclusion. We may have 
a rapid, dec1sive conclusion of the iniual operation, but we will have to follow 
up with other operations. We're also going to try to provide more options. or 
ha,·c been asked to provide more opuons to military leaders-something all of 
our predecessors have had to do. 1\o'' we're asked to do the same thing. We'll 
have to build our teams quickly-our joint, combined, interagency teams
without being ad hoc. The way we formed joint task forces m the pa~t worked 
very well. but the kind of quick operauons that we may have to execute now. 
we want to diminish the ad hoc aspect of it and increase the stable side. 

As I implied, they're not just joint but also combined imeragcncy opera
tions where, right from the start, at the operational level , each of us can plan 
and prepare our operations together in a collaborative way. and then execute 
them in a relatively seamless way-where each service uses the forces and 
combat power of the other services at the poim of battle-at the tactical level 
where we close with and destroy the cnem>'· at the operational level where we 
try to decide how to usc tactical operations to attain strategic means. and at the 
s trategic level. where we want to make sure that our use of the military ele
ment of power is in concert with the other clements of national power and the 
other clements of a coalition. 

What we're talking about here from the joint level, and in many aspects in 
the services, is new professional, technical knowledge. Our profession has to 
come to grips with new aspects. Many professions in the past, not just mili
tary, have had to do this as technology or other items have forced them to 
change. We're now in that position. We have new technical military profes
sional knowledge. We have to turn around, understand, operationalize. and 
educate ourselves about that. 

Now, some important guiding principles on transformation . The first-as 
much as we would like to get it right-we should understand that the real 
opcraung principle is, "Don't get it too wrong." The future is still the future. 
None of us can predict it. What we produce now, in 25 years another set of 
leaders is going to have to usc; and in 50 years, another set of leaders. Our 
challenge is to not get it too far off and to produce a set of leaders who arc 
adapu,·c enough to use what we've given them in a new set of circumstances. 
It's through the leadership and their way of thinking that transformation will 
pro' 1de Hs greatest benefit to our nation and to the world; it's through leaders 
who can adapt to something that none of us can predict. 

The second guiding principle IS that while material solutions are very 
important, they are not as important as the training portions of transforma
tion, the organization portions, the leader development portions, and the doc-
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trine poruons. It's not having technology that wins war5. lt"s using technology 
beuer than your opponent that wins wars. Using technology means you train 
correctly, you develop your leaders correctly, you're organized correctly, and 
your doctrine is beuer than your opponents'. 

Third, especially in the joint area. but true of all the services and especially 
in light of llans's comments, our transformation must be much more inclu
sive-inclusive of each of our regional combatant commanders; inclusive of all 
the services; inclusive of our allies, or potential allies. or coalition partners; 
and inclusive of interagency operations, as well as nongovernment organiza
tions and private organizations in operations all over the world. This will be a 
very difficult challenge, but as we build to our future, tt's the inclusive process, 
as difficult as that may be. that will be very important to us. 

Last, in terms of a guiding principle, concepts and ideas should drive 
materiel. not the other way around. It's a tension, I understand that. It's not 
either-or. You want to glean good ideas that come from materiel solutions, but 
you also want the materiel solmions to respond to how we want to fight the 
concept stde. Joint Forces Command-l'm not going to pretend that I have a 
whole lot of experience there since I've been in the job just one month, but 
we're on a two-path strategy here for the next several years. One path is to take 
the joint capstone concepts that the Joint Staff is working on right now-as 
well as the functional concepts and integrating concepts that will result from 
them-on a pathway for significant experimentation for the next couple of 
years. That will include our multinational partners and interagency partners, 
as well as the services. The second path is to take some of the concepts worked 
in Millennium Challenge-that finished a few months ago-and refine those: 
expand effects-based operations beyond their initial offering; expand a concept 
called Operational Net Assessment that takes intelligence preparation of the 
battlefield to the next level; field a collaborative information environment so 
that we can plan, prepare. and execute in a collaborative way throughout the 
joint force; and refine the joint interagency work so that we can usc the mili
tary aspect of power with the other clements of national power. These two 
pathways will be worked collaboratively, and these two pathways will work in 
a continuous experimentation environment. 

In conclusion, I'll just say that, in my opinion. we're all making history
those in uniform and not in uniform-people associated wilh the transforma
tion. Unlike writing about hisLOry, making history is messy, it's hard, it's risk
laden, and none of it is free. When you make history, it's like going west; )'OU 

have two aspects with you in your pocket all tl1e time-high excitement and 
high anxiety-and you can't get rid of either of them when you're transform
ing. When the wagons went west, everyone was excited and anxious. For my 
part, l say, ''Westward ho." Let's get it on. 

DR. TIIOMPSON: Dr. Johnson. 
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DR. DAVID JOIINSON: Thank 
you. As an historian, I'm going to 
make sure we're going west. That's 
my challenge. The topic of my talk 
this morning is "Whither the 
American BliLZkrieg: Transformation 
Insights from the lntetwar U.S. Army, 
and the title reflects my belief that the 
American Army never developed an 
equivalent of the transformation of 
the German bliLZkrieg in the years 
between the two world wars. By 
bliLZkrieg, l mean the joint capability 
derived from combining ground
mechanizing maneuver and air 
power. l'll also try to draw some 
insights from that era that are rele
vant for today's military, particularly 
in its transformation efforts, because I 
believe the effects of the interwar era 
and World War II still resonate in our 
service cultures and that they reward 

our ability to create a truly joint force. l must note that this talk reflects my 
personal views, not necessarily those of RAND or any of its sponsors. I' ll begin 
with a discussion of the U.S. Army's experience during World War 1 and then 
move to an assessment of the interwar development of tanks and airplanes and 
the concept for their usc and how they fared in World War ll. I'll conclude 
with my thoughts abom what I think it all means. 

World War I was a semmal experience for the American Army. IL was the 
first maJOr war off our shores. The most important lesson the Army's leaders 
took from the war was that manpower and industrial mobilization were the 
keys to success in modern warfare. In the words of then-Army Chief of Staff 
Peyton March, the Great War "was not won by some new and terrible devel
opment of modern science. lt was won as evety other war in history, by men, 
munitions, and morale." Thus, the Army believed it needed a much larger 
peacetime establishment and adjustments to its structure. Also, two new tech
nologies confronted the American Army in the aftermath of the war-the tank 
and the airplane. They, like everybody else that moved from the Western Front 
back to their capitals would have to contend with both of these over the next 
20 years. 

The Army's wartime experiences would frame the early decision abom 
these weapons. In the case of tanks, the American experience in the Great War 
was quite limited. ln the dosing days of the war, Colonel George Patton led 
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the only American tank brigade during the battle of St. Mihiel and the Meuse
Argonne Offensive. His slow, mechanically unreliable French Renault tanks 
fought in an infantry support role. Thus, at the end of the war, the widely held 
view in the American Army was that tanks were infantry support weapons. As 
with tanks, the vast majority of aircraft were supplied to the Americans by the 
British and the French. 

Radically different from the tank experience, however, was the astonish
ing and very visible progress aviation technology made during the war. From 
flimsy scout planes to sophisticated fighters and long-range bombers, aviation 
also made a s ignificant contribution to operations, adding a third dimension to 
warfare. Consequently, the interwar discussion about the future of military 
aviation was much broader and more informed by combat experience than was 
the debate about the tank. Indeed, advocates envisioned air power as the deci
sive weapon of the future-one not wedded to the ground baule. Others, prin
cipally ground officers, had a more conservative view and saw aviation as sim
ply long-range artillery. I would submit that these differing views soon ignited 
a controversy that is still not fully resolved to this day. 

The context for the interwar is also important The Army brought its post
war plans to a Congress that was in a mood to economize, and the absence of 
any threat after "the war to end all wars" didn't believe the Army needed to be 
expanded greatly. The Army wanted 500,000 men. Congress authorized 
250,000 and appropriated funds for less than 150,000 till just before World 
War 11. The tank corps was abolished- with very little controversy, I might 
add-and tanks were moved into the infantry, although the cavalry eventual
ly got a chance to play with the new technology in the 1930s. Additionally, 
Congress established the air service after sconching an attempt by air power 
advocates to establish an independent , international Department Of 
Aeronautics. 

The Army also created combat arms chiefs with major generals at their 
heads to s trengthen the voice of the line in the War Department. What soon 
evolved was a very decentralized program with powerful and parochial branch 
chiefs Jealously guarding their authortty over doctrine. personnel. and 
materiel. In the aftermath of the act , the Amly largely focused its appropria
tion on maintaining its manpower and filling out its skeletal structure, often at 
the c..xpense of R&D. The exception was the Army's air component, which fix
ated on development of technology and a concept that could realtze claims 
that air power could be decisive and thus justify an mdependent Air Force. 
Consequently, there was a much greater affinity m the air arm for R&D, 
indeed, which was supported by Congress and private industry, largely 
because of its obvious dual-use potential. 

Turning now to tanks, it's not surpnsing that the infantry, once in charge 
of technology. focused on making the tank the ultimate infantry support 
weapon. Indeed, the 1922 War Department directive concerning tank devcl-



PANEL 3 193 

opmcnt 5pccified, "the priority mis5ion of the tank is to facilitate the unimer
rupted advance of rinemcn in the attack" and that any future tanks •·must 
operate efficiently at the pace of walking infantrymen." The War Department, 
however, complicated R&D cffons when they placed a crucial constraint on 
any future tanks-they could not weigh more than 15 tons. This limit was dic
tated because 15 tons was the weight capacity of the divisional pontoon bridge, 
and the chief of engineers who was m charge of this technology refused to 
change the bridge requirement. Consequently, when the infantr}' specified the 
characteristics it wanted in tank mobilit). lethality, and survivability, the ord
nance department could not meet them within the 15-ton limit. 

In the area of operational concepts, successive chiefs of infantry were 
ruthless in enforcing the branch orthodoxy that tanks existed only to support 
infantry. They repressed or chased away officers with different views about 
tanks-officers like Dwight Eisenhower and George Patton, who were both 
experienced tank officers-were foolish enough to advocate independent tank 
operations. After a chastening by the chief of infantry, Eisenhower quit tanks, 
never to return. Pauon soon followed suit and returned to the cavalry where 
he spent the next 20 years extollmg the virtues of horse cavalry and designing 
the last cavalry saber. 

In the 1930s, the cavalry also began to develop tanks, calling them com
bat car5 because the infantr}' owned all the tanks. The growing group of cav
alrymen embraced mechanization in this cultural impediment, where they 
wanted them to be light, fast, iron horses that were going to support traditional 
cavalry missions. Unfortunately for cavalry mechanization efforts, the chief of 
cavalry determined where his budget went and in a zero-sum resource envi
ronment, most refused to give up horse cavalry structure to further mecha
nizallon. As a consequence, the Army had only one mechanized cavalry 
brigade 111 1940. No cavalryman was more convinced of the utility of horses in 
war than the last chief. Major General john Herr, who I sometimes thmk was 
born so I could write about him. He proposed to transform hie; branch by giv
ing horses strategic mobility. The concept was to load them on tractor-trailers, 
drive them to baulefields, unload them, and their tactical prowess could final
ly be realized. Herr's favorite saying was, "When better roller skates are made, 
cavalr)' horses will wear them." 

What's alarming is his inability to grasp the realities of modern warfare, 
which became blatantly apparent during the meeting he had wi1h George C. 
Marshall in 1942-a meeting that took place after the fall of Poland, France, 
and much of the rest of Europe to the Nazi blitzkrieg. llerr pleaded \vith 
Marshall. "In the imerest of national defense in this crisis. I urge upon you the 
necessity of an immediate increase in horse cavalry." As you'll recall. this was 
llerr's last meeting with Marshall. 

In 1940, the Army belatedly formed an armored force over the objections 
of the chiefs of infantry and cavalry, who argued that by Ja.,.v , tanks belonged 
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to them. The armored force, dominated by cavalrymen, became a captive of 
mechamzed cavalry doctrine. Consequently, it focused on explollation and 
penetration missions and paid little attention to combined arms or air support. 
There wasn't much concern the Army and American tanks would eventually 
confront other tanks because lightly armored fast tank destroyers with heavy 
guns championed by probably the most powerful man in the Arm), General 
Lesliej. McNair, would take care of any tank threats. Fmally, Army Regulation 
850-15 limited tanks to 30 tons in weight, an increase from 15, with the 
understandable goal of facilitating their deployment to theaters of war. This 
restriction was in effect until late 19-f4. Unfortunately, as one Army ordinance 
specialist pointed out, "Hitler's tanks violated this American rule." 

The story of the airplane in the Army was much different than that of the 
tank. Billy Mitchell widely publicized the idea of air power when he sank a 
number of ships in the 1920s with bombers. Mitchell proclaimed that the days 
of armies and navies were over. He was eventually taken to task and, I might 
add, trial by the War Department. As a result, he became a martyr to the cause 
of air power. More importantly, however, Mitchell empowered a generation of 
air officers to transfer their loyalty from the Army to the idea of an independ
ent air arm and to conduct an insurgency to that end within the Army. 

By the 1930s, the Air Corps developed a strategic bombing concept 
designed to prove the proposition that air power could be decisive b)' itself. 
That doctrine, based on untested assumptions, became a dogma: to maintain 
that daylight, high-altitude, unesconed bomber formations would always get 
to the target with acceptable losses; to conduct precision bombing against the 
vital nodes of an enemy's industrial web; thus, air power could destroy an 
enemy's ability to wage war. In short, air power could win a war independent
ly. Not surprismgly, in the opinion of air power advocates, such an Air Force 
had to be under the control of air officers to be effective. This focus on strate
gic bombing became the Air Corps' orthodoxy, and those with other ideas, like 
Claire Chenault, were marginalized. 

Before moving on, I feel obligated to note in passing that the Navy also 
had its transformation issues. They're epitomized in 111)' mind by the caption 
accompanying the picture of the battleship U.S.S. Arizona from the 
November 29, 1941, Army-Navy football game program. The text accompany
ing the picture reads, "A bow on view the USS Arizo11a as she plows inLO a huge 
swell. It is significant that despite the claims of air enthusiasts, no baulcship 
has yet been sunk by bombs." A little over a week later, after this Army-Navy 
game, japanese air enthusiasts sank the Arizona at Pearl Harbor. 

I turn now to wartime consequences of the decisions made by the interwar 
Army and its officers about tanks and airplanes. Before doing so, however, 1 
want to spend a moment on what the Army had to do to get itself in a position 
where it could prosecute a war. In 1942, General George Marshall used an 
executive order to reorganize the war development in the ground, air, and serv-
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icc forces. Gone were the branch dllcfs, and many senior officers were forced 
to retire. Quite simply, the structure of many of the leaders that had nurtured 
the Army between the wars were not up to the task of taking it to war. 
Additionally, George Marshall sanctioned a strategy that called for the Army to 
conduct two wars: one in the air, and one on the ground. L now turn to how 
American tankers and airmen fared in the unforgiving crucible of World War II. 

American tankers paid a heavy price for the Anny's decisions about tank 
we1ght and doctrine. American armored vehicles were clearly outclassed by 
the much more lethal and survivable German Panthers. American Shermans 
had to maneuver for flank and close-m rear shots to take out German Panthers 
and Tigers, while the Nazi tanks could take out Shern1ans and American tank 
destroyers head on at 2,000 meters. American tanks, contrary to Army doc
trine, had to fight German tanks, and they did so at great disadvantage and 
heavy cost. Omar Bradley's 12th Army Group alone lost over 4,000 tanks 
between D-Day and the end of the war in May of the next year. But evolving 
in Europe was a war of attrition with overwhelming air and artillery support 
making up for the shortcomings of American armor. Close air support tech
niques. however, had to be worked out in theaters of war by those fighting and 
dymg because they had not been developed by the War Department. The Air 
Force doctrine of unescorted dayhght strategic bombing came to an end in 
October 1943. The Luftwaffe realized that this was a mechanical problem. 
They used airplanes that could fly as fast as B-17s and B-24s, but they carried 
standoff weapons like cannons, rockets, or bombs to attack the bomber for
mations with impunity from outside the range of their .50-caliber machine 
guns. These slow-flying German aircraft could do this because there were no 
American escort fighters to comcnd with. Bomber losses became too heavy to 
endure. In lO days in OctOber, the 8th Air Force lost 164 bombers. Losses 
among bomber crews trying to finish 25 missions were nearly 70 percent at 
this ume in the war. Missions into Gcnnany were suspended unul drop tanks 
could be fielded for the P-47 and P-51 fighter planes, allowing an escort 
bomber formation for the duration of all their missions. 

Finally, and this is a statistic that alarmed me more any when I read it: The 
Army Air Forces lost over 54,000 airmen in the war, as compared with 19,600 
Marines. This gets us to the question of why there was no American blitzkrieg 
in 1944, even after the Army had several years to observe an obviously suc
cessful Gennan model. My view is that the tank was the captive of conserva
tive branches that tried to adapt it to their parochial interests, or worse, as in 
the case of the last chief of ca,·alry, who actually thwarted its de,•elopment to 
protect horses. Furthermore, American tank forces were retarded by arbitrary 
weight hmitations, first 15 tons, then 30, until 1944-this, despite the fact that 
it was known that the Germans "''ere designing more survivable and lethal and, 
thus heavier tanks by 1942. The airplane on the other hand became a tool in 
the quest for independence by air power insurgents bent on freeing themselves 
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from the conservative ground Army and unwilling to cede control of the air 
weapon in any form to ground officers. Thus, an interwar institutional 
approach to ground combined arms and air support that joined us at the heart 
of the blitzkrieg was never demanded or developed. 

Finally, and perhaps most disturbingly, both ground and air components 
of the Army demanded loyalty from their officers, and silences within the 
other viewers. There was no debate about alternative concepts or futures. This 
leads me to conclude that, given the emrironment in which the tank and the 
airplane were developed in the interwar Army, it would have been very sur
prising if an American version of the blitzkrieg had been developed. 

1 want to turn briefly to the question of "so what?" 1 do believe that the 
interwar Army experience offers insights about innovation and transforma
tion. First, during periods of relatively low threats to national survival, the 
services and their branches tend to focus on internal imperatives. They tty to 
highlight their particular contribution to the national defense and in their 
quest for greater budget and mission share. Thus, innovation happens on the 
margins, and the leadership is generally more prone to enforce onhodoxy
practical technologies of those that don't collide with the institution's views 
about warfare. Clearly, anifacts of past successful conflicts have amazing stay
ing power. and alternative systems have a hard time competing with accepted 
systems or concepts. Quite frankly, many never see the light of day. In short, 
military instirulions grounded in the past and very preoccupied with the pres
ent are not particularly adept at dealing with the future. 

The Army's interwar experience also reinforces in my mind how we are 
all, in many ways, captives of the institutions within which we serve. To be 
accepted practitioners and to get ahead. we embrace the norms of our servic
es and how they fight. We also tend to espouse the unique value of our serv
ice, and its contributions to national defense is more important than that of the 
other services. This is clearly an impediment to realizing true jointness within 
our defense establishment. Initially most officers buy into what questions are 
okay to ask, as well as many of the answers. ln closing, I would note my sense 
that the hean of the Army's interwar transformation difficulties was the 
unwillingness of most officers to question the ruling orthodoxy, which is quite 
understandable given the environmem the Army's leadership had created. 
Consequently, there was little debate to inform critical thinking. I'll close by 
saying that given the obvious stakes for our nation's future, today's leaders 
must do a better job than their predecessors. Thank you. 

DR. THOMPSON: Dr. O'Hanlon. 

DR. MlCHAEL E. O'HANLON: Thank you, Loren. It's a great honor tO be 
here on this excellent paneL A lot has been covered already, and in the inter
est of saving time, 1'11 make a couple of broad points fairly quickly. They build, 
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tO a large extent, on what we've 
already heard. I would sum them up 
by describing my thesis as, "There's a 
paradox about transformation. " You 
have to try to do it. You have to try to 
speed up innovation, but you have to 
also expect that most of what you try 
may not work, may be a bad idea, and 
may interfere with pressing require
ments and other national security pri
orities that simply must remain as 
high as they've been. In this sense, if 
there's a single strawman I would go 
after and set myself up in a debate 
against, it would be some of the tone 
of the 1997 National Defense Panel 
Report, which suggested that trans
formation should become, in many 
ways, the pressing priority of the 

Dr. O'Hanlon United States military. 
I do not agree with that thesis, 

and my apologies if anyone thinks I'm 
misportraying the thesis of that NDP Report, but just to have something to aim 
at, I'd like to hold that up even though it was a very good report in other ways. 
So, what's the paradox? Well, the paradox is that where we are in history-and 
Hans gave some sense of this with his review of the last few centuries of com
bat-we have to try to innovate, perhaps even more than we have in previous 
periods. There arc a number of reasons for this. One, we now find ourselves as 
the only superpower. Historically, that tends to mean that there's only one 
place to go, and that's down. People tend to aim at you, they want to compete 
with you. You tend to get a little bit complacent, and if you're not careful, pret
ty soon you're no longer the superpower. This is Paul Kennedy's famous the
sis from the late 1980s. It tends to be the historical norm. 

So what do you do if you're in that position? You have to try to change. 
You have to try to be the country that continues to be hungry and continues 
to look for new opportunities. That's the natural tendency of the underdog or 
the weaker power. You have to try to make that your own tendency, even as 
the superpower. Therefore, it's sort of a broad historical imperative for change. 
In a more immediate and securi ty-oriented way we see new threats. We don·t 
have the same kind of concerns of head-on, force-on-force warfare that we saw 
during the Cold War-at least not to the same extent. We have new threats in 
two differem forms. One is the state-centered form; the other is the terrorist
centered form. 
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The state-centered kind of threat is often described as being oriented 
toward an anti-access s trategy. People aren't going to try to compete with us 
in the air or on the open terrain of battlefield-they're going to try to prevent 
us from getting into theater; they're going to try to raise the risk of casualties; 
they're going to talk about urban combat strategy. That's actually more of a 
symmetric Lactic, in many ways, that Saddam is talking about now, but it still, 
in a way, plays to our selective potential weaknesses. Also, the fact that we 
have to move large amounts of materiel across the world to fight people we'd 
generally be fighting in their neighborhoods requires us to move things that 
are vulnerable. So anti-access becomes a natural concern and a natural temp
tation for exploitation for many adversaries. This is a broad, historical trend 
that is in many ways produced by our success in classic force-on-force terms 
and also by our position in the world needing to project power overseas. 

With the terrorist threat, we now have seen a whole different kind of 
asymmetric capability, which suggests a few things to me; one of which is the 
DoD can't expect to always have firs t dibs on national security resources any
more. If l had to choose, if we were not in a politi.cal environment that allowed 
increased resources on a substantial level for both DoD and homeland securi
ty, I would choose the latter. I would prioritize that as being the area of more 
pressing concern at the moment. In the military, we need to keep that concept 
clear, because there's a political reality here, or a potential political reality-! 
shouldn't describe it as a reality just yet, but a potential political dynamic that 
could actually put a little bit of a lid on national security resources in the mil
itary sphere, to the extent that others share my view and the politics change
the politics of the post 9/11 world, where everybody basically gets what they 
want, because so far there's no major objection to that. So, there are a number 
of reasons why we have to be looking to change the military dealing with new 
kinds of threats and doing so as economically as possible, even though as Hans 
pointed out, transformations are usually not cheap. 

Finally, in historical terms, there's one more reason we need to keep push
ing for change and innovation and that's because the computer revolution 
offers this opportunity. This is a more optimistic and a more positive way to 
think about where we stand in history. It's not just a question of new threats, 
it's not just a question of the potential complacency of being the superpower; 
it's a question of new opportunity. Therefore, we should see how far we can 
push electronics and computing because they're at an historic point in terms 
of how fast they're changing and the opportunities they may provide. Those 
are all the reasons to uy to innovate even more than we have in the past. 

There are also reasons to be wary and reasons to be careful. This is the 
paradox of transformation, or of the transfonner. Let me give two broad cat
egories of rationale and try to be quick. One of them is strategic. We cannot 
afford to lose sight of all the things we're doing well today. We have, obvi
ously, an extremely well trained and extremely capable force, and I give 
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credit to all the services for always highlighting that people arc their top 
asset. Sometimes in the RMA and transformation debates, it sounds more 
like technology is the top asset, but when you talk to the services and peo
ple in uniform, they don't tend to make that mistake. They don't tend to blur 
that line. They emphasize the need for readiness and for people to be con
tinually reinforced as our top priority. That's one thing we have LO always 
keep our e}'e on. 

A second thing is our place m the world-our broad, geostrateg1c place in 
the world. It is nothing s hort of remarkable. We are the superpower that no 
one IS trying to balance against, except possibly one or two countries. But 
we're still pretty fortunate that it's not very many. Look at the fact that the 
global alliance system led by the United States now accounts for 75 to 80 per
cent of global economic output and about that same percentage of global mil
itary spending. This is unprecedented. The entire history of the nation today 
is the history of when somebody gets on top, people below start looking for 
ways to ally against the top power. fhcy start looking for ways to compete 
with the top power, even if it's a relatively benign top power like Brilam in the 
nineteenth century, by which I don't mean to say that Britain's motives in that 
time period were entirely benign or broad in terms of their tnterests for their 
nation. They obviously had imperialistic and colonial ambitions, and Hans 
talked about that too. but even when it's a relatively benign power, people tend 
to go after them. 

That's not happening. We're about to admit seven new countries into 
NA 10. People arc trying to get into this global alliance, as big as it already is. 
Even countries that we potentially have to worry about as rivals or as com
petitors, most explicitly China, seem not to have quite decided just how much 
they want to fight this alliance system and how much they simply want to 
develop some kind of a quasi-cooperative, quasi-competitive relationship. It's 
not strictly competitive. Therefore, we cannot afford to lose this particular 
strategic situation. lt is unprecedented and, to my mind, even more Impressive 
than the military capabilities of the United States in technology terms. 

So if I was going to rate our national security assets, I would say the num
ber-one asset is the men and women of the armed forces, the number-two asset 
is the global alliance system, and the number-three asset is our technology and 
the concepts that we are trying now to improve by way of transformation. So 
to me, transformation is actually the third priority relative to maintaining the 
excellence of our armed forces, maintaining the readiness of our armed forces, 
and maintaining this global alltance S)'Stem. That has big implications for 
resource allocation when budgets get tight. Transformers may not get as much 
money as the NDP suggested if tough choices have to be made. Those are the 
strategic arguments. 

We have tremendous potential today from computers and electronics. We 
should try to push that, but is it really so unprecedented, the pace at which we 
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are changing technology today? I'm not so sure. Here l will again use my 
national defense panel. It's a liule bit unfair to take a group that I admire so 
much and a report that I admire as my strawman, but for the sake of argument, 
['m going to do so and point out that if you read the NDP Report, it says that 
we are in a period where technology is turning over every 18 to 24 months. 
We have essentially a new generation of technology every 18 to 24 months. 
That's the way they put it. In other words, they imply this is a broad charac
teristic of our era for many technologies. That's simply not true. It's only true 
for computers and electronics. That is the only area of technology in which 
we're getting that rapid pace of turnover. 

1 would argue, and this is a liule bit of a sweeping comment and certain
ly one that could incite some discussion or disagreement, but l would argue 
that the only other area where we are seeing remarkable progress that's of his
torically unprecedented pace is largely in the area of biological understand
ing-many of the medical sciences, many of our understandings of DNA, and 
so forth. That area is also moving quickly, with some implications, obviously, 
for the military but not perhaps yet as much as for computers and electronics. 

1f you look at the major vehicles and the major technologies underlying 
American military vehicles today, I am struck by the fact that, if anything, the 
technology is changing less quickly than it has in the last half century, and cer
tainly not more quickly. Whether it's the speed of airplanes, l think you can 
look from one generation to another and see more sophisticated materials, 
higher engine temperatures, somewhat greater fuel efficiency. The F-22 is 
obviously ahead of the F-15 in terms of the performance of the best systems. 
However, if you look at the basic way in which we move about the world and 
about the battlefield, we still rely on the internal combustion engine in many 
of our ground vehicles. We still rely on armor that is beuer than it used to be, 
which has more composite features, but in my mind is evolving in a very grad
ual way over a period of many decades. 

We still rely on ships that typically go 20 to 30 knots, and there's the hope 
that we can do some catamaran shapes and some other above-water kinds of 
ships for tactical operat..ions or for very specific purposes. However, these things 
tend to be quite expensive, and for the most pan, we're going to be stuck mov
ing things with airplanes that fly at 500 miles per hour and s hips that go 30 knots 
as far out as I can see in tenns of our major capability to move things around the 
world and the major way in which we deploy forces. Therefore, 1 am struck 
when 1 look at technology by how much we still have to do. When you're talk
ing about a new, fast, globally deployable American military that's also lethal and 
survivable, we got a lot of work to do before we can attain that kind of capabil
ity, and I, frankly, am dubious that we can attain it anytime soon. 

Therefore, I'm more comfortable thinking of transformation in terms of a 
slightly accelerated rapid evolution, and l'm a big skeptic on whether we real
ly have to claim we are in a period of revolution. Because that implies discon-
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tinuity. That implies that you have to put a lot more resources into changing 
technology and all the associated concepts of operations and organization that 
go with it, and I'm not sure that we want to potentially risk sacrificing the 
quality of our people, of our training, or of our global alliance commitments 
to do that. 

To summarize and conclude, there's a paradox of transformation. There 
are enough reasons tOday to try to push innovation, that we should try to push 
it, but there are a lot of reasons to think it's not going to be smooth and it's not 
going to be easy, and maybe it should not even be our top priority as we go out 
there in the future national security environment. Thank you. 

DR. THOMPSON: Well. thank you very much. We'll take some questions 
now. I'd like to begin by asking a question of Dr. O'Hanlon. In addition to your 
doctorate, you have degrees in physics and in engineering from Princeton. It 
seems as though many of the most strident proponents of transformation are 
a little thin in the tactical credentials department. Is this a problem? 

DR. O'HANLON: Well, it's a good question. I guess I'm tempted to think 
about the debate between a lot of people who haven't been in the military, just 
as I haven't been, who are promoting war against Iraq, versus a lot of people who 
are in the military who are a little more skeptical. l would tend to actually defend 
both camps in regard to both questions. ln other words, it's important to have 
people who look in broad historical tem1s and push that first argument and say, 
"Listen, we cannot afford to be complacent. We have to push more than we want 
w; we have to push in a way that makes us a little uncomfortable." Sometimes, 
being unencumbered by too much knowledge helps us do that-as long as those 
people don't ultimately make the decisions by themselves. 

I like the fact that the services arc a bit pragmatic and conservative. Dave 
johnson has made some very good points about how they can be a little too 
pragmatic and conservative at times and too tradition-bound and bureaucrat
ic. That's why civilians are sometimes the people who don'tl<now the issues as 
well and sometimes are needed to push. However, there has to be this back
and-forth, and 1 actually like the way the defense transformation debate is 
going, in the sense that for every NDP study that is too ambitious, there is a 
correcting mechanism. l actually like the way the services and the OSD debate, 
the way the Congress and the Pentagon debate, and as long as we don't let any 
one community get undue influence in this debate, we'll be okay. 

DR. THOMPSON: Interesting. Questions from the Ooor? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I am Michelle jennings, U.S. Agency for 
International Development. l was wondering, although touched on brieOy by 
the first two panelists, could )'OU elaborate on the steps being taken in the 
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transformation process that take into consideration the increased role of the 
military in humanitarian assistance and disaster response operations and also 
what considerations are being taken in this inclusive process that you men
tioned that integrate the large role of the imernational humanitarian assistance 
community and the interagency. 

GENERAL DUBIK: I'll take that to start, and then if someone else wants 
to pick it up. There are several areas l can give you some specifics in. First, 
during the Millennium Challenge Exercise and experiment that we conducted 
a couple of months ago, one of the concepts we looked at was establishing a 
pennanentjoint interagency control group that was virtually connected. Now, 
this is not a physical group, but one that was connected virtually. In the exper
iment, we connected five or six agencies together whose role it was to give 
advice to the commander in chief, the role player in the same position, and the 
role player in the commander of joint task force position. The experiment was 
very successful from several standpoints: First, the group provided good 
advice to both commanders. Second, the agencies involved found immense 
value in the establishment and working of this collaborative virtual organiza
tion-so much so that they wanted to keep all the equipment we deposited in 
their offices so that we could establish the environment. That was on the inter
agency side. To follow on, that pan of the experimentation over the next two 
years \vill be devoted to refining that concept to such a point where it's no 
longer the exception, but becomes the rule. 

The second aspect on nongovernment organizations, private organiza
tions, that again a1·e present-we hope to establish a similar kind of venue, and 
we'll at least stan in the workshops and seminars side in the next year to see 
if we can establish a similar kind of environment for those kinds of organiza
tions, because they have a very important role and in many ways are the dom
inant role in those kinds of operations where military force is a supporting 
element of power, not the one being supported. So those are two specifics, and 
l don't know if anyone else wants to pick it up. 

DR. BINNENDlJK: Let me expand just a little bit. As I indicated earlier, I 
believe this is a very important element of the Defense Department's overall 
mission. It is not just to \vin wars, it's to keep the peace and maintain the 
peace-not everywhere-you have to choose carefully. What we've found in 
numerous cases in the last 10 years is that our military almost solely has the 
initial capability to go in and deal with these kinds of humanitarian problems. 
We have that capability in our active force, and we have it in our reserve force. 
Very often. in Haiti for example, it is the reserves who come in and play an 
important role in these humanitarian operations. 

Part of the problem in the decade of the '90s was that we had this con
struct of two major theater wars, which was a very difficult, demanding stan-
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dare! for our militar)' to meet. ll did not leave much room conceptually for 
humanitarian operations. Every time there was an involvement in a Bosnia or 
a Haiti, it tended to take away from the readiness of the services, and particu
larly the Army, to do the two major theater war missions. That has now 
changed a bit, and that is definitely a plus. We also find that servicemen and 
women who have been involved in these operations come away with a great 
sense of satisfaction, and the reenlistment rates for people who ha\'e served in 
that environment are way up. 

Finally, I would note, as I did earlier, we need to go back and take a look 
at Presidential Directive No. 56. The core clement of that is trying to get the 
interagencies to work together for precisely these kinds of humanitarian oper
ations, so that other agencies and not just the military arc held responsible for 
pieces of the mission. We need to go back to that in the context of the war on 
terrorism as well, and refine it, because it's the mechanism we can usc to har
monize the interagency process. 

DR. THOMPSON: Another question? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: l have two questions to whomever would like to 
answer them. The first one is the following: I've read several times that the 
major difference between the situation during the Cold War and the situation 
now was that, during the Cold War, capabilities were known but intents were 
not. Right now, the situation would be, according to the officers, exactly the 
opposite. 1 mean intents arc known-they are very bad-but capabilities 
wouldn't be. Where I tend to disagree with that analysis, it seems to me that 
the major unknown is neither about intents nor capabilities. It's about strate
gies. My first question is: In DoD, is any team working on unconventional 
ways of usmg existing technologies, including old technologies? 

My second question is about healLh and security, because l believe in the 
twenty-first century, this will be one of the major challenges. What I have in 
mind is not only the natural appearance of about ten new diseases in the last 
decade, it's also about more than 10 million orphans in Afnca who arc in the 
streets and will be the breeding grounds of a number of activities we probably 
won't like. It's also about the way Russia is losing about 700,000 people every 
year, and it's also about biological weapons and the military application of the 
bio revolution. So here again, I'd like to know how important is this question 
as a whole, not only through bio weapons in the DoD here in Washington. 
Thank you. 

DR TIIOMPSON: Why don't we take that second question first. It seems 
this raises the interesting question of whether our existing national security 
structure IS equipped to deal with certain types of emerging security chal
lenges. Docs anybody have any thoughts on that? Dr. johnson? 
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DR. JOHNSON: l would sa)' that as we're in this period of transition, what 
we get is what is available on the shelf. In many ways, what was so comfort
able about the Cold War was not that it was bipolar and we had an enemy that 
we knew and could figure out, it's that the artifacts that we had developed in 
World War ll were perfectly appropriate in a conventional sense in that new 
em ironment. Until something forces us to look at those artifacts that are, in 
man> ways, carrier battle groups and air wings and divisions and ask, are those 
appropriate for the new environment, the approach so far ts ... 

One of my favorite transformational issues is when the Cold War ended 
and the Navy realized that everybody had moved to the littorals smcc the Cold 
War, and we had to go to the littorals because 90 percent of the world's pop
ulation lives there. I asked them where they were in 1989, if that was so impor
tant now. The reason was that the same force had to be moved to a mission 
that mattered. So, they took this old, large-in the case of moving the ship a 
very few degrees-and now it's focused on the littorals because they didn't 
really force a change in the things that mattered to the people that were run
ning those organizations. 

It's going to take a very long lime to transform ourselves to a point where 
we're comfortable with new technologtcs that we've grafted onto processes and 
organizations, to where we say maybe those organizations and processes are 
not appropriate in every place along the spectrum of connict. They may be 
important in some places, and how do we cover those niches? Because the 
services have to be designed and equipped and trained and maintained to do 
the unthinkable, which is a major war. But, at the same time, there arc many 
other things out there. For the first time, we're bumping up against situations 
where a carrier battle group or division may not be the appropriate response. 

OR. THOMPSON: Hans? 

DR. BINNENDIJK: The anthrax attack of last )'Car has clearly focused 
attention in Washington and in the Pentagon on this last question, and I'll just 
address a piece of it-the bio terrorism pan of it. A lot of money and auention 
is now being focused on this problem. It turns out that most of the detectors 
for bio sensors that can provide a degree of early warning in the United States 
belong to the military. It turns out, certainly in the case of anthrax, that most 
of the vaccines, many of the vaccines that are available, belong to the military. 
They were designed in the context of force protection. This is clearly now an 
issue that goes well beyond force protection to national protection. When you 
thtnk about national protection, the local responders are the firemen and 
policemen who are on the scene, and they largely don't want federal help 
unless they really need it. What we have to do now is stretch in both direc
tions. The military has to recognize that it has a role beyond force protection. 
1 believe that's being recognized in order to deal with broader protection 
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against these kmds of threats. We also need to work with first responders in a 
collaborati\·e way. That is begmning to take place now. 

DR. TIIOMPSON: General Dubik, did you have comment? 

GENERAL DUBIK: The reason we're m a position now of facing so man)' 
asrmmetrical threats is our conventional power, and that goes back, agam, to 
Michael's comment about the paradoxical position that we're in. Certamly, we 
should adapt some of our current capabilities to be more applicable to current 
threats, but not so much that the current threats return to their conventional 
nature. We can transfonn ourselves all the way into a position where we don't 
want to be, and the paradox1cal give-and-take approach is one that we would 
all be advised to keep in perspective. We, as a set of military services, have 
developed a great array of capabilities. They"ve been developed primarily for 
the protection of our nation and our allies. They've been developed for reasons 
to compel our adversaries to do our \\;11 , but they are useful in manr other are
nas. This is all a good thing. We should expand the uses of those in other are
nas, pursuant to the new strategic environment, bm always with one eye 
toward the purpose for which we all exist. We are instruments for our nations, 
and our purpose is to compel people and to protect people. That's the primary 
purpose. That's our fundamental professional ethos, and while we can do lots 
of others, we can't erode that ethos. Back to the plenary speaker, don't forget 
your mission, don't forget your values, but hold on to those. 

DR. TIIOMPSON: Michael, we're pretty much out of time, but before we 
adjourn, Therese alludes to one of the two technology questions where you 
said we arc seeing rapid growth, which IS molecular biology, genetic engi
neering. Arc we in any way prepared to cope with the security challenges that 
those kinds of revolutions may present? 

DR. O'IIANLON: In the shorl-lo-mcdlUm term, I agree with Hans that 
we've made a good deal of progress, at least elevating this as a higher prionty 
in homeland security and in military planning. One of the best things abolll 
the 1997 QDR. a relatively conservative, cautious document, is that Secretary 
Bill Cohen did push some of these concepts for battlefield protection as well. 
Now we're expanding that to homeland security. It's such a big question, I 
don't know how to properly answer it, but one particular thing concerning 
Africa is that I agree with the point that we can't allow big parts of the world 
to be failed states. IL's not consistent with our national security interest. It 
allows safe havens, breeding grounds, sources of income for terrorists, and also 
allows disease to develop and proliferate. In that regard , let me quickly say two 
things. One, I'm encouraged by some of what the Bush administration has 
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been doing-the 50 percent increase in foreign aid. Who would have thought 
you'd get this out of a conservative Republican administration? But I take my 
hat off tO this administration for being Ocxible and adaptive on that front. l 
think a lot of that money will go toward helping to rebuild states in Africa as 
it's increased. 

On the other hand , one thing we're not doing enough of is engaging, 
whether through foreign aid or military operations, with Africa as a continent. 
Now, DoD is pretty overstretched. You're doing a great job engaging in Europe 
and Asta with forward presence, peace operations, deterrence, mihtary-to-mil
Jlary exchanges, etcetera,. There's not as much going on in Africa. I don't want 
to add one big new mission to an already overstretched force, but I do think 
that one program in panicular, the Africa Crisis Response Initiative, was very 
promising in the late Clinton years, and it's now been downgraded. That pro
gram allows African militaries to get better at doing some of these things for 
themselves. We need to make that program much bigger, more oriented 
toward lethal and difficult operations, which is the other prong in our strate
gy toward failed states. This is only one small part of the question that you 
raised, Loren, but too big for me to fully deal with here. 

DR. THOMPSON: I understand. Well, unfortunately, we're on a fairly 
tight schedule today so we're going to have w break. I know there are about 
two hours worth of questions out there in the audience on this subject. 
Perhaps you'll have a chance to talk to some of the panelists, but thank you 
very much for being both diverse and informed in your perspectives. 



PANEL4 

BUILDING CAPABILITIES FOR I NTERNATIONAL EFFORTS 

Co-sponsor: Peter F. Drucker Foundation for Nonprofit Management 

Cha1r: Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith, National War College 

International Means: General Montgomery C. Meigs, Commanding 
General, United States Army, Europe, and 7th Am1y 

Nongovernmental Means: Mr. lloward Roy Williams, President and 
CEO, Center for Humanitarian Cooperation 

Public Security: Ambassador Robert B. Oakley, Distmguished Fellow, 
Institute for International and Strategic Studies, National Defense 
Universit 

Panel Charter 

The demise of the bipolar world in 1991 altered the traditionally accept
ed ddinitions and uses of national power. Suddenly, the potential for large
scale conflict, to include the usc of nuclear munitions, diminished, while the 
probability for involvement in small-scale contingency operations increased 
exponentially. Prior to 1991, conventional military thought dedicated little 
effort to developing doctrine and definitions for post-conOict operations. 
Most military scenarios of this era called for the intervention of overwhelm
ing combat power to stabilize a situation and, once accomplished, departure. 
Given today's current security environment, this ~old school of thought" no 
longer prevails. 

The proliferation of ethnic, tribal, and regional conOicts, beginning in the 
early 1990s, radically altered the roles and missions traditionally executed by 
international organizations, nongovernmental organizations, and military 
forces. ln nearly every operation, the United States military finds itself deploy
ing to conOict areas where aid workers arc already on the ground. The inter
action between these groups will continue to take place, either as coordinated 
efforts or with all parties working autonomously. 

These aid workers, who extend humanitarian and relief aid to troubled 
regions. consist of field workers from nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) 
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Left to right: Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith, Mr. lloward Roy Williams, 
Mrs. Francis licssclbein, General Eric K. Sltinselli, Ambassador Robert B. 

Oakley, General Montgome1y C. Meigs 

and international organizations (lOs). In many ways. the military and NG0/10 
communities are similar: Both share a commitment to service that goes beyond 
a routine 9-to-5 work day; both share a sense of mission and purpose to a desired 
end state; both share the dangers of deploying to the far reaches of the world 
where, among the dead and dying, they place their personnel in harm's way. 

Yet despite these common traits, more often than not each organization 
functions independently. Each operates under its own set of rules and sensi
bilities, and each with a suspicion of the other. Due in pan to these factors, 
coordination among these entities is not natural. In particular, NGOs/lOs prize 
their independence. They pursue their particular mission with their own 
visions and values. In many ways, thctr clarity of purpose and homogeneity 
provide them with an ability to rapidly pursue their objectives. The military 
structure can be more complicated. The lines of authority from the top lO the 
bottom, while an unbroken thread, encompasses different operational and 
administrative branches and different services-Army, Navy, Marine Corps, 
Air Force-each with its own culture, identity, and individual mission. In this 
environment, friction is always present. 

The results of these factors can be damaging. Often the concerned panics 
work at cross-purposes as they identify and create their own, often unique, 
solutions to the myriad problems that arise. As a result, unclear coordination 
in their efforts prods each group to rely on comfortable ways of doing busi-
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ness. This attitude hinders each group from understanding the roles of the 
other, thus perpetuating misconceptions and suspicions. 

Another component of the difficult relationship between the U.S. military 
and NGOsflOs is the complexity of the work that both groups perform. The 
field conditions in which they operate are constamly affected by the current 
political comext, as well as by the nature of the current emergency situation. 
No two arc exactly alike. For these reasons, building capabilities so that each 
can interface with, and leverage the best practices of, one another becomes a 
paramount task. 

Considering the new operational cnvironmem of the post-Cold War era. 
where military forces and NG0/10 agencies interact in close, sometime over
lapping. proximity with one another, both the military and its civilian coun
terparts must be ready and willing to change their mindsets, to throw away 
outdated checklists, and to assess the current situation through new and open 
eyes. llumanitarian relief work is not, nor will it ever be, formulaic. This is not 
to say that collaborative efforts between the U.S. military and NGOsfiOs have 
not been, and cannot be in the future, successful. Operation PROVtDI COMFORT, 
which assisted in returning Kurds from refugee camps in Turkey lO their 
homes in northern Iraq, is widely viewed as a great success. Moreover, civil
military operations in the Balkans and East Timor have gained notoriety and 
have served as a testing bed for future operations. In this light, military forces 
and NGOs/IOs must continue to seck ways to improve cooperation and unity 
of effort mainly through building capabilities not only internally to their own 
organization bm also with their external partners. 

Building successful collaborations, unity of effort, and a basis for under
standing between the U.S. military and NGOs/IOs requires shared responsibil
ity. I low can the functional imperative of the military be balanced with the 
soc1al imperatives of its civilian partners? The need for cooperation and 
respect between these two entities is vnal. Tough questions must be asked. A 
direct address of the challenges, misconceptions, roles, per:.pectivcs, and 
results must be explored. The opportunity for pannerships between these 
groups must become an imperative. 

Swnmmy 

General Montgomery C. Meigs, Commanding General, U.S. Army, 
Europe, and 7th Army 

• C..Jvil-military relations in international efforts are complicated b) varied 
objectives, cultures, and backgrounds. Creating a common effort in civil-mili
tary peacekeeping or peace-enforcement situations depends on three basic ele
ments: the creation of common goals and coordinated ends to be reached 
through consensus; the building of trust between the key players; and a will-
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ingness on the part of the military to lead from behind, which is often contrary 
to the military's way of doing business. 

• The challenges of building capacities for imernational efforts: 

l. Organizations have discordant institutional cultures and differing 
views of the world. 

2. Those serving in humanitarian organizations have seen crisis after 
crisis in any one effort, whereas military personnel are often the newcomers on 
the scene. 

3. NGOs perceive military goals as different from their own. 

4. NGOs arc concerned with their donor base and want visibility in 
the media in order to continue to generate interest in their efforts. 

5. Because of varied cultures and experiences, many players in 
NGOs and private volunteer organizations (PVOs) have a deep distrust of 
the military. 

• In Bosnia, coordinating security was necessary before resettlement 
could take place. The military was aware that it could not ensure a safe envi
ronment if there was random movement into the settlement areas. SFOR 
brought together all key players to begin coordinating resettlement efforts. 
Coordination required: 

l. Preparing the ground. 

2. Negotiating with local officials to ensure they would do at least the 
minimum required to provide a safe and secure environment. 

3. Ensuring that when settlers arrived, the police were on the scene. 
4. After the war, long-term security coordination required the mili

tary to be in constant contact with humanitarian organizations. The combined 
effort led to a successful resettlement campaign. 

• What are the ways forward, and what have we learned from our 
experiences? 

1. Despite di[ferent methods, it is important to emphasize common 
goals and ends. 

2. The establishment of trust between leaders of different organiza
tions must be made through personal contact and interaction, with the mili
tary meeting the NGO players on their home ground. 

3. Military personnel must show great consistency and patience. 

4. The military should and can use staff and facilities in the best inter
est of coordinating efforts. 

5. Cross-tTaining between the military and NGOs allows for better 
training for soldiers and demonstrates to the NGO community that the mili
tary is as committed to progress on common goals in that environment as the 
NGOs. 
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Mr. Howard Roy Williams, President and CEO, Center for Humanitarian 
Cooperation: 

• Groups in the NGO community carry with them a considerable degree 
of arrogance, which in their minds is well earned because they have been will
ing to go places where no one else wants to go and do good work and achieve 
incredible accomplishments. However, the danger in their arrogance is that it 
isolates them from other communities. World situations require more than 
NGO action. Likewise, it is important for NGOs to learn that whoever helps a 
victim on a given day is a humanitarian for the day. 

• NGOs are in the business of presenting alternatives to negatives in the 
reality of a given situation. 

• NGOs rely upon donors and contributions from the public for their 
existence; however, those contributions are defined in terms of the immediate 
reaction to a tragedy, forcing NGOs to focus on the immediate, the real, and 
the short term. 

• NGOs are sometimes accused of not being able to see the big picture. 
But in reality, the big picture consists of a thousand little picwres; and to the 
extent that any organization can give you insight into a lot of little pictures, 
the perception of the big picture is going to be improved. 

• The essential question is how to get communities with different cu l
tures, histories, and languages to come together for the common good. 

1, We must set up channels of communication between the commu
nities. Although communication channels have worked before, they are 
episodic, no real patterns have emerged, and there's little predictability. 
Furthermore, in recent years the military has been more keen on seLLing up 
channels of communication than the NGOs. 

2. The military must learn that the causes in which NGOs are engaged 
in are very precious to them, and they are willing to risk their lives to main
tain them. 

3. Conflict prevention must be a function of a lot of micro-efforts 
pulling together to accomplish a much larger goal. Awareness of these micro
efforts and seeing them as part of the larger picture would go far in improving 
coordination efforts. 

• The NGO community is multifaceted. Many members of the community 
feel very strongly that NGOs should have nothing to do with the military because 
the militaty is not, and cannot be seen as, neutral. However, there are also mem
bers of the NGO community who recognize that if all players are engaged in a 
humanitarian enterprise, the objectives of that enterprise and the common goal 
of helping some survive will determine the relevance of the actions. 

• What happens in a large humanitarian crisis does impact upon the 
national security of the United States. NGOs have to feel they are pan of the 
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obligation. They are the ones who will be first on the ground, and they will be 
there after the confiict ends, trying to rebuild. Having been there before and 
during, there is a tendency to feel isolated from the world community. This 
isolation cannot be allowed to continue. 

Ambassador Robert B. Oakley, Institute for National Security Studies, 
National Defense University 

• Public security in the international context faces many challenges. just 
as globalization has taken off with greater technology and better communica
tions, so too have the threats to public security. International cJ;me, terrorism, 
and narcotics trafficking have all benefited from globalization. As a result, we 
have a much greater threat to our public security at home just as we do lO 

international public security. Therefore, the challenge can be met only on an 
international , as well as a national, basis. 

• There arc two approaches to increasing public security internationally: 
the soft approach, through humanitarian efforts, etc., and the hard approach, 
through military, intelligence, and policing efforts. The military must take a 
hard-line approach to these public security threats, which sets them apart from 
the NGO community. 

• There are three pillars to beating this international security threat: 

l. The United States' lead role in increasing international military 
capabilities in public security in areas where the threat is outside the control 
of the local government. 

2. Civilian law enforcement, which has become increasingly interna
tional. Institutions such as Interpol, EuroPol, and the U.N. Drug Control 
Policy Organization have arrangements with one another, thus establishing 
multinational operations to combat threats to public security. 

3. Intelligence that includes support for military as well as civilian 
agencies of governments and their operations. The interlocking web of intelli
gence-sharing is becoming much more important. Better intelligence-gather
ing and -sharing among agencies are indispensable as we move ahead. 

Analysis 

joseph Kruft, Program Director, Peter F. Drucker Foundation for 
Nonprofit Management 

An increase in world confiict has necessitated an increase in humanitari
an aid, military operations, and public security. Coordination among the key 
players-the military, NGOs, and lOs-is an imperative to garnishing greater 
success in such operations and to fulfilling the overall objective of turning over 
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control to the local authorities, agencies, and people. Such coordination, how
ever, is not a natural relationship. Given the respective organizations' different 
aims, cultures, languages, and hisLOrical suspicion of one another, cooperation 
and coordination are indeed a challenge. 

Nevertheless, all parties agree that building more effective means for capa
bilities is not only possible, but would be beneficial to all key players, includ
ing the local peoples whom they aim to help. Successfully coordmated effons 
in Bosnia and other recent operauons have demonstrated the advantages to be 
gained when both civilian and milnary leaders seek areas of common mterest 
and look for ways to reach the common end. 

The panelists-representing the military perspective, the NGO perspec
tive, and the public security perspective-each outlined the sundry challenges 
facing them in any relief effort , as well as the areas for further opportunity. 
General Montgomery Meigs, giving the military perspective, ci ted the mili
tary's relatively late arrival into a situation as an obstacle to better coordina
tion. NGOs, who have been on the ground, often from the beginning, and who 
have seen crisis after crisis, sec the arrival of troops as an affront to their mis
sion and efforts. Each group sees the other's goals as different and, at times, 
incompatible. While the military accuses NGOs of not seeing the big picture, 
NGOs counter that the big picture, in reality, is made up of hundreds of small 
pictures, which need to be looked at collectively in order to get a clear view of 
the situation. 

llowever, General Meigs concluded that, despite their different methods, 
all parties can find great benefit in persistently emphasizing common goals and 
ends. Establishing trust between leaders can be accomplished through person
al contact and interaction, most effectively if the military is willing to meet the 
NGOs and lOs on their home lUrf and if the military is willing to show 
consistency and patience in its interactions with its civilian partners. A com
mitment to cross-training military personnel and NGOs would also have far
rcachmg implications in changing attitudes about the military's seriousness 
toward operations and common goals. 

Mr. Howard Roy Williaml>, a representative of NGOs, cited NGO's arro
gance as a major stumbling block when it comes to cooperation and coordi
nation in efforts. That arrogance often isolates NGOs from other communi lies. 
Mr. Williams agreed that NGOs must rely on a donor base for their existence. 
But the focus remains on the immediate, the real, and the short-term impera
tives of a situation. The insight NGOs arc able to give an array of little pictures 
can offer an improved perception of the larger picture. 

Mr. Williams, like General Meigs, emphasized the need for proper chan
nels of communication to be established between the leaders and their com
munities. The military must come to understand that the causes NGOs are 
engaged in arc very precious to them. Likewise, NGOs must recognize that the 
essential element that is going to determine the relevance of an action or opcr-
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ation is that all players are engaged in the enterprise to help somebody survive. 
Added to these challenges is the threat to public security. Ambassador 

Robert B. Oakley stated that with globalization came a greater security threat 
at home, as well as on the international level. As a result, the challenge can 
only be met if it is attacked at both levels. The military must take a focused and 
hard-line approach to security threats such as international crime, terrorism, 
and narcotics trafficking. This hard-line approach fundamentally sets the mil
itary apart from the NGO and 10 communities. 

Ambassador Oakley described three pillars to beating international secu
rity threats: the U.S. role in security in areas where local authorities cannot 
control it themselves; the increasing use of multinational operations; and a 
process for better intelligence-gathering and -sharing among agencies. 

The panelists uniformly emphasized the advantages and benefits to be 
gained through greater understanding, communication, and coordination in 
civil-military operations. They cited the benefit of cross-training, building per
sonal networks, and establishing communications channels both in the field 
and at home. The continuing challenges that stand in the way of these efforts 
will require greater exploration, discussion, and refinement in the years to 
come. 

Transcript 

BACKSTAGE ANNOUNCER: Ladies and gentlemen, Dr. Daniel Goure. 

DR. DANIEL GOURE: Ladies and gentlemen, it's my distinct pleasure and 
privilege to introduce Mrs. Frances Hesselbein as the person to introduce the 
Chair of the next panel. I could go into greater length, but l don't know how 
l would compete with the introduction given by the Secretary of the Anny or 
her performance and presence on this stage earlier today. So, I will simply 
introduce her. Mrs. Frances Hesselbein. 

MRS. FRANCES HESSELBEIN: Thank you very much. It is my honor to 
introduce Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith. From 1993 to 1998, Peter W. 
Galbraith served as the first U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of Croatia, where 
he actively participated in the negotiation of three agreements that ended the 
war in the former Yugoslavia. He was the co-mediator and principal architect 
of the 1995 agreement that ended the war in Croatia by providing for the 
peaceful reintegration of Eastern Slovenia. From 1979 to 1993, he served as 
senior adviser to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, handling the for
eign relations authorization legislation in the Near East/South Asia region. His 
work on Iraqi war crimes against the Kurds was the subject of a 1992 ABC doc
umentary. Ambassador Galbraith is the author of published reports, scholarly 
articles, and op eds on Iraq, the Kurds, South Asia, security issues, and the 
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Balkans peace processes. During the l<osovo conflict, Ambassador Galbraith 
was a frequent commentator for the major U.S. and British networks, Jogging 
more than 150 appearances. He is currently on the faculty of the National War 
College. Ambassador Galbraith. 

AMBASSADOR PETER W. GALBRAITH: In 1991, the major participants 
in the unfolding Yugoslavia tragedy gathered in Lake Bled in Slovenia for a 
conference. One morning, Slobodan Milosevic, then the pres ident of Serbia; 
Franco Tudjman, president of Croatia; and Alija lzetbegovic, president of 
Bosnia, went om fishing together on the lake. The}' caught a fish and before 
they could do anything with it, the fish started to talk and explained that it was 
a magical fish and it would grant each of them one wish. Milosevic, the clever 
fellow that he was, said, "Well, my wish is that Tudjman and all the Croars will 
go to hell." Tudjman reacted and said, "My wish is that Milosevic and all the 
Serbs will go to hell." The Bosnian president looked at the fish and said, "Docs 
this happen all at once?'' The fish said, "Yes. " The Bosnia president said, "In 
that case, I'll have a cup of coffee." 

Unfortunately, there were no magic fish , cnher in Conner Yugoslavia or 
any place else, and the connictthat broke out in the former Yugoslavia in 1991 
was not, of course. new. The world has long been a chaotic place, beset by 
local conflicts, large-scale human rights violations, and widespread suffering. 
During the Cold War, these were matters that did not primarily concern the 
U.S. military. Its task was to prepare for large-scale conflict and, on several 
occasions, tO fight regional wars. Indeed, the first big military test of the 
post-Cold War world was another conventional, regional war, this time in the 
Persian Gulf against Iraq. The Bush administration-and Ithmk the military
thought that the war would be like evcty other. The U.S. would fight and, mis
Ston accomplished, withdraw; and, indeed, it proceeded to do just that. One 
month after the end of the Gulf War, dramatic television picrures of Iraqi 
Kurds fleeing Saddam Hussein's fury and then dying on snowy hillsides were 
beamed 1nt0 homes around the world and around the United States. Outraged 
commentators, and I have LO confess I was one of them, suggested that the 
administration had lost its moral compass, having called on the Iraqi people to 
overthrow Saddam Hussein and then abandoning children, women, and men 
to their fate. Within a few weeks, the U.S. military was back imo Iraq, this time 
negotiating the withdrawal of the Iraqi military and police, facilitating distri
bution of food and medicine, and setting up transit camps for returning 
refugees. This became the post-Cold War world's first humanitarian interven
tion and I would note that, 11 years later, the Kurds today enjoy what is de 
facto an independent state, defended from the air by the U.S. military. 

Since the nonhem Iraq intervention, the U.S. military has been involved m 
humanitarian interventions in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, Haiti , and East Timor. 
In each case, the milirary has facilitated the provision of humanitarian relief, 
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assisted in physical reconstruction, 
and, in some cases, provtded physical 
security and-the dreaded words
contributed to nation building. 

In Afghanistan, winning the war 
against the Taliban was relatively easy. 
There is, however, broad recogniuon 
that keeping Afghanistan from being a 
haven for terrorists and extremists will 
require an extended international 
presence. As Afghanistan demon
strates, settling disputes among rival 
warlords, providing humanitarian aid, 
educating girls, and rebuilding a coun
try are nOt JUSt good things to do; they 
can be vital to our nauonal securit). 
All this puts the militaf) in an unusu
al, unaccustomed, and sometimes 
uncomfortable role. It has been a ells- A111bassador Galbraith 
penser of life-sustaining food and 
medicine. It has repainted schools and 
churches. It has hunted down warlords and protected a foreign leader. 

In recent cases, other countries have borne much of the burden of nation 
building, bm as we move forward in Iraq and then, as some have suggested, 
tf)' to clean up the rest of the Middle East, we may find ourselves undertaking 
these roles large!) on our own. These experiences ratse many questions. How 
do the vel)• different cultures of the mihtaf)', humanitarian organizauons, non
governmental organizations. and the United Nations mesh in complex emer
gencies? More broadly, what is the role of the military and humanitarian 
organizations in preventing conflict and in dealing with the consequences of 
conflict? Are there alternatives to the militaf)' taking over key functions such 
as providing public security? 

We may wish that there was a large U.N. civilian peace force that could be 
deployed, but that really does not exist More broadly, how do we coordinate 
the military, the police function. the intelligence function in the promotion of 
public security, both internationally and as it affects the United States? While 
it seems to me that real progress has been made in places such as East Timor 
and Bosma, one has to note that these arc very small places-East Timor with 
800,000 people and Bosnia with just 4 million-and they have been very 
expensive operations. The international community has spent more than 
$2 million on East Timor and $20 billion on Bosnia. 

The question is, ho" do we handle nation building in bigger failed states? 
Afghanistan and Iraq-Afghanistan with 22 million, Iraq about the same size. 
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And what happens if some really large places fail-Pakistan, 140 million. 
Indonesia, 220 million? To help sort out these questions and to raise and 
answer others, we have an extremely well-qualified panel. 

We have a military man, General Montgomery Meigs, who fought in 
DESERT STORM, deployed with the 1st Infantry to Bosnia-Herzegovina in 
October 1996, serving as COMEAGLE in command of NATO's Multinational 
Division in the nonh in Operation j OINT ENDEAVOR. He returned to Bosnia
Herzegovina as the SFOR commander in 1998, and took over as the com
manding general of the U.S. Army in Europe and the Sevemh Army on 
November 10, 1999. lraq , Bosnia-Herzegovina, Kosovo-he worked on all of 
them. From my point of view, very importantly , he was the Army Fellow at the 
National War College. Please welcome General Meigs. 

Mr. Roy Williams is a humanitarian. Currently President and Chief 
Executive Officer of the Center for Humanitarian Cooperation, he previously 
worked upstairs in this building as the head of USAID's Office of Foreign 
Disaster Assistance, responsible for disaster preparedness, relief, and rehabilita
tion worldwide. Before that, he was with the International Rescue Committee 
for 12 years in a number of positions, ending up as the Vice President for 
Overseas Operations. He has worked in Iraqi Kurdistan, jordan, the Balkans, 
Kenya. Rwanda, and Southern Sudan. I can't think of anybody beuer able to 
talk abom the humanitarian issues. Please welcome Mr. Roy Williams. 

We have a diplomat. Ambassador Roben Oakley is a Distinguished Fellow 
at the Institute for National Security Studies at the National Defense 
University, a position he's held since 1995. Before that, he had a 30-year career 
in the Foreign Service, having served in a number of high-level positions
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific a t the time of 
the Cambodia famine and the Vietnamese boat people crisis; Director of the 
State Department's Office for Counterterrorism; Ambassador to Pakistan, 
Congo, then called Zaire, and Somalia. He served as the special envoy for 
Somalia during the interventions in the Bush and Clinton administrations. He 
is the co-author of a book on Somalia and the co-editor of a book on peace
keeping. Please welcome Ambassador Robert Oakley. 

Gentlemen, thank you for being here and, also, thank you for what you've 
done. General Meigs. 

GENERAL MONTGOMERY C. MEIGS: I was asked to address the issue 
of creating means, and 1 had to think a liule bit about that and wonder how I 
was going to define it and cover it in 10 minutes. lt came back to me that per
sonal experience might be useful here and a bit of history. 

Creating a common effort, based on the complicated and varied objec
tives, backgrounds, and organizations that one finds in a peacekeeping or a 
peace-enforcement situation, depends on three basic things: common goals 
and coordinated ends, which, ironically, have to be reached through some 



218 NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE TWENTY-fiRST CENTURY 

degree of consensus between the par
ties involved in the peacekeeping 
effort; lntst between the key players; 
and a willingness on the military's 
part because, quite often in these sit
uations, the military is the most 
organized and has the most effective 
tools for compellance-the military's 
willingness to lead from behind, 
which is not our normal way of doing 
business. 

ll's interesting to step back a 
minute, to about 1943, in january, 
when Dwight D. Eisenhower is 
reflecting in his diary on his frustra
tion about being considered as inde
cisive, not bold, and generally behind 
the momentum in the major deci
sions made in the campaign in the 
Mediterranean. This lengthy quota- General Meigs 
tion gives you an interesting insight 
into the frame of mind that is 
required of a military person in these types of operations, i.e. , peacekeeping, 
though this is a conventional setting. 

"The truth is that the bold British commanders in the Med were Admiral 
Cunningham and Tedder, not the English ground commanders. l had peremp
torily to order the holding of the forward airfields in the bitter days of 
january 1943. l had to order the integration of an American corps and its use 
on the battle lines . 1 had to order the attack on Pantelleria. And finally the 
British ground commanders-but not Sir Andrew and Tedder-wanted to put 
all our ground forces into the toe of Italy. They didn't like Salerno, but after 
days of work, L got them to accept. On the other hand, no British commander 
ever held back once an operation was ordered. We had a happy family-and 
to a lithe commanders in chief must go the great share of the operational cred
it." Remember what David Gergen said about teams here. "But it worries me 
to be thought of as timid when I've had to do things that were so risky as to be 
almost crazy." And remember David Gergen's comment about self-mastery: 
"Ho-hum, end of concern, put it away. Never reaches the light of day." 

So what's the challenge in a peace-enforcement or peacekeeping situation? 
First, most of the organizations have discordant institutional cultures. Many of 
the people that! was dealing with in Bosnia and have helped olher command
ers deal with in Kosovo and Bosnia have a different view of the world; have dif
ferent backgrounds. People in humanitarian organizations, (or instance, have 
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seen crisis after crisis after crisis. Generally, the military person is a bit of a 
newcomer to the scene. They perceive that the military goal is different than 
theirs, or what they see as the overall goal. They have different interests. 
Nongovernmental organizations generally arc very concerned about their 
donor base. They want visibility in the media in order to continue to generate 
interest in that donor base, because the donor base is their survival instrument. 
They can't be seen as being dependent on or subservient to the military actors 
in a peacekeeping operation. In addition, because of our vaned experiences 
and cultures, and the way we have grown up professionally over the years, and 
the history that we all share, many of the people in the nongovernmental 
organizations and the private volunteer organizations don't trust the military. 

I low do you deal with those problems to create a common effort? I go 
back to an initiative that General Wcs Clark had us launch on, and we son of 
negotiated on how to do this and this was our solution. In 1999 we were faced 
with what we thought was going to be a bow wave of rescttkment back into 
the areas of the Republic of Srpska. We knew that somehow we had to get this 
coordinated because we couldn't ensure a safe and secure environment if we 
had random movement into the seulement areas. So we convinced the ambas
sadors who were involved in this operation-supporting it, reponing on it
and the humanitarian organizations to forward us regional resettlement task 
forces in each of the major areas of the country and to provide the meals, the 
location, the coordination facilities for free. Because it was in the interest of the 
mission, SFOR began bringing all of these actors in and coordinating the 
effort. 

Coordination of that effort required several things: preparing the ground 
for negotiations with the officials in the receiving localities to ensure that they 
would do at least the minimum required for a safe and secure environment. 
Actually, coordination of the move itself-making sure that when the people 
arrived the police were on the scene, the military was there-in order lO 

ensure that things were done properly, because we couldn't cover everything 
all at the same time. 

After the war-because, as you know, allied force preempted any kind of 
real resettlement during the activity that was going on in the air campaign
there was, in fact, a resurgence of resettlement, much of it spontaneous, often 
not even known to be starting by the humanitarian organizations. And because 
the aid in Bosnia is distributed in the late winter-early spring, as these people 
fell in on their new locations, their homes, in August and September, we were 
very concerned about getting them aid prior to the winter that would allow 
them to stay through the winter so that that resettlement could continue to be 
successful. To assist in that, SfOR arranged a tour to these locations b)' all of 
the concerned ambassadors so they could see firsthand our shared problems 
and, hopefull}'. generate a last bit of pocket change and resources lO provide 
the stoves, the cooking fuel, the bedding, and the grain required to keep these 
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people alive and in place dunng the winter. Coordinating the long-term secu
nty required us to be in touch with the humanitarian organizations all the time 
in case something "went south." That combined effort led to a very successful 
reseulemcnt campaign in spite of the fact that it couldn't really stan until after 
the war had finished and after the distrust of the situation had calmed down 
somewhat. 

So, what are the ways forward and what have we learned from that expe
rience I that! despite the fact that we have different methods, emphasize com
mon ends? Establish trust with the leaders of these organizations through per
sonal contact. The military actor has to go and meet these people on their 
home ground-whether it's the Russian Ambassador, the French ambassador, 
the UNIICR official in your sector-you have to meet them on their home 
ground so they know you both as a person, Iandi as an actor on the stage. The 
military has to show great consistency and patience. Developing this type of 
detailed coordination with folks who aren't sure they want to do it requires a 
lot of effort. 1t also requires that the military use its strengths in coordinating 
staff work and facilities to help the effort. 

Finally. il's important in our training that we continue to do cross-train
ing with humanitarian organizations. For instance, we are just finishing up the 
rehearsal for the task force that will go down and replace the current Task 
Force Falcon in Kosovo. Routinely, we bring in as players members of human
itarian organizations to create the same stresses on that unit that they will 
encounter down range. That docs two things for us. One, it's better training for 
the unit. Two, it shows the community with whom those soldiers arc going to 
have to deal that we are as serious about progress on common terms in that 
environment as are they. 

MR. HOWARD ROY WILLIAMS: I've been pleasantly surprised to learn 
that I'm going to have to change the tenor of some of my remarks because of 
the dynamic that has already emerged in this gathering. That's good. I was 
gomg to give you a classic description of the NGO community, what they do, 
why they do it, and how they do it. But I'll just fill in liulc bits and pieces of 
that to the extent that it's relevant. 

Basically, I'd rather talk about the NGO community and how it needs to 
!'it into the son of interactions that are increasingly becoming important when 
we talk about humanitarian assistance worldwide. l like the phrase discorda11t 
i11stitutio11al cuiLures that General Meigs used. I think that's a fair description. 
I can narrow it down some. The NGO community carnes with it a consider
able degree of arrogance. Now, in their minds, that arrogance is well earned, 
because they, over time, have been willing to go to places where no one else 
wants to go to do good work, and there is a lot of credit in that, and they've 
made some remarkable accomplishments. The danger in that arrogance. how
ever, is that it tends to isolate you from other communities. One begins to 
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think that the only people worthy of 
doing humanitarian work arc other 
humanitarians like themselves. The 
world is not set up that way. And I 
think, increasingly. some members of 
the NGO community and the interna
tional community are beginnmg to 

accept the realities of the incredible 
d)·namic of Rwanda and Kurdistan 
where the logistical needs and the 
needs of the people on the ground 
were so extreme that no one organi
zation was remotely capable of meet
ing them. 

NGOs are in the business of pre
seming alternatives to negatives. 
They do it in man}' ways and they do 
it in a variet)' of situations. They also 
think in micro terms. Agam, General 

Mr. Williams Meigs made an observauon. which 
was very appropriate, that NGOs real
ly rely upon their donors for their 

existence-their donors and contnbutions from the public. But those contri
butions arc defined in tenns of the immediate reaction to, say, a full page ad 
in the New Yorl1 Times showing the tragedy that's happening in Kurdistan or 
Kosovo. And so the NGOs constituency insists that they focus upon the imme
diate and the real in short terms. Their methodology and approach are very 
much predicated upon the need to respond to that. Therefore. this docs define 
part of the1r culture. Now. some sec this as a weakness in the NGO commu-
111t}'. because they say they're incapable of seeing the big picture. My own sense 
of it is that the term big picture m1sscs the point. Because, in reality, the big pic
ture consists of a thousand liulc pictures, and to the extent that any organiza
tion can give you insight into many of those little pictures, your perception of 
the big picture is going to be much improved. 

So what are we talking about? We are talking about communication and 
cooperation between the discordant communities. That, to my mind, is the 
essential of what we are concerned with: how to get communities whose his
tory has been very different, whose sense of obligation has been very different, 
and whose performance has been very different. Unfonunatel) , over the last 5 
or 6 )·cars, there have been more people killed in the NGO community than 
were killed in the previous 50. The world has changed. This apphcs both in 
terms of the international sector and the local sector. And to that point I might 
just observe that there arc more than 4,000 NGOs operating internationally 
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and hundreds of thousands operating within their own countries. So we're 
talking about a huge community, but a huge community that has been increas
ingly subject to the security concerns that affect all of us. Their casualty rates 
arc a function of the fact that they are very much, as General Meigs pointed 
out, on the front line. That's where their mission demands that they be. So, 
sometimes when a dialogue emerges between the different communities as 10, 

"Okay. we are going to do this and why aren't you there as well?" there will be 
misunderstandings as to why the military is not there, why the military is 
seeming!) more concerned with force protection than the objectives of the 
mission, and so forth. 

To son out the constraints of the language difficulty is going to take time. 
To my way of thinking, the essential mechanisms for accomplishing this are 
through selling up channels of communication. Now, these have existed. I 
can well remember in northern Iraq, for example, there were channels of 
communication with the military that worked very well, and in Rwanda the 
same thing, and in Bosnia, not necessarily with the U.S. military, but with 
UNPROFOR. all kinds of arrangements were worked out. But they all tended 
to be, unfonunately, episodic and vcr} specifically oriented to the circum
stances. There was no pattern to fall back upon for the next time around. 

There have been efforts to establish such a pattern. In the case of the U.S. 
military, the Civil Affairs people have been working very hard to establish the 
dynamics and rules of engagement, if you will, for dealing with the humani
tarian community, and I think they have had a certain amount of success. I 
think I'm entitled to say that, having worked with the humanitarian commu
nity for so long, we are not as keen on doing this as the military has been. So 
the gulf is still there. The NGOs arc still arrogant about the fact that they are 
humanitarians and no one else can be. I find that a lillie difficult to accept in 
terms of reality. If you are a victim in some lace, whoever helps you is the per
son who helps you, and that person is a humanitarian for a day or for that peri
od. This is something the NGO community has to learn. On the other side, the 
nulnary has to learn that the assumptions that the NGOs and the internation
al organizations make about humanitarianism are very, very precious to 

them-so precious that they arc willing to risk their lives in order to maintain 
them. So that has to be understood. 

Let me speak about a particular issue, which unfortunately has generated 
a great deal of discussion. In Afghanistan, now, the wearing of uniforms by the 
military is presumed to be the thing to do. The absence of uniforms on the pan 
of the military doing humanitarian work has really sent a shock wave through 
the humanitarian community on the grounds that they arc going to be in 
threat, therefore, the questions of neutrality are in question, therefore, et 
cetera, et cetera. These are genuine issues. Now, whether or not they are a 
functton of arrogance on the pan of the military or a misunderstanding on the 
part of the humanitarian community is another question. This is the son of 
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issue that could be negotiated tf there were normal , very predictable channels 
of communication between the communities, which unfortunately, to my 
knowledge, don't exist. 

We talk about conOict response and connict prevention. I'm not sure that 
conOict prevention works. I think it does, but 1 could not demonstrate it. If it 
docs work, it's a function of a lot of small micro-efforts pulling together to 
accomplish a much larger goal. The trick, it seems to me, is that if there is 
some awareness of these micro-efforts, to get back to what I was saying before, 
putung them into the larger obJeCtive, then the possibilities or the chance of 
them working are vastly improved. Overall, the NGO community is a very, 
very multifaceted organism. There is no question about it. And I'm sure that 
many members of the NGO community operating right now feel very strong
ly that there is absolutely no point in having anything to do with the military, 
because the military cannot be seen as essentially neutral. 

On the other hand, many members of the NGO community have moved 
past that and have recognized that if we are all engaged in a humanitarian 
enterprise, then the objectives of that enterprise and the fact that we can, in 
fact, help somebody survive arc the essential things that are going to determine 
the relevance of our actions. There i<> an effon under a)' to organize and regu
larize channels of communication between the military and the humanitarian 
community at large, the intemational organizations, and the NGOs. This is 
essential if we are going to really function. Humanitarian operations: I my 
experience, each one is bigger than the last. Each one is more demanding than 
the last, in simple human terms, in logistical terms, and in financial terms. 
Donors have been very forthcoming in terms of helping the NGO community. 
but donors don't see the big picture. They look at their projects, and the com
munity has to respond in terms of their projects. Somewhere, a lot of this has 
to come together. At some point there has to be an opportunity to dtscuss the 
big picture in relation to the small picture, the NGO world in relation to the 
military world and the intemational organization world, the world of the press 
as it focuses on this and the communities. 

GeLLing back to the NGOs, every NGO has a constituency. Whether it's a 
small town in Iowa or a large city in france , it has a constituency to which it 
owes a considerable debt of allegiance. This makes it more difficult. That con
stituency has to be drawn into the communication channel as well. I think it 
can be done. There have been very, very positive signs and, as I said earlier, 
some of them have been episodic, but they have had effects while they lasted, 
and perhaps they laid the seed 111 the minds of some people that it can be done. 

finally, to underscore what I said earlier, I think the milnary has been 
extremely forthcoming in recognizing the need for being prepared to be 
involved in humanitarian undertakings, and the need that, more often than not, 
they are going to be far beyond their expectation. I think the point has been 
made often during this conference that what happens in a huge humanitarian 



224 NATIONAL SECURITY FOR THE TWENTY-fiRST CENTURY 

crisis docs impact upon the national security of this country. We have been a 
little slow in recognizing that, but I think it's abundantly clear. The NGOs have 
to feel that they are pan of this obligation. They, no doubt, arc the ones who 
will be first on the ground, and they will be there after the conflict ends, trying 
to rebuild. Having been there before and during, I fully appreciate the fact that 
there is a tendency to feel isolated from the world community once you're doing 
that job. We can't allow that isolation to continue. Thank you. 

AMBASSADOR ROBERT 13. OAKLEY: Peter, thank you vel) much for the 
kmd introduction. I think your remarks are right on target, and I wtsh to make 
a small point. Roy and General Meigs talked about the interaction and the very 
positive common ethics dealing with humanitarian affairs, and I'm not going 
to address that. I'm going to talk about some other things, but we all have to 

remember Roy's last point. This is pan of a much bigger effort where the mil
ita!)' and humanitarian communities both have to work themselves out of a 
job and tum it back over to the people in whose country they arc operating; 
and we can't ever lose sight of that. 

I want to talk about public security in an international context, the chal
lenges and the way ahead. It's an mcreasing problem. just as globahzation has 
taken off with high-tech, better communications, so have the threats to public 
security. International organized crime, terrorism, narcotics have all benefited 
from globalization unfortunately. So we have a much greater threat out ahead, 
coming in many ways to our public security at home, just as we do to inter
national public security. Therefore, the challenge can only be met on an inter
national as well as a national basis. 

It seems to me there are two basic approaches to increasing international 
capabilities for dealing with public security in the years ahead. First, what 1 
call the soft approach, in\'olving humanitarian, socio-economic, political
dtplomatic action-in some cases preventive, and in other cases curative
dealing with conflicts, and acting to improve the basic human conditions and 
the problems which greatly exacerbate, if not totally cause, the breakdown of 
public security. l'm not going to talk about the soft approach, but what I call 
the hard approach, involving military, law enforcemcnL, and intelligence activ
ities to detect, deter, disrupt, or otherwise prevent or protect against public 
security threats. The three often overlap. General Meigs saw all three of them 
in Bosnia. 

Milital)' action can range from full-scale combat against terrorists, as in 
Afghanistan, to peace enforcement and peace building in failed states such as 
Bosnta where public securit}' threats of all kinds flourish. It can also include 
trammg or other forms of cooperation with local militar}' in failed states with 
security threats. 

This year, the United States is playing a leading role in increasing interna
tional military capabilities dealing with public security. Multilaterally, you look 
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at a situation like Afghanistan, where 
the primary focus is on combat. 
Nonetheless, you find other elements 
beginning to come into it as they are 
now. As Peter said, they do not like to 
call it nation building. Secretary of 
Defense Rumsfcld called 1l "draining 
the swamp." But they arc things that 
have to be done. The international 
developmental community. the 
humanitarian community, and the 
military are all working closely tOgeth
er in Afghanistan. A lot more has to be 
done in terms of coordination if we are 
going to succeed in the long-term 
effort to stabilize Afghamstan. 

Ongoing NATO military opera
tions in Bosnia with SFOR and in 
Kosovo with KFOR encompass police 

AmiJassador Oalllcy and other civilian public security 
activities. They've marked, thanks to 
General Meigs, increasing attention 

to organized crime and narcotics as sources of insecurity and threats lO public 
security, both there and abroad, and it also comes back to the U.S. The 
European Union has created a 60,000-person quick-reaction force for future 
light interventions of the kind that we see in Bosnia and elsewhere. It includes 
a special 5,000-person constabulary police component, dealing with this lower 
end of the problem. Scandinavian countries developed a serious similar capa
bilit) on the multilateral front. Bilaterally, the United States pro\ides long
term and shorl-lerm educauon and training for thousands of foretgn military 
officers each year in some 150 countries, and it engages most of the countries 
in bilateral and multilateral militar) training exercises. 

Included in this military education and training are such specialties as 
antidrug, counterterrorism, and military police functions, as well as the broad
er improvement of across-the-board capabilities. It substantially enhances the 
foreign military capacity to deal with public securit)' threats and improves 
coordination and cooperation with the United States and with each other. The 
most recent striking example of this has been the U.S. counterterrorist train
tng teams for the Philippines, Yemen, and Georgia. These have been clear, seri
ous terrorist threats beyond the current capacity and perhaps the will of local 
tntlitary forces. Results from the Philippines are already in. The results of 
Yemen arc showing substantial improvemcm. We don't know yet about 
Georgia. Yemen is a huge challenge, with hundreds, perhaps thousands, of 
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probable terrorists in moumamous areas outside the control of the local gov
ernment. Something has to be done to help reestablish governmental control 
over the long term, and deal with immediate threats. In Pakistan, I wouldn't 
call it training, but U.S. Special Forces have been working quietly alongside 
the Pakistani military in the rural areas and have achieved a certain amoum of 
progress there in dealing with the problems of al Qaeda and the Taliban that 
people thought previously couldn't be gotten at. At the same Lime, the ClA and 
FBI are very quietly collaborating with the military, both the U.S. and 
Pakistani, and the Pakistam police dealing with the al Qaeda terrorist threat. 
In Afghanistan and Pakistan, thC)' arc going to have to deal increasingly with 
the narcotics problem before we are finished. 

Civilian law enforcement is the second pillar to beating this international 
public security threat. It's becoming increasingly imernational by means of 
older institutions such as lmcrpol , EuroPol, the U.N. Drug Control Policy 
Organization, as well as new institutions and many ad hoc arrangements. The 
United States has been the key clement of multinational operations to rebuild 
effective civilian police and other law enforcement capabilities in crime-ridden 
states such as Bosnia and Kosovo. Most recently, we arc starting in 
Afghanistan, where the Gem1ans have the lead, but the United States is help
mg. We support the Civilian Police Assistance Unit of the United Nations, 
which works with scores of countries to rebuild the police forces. Bilaterally, 
the United States provides various forms of police, judicial, and other law 
enforcement training to police and judicial institutions in dozens of states, 
including large-scale programs in critical countries such as Indonesia, 
Pakistan, and Nigeria. All of these countries had been, could again, be players 
in international organized crime, narcotics trafficking, ancVor international 
terrorism. The problems are evermore interlocking for mutual reinforcing. 
Narcotics traffickers, international organized crime, and terrorists reinforce 
one another. The United States Drug Enforcement Agency has expanded its 
funcuons tremendously in the past 15 years as has the FBI, again, to help pro
vtdc capacity building for other countries as well as to get intelligence of our 
own. 

The third pillar l want to talk about in this son of international approach 
to dealing with public security, intelligence. I've arbitrarily created a third pil
lar because intelligence is so important. Intelligence includes support for mil
itary as well as civilian agencies of governments and their operations. 
Intelligence law enforcement information is usually embedded in military or 
civilian law enforcemelll organizations, including ministries of interior and 
justice, although the U.S. has its own Central Intelligence Agcnq•. The whole 
function of intelligence-developmg it, sharing it-whether it's law enforce
ment or whether it's intelligence as we have seen in the investigations of al 
Qacda, in our own country we have problems in terms of sharing. We have 
seen the benefits since September 11th of last year of sharing abroad, and the 
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increased volume of interaction has enabled us to detect and put out of busi
ness some 3,000 al Qaeda operatives-no mean feat. 

This has involved a huge amount of work in Western Europe, also in 
Central Asia, including a number of Middle East countries: Egypt, jordan, 
Saudi Arabia. This is not talked about much. This is the hidden element, all 
the way out to Southeast Asia, where hit teams have been picked up in 
Singapore before they could do the damage that they were planning to do to 
United States installations and personnel. This whole interlocking web of 
intelligence sharing and law enforcement infonnation sharing is becoming 
much more important. United Nations Security Council Resolution 1373 gave 
it a big boost because it provides legal and political cover for countries who 
understood the need to do these things but had to change their own systems 
fundamentally in order to do so. 

We are working on the same thing here at home-homeland security, how 
we can work beuer together, as well as the FBI and CIA, the other intelligence 
agencies, including their sharing with each other and with the law enforce
ment agencies. This is absolutely indispensable as we move ahead. In this 
whole web of activities, whether it's military-including the broad spectrum 
all the way down to humanitarian operations, which it does very well, but also 
dealing with organized crime and terrorism in one way or another, either 
direct combat or civilian affairs operations-or whether it's law enforcement 
agencies who are doing their thing, sometimes in collaboration \"lith the mili
tary as we have seen in places like Bosnia-or humanitarian agencies, it all has 
to be looked at together because the threats out there are growing; they are not 
receding. Thank you. 

AMBASSADOR GALBRAITH: Bob, thank you very much. First I'd like to 
invite the panel if there is something further they would like to comment on 
from the presentations made so far. Roy? 

MR. WILLIAMS: One thing, just picking up on Bob's use of the word intel
ligence, 1 would like to introduce the word infonnation because one of the diffi
culties among the communities has been information flow. Of course, there are 
always questions of open-source information, classified information, one thing 
and the other. Pan of the many operations has really been compromised by the 
inability of the communities to arrange for mechanisms by which they can pass 
information freely and share information freely, information that has an imme
diate effect upon day-to-day activities. For example, in Kosovo, the meeting 
that was most attended by all of the NGO community was the one run by the 
military. Every morning, every NGO that was in Prestina at the time was there, 
because the military was giving out information on where the mines were, what 
areas were safe, and what areas weren't safe. Conversely, in that environment 
the NGOs are more than happy to tell the military things they didn't know 
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because they had been up in the mountains and one thing or another. It wasn't 
intelligence in the pejorative sense that the NGO community thinks about, it 
was just a community effort, to use the word in itS broadest sense. 

AMBASSADOR GALBRAITH: Thank you very much. l was struck by a bit 
of an irony, though , in one of the pointS that you made, because you noted that 
lhe NGO community sometimes criticizes the military for not being neuu·al. 
Yet, we sometimes can see just the opposite. ln my experience during the 
Bosnia war, there was great resentment of the military for not intervening on 
the part of many of the NGOs that may not have felt the official position of the 
organization. However, it certainly reflected the views of many on the ground 
that more ought to have been done to stop an ongoing massacre or genocide. 
The same thing is maybe even more true in Rwanda, so it can be a very con
fused world. 

Before l open it tO the audience for questions, l'd like to ask the panelists 
to come back to lhe question that l posed in my opening remarks: we figured 
out at great cost how to do this in the small places, but what do we do about 
the big places? Do we have the military capability to deal with a major collapse 
in a place like Pakistan or Indonesia and, indeed, we have one in a large coun
try that Bob knows well-in Congo, lhe former Zaire? When one talks about 
public security, how do we deal with, again let's take Pakistan and Indonesia? 
We know these are countries where terrorism is breeding, and yet there may 
be parts of these countries-the northwest frontier, some of the outer islands 
in Indonesia-where government authority is very limited. How do we deal 
with these bigger issues? Bigger places? 

AMBASSADOR OAKLEY: Peter I'll start by saying two things. Places like 
the Congo, Afghanistan-hopefully not Pakistan, I hope it doesn't get worse
are going to be dangerous, are going to be humanitarian disasters for quite 
awhile before they can get back on their feet. But, getting them back on their 
feet requires development of local capacity. It also requires realistic objectives. 
Frankly, if the objective is to create a multilateral, multiethnic unified demo
cratic state in Bosnia, it takes a lot longer and a lot more resources than sta
bility \.\-i.th reasonable government. The same thing will be true in Afghanistan, 
to say nothing of what it will be like in Iraq, but we have to build the local 
capacity. In Pakistan, for example, thanks in part to the help provided by our 
Special Forces, the Pakistani military is now in the tribal areas where they have 
never been before, and they bring with them electricity, schools, food, things 
of this type that the people appreciate because they are not immune to what is 
happening in the rest of the world. They don't want to live in the Middle Ages 
forever. Things are beginning to change. The police are beginning to develop 
in Pakistan. So, it's things of this sort that we are working on in Bosnia as well 
that we have to think about if we are going to deal with these problems. 
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MR. WILLIAMS: l'd just like to pick up on that, because we tend to think 
of these problems in a monolithic sense. 1 recognize that, obviously at some level 
of political decision making and policy decision making, that is necessary. l 
think that, in fact, they exist in a much more fragmented way than we appreci
ate. During the war in Bosnia, when I was working there, we were able tO open 
factories and start institutions running and keep people in the communities and 
not have them face the necessity of fleeing simply because there was no fighting 
in the area at the time. 1 can think of many examples of that in the Congo as well. 
The life of the societies in a war is much more fragmented than we tend 10 real
ize, and that's where the NGO community is at its best, its strongest, because it 
operates on the assumption that there are always places to work. 

GENERAL MEIGS: l think I'd best confine my comments here to public 
security because 1 haven't had the type of experience that Roy and Bob have in 
a large-scale effort. After all, Bosnia is only the size of Georgia. it's not nearly 
as big as some of these other problem areas. 

Public security is basically a question of returning a responsibility back to 
the locals, as Bob pointed out, working yourself out of a job. I'll never forget 
talking to a Republic of Srpska general one day who was very upset. He said, 
"Look, this is not an underdeveloped coumry. We had an education system, 
we had universities, we had a viable economy, we had institutions." Later, 
speaking to a police official, trying to nudge some things in the legal area, he 
said, "If you want good judges, it's very simple: pay them, make sure they are 
independent, and make sure no one can threaten their children." Now, the 
structures for doing that were existent in the Republic of Serpska and in the 
Herzegovina area of Bosnia and in the Bosniac area. The u·ick was creating a 
safe ground to allow those institutions to come forward and exert their control 
over the situation. 

At one point we were assisting the Bosniacs in chasing down a very unsa
vOiy criminal who had assaulted a policeman with his automobile, knocked 
him down, and beat him almost senseless. Finally, the Bosniac police were fed 
up with this guy. He had been in coun 17 times, and at the last minute, the 
witnesses would drop out for whatever reason. We finally put enough heat on 
the Bosniacs that they took him to court, convicted him , and then immediate
ly let him out on appeal. Finally they pm him back in jail for 6 momhs. But 
that was the first lime a mafia don like that had ever been convicted and incar
cerated. The trick then is to create the safe ground, provide the training, pro
vide the support, and let them move on to that safe ground and begin to nib
ble away at these systemic problems that they have. But we can't do it for them. 

AMBASSADOR GALBRAITH: Thank you. I'd now like to open the noor to 
the audience. I would ask that questions be questions and the introductory 
comments be brief and that you wait for the microphone. 
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AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Larry Juster. I'm with the State 
Department, Office of Political-Military Affairs. My question is for General 
Meigs. Sir, what role do you see the military playing in helping to facilitate 
the coordination of the efforts of the NGOs and GOs in humanitarian opera
tions and postconnict reconstruction? And how do you try to keep that effort 
transparent, so that the effort remains as neutral and objective as possible? A 
follow-on is, what has been your experience with the use of civil-military 
operations cemers? 

GENERAL MEIGS: Well, first of all it depends on the mission you give the 
military and that is going to vary from place to place and it will depend to some 
degree on how aggressive that mission is. The mission in Kosovo and up until 
recently in Bosnia was to ensure a safe and secure environmem, and the mili
tary commander was the sole, final interpreter of what that meam pursuant to 
the latitude allowed him by contributing nations and his own counuy. So you 
have to look into what it is that the military is asked to do and how big a play
er the military is in relation to the civilian organizations that are on the 
ground. In the case of SFOR, the military is a pretty big player. 

Then the question is, how do you create incentive areas that allow the 
NGOs to come on board and work with you, making it clear that you're one 
among equals when, in fact , you're really not? That's leading from the back, 
and lthink thal's very important. The civil-military operations centers are crit
ical, and the regional resettlement task force was based on those. We had a 
Civil Affairs organization in each of these headquarters, and while the com
mander enabled the RTF, the CivH Affairs personnel provided the operational 
expertise, pushed it forward, and ran it. So, they are vital, they are very, very 
valuable, and we use the heck out of them, and the reserve components do a 
terrific job in providing them, because we on ly have one active battalion in the 
force structure. 

MR. WILLIAMS: One thing I'd like to comment on. You used the word 
coordination in your question. Using the word coordination raises expecta
tions, which are not, quite honestly, going to be realized. The NGO commu
nity, as soon as you use that word, run to ground because their boards of 
directors, their funding sources, and so forth, expect them to be operating 
independently and responsibly on their own terms. You can get them to work 
wirh CMOC, but as soon as you wave the nag of coordination, you're asking 
for trouble. 

AUDiENCE MEMBER: I'm Mike Harwood from the Foreign Service 
Institute. In March 1994, several of us coming out of Somalia and that opera
tion were given an early draft of Presidential Decision Directive 56, Managing 
Complex Contingency Operations. My question is, based upon your vast experi-



PANEL4 231 

ence as practitioners in these kinds of operations, how useful would it be to 
you as practitioners to get the cogent, well-conceived, comprehensive politi
cal-military-humanitarian-type plan from the national strategic level? And also 
to comment on Hans's point, on the earlier panel, that there is another nation
al security presidential directive that is called lPDD] 56 that's languishing 
someplace, that would be the son of that particular earlier effort. Again, how 
useful would that be in rour conduct of these kinds of operations down 
through the operational to the tactical level? Thank you. 

MR. WILLIAMS: One of my conclusions, both while working with the 
NGO community and later with the U.S. government, was that POD 56 should 
have been implemented at some point, largely because it struck me that 
POD 56 would have given people the opportunity to avoid dodging responsi
bility for the consequences of 1 heir decisions. Creating a larger plan would 
have been something that gave everyone a means of working tOgether and not 
being the lead dog and taking full responsibility. As far as I know, it was never 
implemented, certainly not when 1 was there or since. But I would have really 
supported its being implemented. 

AMBASSADOR OAKLEY: Based upon my experience and the degree to 
which it has been implemented, the best is probably Kosovo. It worked out 
reasonably well. There was a fair amount of advance planning on political 
issues. military issues, and other issues. To try to look ahead as to where you 
wanted to be after it was all over, it took a little while to get there. That was
n't true in the beginning. So, for example, if you thought before the war began 
where you wanted to be when the war was over, and that means back home, 
you wouldn't have dropped the bridges into the Danube, because that made 
things much more complicated. I think that we're coming back toward that 
sort of thinking ahead, at least on the military side. 

I was in a big wargame this summer called Millennium Challenge and 
played at the sort of regional combat commander level, and they found they 
needed such a device. They found it was very important. They brought in a 
bunch of people from the State Department, including Mr. Harwood and peo
ple from the political-military bureau, and they all worked together to craft a 
broad outline and then implement it as they went along. The implementation 
had to be clone by the military commanders on the ground, together with the 
civilians on the ground, whether they were from the State Department, from 
international organizations, or from the humanitarian side. They all had to put 
their minds together. But we need to have a general outline, coming from the 
top, of where we want to be after the fighting stops. That is very important. 

GENERAL MEIGS: I would certainly agree with that. The interesting 
thing about Kosovo is it was the second time the lessons learned from Bosnia 
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were applied to the ramp-up lO the introduction of KFOR imo Kosovo. Here's 
a swry to indicate the dilemma. 1 showed up as COM EAGLE, which is the 
northern district commander in Bosnia. I had Annex lA of the Dayton Peace 
Treat)' · I had an order that got my force into the sector, and then I got a phone 
call from a very senior military official who is a friend and he said, "Monte, 
here's my guidance to you, don't get anybody killed and stay out of the press. " 
Now there are advantages to that in that it gives you a wide degree of latitude 
for what you can do. There are cenain disadvantages to that. 1 encountered the 
same thing when I became COMSFOR because it was my responsibility to 
determine what safe and secure e11viromne11L meant and what the approximate 
grounds were for the use of military force, to include lethal force. 

It would have been useful to have had a greater consensus between-this is 
not a facLOr of this administration; 1 was serving in the last administration as 
COMSFOR-a common ground and understanding between the State 
Department officials that I worked with, the intelligence officials 1 worked with, 
and the U.S. guidance to SFOR as it came to me through U.S. channels. That 
pretty much didn't exist in terms of one common theme, and that complicated 
things to some extent. So clearly, that is critical. The other thing that is critical 
is that the mission set has to be based on the consensus of the imernational coali
tion. Different members of the coalition have differem interests, and they have 
differem rules of engagement. Somehow, there has to be an agreement on what 
the constructive gray area is for the commander, because that's where all the 
work is done. That's where all the work gets done with the other organizations, 
with the other embassies, and in dealing with the hardest core of the people who 
are on the other side that are trying to frustrate what you're trying to do. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Philip Hughes from the White House 
writers' group, and I have a question for Mr. Williams. rd like you lO expand 
on the key concept of neutralily that is so important 10 NGO organizations. In 
the discussion, scenarios have been discussed where NGOs don't trust the mil
itary LO be neutral. Other scenarios discuss where the military isn't actively 
interventionist enough for NGOs preferences. We didn't discuss, but I can 
imagine scenarios where NGOs might actually regard the role of our military 
as part of the problem-that is, that anybody who is involved in fighting is 
worsening humanitarian conditions or creating suffering and making no real 
moral distinctions, or being son of morally agnostic about the causes for 
which different combatants are fighting and the role that our forces would be 
playing. Are there any rules of the road that you can suggest that would help 
guide the military in what looks like a rather elastic application of the concept 
of neutrality by NGOs in these scenarios? 

MR. WILLIAMS: I keep picking up on words that other people have used. 
Elastic is the one that sticks out in my mind at the moment. There is a big 
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problem with the word ncutmlity. It used to be undersLOod wilhin the NGO 
community that everything you did, you did from neutral motives. Now, that 
was fine, because you were describing what the doer did. But I remember 
working in Bosnia, we would cross over from the Bosniae area lO a Croatian 
area doing exactly the same thing. and people would stone us. We, in our 
minds, were behaving neutrally, but on the ground, people were thinking that 
we were taking sides because we had already helped the other people. Right 
now 111 the NGO communit), there is a very large debate as to the relevance of 
neutralit)'. period, as to whether it's poss1ble, period. Now, 111 the case of the 
mlluary, 1f you're wearing a uniform, the presumption is that )'OU arc in the 
pursuit of a political objective for your country's imerest. So whatever you do, 
therefore, cannot be neutral. Now that, to my mind, is kind of tortuous logic, 
but that is the issue as it's being presented now. In s hort, it's gotten very elas
tic, and it's no longer as secure as we used to think it was, even though some 
organizations insist that that defines how they behave. 

GENERAL MEIGS: Let me try another crack at that problem. If I were giv
ing a ne" SFORIKFOR commander advice in training, I'd say, to deal with this 
problem, "Look, you have personallr got to engage with the critical humani
tarian players in )'Our area of operations personally. " I'll give you an example. 
When 1 first took over as COMEAGLE, I got to know a great human being 
named Santiago Perez. who was a UNHCR representative in northern Bosnia. 
Our problem was that we could never get UNHCR to coordinate their returns 
with us ::.o that we could be there to secure the darn thing when it happened 
and help in the preparation, to put the screws to the Serb police so that they 
would do what they were supposed to do. Because, as Roy pointed out, they 
have an independent view and they do not want to be subordinate to what we 
were doing. Santiago asked me to go with him to see a resettlement village, 
wh1ch IS something 1 wamed to do. We went to sec about three. At one of 
them, in these nasty conditions, he showed me a man he had met who had to 
go around on a four-wheel board that had a scooter motor on it, and his motor 
was broken down. 1 said, "Gee, why don't I give you the money so we can go 
buy this guy a new motor?" He looked at me and suddenly it clicked. And from 
that moment on, he and l had a very trusting relationship. 

Another fantastic person who was operating in Bosnia when I was there 
was a fellow named jon Renee Ruiz, who did all the investigations for the 
Srebrcniea massacre. It was not my job to protect him. He worked for ICTY; 
he was out there on his own. We had had difficult times on occasion with peo
ple who would try to suck us into things, and our orders were not to let that 
happen But he would go run around in some areas where indigenous Republic 
of Srpska people would be very upset with him, and the last thmg we wanted 
to do was either have him harassed or have his people injured in any kind of 
way. So while I could not say, "jon Renee, I'm gonna have a patrol right with 
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}'OU," because that was contrary to my instructions, he knew that everywhere 
he went, we were right around the corner. We developed, over a period of 
time, a very good relationship based on trust. I didn't inLerfcrc with his oper
ations; I enabled them. He could trust in the fact that I would do that. I could 
tell him where I was limited, and we could have an understanding about that. 
That is a key element on the front end of this thing. 

Tic into that what Roy was saying about infonnation. All mtelligence 
becomes information when }'OU go to a counterpart and say, "I don't think it's a 
good tdea that we go here tomorrow." Why not? I'm supposed to do X andY. 
"jon Renee, I just don't think that's a good idea. Why don't you change your plan 
a little bit? You go over there, I'll go over here. There are some things I have to 
cake take care of.'' A light goes on. You haven't violated any security rules, but 
you have cominued to establish this basis of trust and operational integrity. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: My name is Lieutenant Colonel Chris Soljec. 
command a U.S. Army Reserve Civil Affairs battalion in Buffalo, New York. My 
question is in reference to some of the comments made about the permanent 
feature of the international security landscape-the need for civil-military 
coopcrauon in these post-connict situations, for interagency cooperation. lt 
was alluded to in the discuSSIOn about communications nodes, means of infor
mation transparency, relationship building as General Meigs pouued out, and 
it seems that up to this point, at least, we have kind of stumbled along and 
done this more or less on an ad hoc, post-deployment situation. My question 
is this: What do you think we could do to build those relationships and train 
and educate people, particularly the operators, who take policy and implement 
it on the ground prior to a deployment, so that we can be more effective and 
the learning curve is a lot less steep? Thank you. 

GENERAL MEIGS: Well, we do that to some extent in the mission rehears
al exercises today. We make a very concerted effort to replicate every factor that 
extslS in that area of operations to the people that are going down. And to some 
extent. we need to incorporate that into our school system, to the extent that 
we can devote the time and energy to it, because obviously at the Staff College 
and the War College you're dealing with how to fight a war primarily. Granted, 
this new strategic environment is going to make new demands on how we allo
cate that time. Other than that, you could involve humanitarian officials in the 
ramp-up planning as observers. They probably wouldn't participate as actual 
doers for the reasons that Roy tS pointing out. But, if they understand what 
)'Ou're about and how you're going to do it, that could be ver}' critical, and the 
Civil Affairs people could be the conduit for that. 

AMBASSADOR OAKLEY: A lot of that was done, General Meigs, for Haiti, 
because General Sheehan, the CINC at the time, and the Assistant Secretary of 
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Defense for SOLIC (Special Operations and Low Intensity ConOict), who also 
handles humanitarian operations, found ways to involve the humanitarian 
community without letting them in on military planning, and actually they 
had two plans. One was an unopposed landing, which was not too highly clas
sified, and the other one was an opposed landing. But there was so much sim
ilarity there, they found a way to do it. The National Defense University has 
been doing a lot of training with the various combatant commands as well with 
the representatives of all the different civilian agencies to try to push this for
ward. There has been less interest during this administration than at the end 
of the previous administration. They found out from places like Bosnia and 
Haiti that they needed to do more of it. Hopefully, that will come back again. 
Whether you call nation building a bad word or not, if you don't leave a place 
in pretty good shape, then you've defeated your initial objective and your ini
tial reason for going in, but it can be done. I think there is a recognition that 
it needs to be done, but there arc so many demands on the time and resources 
that people have to recognize that it's more important post-conOict and then 
push it into the school curriculums all the way through. Otherwise, it pro
duces a nasty situation, and I'm afraid that we may run into that in Afghanistan 
at the moment. 

GENERAL MEIGS: Having done the Afghanistan issue in the 1980s, to 
find ourselves back in the first decade of the twenty-first century, I'm not sure 
we want to be back in another 20 years. 

MR. WILLIAMS: Two observations in response to that, and they're inter
connected. One of the realities against which all of this has to be understood 
is the large turnover within the communities, both the military community 
and the NGO community. So the only way, I think. to respond to that is to 
instilllllonahze more your objectives. 

My concern is that the objectives of the Civil Affairs, the humanitarian 
side. arc not always taken as seriously as they might be in planning operations 
or even in discussing the criteria backdrop for operations. This is a military 
issue, of course, but it has been my sense that if we are really going to get 
someplace where I think we need to be, both those things have to be dealt with 
in one package. 

AMBASSADOR GALBRAITH: I think we have time for one, possibly two, 
questions 

AUDICNCE MEMBER: M) question relates to a comment made by 
Ambassador Oakley. l want to ask the panel about an area in which I feel that 
there is a possibility for the armed forces to act in concert with other agencies. 
The armed forces, in the last two days, have alluded to two aspects. One is 
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attackmg the base to remove a ba!>e where this type of activity is taking place, 
like Afghanistan. The other is where they go in after something has happened. 
When we talk of globalization and crime going global and also the linkage that 
terrorism usually rides piggyback on the crime S)rtldicates, then we have a very 
different type of a world that exists out there. Unless we tackle that type of 
world, I don'tthink we can ever find a solution to this. So the syndicates, from 
what I have read, have an annual dollar rinance which exceeds $4 to $6 tril
lion per annum, which is larger than the budgets of three-fourths of the coun
tncs listed in the U.N. Ther haw a very, vef)' powerful reach m terms of intel
ligence, in terms of what they can do-fake passports, all those types of things. 

Does the military see roles for itself in tackling this scourge in a proactive 
manner, or is it going to be allowed to be done by civil agencies? Because in 
my opinion, if the civil agencies were capable, they would have solved it. So, 
in the new world that we are in, is there a role for the military to help the civil 
agencies work on this? That's my question. 

AMBASSADOR OAKLEY: I'll just make one brief comment again about 
Pakistan today. For the first time, we have the Pakistani Army, the Pakistani 
police. and Pakistani militaf)' mtelligence working together, and they are 
working together with the Special Forces, the CIA, and the FBI. Nobody is 
talking about it, thank God, because the more we talk about it, the more diffi
cult it will be for them to work together. They are making progress, but they 
have about 25 years to catch up, and it's going to be a very hard, tough, long 
process, but General Meigs was in the middle of that in Bosnia. 

GENERAL MEIGS: One of the problems we had was getung federated 
intelligence apparatus that worked across all the different agencies. And forLU
nately, after 9/11, that has been fixed to some extent, and now the trick is to 
take it mto our national doctrine how we do that without a lot of preparation 
and the immediate entf)' to planning for one of these operation~. You ask a 
vef)•. vef)• difficult question, but there is no easy answer. First, it depends on 
national law, and you get differences between nations. In some of these coun
mes, you have this intermediate paramilitary-and by paramilitary I mean an 
extremely professional, half-military, half-police force-that very easily fits 
into this niche between the conventional military that is in a peace-enforce
ment mission and actual civil police. Many times in many situations the civil 
police don't have the military, the force, to deal with the issues, so they have 
to call on the militaf)' weapon if they can get through the negotiations and the 
coalition that allow a common effort 111 this area. which is cxtremclr difficult 
because of policy and la'"· One of Ill) frustrations was dealing with the 
European Union officials and explaining to them that a lot of the money that 
was causing political perversion in Bosnia was commg out of networks that ran 
up imo their countries, and couldn't they do something under the third pillar 
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of the European Union? They would look at you and say. ''Well, we haven't 
defined that yet.'' That's a very difficult question, but once you get that sorted 
out, the next step is m the mandate to the commander, to what degree are you 
going to give him that kind of enforcementlatillldc, realizing that C\el)' one of 
the contingents in his force has a different set of rules of engagement limited 
by national instruction? This is not an easy problem, and it is very difficult 
when you have operation A and operation B that arc somehow connected by 
this self-healing cellular network of terrorism that we arc dealing with. I mean, 
you put your finger on a real LOugh problem, but a lot of people much more 
senior than I am arc going to have to work their way through thai one. 

AMBASSADOR GALBRAITI I: Thank }Ott vel)' much. And the hour of l 
o'clock having arrived, l would like to thank our panel for an imcrcsting pres
entation, based on many years of direct experience that show that these arc 
issues that we will be working wtlh and seeking to refine in the decades ahead. 
So gentlemen, thank rou vel) much. 
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Summary 
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• President Bush wrote that all requirementS must be transformed. This is 
a significant challenge and an imperative. 

• fundamental comprehensive change in any institution is more revolu
tionary than evolutionary. 

• President Woodrow Wilson once said, "If you want to make enemies, 
try and change something." 

• Change confrontS our biases. it undercutS our most closely held beliefs, 
it challenges our willingness to take risks. Yet it's essential if we are to grow 
and remain relevant. Change is the most difficult process that any institution 
can undertake, and it demands strong, visionary leadership. 

General Richard B. Myers, Chairman, joint Chiefs of Staff 

• The security environment that President Eisenhower faced was 
unprecedented when he took office. lie had a conventional conflict going 
while having to prepare for a potential global, nonconventional, thermal
nuclear conflict. Today we have the opposite situation; we are involved in a 
global nonconventional war, going against terroristS, while having to prepare 
for a conventional regional war. 

1. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld said, "We have to prepare 
for the unknown, the uncertain, the unseen, and the unexpected ." 

2. Eisenhower responded to his security environment by emphasizing 
the nuclear response and to do this, he had to change the military. Everybody 
wac; changing our culture and that had a huge impact on our armed forces. 
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3. We put so much thought into the nuclear piece that we neglected 
the convenuonal piece. It points out that the assumptions that you make can 
really shape your thinking. And you've got to go back, and you have got to eval
uate those assumptions fairly frequently to sec if they still stand the test of time. 

4. We are still paying the price for being :.o focused, as successful as 
it was. on winning the Cold War. It still affects our thtnking, our organiza
tions, our structure, and our equipment. For more than 40 years, we were 
organized, trained, and equipped to defend against the Soviet Union and the 
Warsaw Pact, and the tl1reat did not change very much. Our thought process 
did not have the real rigor that is needed in tOday's environment. 

5. Transformation is not just technology. It should not necessarily be 
about programmatics or budgets. It is not just to seck revolutionary changes 
through the conduct of warfare. Transformation is not a new concept. It is a 
continuum of dramatic changes to the ways wars arc fought. 

• Transformation must occur at the same time that our forces are 
extremel) busy. \Ve need that transformauon power now, so we can give our 
forces and, most importantly, our president the Oextbility and OptiOnS tO be 
agile and responsive to whatever comes our way that would threaten our 
nation, our citizens, and our liberties. 

• The first element of transformation is the intellectual piece. The most 
important breakthroughs in transformation arc going to take place in the 
minds of our warfighters, planners, servtcc chiefs, and others. 

I. We have to learn to adapt to that uncertain environment described 
by Secretary Donald Rumsfcld. It is the environment that we live in , and prob
ably will most likely live m for some time. 

2. \Varfighters have to have the intellect to comprehend how the joint 
force will fight, to comprehend the commander's intent and the joint force 
commander's intent, and then to recognize how their units' capabi lities can 
fulfill that iment. 

3. Thts will entail taking operational risk-but not recklessness. 
These are educated and calculated risks. 

4. We must encourage and reward subordinates to take risk and sup
port them when they fail. This is not about intellectualism; it is about having 
a nexible mindset. 

• The second element of transformation is the challenge of our operating 
culture. 

I. Proven tactics, techniques, and procedures reinforce service cul
tures. But in transforming our joint warfightcr, we must accept operating in an 
unpredictable and uncertain environment. 

2. Success requires trust and confidence among all our service mem
bers, to include the Oag and general officers who will lead our joint forces. We 
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must also extend that trust and confidence outside the military to many other 
federal departmentS and agencies. 

• Technology also plays a pan in transformation. 

I. One of the lessons learned from Operation Enduring Freedom in 
Afghamstan is that technological change must be supported by cultural 
change. 

2. Technological improvements are part of how we can integrate our 
ind1ndual service pieces tOgether beucr, which is the defining quality of fmure 
JOint warfighting. In the past, we partiCipated in segregated warfare. In the 
fuwre. we have to think about how we Integrate all of these clements the serv
ices bring to the fight into a joint operating architecture. 

3. We are working on a joint concept of operations to explain how are 
we going to fight. Then we can evaluate different systems against that concept. 
We have to test these systems against an operational architecture. 

•We must be able to be responsive to the President's orders when he asks 
us to do something. We have to enter any situation rapidly and decisively. ana
lrze it , and achieve our objectives. When we can do that, that's what transfor
mation 1s all about. 

Atwlysis 

General Myers' remarks on transformation proved an apt closure to the 
conference by comparing our current global security environment to that 
faced by President Eisenhower in the early days of the Cold War, focusing on 
the essential leadership componems of military transformation and highlight
ing the need for an overarching operational concept for the United States mil
itary in today'o;; world. As he noted, transformation is not solely about equip
ment or platform; it is abom changmg the way the U.S. milital') fights. 

While the end of the Cold War was an amazing success for the United 
States. lls economic and political S}'Stems, and its milital')' strategy. General 
Myers is correct lO emphasize that the nation is still burdened today with 
strategic vestiges of that conOicl. 1 he mil ita!')' remains organized around tac
tics, doctrine, and equipment that were developed primarily for that conOict. 
While all of the services have taken steps to appropriately address the chal
lenges of the post-Cold War world and the early twenty-first century, these 
steps need to be accelerated and must also address the military's underlying 
culture. 

As Mrs. frances Hesselbein discu\>sed during her address. successful lead
ership in a time of change reqUires inno\'ation and fresh thmking. General 
Myers bullt on this point with h1s call for more risk taking and Oexibility in 
the military. Today's security environment requires leaders who can think cre
atively and learn to adapt to the uncertain environment described by Secretary 
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Rumsfeld. Senior leaders must encourage, reward, and support subordinates 
who take creative risks to engender this culture through the services. 

This cultural change is essential to true transformation. Underlying that 
change is building the trust and confidence among the services that is funda
mental to truly integrated joint operations. The trust and confidence discussed 
by General Myers mirrors Mr. Dick Grasso's comments about the importance 
to success in any organization of building trust and sustaining confidence. 

Finally, General Myers addressed many misperceptions by confirming 
that transfonnation is truly about changing how the U.S. military fights. The 
intellectual and culture change will be driven by the newly developed concept 
for future operations-the blueprint for how the military will fight in the 
future. Programs, budgets, and technology will be developed to support this 
concept. How the military will fight must come first and is much more impor
tant that what the military will use to fight. This message has wide applicabil
ity to the other instruments of national power and provides an appropriate 
close to the discussion. 

Transnipt 

DR. DANiEL GOURE: Ladies and gentlemen, as the final set of eventS in 
th1s conference, we are going to hear shortly from General Myers. the chairman. 
I have the distinct pleasure of introducing the individual who is going to intro
duce him. I was told to be very brief because the general and the chief are on a 
very tight schedule. I wanted to just come up with a two-word thought here. l 
heard it this morning. ll's not a new idea, but I think it applies here, and that is 
change agent. 1 can think of no individual in the military who more personifies 
that in his career and in his leadership in the Army than General Shinseki, so it 
is distinct pleasure and privilege to introduce the Chief of Staff of the Army. 

GENERAL ERICK. SH!NSEKI: Good afternoon, everyone. This has been 
a terrific two-day gathering, from my point of view, and I'm impressed by your 
stamma. This afternoon, before introducing our closing speaker for the con
ference, I would like to just take a minute to express my gratitude and my 
respect to the co-sponsors of the 2002 Eisenhower National Security Series 
and this conference. First, to Susan Eisenhower and the Eisenhower family; 
Frances Hesselbein and Rob johnston and the Peter Drucker Foundation, and 
Frances once again, thank you for that wonderful address this morning. 
Richard Cavenaugh and Gail Fosler and the Conference Board of America, the 
Office of the Secretary of Defense for Net Assessment, the llonorable Lee 
Hamilton and Dr. Robert Utwak and the Woodrow Wilson International 
Center for Scholars, and, finall)', Dr. Loren Thompson and Dr. Dan Goure and 
the Lexington Institute. They have been our workhorses for the past two days, 
our ringmasters, making sure all of this came together so well. We've been 
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privileged to hear from a world-class 
lineup of speakers and panelists and 
we've all profited from their insights, 
their experience, their scholarship, 
and their candid discussions of the 
significant challenges facing all of our 
nations. Please join me in expressing 
my thanks and the conference's 
thanks to these distinguished speak
ers, our co-sponsors, our moderators, 
and our panelists. Thank you all very 
much. 

In our recemly unveiled National 
Security Strategy, President Bush 
writes that the major institutions of 
American national security were 
designed in a different era to meet dif
ferent requirements. All of them must 
be transformed. That is a significant 

General Sl1insehi challenge, but it is imperative. Funda-
mental comprehensive change in any 
institution is more revolutionary than 

evolutionary. We are reminded that President Woodrow Wilson once said, "If 
you wam to make enemies, try and change something." Change confronts our 
biases, it undercuts our most closely held beliefs, it challenges our willingness 
to take risks. Yet it's essential if we are to grow and remain relevant. Change is 
the most difflcult thing that any institution can undertake, and it demands 
s trong and visionary leadership. 

The 2002 Eisenhower National Security Series and National Security 
Conference is honored this afternoon to welcome that kind of leader, a leader 
of change, a leader with vision-General Richard B. Myers. On his nomination 
to the position of Chainnan of the joint Chiefs of Staff, he was described as the 
embodiment of the transformation with which he will be charged. General 
Myers is a combat pilot with more than 4,100 hours in six different aircraft; 
600 of those hours were in combat in the skies over Vietnam. He served as 
commander of the 5th Air Force and U.S. Forces japan, as the assistant to the 
Chairman of the joint Chiefs of Staff, as commander of Pacific Air Forces, and 
at that time as commander-in-chief, North American Aerospace Defense 
Command and U.S. Space Command. For the 19 months before he assumed 
his duties as Chairman , he served as the vice chairman of the joint Chiefs of 
Staff. General Myers is well versed in the effective use of the military instru
ment of power-not just in the theory-and he is committed to the important 
and difficult task of transforming our military for the challenges of today and 
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those }'Ct unforeseen. We arc grateful for his strong leadership, for his 
Midwesterner's penchant for hard work, his common sense and plain talking, 
and for his more than 37 years of dedicated and courageous service to our 
nation. Please join me in welcoming the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
General Dick Myers. 

GENERAL RICJ-IARD B. M) ERS: Thank you, Ric [General Shinsckil, for 
the ,·cry kind introduction. It's great to be on the same team with you. My 
thanks to you and your staff for co-sponsoring this event. l thank Ambassador 
Oaklc>, Ambassador Galbraith, and many of the co-sponsors who arc repre
sented here today by some of their leadership. General Shinscki just went 
through them , so rll not go through them again. 

Ladies and gentlemen, I'm humbled and intimidated to bat clean-up after 
such an elite group of who's who in this business we're in. llowever, l feel I 
have a connection with almost everybody that spoke to you during this con
ference. I wish I were half as good a speaker as David Gergen. You're going to 
wish I was too when I finish here. Dick Grasso allowed me the privilege of 
ringing the opening belltwtce on the New York Stock Exchange. I'm not going 
to tell you the cumulauve dcclme of the index after I rang the bell, but it was 
record setting, let me say that, and the people were very nice. The last time I 
shared a stage with Secretary Mincta, who spoke to you as well. we were say
ing farewell to Admiral Loy for his great years of public service in the Coast 
Guard as commandant. We failed in that because the next day he went to work 
for the Transportation Securi ty Administration. 

To make this interesting, I thought I'd talk about a couple of famous peo
ple. I'll talk about one in the beginning and one at the end. from my home 
state of Kansas, the first is obvious. former President Eisenhower, from 
Abilene. The second person ts james Butler, from Hayes Cny. Kansas. The 
Eisenhower connection is obvious; after all, the conference is named for him. 
You·,e heard the details of the challenges he and his folks faced when he was 
president and even before. We know that the security environment that 
President Eisenhower faced wa~ unprecedented when he took office. He had a 
conventional conflict going while having to prepare for a global nonconven
Lional thermal nuclear-potential conflict. Today we have the opposite situa
tion. We are involved in a global nonconventional war, going against terror
bts, while having to prepare for perhaps a conventional regional war. 

I know that many of the speakers have talked about the security em•iron
mcnt, so I'm not going to dwell on it. Let me just summarize it by a statement 
made b) Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld which captures it all. He said 
recent!}' that we have to "prepare for the unkno\vn , the unccrtam, the unseen, 
and the unexpected." That about CO\'ers it. It's up to General Shinseki and me 
and some other folks to figure out how are we going to prepare for all those 
"uns." 
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Eisenhower chose to respond LO 

his security environment by empha
sizing the nuclear response. To do 
this, he had to change the military, 
and he did. We fielded airplanes like 
the B-52. The lCBMs became a 
national priority in those days. ln 
1957 the Navy Analysis Group pub
lished their report on neet ballistic 
missiles and their usc on submarines. 
The Army was working with Honest 
john and so forth. Everybody was 
changing our culture. Obviously, 
what took place in that timeframe 
had a huge impact on our armed 
forces. In fact, it mesmerized both the 
United States and the then-Soviet 
Union by the nuclear arsenals we 
built up. In our case, we put so much 

General Myers thought into the nuclear piece, it's 
fair to say that we neglected the con
ventional piece, and we tried to 

straighten that out starting in the 1960s. 
This points out that the assumptions you make can really shape your 

thinking, and you have to go back and evaluate those assumptions frequently 
to see if they still stand the test of time. We are still paying the price for being 
so focused, as successful as it was, on winning the Cold War. It sti ll affects our 
thinking. It clearly affects a lot of our organizations and our structure and the 
equipment we have, and in many respects dominates to this day. Even though 
we said many years ago we wanted to rid ourselves of that focus, it still domi
nates our culture and our thinking. 

For more than 40 years, we were organized, trained, and equipped to 
defend against the Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. Frankly, the threat did
n't change very much. lt was a gradual thing, so our thought process, in my 
view, did not have the real rigor that is needed in today's environment. It 
seemed like it at the time, but compared to today's environment, I would say 
it was more like rigor mortis as we came through that process. It was not real 
rigor. By the time the Berlin Wall fell, \Ve were two generations into our think
ing, and it was difficult to change. General Shinseki was talking about that in 
his introductory remarks. 

Let's go back in time; let's pm ourselves 50 years ago. This building 
wouldn't be here, but let's go back. We could still have had a conference years 
ago called National Security for the Last Half of the Twentieth Centwy: 
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Amicipating Challer1ges, Seizing Opportunities, and Building Capabilities. That 
would have been a good title then , and I bet much of the discussion would 
probably have been the same. We would have talked about the types of forces 
we needed, the kind of organizations, doctrine, training, and so forth. So then, 
like today, we would be talking about transfonnation. 

That is my transition-to tell you what l want to talk to you about 
briefly-and that is transformation: the key elements of transformation, at 
least in my view, and the role that transfonnation should play in our thinking. 
If you go to just about any search engine and you type in transformation and 
you hit search, you'll get about 4.2 million hits. lf you decide you just want to 
search "military transformation," you'll get a much more manageable number 
of about 430,000 hits. Therefore, transformation is not a subject that you can't 
find an anicle or two about. Ideas about transformation abound. My focus is 
on results. Bear that in mind. I want to make our ability to operate in the bat
tlespace better for our young men and women who are out there in that bat
tlespace. Therefore, l want results. Because it's not going to be transformation 
that wins our war; it's going to be people. 

Let me start out by saying what transformation is 110t. Transformation is not 
just technology. It's not about, in the Anny's case, putting wheels on vehicles that 
used to have tracks. That is not transformation in and by itself. It's not a stealth
ier airplane. It's not a new carrier design. That's not transformation. When it 
drifts in that direction , the debate then becomes more of a programmatic and a 
budget debate. Moreover, what we found last year, at least in my view, is that 
everybody scrambles to look for things they can call transformational. Somebody 
checks it off on their checklist and it son of guarantees funding, because now we 
have called this thing, or this device, or whatever "transformational." 

It should not be about programmatics; it should not be about budgets, nec
essarily. 1f it's just an issue of protecting rice bowls, how can we call that trans
formation? ln the same vein, in my view, transformation is not just seeking 
revolutionary changes to the conduct of warfare. We can have, and we have 
had, dramatic changes to the ways wars have been fought-nuclear weapons, 
stealth technology. the microchip, and other things. I could go on about things 
that bring change to us that can be evolutionary, revolutionary, but they can't 
be the sole focus of our transformation quest. Silver bullet solutions, in my 
view, are rare. 

Finally, I'd say that transformation is not new. It's a continuum we've been 
on for a long time. Though 1 would say that after September 11, what is new 
is the sense of urgency by which we must pursue and transfonn ourselves. 
However, transformation is not a new concept for me. It's also important to 
realize that transformation must occur at the same time that our forces are 
extremely busy. We can make up all sons of excuses for ourselves as to wh)' 
we have to stay as we are today-we have our global war on terrorism, we have 
folks forward deployed, we are trying to husband forces back here in case we 



(LOSING ADDRESS 247 

should be asked to do something else. We are a very busy force. ln many 
respects, our operations tempo, our personal tempo is very much wartime
like, as you would expect it to be. But we need that transformation power now 
so we can give our forces and, most importantly, our president the flexibility 
and options to be agile and responsive to whatever comes our way that would 
threaten our nation, our citizens, and our liberties. Therefore, that's what 
transformation is not. 

I can't just stop there. 1 have to go on to tell you what transfom1ation is , 
so l will do that. The two key elements we need to consider when we think 
about transformation are the intellectual piece and the cultural piece. This may 
be different from what some of you have thought about. The first element is 
the imellectual piece. The most important breakthrough in transforming our
selves is going to take place between the ears of our warfighters, our planners, 
our service chiefs. All of us have to learn to adapt to that uncertain environ
menL that Secretary Donald Rumsfeld spelled out in all those "uns" that I 
spoke of earlier. It's the environment we live in and will most likely live in for 
some time. Therefore, our warfighters have to have the intellect to compre
hend how the joint force will fight, to comprehend the commander's iment 
and the joint force commander's iment, and then recognize how their unit's 
capabilities can fulfill that intent. Therefore, we have to shed old ways of 
thinking. 

Every day I get presentations on things that reflect those two generations 
of Cold War thinking that just keep moving along. Some people come in and 
say, "Here is how we ought to attack this problem," and it's just not respon
sive to the kind of environment that we face today. Maybe in the question-and
answer session we can go into more detail. I heard General Shinseki say, "This 
may entail taking some operational risks. " That is not about recklessness, but 
about educated and calculated risk-taking sorts of ventures. We have to weigh 
all the options, to include the option of what happens if we do nothing in the 
context of that ultimate objective that is set out there for us. We have to learn 
to encourage and reward our subordinates to take risks as well. That carries 
with it the responsibility-once you tell them to be innovative and thoughtful 
and approach problems differently-that when they fail you don't crucify 
them. In fact, those are the kind of people you want to keep around. 

Intellectualism is all about having a flexible mindset, not one that is etched 
in the stone that we were so comfortable with up until, well I'd say it's still 
today for some people. I can see it in the way we approach using various ele
ments of our military power. Again, go back to the briefings in my office that 
l see from time to time. It is just fascinating to see how people say, "Well, wait 
a minute, that's our doclrine. That's how we do it." I said, "Does that meet the 
intent, the objective?" "Well, no, not as well as it should." I say, "Well let's 
think about another way of doing this then." This is a small example, but it's 
important. We saw an example of this kind of mental agility in Afghanistan 
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when it was realized that the marines that first went on the ground needed 
~omc observers out there. The agreed-upon solution was to put P-3s with 
great sensor sweeps out there. The P-3 was never designed to be a forward 
scout clcmem for marines, but that's how they used it. They put a Marine 
on board. They put a suite of equipmem in the operations center, and the sen
!>ors could relay what they o;aw out there. This was very useful and innovative, 
and I have to commend the commanders in the baulcspace that said. "Yeah, 
let's tr}' that ,'. and it worked pretty well. Therefore, part of this clement I'm 
talking about is adapting existing capabilities to the nC\\ envirOnment. 

A second element of transformation l want to talk about is the cultural 
challenge, and here, I'm thinking of our operating culture. Our service cultures 
arc reinforced by our tested checklist, our proven tactics, our techniques, and 
our procedures. It's a comfortable environment of known qualities, familiar 
faces, and verbal shorthand that we all understand. Nevertheless, in trans
forming our joint war fighter!>, we have to go beyond that to accept operating 
in an unpredictable and uncertain environment. While success requires trust 
and confidence among all our servicemen and women. that includes building 
better trust and confidence among our flag and general officers, because 
the) 're the ones who arc going to be leading, in many cases, our joint forces 
into the crisis, whatever that criSIS is. Even harder, we have to extend that trust 
and confidence outside the military to many other federal departments and 
agencies, because today, m this new security environment, they arc as much 
of this team and we arc as much of their team as never before. We arc a team, 
and that's why we've stood up these interagency task forces out at all the com
batant commands, and so forth. We are trying to harness that power. 

The first thing we have to do is build trust and confidence among people 
who say. 'Tve got this stuff, but I don't know if I can share this with you." 
Moreover, we've had some great debates in Congress recently regarding intel
ligence, but that is only one piece of H. There are man}' other pieces to go with 
this. It's a challenge that I'm going to take on personall) , because one place we 
can stan with is the Capstone Course. l don't know how many folks know 
about Capstone, but it's been mandated. lt's been going on since before 
Goldwater-Nichols, but was revamped after thal. Congress's view was some
thing like, "To enable the services to work better together." That's our guid
ance, and we have a program today that doesn't go very far toward promoting 
beucr-integrated joint warfighting. Therefore. one of the things l have to work 
on is that Capstone Program, and it probably will trickle clown into our joint 
professional military education that is pan of each service's semor service 
schools, intermediate ser"ice schools, and so forth. 

We have to invigorate trust and confidence among the components that 
patd off in the past. An example would be Generals ''Ftghting" joe Collins and 
!American IX Tactical Air Commander General Elwood "Pete"! Quesada in 
the Second World War. If you remember, Collins' VII Corps was not able to 
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make much progress from Nom1andy, so he and Quesada got together and 
came up with an evolutionary idea. They said, "We'll send some guys down 
there, we'll give them some radios so they'll be able to talk to the aircraft, and 
sec how it works." There were obviously some elements of operational risk in 
that decision. That wasn't in anybody's playbook, but that's what they did, and 
they had success with that because they trusted each other, and they got the 
job done. 

We have talked about the intellectual and cultural elements of transfor
mation. They're very important elements that are fundamental if we are going 
to transform. Let's talk about technology and see what role that plays. 
Technology plays a pan in transformation. One of the things you can go back 
to right away is the Eisenhower-era B-52. It's as relevant today as it was back 
then , although in an entirely different context. We upgraded it with the joint 
direct attack mission, or JDAM. Now we have an aircraft that can go very long 
ranges, and , in certain environments, can go in and deliver very accurate fire 
for soldiers on the ground. Technology can help us. l don't think people had 
conceived about close air support from 20,000 or 30,000 feet a year and a half 
ago, but that's exactly what we did in Afghanistan. lt's a lot different than the 
kind of close air support that people in my generation grew up with, which is 
you've got to be preuy much lined up on final and somebody has to see you 
and say you're clear of hot. In this case, somebody on the ground is looking at 
1he target, passing coordinates, and things happen, and you probably never see 
anything but the contrails if the weather is good-a much different concept. 

One of the points here is that even though we had the technological 
change, we also had to change the culture a liule bit to have that trust. We 
found out through some friendly fire incidents and so forth, we had some 
more work to do in this whole area. This is certainly not a panacea, and some 
of our stuff had not been worked through. Basically, it worked very well. 
Therefore, technological improvements are part of how we can integrate our 
inclividual service pieces togetl1er better. 

In my view, the tenn integrated or integrated operatior1s is the defining 
quality of our future joim warfighting. ll is also my view that in the past we 
really participated in segregated warfare. DESERT STORM was a hugely success
ful campaign, but it was largely, not entirely, but largely a segregated and sec
tored campaign. We had the air war, then we had the ground war, and the 
ground war had pieces where we had the marines, the coalition, and Vll 
Corps, doing their things. Close air support was a big part of the ground war, 
but never inside of the troops. It was always beyond the line of sight. In many 
ways, that was certainly more segregated than we need today. It was not inte
gration in the way I am thinking about it. lt was more akin to deconfiiction. 

In the future, we have to consider how to integrate all of the elements the 
services bring to the fight. We have to meld these capabilities into a joint oper
aLing architecture. We have to integrate, not segregate , our fires and our opcr-
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alional view of the fight. We are looking at the same fight, but it does not hap
pen today. Therefore, if we are going to use our soldiers, airmen, sailors, and 
marines in a seamless joint campaign conducted by innovative warriors in an 
unpredictable environment, technology is going to help us do that. 
Technology is available, and it is not just a hardware or software issue. In my 
view, it is an issue of culture, trust, and understanding among our warfighters. 
Think for a moment about the example I used with Quesada and Collins and 
the P-3s and the marines. In these cases, we sent a person from one unit phys
ically to another unit in the joint team. Those generally are labor-intensive 
effons when you are trying to share knowledge and understanding across unit 
and service boundaries. ln this area of shared knowledge, technology offers the 
greatest promises for transformation. I have talked for a long time about inte
grating our command, control, communications, intelligence, computers, sur
veillance, and reconnaissance. We have to do it in a way so that everybody can 
have a common understanding and knowledge of the baulespace in which 
they operate. The decisions we're going to have to make today and in the 
future have to happen a lot faster than they have in the past. Technology is 
going to help us so that we can do that faster than the enemy. 

We are working on a joint concept of operations. The Joint Chiefs have 
not seen this yet, but we are on a path to put together for the first time how 
we are going to fight-probably in several different scenarios-and how we are 
going to fight the best we know. Then we can evaluate differem systems as 
they come forward. How does this fit in the baule space? Does it fit in a way 
that makes it useful? If it doesn't, then it is rejected early. We can't do that 
today. People say something is wonderful, but we have to look at it wisely and 
say, "That's pretty useful," but we don't know because we've not tested it 
against anything. We have to test things against an operational architecture or 
concept of operations. We are working to do that to be able to make some of 
those judgments. 

Let me give you one example of where technology really helped. Some of 
you were probably familiar with this when the Joint Forces Command con
dueLed Millennium Challenge 02. One of the things they considered was web
based tools that enabled us lO look at what they call thejointfires initiative. lt 
has lime-sensitive targets. All the components were in this collaborative envi
ronment. They all shared awareness of the baulespace. When a time-sensitive 
thing came up, they went into the collaboration mode to ask who could serv
ice that target. Since it's time-sensitive, we were thinking about servicing the 
target or creating effects on the target as quickly as possible. There was col
laboration on line, and they would decide who would strike the target, who 
was going to capture the battle damage assessment, and then who was going 
to execute. This would, in many cases, take less than an hour. If you think 
about how we do that even today, it's very difficult. ll requires a lot more coor
dination. This doesn't require anybody going physically from one tent to 
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another, or from one command center to another, or across national bound
aries. That's what I'm talking about in terms of faster decision cycles. That's 
pan of what a transformed joint warfighting team has to be all about. It's just 
one of the success stories from that whole experiment. 

The bottom line to me is the transformation and, I hope, to you. lt's real
ly not a goal. It's a continuum we are on, and it's more a frame of mind than 
anything you can point to, touch, or feel. Obviously, it's going to have its 
effects on doctrine, and organizations, and materiel, how we train our leaders, 
how we train our troops-the whole business. It's obviously going to have all 
that. 

I mentioned two Kansans-one Eisenhower, who would probably have 
appreciated all these efforts, and another guy named james Butler. You proba
bly wonder what he has to do with a transformed force. Well it was in 1889, 
113 ago today, that he was the sheriff in Hay City, Kansas. He got the call, 
"Hey, we're having a big brouhaha down at the saloon." He goes in, sees about 
a dozen roughnecks shooting the place up. The local town folks were caught 
in the cross-fire, and he had to save the day. So he pulled out his revolver, 
picked out the leader, fired one bullet, shot him dead, and the fighting stopped 
and things went back to normal for Hay City in 1889. 

We have to be just that responsive in the way that we respond to the pres
ident's orders when he asks us to do something. We have to enter any situa
tion rapidly and decisively. analyze it, and achieve our objectives. When we 
can do that, that's what transformation is all about. Well, l don't think you 
remember James Butler by that name. Wild Bill Hickock was his real name. l 
don't know how u·ansfonnational he was, but I thought it was a good way to 
tie Kansas to this business. 

When I measure how we transform, I'm going to measure our ability to 
integrate our wonderful forces that the services bring to the fight. That's where 
we are going to get the most power for the punch. Each of the services is 
involved in its own thinking on how it is going to adapt to this. That's the 
essence of it for me. It's going to require both the intellectual and cultural 
piece l talked about. lt's going to mean going beyond these existing habit pat
terns that we have built up for so long that really confine us in many ways. lt's 
going to mean looking for new ways and better ways to do things with and 
between services, and it's also about trust and confidence. That is the essence. 
Therefore, we know when we have to count on somebody else, maybe in a dif
ferent uniform, that whatever we are counting on him or her for, it's going to 
be there. That's what the trust and confidence is all about. 

We have to become more nexible and agile and faster in the way we work 
as a team. This isn't easy, but this forum will probably go a long way as we 
write up the proceedings and distribute them and people have a chance to read 
them. It's going to have a big impact on the world out there-how we think 
about these things. 
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l want to thank Dr. Thompson for having set all this up and putting it 
together. General Shinseki, 1 thank you for sponsoring it and, more impor
tantly, for your leadership and vision for the United States Army, and the joint 
Chiefs of Staffs team for helping make transformation a reality. Thank you 
very much for that. With that, 1'11 take your questions and your answers, or 
questions maybe. Thank you. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Thank you. My name is Paula Gordon. 1 have a 
web s ite on Homeland Security. There are people who, for whatever reason, 
are not convinced that there is a difference between pre-9111 and 9/ll. l 
wonder how you go about explaining or convincing such individuals
whether they are in the coalition, whether they're in the Army, whether 
they're in the armed forces, or whether they're the public or the media-what 
the difference is? 

GENERAL MYERS: A difference in what sense? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Why we live in a different world, why we need to 
have a different kind of focus than we had pre-9/11. What is the balance? 

GENERAL MYERS: Okay. I'll give it my shot, and that's a great question. 
Clearly, we were in the business of transformation before September 11th and, 
as I said in my remarks, whether that was with a sense of urgency and why that 
is so important is the question you're asking. Wl1y are we more worried about 
things today than we were then? lf you look at the adversary we're up against, 
that's one of the big differences. We're up against, in some cases, not other 
nation's armies, air forces, and navies; we're up against networks that can real
ly bring more harm to us and our friends and allies than armies and navies of 
the past. As tragic as Pearl Harbor was, fewer people were killed there than at 
the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 1 L 

If these adversaries, if international terroristS, could get their hands on 
things like biological or chemical weapons or, God forbid , nuclear weapons or 
even radiological devices, their willingness to use them is clearly shown. We 
have good, hard evidence from all the stuff we found in Afghanistan and from 
the detainees that we questioned that there is no question about their hatred 
and their quest for these types of weapons. To me, that changes everything, 
and so the way we are organized and the way we think about organizing our
selves and taking the fight to the enemy has to change along with it. 

In the risk equation, the risk has gone way up. I'll give you a concrete 
example of that without revealing any classified details. We have had clusters 
of terrorists in places where, because of our inability to do things quickly, we 
weren't able lO go after them . Moreover, the reason we couldn't do things 
quickly is because we are still organized the way we were in the Cold War, in 
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many cases, or we don't have the right equipment, or we don't have the right 
relationships in some cases, not only inside our own government but with 
other governments as well. 

Another example is that we have to change the way we set up those won
derful folks that went inLO Afghanistan and, through classic unconventional 
warfare methods, actually did the job there. However, they were left trying to 
win the hearts and minds of the Afghan people without the LOols to do it 
because all of our structure was set up Cold War. If you want to provide mil
itary assistance for somebody, "Well, wait a minute, that's somebody else's 
budget; this has to be approved there or you have to think about this two years 
ahead of time. " Sorry, we didn't think of this two years ago. We have to be 
more flexible. That's the imperative for me. The stakes are much higher than 
they've even been. We have wonderful armed forces. The fact that just barely 
over three weeks after being auacked we LOok a fight in a landlocked country 
and we prevailed with very few forces on the ground was a real tribute to us. 
We can't just rest and say, "Golly, we did a great job." There are many short
falls that I'm not going to get into here of places we can improve. The people 
sitting here in unifonn and probably half the civilians know what those are. 
There are things that we have to improve. This is just an entirely different 
environment, and it will be characterized by those uncertainties that Secretary 
Rurnsfeld discussed. Yes, sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, Major Roger Carstons, Army Special Forces. 
Sir, as you alluded to and one of our panel speakers alluded to, all four servic
es are developing their own transformation strategies, and as Dr. Binnendijk 
said, the joint Staff is trying to weave all those together to try to ensure that 
they're all working in concert. l wonder if that might not be problematic, if the 
Army pares down itS vehicle weight and yet the Air Force, through the Global 
Strike doctrine, is still unable to carry the vehicles because they haven't devel
oped strategic lift. ls it better that we come from the bottom up to develop 
transformation st.rategies or perhaps should transformation be driven from the 
top down, from OSD or the joint Staff, so that we have a chance of achieving 
a joint integrated approach to transformation? 

GENERAL MYERS: That's a good question and getting into the very philo
sophical. My answer to that would be this: The services have competencies 
that nobody else has, and they know their forces and their needs. Therefore, 
some of it has to come up. Some of it, though, in terms of overarching, as ltalk 
about a joint concept of operations, which may not be the right term, but how 
do we want to fight as a joint force? Some of that has to be agreed upon at a 
fairly high level, and we are also working on operational architecwres that 
would come out of that concept of operations for command and control , pre
cision engagement-terms that some of us here in WashingtOn understand. 
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You probably understand. But going down, we need the architectures so we 
can figure out what fits in. I generally agree with you, and what we tried to do 
is design. 

Take the Reagan Center here, for example. I'm sure the first thing that 
wasn't thought about when the architects went to work is, "How is the plumb
ing system going to be designed?" They probably didn't say, "We want a water 
fountain here and all the electrical omlets here, and, by the way, let's put a 
building around it. " They probably started with the building-asked them
selves what is the function-and then later on figured out where the plumb
ing and wiring went. We operate backwards to that today in the way we do 
business. We have the wires and the plumbing coming up, and how they fit 
into the joint fight is sort of an afterthought. We tried to remedy that by 
demanding that things be interoperable, and in the last couple of years we've 
done a good job of that. But if you don't know how you're going to put things 
together in a real fight, then you're at a disadvantage trying to figure out what 
needs to be interoperable with what, and how, and so forth. 

It's a little bit of both, though. The services bring so much, such a wealth 
of imellectual horsepower to this whole equation. They have to be pan of it. 
Everything that I've talked about has great service involvement, by the way. 
Eventually the joint Chiefs of Staff will review some of these things and try to 
put our best knowledge to use, after they have been through some filters, cer
tainly. I don't know if that helps, but there is not a pure way to do this. 1 loved 
it when I reported to the ROTC, and they said, "This is the Military Science 
building. " I said, "Good, I'm an engineer; science 1 understand." Well , I don't 
really, but l pretended to for four years. Sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I'm Nicholas Rigg, Department of State, currently 
at CGSC, Fort Leavenworth. You've talked a lot about U.S. assets. Looking at 
integration on an international scale, are we looking at assets the European 
and Asian allies can bring to the table and the specialties that they might have? 
Are we thinking enough in global terms when we approach transformation, or 
is that the next step after the current one? 

GENERAL MYERS: No, I don't think it can be serial. It has to be parallel, 
in my view. You can ask some of the other folks. General Meigs knows a lot 
about this, living in Europe. 1 don't think it's the first thing we think about, 
but it needs to be; if not the first, the second, but certainly not in the serial 
sense. Like l said , we have 90 coalition partners in the war on terrorism. We 
have 10,000 on the ground in Afghanistan, with 6,000 from other countries in 
part of the international security assistance force in Kabul. We have another 
1,500 on the ground with our folks who are doing the serious soldiering busi
ness. Therefore, we have to stay connected. It's a real problem, because every
body in other countries is working their own national interests. 
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We just came back from a meeting in Warsaw, where we had the North 
Atlantic Council informal meeting with the defense ministers, and we tried to 
push this idea of capabilities, and with the majority of the defense budgets 
going down with our NATO partners, it makes them very hard to transform 
and stay with us. One of the things that has been put on the table is, "Are there 
niche capabilities? Does everybody in NATO need a 360-degrce military?" We 
do, but some countries probably don't , but they probably do some things very 
well. We just had this conversation in our orfice this morning, and we got 
some great support from one of the Baltic states in terms of spectahzed units 
they can provide in Afghanistan that can then fill a niche that we need. That 
has to be the model, but we need to think more about this. I don't know what 
Monte thinks, but we need to be very aggressive, making sure it's a parallel 
process and not an afterthought. Yes sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, when you talk transformation and you hear 
warfighters or read doctrine, they often refer to logistics as a burden, and some 
other folks talk about logistics as an enabler. From your perspective, as you see 
transformation evolving, arc you looking at logistics as a burden or as an 
enabler for future forces? 

GENERAL MYERS: It's clearly the latter. We've wriuen a lot about that in 
joint Vision, and we have to revamp the joint Vision document that we're 
pushing around now and trying to get people to buy into. Logistics has to be 
a huge part of it. As we look at potential action in other places in the world, 
the logistics piece of that is the one that most of the senior folks worry more 
about than almost anything else. Therefore, almost by definition, that has to 
be up front. It's essential and a key part, and L didn't necessarily single it out, 
but u 's pan of the intellccwal and cullural elements that I talked about in 
thinking about how to do things differentl}'· The Transportation Command at 
Scoll Air force Base has some great ideas and is pushing some forward-lean
ing concepts. That's as much a part of how we transform ourselves as anything 
else. If we don't do that, then we will not be an effective, integrated warfight
ing force. Yes sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, Lieutenant Colonel Chris llalshec, 402nd 
Civil Affairs Battalion. With the increased role, as we have seen over the last 
year, of special operations in both meeting the conventional and unconven
tional threats and integrating those, what do you think your vision is in terms 
not only of the structure of special operations but also how we integrate them 
with the rest of the forces? 

GENERAL MYERS: Well, I'm certainly not the expert here, but if we took 
a poll, l bet we would hear different things. Let me tell you a story. Some of 
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you have heard this story, so pardon me. When I was Commander of U.S. 
Forces, japan, we were running this exercise and it was a command post exer
cise. I'm in the baule cab and people arc gathering, and some guy comes in. He 
has a stack of books this high. I said, "Boy, who arc you, and why did you 
bring all those books?" He said, "Well, I'm your Special Forces rcprcsemative, 
and this is our doctrine, and I'm here to make sure we employ our forces in a 
doctrinal!>' sound, pure manner." He wasn't anybody I was much interested in 
after that. That may give you a clue where I'm headed. 

Two things. one is that template in Afghanistan; you JUSt can't take that 
template and lay it around the world and say, ·'Gee, that's our new template. 
We don't need more Army divisions; we need everybody to be in Special 
forces." That is not the answer. It may mean that we uncovered some defi
ciencies in U.S. Special Operations Command in terms of equipment, and 
budgets, and stuff that needs to be rectified. It may mean that we need more 
people here and there and other places. It can cenainly mean that. It clearly 
means that we have to integrate our forces, both black and white SOF and our 
conventional forces in ways we never thought of before. As l go around talk
ing to people, I'm always confronted with the same mindset. We need some 
really fresh thinking. Please be one of the fresh thinkers. and don't get deterred 
when they spear you about I 0 times. just dry off the blood and keep march
ing forward. Somebody will hear you; I'll hear you. That's as far as I'll go on 
that. Was there another question over here? Yes sir? 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Sir, I'm Captain Mall Whitehead, I'm a Harvard 
strategist this year. My question to you is about the effects of globalization on 
military leadership. We have heard about how the democratization of tech
nology and information has empowered our threat to act at a lower and lower 
echelon. My question is: How arc we in the militarr going to deal with the fact 
that smaller and smaller units in our own military arc being able to act on the 
global stage as well? An example would be Afghanistan. You had a handful of 
E-7s and 0-3s who overthrew a country. What is your vision for transform
mg our personnel management systems to deal with that? 

GENERAL MYERS: Everybody talks about my vision. I have my thoughts 
that I laid out to you, but my vision has to be anything I think. I want General 
Shinscki to think and we all want to think of this together, so that it will be 
our vision. I think the Secretary has recognized that the military personnel sys
tem , civtlian personnel system arc relics of an interesting time, but they are not 
responsive to the kinds of needs we have today, and I have to stop bordering 
on classified. I can give you great examples of things where we need to have 
more flexibility so we can train and retain in ways that we cannot do today 
because we are inhibited by some of our personnel policies, some of which are 
deeply rooted in statute or in other ways. Therefore, while you're seeing some 
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of Lhat debate in Congress right now on homeland security, 1 don't know how 
it's going to come out. That's an extremely important pan-all of transforma
tion, if you take the DTLOMS (doctrine, training, leader development, organ
ization, materiel, and soldiers) through the doctrine, organization, and all that 
business, when you get down to personnel, it all has lO be refiected. There is 
a big personnel piece and a big training piece, and it has to be adaptable and 
fiexible. We have to work with some alacrity in all that we can't do today. 
Therefore, we are trying lO accommodate that. You will probably see several 
initiatives come out with the next budget. That will move the ball forward. If 
you have specific ideas, feed them into the system. 

AUDIENCE MEMBER: General Conkitis, from Lithuania. Perhaps my 
question is more in a form of a comment. Regarding specialization, often peo
ple tell us that in Lithuania, such a small country, you should specialize. You 
don't need a 360-degree force. Yet H you look where we are geographically, it 
concerns me that we may be pushed in the wrong direction. I feel that we can 
specialize and we do specialize in a specific area, yet at the same time we must 
have a 360-degree force, just like the United States, for specific reasons of 
geography. 

GENERAL MYERS: That gets to be a very philosophical discussion. We 
have had these discussions with other members of NATO, especially some of 
the newer members of NATO, in terms of how much of their gross domestic 
product they can put into defense. Can they afford a 360-clegree military with 
naval assets and air assets and ground assets that are trained, ready, compe
tent, and can be sustained? lt may have to be something you look at in phas
es. Depending on the outcome of the Prague Summit here in November and 
Lithuanian status after that point, you may want to consider it in stages. 1f your 
country is part of an alliance, you can afford to take some risks in certain areas 
and then decide what your biggest sovereign risk is and work that piece, but 
rely on the alliance for other pieces. For smaller countries it's hard to have a 
competent 360-degree military, especially as you transform and reform your 
military from what it used to be during the Cold War to what it needs to be in 
the future. lt's probably something you can phase. Good question , and that 
guy right there probably knows more about that. 

l'm getting a cut sign from this guy with the microphone. Thanks very 
much. Those are some thoughts on transformation. Thanks for the folks that 
hosted this conference. Thanks again, Rick, for the kind introduction. I thank 
you all. 

DR. GOURE: I have the enviable task of summing up the conference and 
drawing it to a close in the next 10 minutes. I must be comprehensive, so I will 
make a couple of points. One was in the last exchange here between General 
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Myers and the representative of Lithuania. 1f you think back a decade ago, the 
idea of having that kind of conversation with representatives from these two 
coum ries, on this basis, would have been the height of insanity. ll leads to two 
observations about this conference and the meaning of what we heard today. 
We have gone from ideas about the consciousness, the relationship between 
consciousness and culture, violence, predisposition to aggression, and how we 
can deal with that, all the way across to discussions of specific military capa
bilities, transformation, their meaning in the larger context. That leaves me 
with the following observations. and I'll close on these. 

The first one is we are getting much better over time at being able to apply 
military force with speed and precision. I could talk about the problem of hav
ing difficulty because it takes an hour for everybody to get together, talk about 
the target, pick what systems arc going to go om and do battle damage-an 
hour. In the first Gulf War, we were talking three days for an air tasking order. 
We arc now talking about an hour-a 72-to-1 ratio. If that's not transfonna
tion, then I'm lost on what the term means, and we are just starting with that. 
It's very precise and very fast, with increasing knowledge. Contrast the capa
bility of the military with the discussions we have had about the changing 
environment. We have a lack of precision, a lack of knowledge, a lack of abil
ity to integrate, to synthesize. We have a dilemma. Paradox was the term that 
Michael O'Hanlon used. I like the term. We are in a bit of a paradox. We are 
getting better, not only in the United States but also in the Western World, at 
doing the things that the nation asks the military to do-which is fight wars, 
fight them very effectively, and protect the nation. 

There will be much more to do as we go into homeland security and all 
the rest. However, the world is changing rapidly in unpredictable ways, and 
our ability to understand it hasn't caught up with our ability to take action. 
That is, in fact, the strategic problem of the next decade, perhaps even the rest 
of the century-to understand that world, to be able to then apply strategic 
princ1ples to it, and, on the basis of that, to understand how to use that mil
itary instrument in what way, to what ends, against what adversaries, and 
with what target in mind. That is going to be a struggle. These things arc 
going in parallels. We can't wait for one, but the other is lagging behind. The 
world is changing faster than our capacity to understand it or to affect it, if 
you will. 

With that, l want t.o bring this conference tO a close. I would like you to 
join me in thanking, in particular, the United States Army for it.s efforts, 
General Shinseki, General Myers, and the joint Staff. This, in my view, has 
been one of the best conferences I've attended in a very long time, and it's been 
incredibly stimulating. Thank you, General, all the members, the panel, and 
particularly the suppon staff, the United States Army, in particular, who were 
just terrific. Two more things: you have in your packages a questionnaire. 
When you go out the door, there arc boxes to put them in. Please do, because 
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we are committed to using your ideas to make next year's conference better, 
and next year's conference is already scheduled. You can register for it as of 
tomorrow. I'm not guaranteeing what is going to be on the program yet, but if 
il's anything like this year's program, it's going to be a hell of a show. Thank 
you all for auending. 
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A onetime consultant to IBM , American Express, and Lora! Systems, she 
is best known for her work on U.S.-Russian relations and has lecLUred on 
Russia and the West at the Kennedy School of Government's Institute of Policy 
at I larvard University. Ms. Eisenhower has authored three books, two of 
which, Breaking Free and Mrs. Ike, have appeared on best-seller lists. She has 
also edited three collected volumes on regional security issues and penned 
hundreds of op-eds and articles for publications such as the Washington PosL, 
the Los Angeles Times, USA Today, the Naval Institute's Proceedings, the London 
Spcctat01, Gannett newspapers, and Wolfe Publications. She has provided 
analysis for CNN, MSNBC, Nightline, This Week, CBS and ABC News, the 
News I lour, Fox News, and Hardball. 

She serves on a number of boards, including the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation, the National Advisory Council for NASA, the Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, and the Nuclear Threat Initiative. 

She has served as trustee of the Rochester Institute of Technology and 
Gcuy~burg College. Before becoming President of the Eisenhower Institute, 
Ms. Eisenhower was President of the Center for Political and Strategic Studies 
and a Distinguished Visiting Fellow at the Nixon Center. 

Dr. Stephen]. Flanagan 

Dr. Stephen]. Flanagan is Vice President for Research and Director of the 
lnstilllte for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University. He 
has served as Special Assistant to the President; Senior Director for Central and 
Eastern Europe at the National Security Council (July 1997-0ctober 1999); 
National Intelligence Officer for Europe, National Intelligence Council 
(1995-1997); Associate Director and member of the Policy Planning Staff, U.S. 
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Depanmem of State (1989-1995); and Professional Staff Member, Select 
Committee on Intelligence, U.S. Senate (1978-1983). 

Dr. Flanagan has also held several academic and research positions, 
including Senior Fellow, lnslitute for National Strategic Studies, and faculty 
member, National War College, National Defense University (1987-1989). He 
served as Execulive Director, Center for Science and International Affairs and 
as a faculty member, john F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University (1983-1987). He served as Fellow on the Council on Foreign 
Relations International Affairs and as Research Associate, International 
Institute for Strategic Studies, London (1983-1984). 

Dr. Flanagan earned his A.B. in political science from Columbia 
University in 1973 and his doctorate in international relations from the 
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University in 1979. He is pub
lished widely on European, international security, and intelligence issues. 

Ms. Gail D. Fosler 

Ms. Gail D. Fosler is Senior Vice President and Chief Economist of the 
Conference Board , the world's leading research and business membership 
organization. 

Ms. Fosler directs the Conference Board's worldwide Economics Research 
Program, which produces major studies on economic issues and the widely 
watched Leading Economic Indicators, the Consumer Confidence Index, the Help
Wanted Index, and the Business Confidence lnde.x. Her unit now produces lead
ing economic indicawrs for the United States, United Kingdom, Ausu·alia, 
France, Gennany,japan, Korea, Mexico, and Spain. 

The Wall Street journal has twice named Ms. Fosler "America's most accu
rate economic forecaster.' ' She was also recently awarded the prestigious 
Annual Blue Chip Economic Forecasting Award for accurately forecasting 
major economic trends over the last four years. 

Ms. Fosler's economic commentary is extensively reponed by the global 
media and has a major impact on financial marketS around the world. She is 
seen regularly on ABC, BBC, CNBC, CNN, and other networks. 

Ms. Fosler is a Director of Unisys Corporation, H.B. Fuller Company, 
Baxter International , and the DBS Holdings (Singapore) and a Trustee of the 
john Hancock Mutual Fund. She is also a Director of the National Bureau of 
Economic Research and a past Director of the Institute of Public 
Administration, the National Associalion of Business Economists, and the 
National Economists Club. Fosler is also a member of the Council on Foreign 
Relations, the Economic Club of New York, and the Economic Advisory Panel 
to the New York Federal Reserve. 

Before joining the Conference Board in 1989, she was Chief Economist 
and Deputy Staff Director of the Senate Budget Committee. She received her 
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bachelor's degree in economics from the University of Southern California and 
her master's in finance from New York University. 

Dr. Yoichi Funabashi 

Dr. Yoichi Funabashi is columnist and chief diplomatic correspondent for 
the Asahi Shimbw1 and a leading journalist in the field of japanese foreign pol
icy. He is also a comributing editor to Foreign Policy. 

He served as correspondent for the Asahi Shimbun in Beijing (1980-1981) 
and Washington (1984-1987) , and as American General Bureau Chief 
(1993-1997). He won the japan Press Award, known as japan's Pulitzer Prize, 
in 1994 for his columns on foreign policy, and his articles in Foreign Affairs 
and Foreign Policy won the Ishibashi Tanzan Prize in 1992. 

His books include Alliance Adrift (Council on Foreign Relations Press, 
1998 winner of the Shincho Arts and Sciences Award), Asia-Pacific Fusion: 
japan's Role in APEC (Institute for International Economics, 1995 winner of 
the Mainichi Shimbun Asia Pacific Grand Prix Award) , A Desigr1 for a New 
Course of japan's Foreign Policy (1993), Managing the Dollar: From the Plaza to 
the Louvre (1988 winner of the Yoshino Sakuzo Prize), U.S.-japan Economic 
Entanglemer1t: The Inside Story (1987), and Neibu: Inside China (1983). 

His recent articles and papers in English include "Btidging Asia's 
Economics-Security Gap" (St~rvival, Winter 1996-1997); "Tokyo's Depression 
Diplomacy" (FOI'eign Affairs, November/December 1998); "International 
Perspectives on National Missile Defense: Tokyo's Temperance" (Washington 
Quarterly, Summer 2000); and "japan's Moment of Truth" (Survival , Winter 
2000-2001). 

He received his bachelor's from the University of Tokyo in 1968 and his 
doctorate from Keio University in 1992. 

Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith 

Ambassador Peter W. Galbraith was the first United States ambassador to 
the Republic of Croatia, having presented his credentials to President Franjo 
Tudjman on june 28, 1993. Ambassador Galbraith was actively involved in the 
Bosnia and Croatia peace processes. He participated in the 1993 and 1994 
negotiations that led to the March 1994 signing of the Washington Agreement 
ending the Muslim-Croat War and creating the Federation of Bosnia
Herzegovina. 

ln 1994 and 1995, he was one of the sponsors of the Z4 Croatia peace 
process that produced the March 29, 1994, Cease-Fire Agreement and the 
December 2, 1994, Economic Agreement between the Croatian government 
and the Krajina Serbs. 

From 1979 until 1993, Ambassador Galbraith was a senior adviser to the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee, with major responsibilities for the Near 
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East and South Asia and the Foreign Relations Authorization legislation. 
Ambassador Galbraith uncovered and documented Saddam Hussein's genoci
dal campaign against the Iraqi Kurds in the late 1980s, leading to sanctions 
legislation against Iraq and later contributing to the decision to create a safe
haven for the Kurds. His work on behalf of human rights and democracy in 
Pakistan earned him that country's high civilian award, the Sitari-i-Quad
Azam. 

Mr. David Gergen 

Commentator, editor, teacher, public servant, best-selling author, and 
adviser to presidents for 30 years, Mr. Gergen has been an active participant in 
American national life. He served as director of communications foT President 
Reagan and held positions in the Nixon and Ford administrations. In 1993, he 
put his country before politics when he agreed to first serve as counselor to 

President Clinton on both foreign policy and domestic affairs, then as special 
international adviser to the President and to Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher. 

Mr. Gergen currently serves as editor-at-large at U.S. News & World Report 
and as a regular analyst on ABC's NighLiine. He is also a Professor of Public 
Service at the john F. Kennedy School of Government and Co-Director of its 
Center for Public Leadership. This fall, he published a book, Eyewitness to 
Power: The Essence of Leadership, Nixon to Clinton. 

In the past, he has served in the White House as an adviser to four presi
dents: Nixon , Ford, Reagan, and Clinton. Most recently, he served for 18 
months in the Clinton administration, first as Counselor to the President and 
then as Special Adviser to the President and the Secretary of State. 

During 1984-1993, Mr. Gergen worked mosLiy as a journalist. For some 
two-and-a-half years, he was editor of U.S. News & World Report. Working 
with Ll1e owner and editor-in-chief, Mortimer Zuckerman, and a revived staff, 
he helped to guide the magazine to record gains in circulation and advertising. 
During five years of that period , he also teamed with Mark Shields for politi
cal commentary on the MacNeil/Lehrer News Hour. The popular political team 
won numerous accolades for their political coverage. 

A native of Durham, N.C., he is an honors graduate of Yale University 
(A.B. , 1963) and the Harvard Law School (LL.B., 1967). He is a member of the 
D.C. Bar. In addition, he served [or three-and-a-hal[ years in the U.S. Navy, 
where he was aboard ship home-ported in japan for nearly two years. 

ln work wiLh his current nonprofit boards, he was elected by the alumni 
to serve on the Yale Corporation, and he is Chairman of the National Selection 
Commiuee for the Ford Foundation's program on Innovations in American 
government. He frequently lectures in the United States and overseas and 
holds five honorary degrees. 
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Dr. Daniel Goure 

Dr. Daniel Goure is a Senior Fellow with the Lexingwn Institute, a non
profit public-policy research organization headquanered in Arlingwn. 
Virginia. He is involved in a wide range of issues as part of the Institute's 
National Security Program. 

Dr. Goure has held senior positions in both the private sector and the U.S. 
government. Most recently, he was a member of the 2001 Department of 
Defense Transition Team. Dr. Goure spent two years as the direcwr of the 
Office of Strategic Competitiveness in the Office of the Secretary of Defense. 
He also served as a senior analyst on national security and defense issues with 
the Center for Naval Analyses, Science Applications International 
Corporation, SRS Technologies, R&D Associates. and System Planning 
Corporation. 

Prior to joining the Lexington Institute, Dr. Goure was the Deputy 
Director, International Security Program at the Center for Strategic and 
International Studies. At CSIS, Dr. Goure was responsible for analyses of U.S. 
national security policy, the future of conflict and warfare, the information 
revolution, counterproliferation, and defense industrial management. He 
directed analyses of emerging security issues with a special emphasis on U.S. 
military capabilities in the next century. 

Dr. Goure also has done extensive consulting and teaching. From 1990 to 
1991, he led a study for the U.S. Institute of Peace on deterrence after the INF 
Treaty. Dr. Goure has consulted for the Deparunents of State, Defense, and 
Energy. He has taught or lectured at the johns Hopkins University, the Foreign 
Service Institute, the National War College, the Naval War College, the Air 
War College, and the lnter-American Defense College. 

Dr. Goure is a well-known and respected presence in the national and 
international media, having been interviewed by all the major networks: CNN, 
Fox, the BBC, the New Yorh Times, the Washington Pose, the Wall Street 
jounwl, the Christian Science Monitor, the Chicago Tribune, and the Los Angeles 
Times. He has wrillen extensively in more than two dozen journals and peri
odicals. He is also an NBC national security military analyst. 

Dr. Goure holds master's and doctorate's degrees in international relations 
and Russian studies from johns Hopkins University and a bachelor's degree in 
government and hisLOry from Pomona College. 

Mr. Dick Grasso 

Mr. Dick Grasso has been Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of the 
New York Stock Exchange since june l, 1995. Since 1988. he had been 
President and Chief Operating Officer. While continuing in those positions, he 
became Executive Vice Chairman of the Exchange on january 1, 1991. He is 
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the first member of the NYSE's management to be elected to any of these posi
tions in the NYSE's 210-year history. 

After serving in the U.S. Army from 1966 to 1968. Mr. Grasso joined the 
Exchange in 1968. In 1973 Mr. Grasso became Director of Listings and 
Marketing, in charge of adding qualified prospects to the NYSE's list of com
panies. In December 1977, he was promoted to Vice President, Corporate 
Services, and in November 1981, he was appoimed Senior Vice President, 
Corporate Services. Mr. Grasso became Executive Vice President, Marketing 
Group, in 1983 and then Executive Vice President, Capital Markets, in May 
1986, with responsibility for all financial products and the market data group. 

Mr. Grasso serves on the Board of Directors of the Home Depot, Inc., as 
Chairman of the Economic Club of New York, and Vice Chairman of the 
National Italian-American Foundation. He serves as trustee of the Centurion 
Foundation, the New York City Police Foundation, and the Trooper 
Foundation for the State of New York. He serves as a trustee of New York 
University, as a member of the New York University Stern School of Business 
Board of Overseers, the Yale School of Management Advisory Board, the 
Baruch College School of Business Advisory Council, the National Advisory 
Board of the Panetta lnstitute for Public Policy, and the Federal Reserve Bank 
of New York's International Capital Markets Advisory Committee. He also 
serves as a member of the board of the Lower Manhattan Development 
Corporation. the Twin Towers Fund, and the Congressional Medal of Honor 
Foundation. 

Mr. Grasso is a former Chairman of junior Achievement of New York and 
a former chairman of the YMCA of Greater New York. 

Mr. Grasso has received honorary Doctor of Laws degrees from Fordham 
University School of Law, Pepperdine University, Graziadio School of 
Business, and La Salle University, and honorary Doctor of Commercial Science 
degrees from New York University and from Pace University. 

The Honorable Lee H. Hamilton 

Congressman Lee H. Hamilton is the Director of the Woodrow Wilson 
International Center for Scholars. From 1965 to 1999, he served as a member 
of the U.S. Congress from Indiana's Nimh Districl. He served as Chairman and 
was the ranking member of the Committee on International Relations. He 
served as Chairman, Vice Chairman, and member of the joint Economic 
Committee; Chairman and member of the PermanenL Select Committee on 
Intelligence; Chairman of the joint Commiuee on the Organization of 
Congress; Chaim1an of the October Surprise Task Force; and Chairman of the 
Select Committee to Investigate Coven Arms Transactions with Iran. He was 
a member of the House Standards of Official Conduct Committee. His expert
ise is in international relations and Congress. 
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Mrs. Frances Hcssclbein 

Mrs. Frances liesselbein knows how to help organizations regain their 
vitality. She transformed a declining nonprofit organization into a thriving 
vital enterprise that has regained its stature. 

Now Chairman of the Board of Governors of the Peter F. Drucker 
Foundation for Nonprofit Management and Chairman of the Board of 
Governors of the josephson lnstitute for the Advancement of Ethics, her 
management idea::. are studied at institutions like Harvard Business School, 
whrch turned her Girl Scouts work into a substantial case study. Mrs. 
Hesselbein has recently released a new book, Hcssdbcin on Leadership 
(August 2002). 

In january 1998, President Clinton presented Frances llesselbein with 
the Presidential Medal of Freedom, the nation's highest civilian honor. 
President George II.W. Bush appointed Hesselbein to his Advisory 
Committee on the Points of Light Initiative Foundation in 1989 and to the 
Board of Directors of the Commission on National and Community Service in 
August 1991. Hesselbein was the only woman and the only member of the 
human service sector on this commission. Recognized worldwide, Hesselbein 
was featured on the covers of both Business Weeh and Savvy for her manage
rial excellence. 

Dr. G. John Ikenberry 

Professor G. john Ikenberry is the Peter F. Krogh Professor of Global 
justice in the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service, with a joint affili
ation in the Department of Government, Georgetown Un iversity. 

Prior to joining the School of Foreign Service in 2000, Professor Ikenberry 
taught at the University of Pennsylvania and Princeton University. From 1994 
to 1998, he was Co-Director of the Lauder Institute of Pennsylvania. 
Additionally, he was a Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for 
International Peace and a Fellow at the Woodrow Wilson Center for 
International Scholars in Washington, D.C. lie is the author of numerous pub
lications, including: After Victory: Institutions, Stmtegic Rcstrai11t ar1el the 
Rebuilding of Order after Major Wars, State Power a11d World Marhets: Tire 
International Political Eco11omy, and Rcaso11s of State: Oil Politics a11d Capacities 
of Amcrica11 Government. 

Dr. Davidjohnson 

Dr. David johnson joined the Washington, D.C., office of RAND 
Corporation as a senior policy analyst in August 1998. I lis research interests 
include: militar>• forces, politics, and technology between the two World Ware;; 
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professional military education (PME); U.S. military doctrine and defense pol
icy; U.S. civil-military relations; the revolution in military affairs (RMA) and 
military transformation; and military history. 

Dr. johnson is the author of fast Tanks and Heavy Bombers: Innovation in the 
U.S. Anny, 1917-1945 and Modem U.S. Civil-Military Relations: Wielding the 
Terrible Swift Sword. He has also authored Wielding Lhe Terrible Swift Sword: The 
American Military Paradigm cmd Civil-Military Relations , From Frontier 
Constabula') to Modem Amry: The UniLed States Amry beLwcer1 the World Wars. 
and The Challenge of ClraJrge: Armed Forces and New Realities, 1919- 1941 . 

Dr. johnson is a 1972 graduate of Trinity University. Additionally, he is a 
graduate of the U.S. Army Command General Staff College and holds a mas
ter's from the Industrial College of the Armed Forces and a master's and doc
torate from Duke University. 

Dr. Charles Krauthammer 

Dr. Charles Krauthammer was born in 1950 in New York City. He grew 
up in Montreal and was educated at McGill University (bachelor's with First 
Class Honors in political science and economics, 1970), Oxford University 
(Commonwealth Scholar in Politics at Balliol College, 1970-71), and Harvard 
University (M.D., Harvard Medical School, 1975). 

From 1975-1978, he practiced medicine as a resident and then chid res
ident in psychiatry at the Massachusetts General Hospital. His scientific papers 
include his co-discovery of a form of manic-depressive illness. 

In 1978 he moved to Washington to serve as a science adviser in the Carter 
administration and later speechwriter to Vice President Walter Mondale. In 1981 
he joined the staff of the New Republic where he was an essayist and ediLOr from 
1981-1988. In the mid-1980s, he began writing a weekly syndrcatcd column for 
the Washington Post and a monthly essay for Time magazine. 

In his first full year as a syndicated columnist, he won the Pulitzer Prize 
( Distinguished Commentary, 1 987). His New Republic essays won the highest 
award in magazine writing, the National Magazine Award for Essays and 
Criticism (1984). 

I Jc has won awards for his writing on everything from the economics of 
oil (the Charnpionfruck Media Award for Economic Understanding) to reli
gion in civil society (People for the American Way, First Amendment Award). 
His essays have appeared in dozens of anthologies on subjects ranging from 
nuclear deterrence to gay marriage. A collection of his essays and columns, 
Cullirrg Edges, was published tn 1985. 

lie is a regular weekly panelist on lrrside Washirrgton , Washington's high
est rated political TV talk show, and a contributing editor to the New Republic 
and the Weekly Standard. He also serves on the editorial boards for several 
journals, including the Nalional Interest and the Public lrrtcrest. 
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Ms. Anne 0. Krueger 

Ms. Anne 0. Krueger currently serves as First Deputy Managing Director 
of the International Monetary Fund in Washington, D.C. 

Prior to taking up her position at the Fund on September l, 2001, Ms. 
Krueger was the Herald l. and Caroline L. Ritch Professor in Humanities and 
Sciences in the Department of Economics at Stanford University. She was also 
the Director of Stanford's Center for Research on Economic Development and 
Policy Reform and a Senior Fellow of the lloover Institution. Before joining 
the Stanford facuiLy, she taught at the University of Minnesota and Duke 
Universit) , and from 1982 to 1986 was the World Bank's Vice President for 
Economics and Research. She received her undergraduate degree (1953) from 
Oberlin College and her master's (1956) and doctorate (1958) in economics 
from the University of Wisconsin. 

Ms. Krueger is a Distinguished Fellow and past President of the American 
Economic Association, a member of the National Academy of Sciences, and a 
Research Associate of the National Bureau of Economic Research. A recipient 
of a number of economic prizes and awards, she has published extensively on 
policy reform in developing countries, the role of muiLilateral institutions in 
the international economy. and the political economy of trade policy. Recent 
books edited by Ms. Krueger include Economic Policy Reform: The Second Stage, 
The WTO as an Intemaciona/ Organization, and, with TakalOshi Ito, Changes in 
Exchange Races in Rapidly Developing Countries: Theory, Practice and Policy 
Issues. 

The Honorable jerry Lewis 

Representative jerry Lewis (R-Calif.) is a lifelong resident of San 
Bernardino County, California, and 30-year owner of a life insurance business. 
He represents the 40th Congressional District of Southern California, includ
ing most of San Bernardino and Jnyo Counties. 

A member of Congress since l978, Congressman Lewis is one of the sen
ior members of the House Appropriations Committee. He is Chairman of the 
Defense Appropriations Subcommittee, the panel with jurisdiction over all 
national security matters including the entire Pentagon budget-nearly half of 
all funds appropriated by Congress. In this capacity, he is a forceful advocate 
of critical defense and aerospace jobs in California. Congressman Lewis also 
serves on the Foreign Operations Appropriations Subcommittee and the 
Legislative Branch Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Congressman Lewis has personally secured federal funds for critical proj
ects in Southern California, including highway improvements along 1-15 and 
1-40 in the high desen; a revolutionary cancer treatment center and NASA 
research center at Lorna Linda University; access roads and terminal expansion 
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at Ontario International Airport; and construction of the Santa Ana Hood con
trol project critical to Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino Counties. 

Congressman Lewis has plarcd an instrumental role in pursuing tough 
federal dean-air standards, fashionmg effective crime and drug legislation, and 
securing emergency funding for earthquake, flood , fire , and drought relief for 
California. An innovative housing program he created with San Bernardino 
County has allowed more than 500 low-income families to buy renovated pub
lic housing. lie was the driving force in converting the former George and 
Norton Air Force Bases into successful local employment centers. 

Dr. RobertS. Litwak 

Dr. Robert S. Litwak is Director of the Division of International Studies 
at the Woodrow Wilson Internal ional Center for Scholars in Washington, 
and Adjunct Professor of the School of Foreign Service at Georgetown 
University. 

Dr. Litwak IS the author or editor of eight books, includmg Detente and the 
Nixon Doctrine, Sccur it) in the Persian Gulf, Nuclear Proliferation after the Cold 
War, and the recently published Rogue States nnd U.S. Foreign Policy. lie 
served on the National Security Council staff at the White !louse as Director 
for Nonproliferation and Export Controls from 1995-1996. 

Dr. Litwak has held visiting fellowships at Harvard University, the Russian 
Academy of Sciences in Moscow, the Graduate Institute of International 
Studies in Geneva, and the United States Institute of Peace. He is a member of 
the Council on foreign Relations. He holds a doctorate in international rela
tions from the London School of Economics. 

General Montgomety C. Meigs 

General Montgomery C. Meigs is Commandmg General, U.S. Armr, 
Europe, and 7th Army in Heidelberg, German)', a position he assumed in 
1998. He also served as Commander of the multinational Stabilization force 
in Bosnia-Herzegovina beginning in October 1998. 

General Meigs has held a variety of positions during his career including: 
Commander, 1st Squadron, Lst Armored Cavalry Regiment; strategic planner 
on the joint Staff in Washington, D.C.; command of the 2nd Brigade, I st 
Armored Division; and Chief of Staff of V Corps and Dcptll}' Chief of Staff for 
Operations of the U.S. Am1}·, Europe, and 7th Armr. 

General Me1gs commanded the 3rd Infantry Div1s1on from july 1995 until 
liS refiagging as the lst lnfantry Division in February of 1996. In October 
l 996, he deployed with the lst Infantry Division to Bosnia, serving nine 
months as COMEAGLE in command of NATO's Multi-National Division 
(North) in Operations j OINT ENOL \VOR and j ot NT GUARD. 
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He is a graduate of the United State!> Military Academy and spent one year 
at the Army's Command and General Staff College. He received a doctorate in 
history from the University of Wisconsin in 1982. 

llis awards include the Distinguished Service Medal, the Bronze Star 
Medal with "V" device, and the Purple I lean. 

The l lonorable Norman Y. Mineta 

Secretary Norman Y. Mineta became the 14th U.S. Secretary of 
Transportation on january 25, 2001. In that capacity, Secretary Mtneta over
sees an agency with 100,000 employees and a budget of more than $60 billion. 

Prior to joining President George W. Bush's administration as Secretary of 
Transportation, Mineta served as U.S. Secretary of Commerce under President 
Clinton, becoming the first Asian-Pacific American to serve in the cabinet. He 
is the firc;t Secretary of Transportation to have previously served in a cabinet 
position. Before joining the Commerce Department, he was a vice president at 
Lockheed Martin Corporation. 

from 1975 to 1995 he served as a member of the U.S. llouse of 
Representatives, representing the heart of California's Silicon Valle). Secretary 
Mineta's legislative and policy agenda was wide and varied, including major 
projects in the areas of economic development, science and technology policy, 
trade, transportation, the environment, intelligence, the budget, and civil 
rights. He co-founded the Congressional Asian-Paciric American Caucus and 
served as its rirst Chair. 

Secretary Mineta served as Chairman of the House Public Works and 
Transportation Committee between 1992 and 1994. lie chaired the 
Committee's Aviation Subcommiuee between 1981 and 1988 and chaired its 
Surface Transportation Subcommittee from 1989 to 1991. During his career in 
Congress he championed increases in investment for transportation infra
structure and was a ke)' author of the landmark lntermodal Surface 
Transportation EfficienC)' Act of 1991, wh1ch shifted decisions on highway 
and mass transit planning to state and local governments. He also pressed for 
more funding for the depanmem's Federal Aviation Administration. 

Secretary Mineta and his family were among the 120,000 Americans of 
Japanese ancestry forced from their homes and into internment camps during 
World War ll. After graduating from the University of California at Berkeley, 
Secretary Mineta joined the Army in 1953 and served as an intelligence officer 
in Japan and Korea. He joined his father in the Mineta Insurance Agency 
before entering politics in San jose, serving as a member of its city council 
from 1967 to 1971 and mayor from 1971 to 1974, becoming the first Asian
Pacific American mayor of a major U.S. cit)'· 

In 1995, George Washington University awarded the Martin Luther King,Jr. 
Commemorative Medal to Mineta for his contributions to the field of civil rights. 
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General Richard B. Myers 

General Richard B. Myers became the 15th Chairman of the joint Chiefs 
of Staff on October l, 2001. In this capacity, he serves as the principal military 
adviser to the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the National Security 
Council. Prior to becoming Chairman, he served as Vice Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff for 19 months. 

General Myers was born in Kansas City, Missouri. He is a 1965 graduate 
of Kansas State University and holds a master's in business administration 
from Auburn University. He has attended the Air Command and Staff College 
at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama; the U.S. Army War College at Carlisle 
Barracks, Pennsylvania; and the Program for Senior Executives in National and 
International Security at the John F. Kennedy School of Government, Harvard 
University. 

General Myers entered the Air Force in 1965 through the Reserve Officer 
Training Corps Program. I lis career includes command and leadership posi
tions in a variety of Air Force and joim assignments. General Myers is a com
mand pilot with more than 4,100 flying hours in the T-33, C-37, C-21, F-4, 
F-15, and F-16, including 600 combat hours in the F-4. 

As the Vice Chairman from March 2000 to September 2001, General 
Myers served as the Chairman of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council, 
Vice Chairman of the Defense Acquisition Board, and member of the National 
Security Council Deputies Committee and the Nuclear Weapons Council. In 
addition, he acted for the Chairman in all aspects of the Planning, 
Programming, and Budgeting System, including participation in the Defense 
Resources Board. 

From August 1998 to February 2000, General Myers was Commander in 
Chief, North American Aerospace Defense Command and U.S. Space 
Command; Commander, Air Force Space Command; and Department of 
Defense Manager, Space Transportation System Contingency Support at 
Peterson Air Force Base, Colorado. 

As commander, General Myers was responsible for defending America 
through space and intercontinental ballistic missile operations. Prior to assum
ing that position, he was Commander, Pacific Air Forces, Hickam Air Force 
Base, Hawaii, fromjuly 1997toJuly 1998. FromJuly 1996 tojuly 1997, he 
served as Assistant to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and from 
November 1993 to June 1996, General Myers was Commander of U.S. Forces 
Japan and 5th Air Force at Yokota Air Base, Japan. 

Professor Douglass C. Nonh 

Professor Douglass C. North, Spencer T. Olin Professor in Arts and 
Sciences, is also professor of history and a Fellow of the Center in Political 
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Economy. He was on the faculty of the University of Washington and held vis
iting chairs at Cambridge and Rice Universities. 

In 1993, he was awarded the Nobel Memorial Prize in Economics. He is a 
Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences and has served as 
Presidenl of the Economic History Association and the Western Economic 
Association. His major interest is the evolution of economic and political insti
tutions. 

Among his books are: The Rise of the \Vcstem World, Growth a11d Welfare 
i11 the America11 Past , Structure a11d Clwnge i11 Eco11omic History, andf11stitutions, 
f11Stilutio11al Change and Economic Pcrformallcc. 

Dr. Michael E. O'Hanlon 

Dr. Michael E. O'Hanlon is a Senior fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies 
Program at the Brookings Institution, where he specializes in U.S. defense 
strategy and budgeting; military technology; Northeast Asian security; Balkan 
security; and humanitarian intervention. 

lle is also Adjunct Professor at the Public Policy School of Columbia 
University and a member of the International Institute for Strategic Studies 
and the Council on Foreign Relations. O'Hanlon's most recent Brookings pub
lications are Wi1111i11g Ugly: NATO's Ww to Save Kosovo (with lvo Daalder) and 
Technological Cha11ge and the Future of Warfare, which describes and assesses 
the hypothesis that a comemporary revolution in military affairs is within 
reach. 

Dr. O'Hanlon's major articles include "Star Wars Strikes Back" (Foreig11 
Affairs, November/December 1999); "Unlearning the Lessons of Kosovo" 
(Foreig11 Policy, with Ivo Daalder, Fall 1999); "China's Hollow Military" 
(National Interest, with Bates Gill, Summer 1999). Other articles include 
"Stopping a North Korean Invasion" (lntemational Security, Spring 1998); 
"Restructuring U.S. Forces and Bases in japan," Mike M. Mochizuki, eel.; 
"Toward a True Alliance" (Brookings, 1997); and ··Transforming NATO: The 
Role of European Forces" (Survival, Autumn 1997). 

He has a docLOrate in public and imernational affairs from Princeton 
University; his bachelor's and master's, also from Princeton, arc in the physi
cal sciences. 

Ambassador Robert B. Oakley 

Ambassador Robert B. Oakley has been a Distinguished Fellow at the 
Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University, since 
january 1995, where he served as Acting Direcwr from August 1999 until 
january 2000. During his foreign scrvtce career, which spanned three decades, 
he dealt primarily y,'ith Africa and the Middle East and Asia, serving in a wide 
variety of positions, including Senior Director for Middle East and South Asia 
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on the staff of the National Security Council (1974-1977); Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific; U.S. Ambassador to Zaire and 
Somalia; Director of the State Department Office on Terrorism; Assistant to the 
President for the Middle East and South Asia on the staff of the National 
Security Council (1982-1988); and U.S. Ambassador to Pakistan 
(1988-1990). 

After retiring in September 1991, he was named Special Envor for Somalia 
b)' the President from December 1992 until March 1993 and again from 
OctOber 1993 until March 1994. 

During his service with the State Department, he received the State 
Department Distinguished Honor Award. For his servtce as Special Envoy to 
Somalia, he received a second State Department Distinguished llonor Award 
and the Department of Defense Medal for Distinguished Public Service. He is 
co-author of a book on his experiences in Somalia and co-editor of a book on 
police intervention in peacekeeping, as well as a number of articles and 
speeches. 

General Eric K. Shinseki 

General Eric K. Shinseki assumed duties as the 34th Chief of Staff, United 
States Army, on june 22, 1999. 

General Shinseki graduated with a B.S. degree from the United States 
Military Academy in 1965. He also holds a master's degree in English literature 
from Duke University. General Shinseki's military education includes the 
Armor Officer Advanced Course. the United States Army Command and 
General Staff College, and the National War College. 

Since his commissioning, General Shinseki has served in a variety of com
mand and staff assignments both in the continental United States and overseas, 
to include two combat tours with the 9th and 25th Infamry Divisions in the 
Republic of Vietnam as an artillerr forward observer and as commander of 
1 roop A, 3d Squadron, 5th Cavalry. He has served in Hawaii at Schofield 
Barracks with Headquarters, United States Army, Hawaii, and at Fort Shafter 
with lleadquaners, United States Army, Pacific. He has taught at the United 
States Military Academy's Department of English. During duty with the 3d 
Armored Cavalry Regiment at Fort Bliss, Texas, he served as the regimental 
adjutant and as the executive officer of its lst Squadron. 

General Shinseki's 10-plus years of service in Europe included assign· 
ments as Commander, 3d Squadron, 7th Cavalry (Schweinfurt); Commander, 
2d Brigade (Kitzingen); Assistant Chtef of Staff, G3 (Operations, Plans, and 
Training) (Wuerzburg): and Asststant Division Commander for Maneuver 
(Schweinfurt), all with the 3d Infantry Division ( Mechanized). lie served as 
the Assistant Chief of Staff, G3 (Operations, Plans and Training). VII Corps 
(Stuttgart). 
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General Shinseki served as the Deputy Chief of Staff for Support, Allied 
Land Forces, Southern Europe (Verona, Italy) , an element of the Allied 
Command Europe. From March 1994 to July 1995, General Shinseki com
manded the 1st Cavalry Division at Fort Hood, Texas. In July 1996, he was 
promoted to lieutenant general and became the Deputy Chief of Staff for 
Operations and Plans, United States Army. In June 1997, General Shinseki was 
appointed to the rank of general before assuming duties as the Commanding 
General, United States Army, Europe; Commander, Allied Land Forces, Central 
Europe; and Commander, NATO Stabilization Force in Bosnia-Herzegovina. 
General Shinseki assumed duties as the 28th Vice Chief of Staff, United States 
Arn1y, on November 24, 1998. 

General Shinseki has been awarded the Defense Distinguished Service 
Medal , Distinguished Service Medal, Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf Clusters, 
Bronze Star Medal with "V" Device with 2 Oak Leaf Clusters, Purple Heart 
with Oak Leaf Cluster, Meritorious Service Medal with 2 Oak Leaf Clusters, 
Air Medal, Army Commendation Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, Army 
Achievement Medal , Parachutist Badge, Ranger Tab, Office of the Secretary of 
Defense Identification Badge, joint Chiefs of Staff Identification Badge, and the 
Army Staff Identification Badge. 

Dr. Loren B. Thompson 

Dr. Loren B. Thompson is the Chief Operating Officer of the Lexington 
Institute, a nonprofit, nonpartisan public policy research organ ization head
quartered in Arlington , Virginia. In that capacity, he directs the Institute's 
National Security Program and participates in its research on a variety of 
domestic issues. 

Dr. Thompson is a long-time adviser to major defense and aerospace com
panies, the federal government, and various public policy organizations on 
national security issues ranging from military logistics and industrial-base 
trends to nonlethal weapons and infrastructure management. Most of his for
profit consulting activity is conducted through Source Associates, Fairfax, 
Virginia. 

For nearly 20 years, Dr. Thompson has taught graduate-level seminars on 
strategy and military affairs in Georgeto-.,vn University's National Security 
Studies Program, a pan of the University's School of Foreign Service. He was 
Deputy Director of the National Security Studies Program from 1988 LO 1995. 
and holds a doctorate in governmenL from Georgetown University. He has also 
taught at Harvard University's john F. Kennedy School of Government. 

Prior to assuming his present positions, Dr. Thompson was Executive 
Director of the Alexis de Tocqueville Institution's National Security Program. 

During 1994-1996, he represemed much of the defense and aerospace 
industry in Pentagon deliberations on logistics and industrial-base policy in 
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his capacity as director of an ad hoc policy group supported by ten industry 
associations. 

Dr. Thompson is widely cited in the national media, having been inter
viewed by CBS, NBC, CNN, CNBC, National Public Radio, the New York. 
Times, the Washiugt.ou Post , the Wall Street journal , the Los Angeles Times, USA 
Today, and the Economisr. 

ln a typical year, he authors more than three dozen essays and commen
taries on national security topics that appear in public media. During 
Operation DESERT STORM in 1991, he was the on-air military analyst for WUSA, 
a CBS affiliate in Washington, D.C. 

The Honorable Thomas E. White 

Secretary Thomas E. White became the 18th Secretary of the Army on May 
31, 2001 , after nomination to that post by President George W. Bush and con
firmation by the United States Senate. 

As Secretary of the Army, Secretary White has s tatutory responsibility for 
all matters relaLing to Am1y manpower, personnel, reserve affairs, installa
tions, environmental issues, weapons systems and equipment acquisition, 
communications, and financial management. Secretary White is responsible 
for the department's annual budget of nearly $82 billion . The secretary leads a 
team of more than one million active duty, National Guard, and Army Reserve 
soldiers and 220,000 civilian employees. He has stewardship over 15 million 
acres of land. 

Secretary White began his public service career as an Army officer. After 
graduating from the United States Military Academy at West Point, he was 
commissioned in the United States Army in 1967, rising to the rank of 
brigadier general in 1990. His distinguished military career included two tours 
in Vietnam and service as Commander, lst Squadron, 11th Armored Cavalry 
Regiment; Commander, 11th Armored Cavalry Regiment, V Corps; and, 
Executive Assistant to the Chairman, joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Secretary White attended the Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, 
California, and graduated in 1974 with a degree in operations research. In 
1984, he attended the United States Army War College, Carlisle, Pennsylvania. 
Secretary White retired from the Army in july 1990. 

From 1990 to 2001, Secretary White was employed by Enron Corporation 
and held various senior executive positions. 

Mr. Howard Roy Williams, 

Mr. Howard Roy Williams is presently President and Chief Executive 
Officer of the Center for Humanitarian Cooperation, an organization focused 
on achieving coordination in humanitarian work through enhanced coopera
tion. Mr. Williams was previously Director of the Office of U.S. Foreign 
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Disaster Assistance (OFDA), Bureau for Humanitarian Response of the U.S. 
Agency for International Development. As head of OFDA, Mr. Williams over
saw disaster preparedness and relief and rehabilitation programs throughout 
the world. 

Before going to OFDA, Mr. Williams served with the International Rescue 
Committee (lRC) for 12 years. From May 1996 to january 1998, Mr. Williams 
was 1 RC's Vice President for Overseas Policy and Planning. From 1993 to 
1996, he was IRC's Vice President for Overseas Programs, and from 1985 to 

1993 he was Director of Operations for IRC. 
During this time, Mr. Williams led efforts that resulted in the conceptual

ization, creation, and staffing of lRC's Emergency Preparedness Unit. He 
helped to establish and staff lRC offices in a variety of places, including north
em lraq, jordan, the Balkans, Kenya, Malawi , Rwanda, and southern Sudan. 

From 1979 to 1985, he served with the International Organization for 
Migration, formerly known as the International Committee for European 
Migration. 

Mr. Williams has a bachelor's degree from Columbia University. He has 
also studied at the Columbia University School of Law. 
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