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The  range  of  fore ign  pol icy  i ssues  tha t  demand Uni ted  Sta tes  

leadership  as  wel l  as  observa t ion  or  involvement  i s  vas t .  I t  begins  

wi th  Afghanis tan  and I raq  and extends  to  China  and Eas t  Asia .  I t  

inc ludes  I ran ,  Afr ica ,  the  Middle  Eas t  peace  process ,  Russ ia ,  European 

af fa i rs ,  funct ional  a reas  of  energy and c l imate ,  economic  mat ters ,  non-

prol i fe ra t ion  and the  ro le  of  nuclear  weapons ,  counter te r ror i sm,  and  

the  unres t  in  Egypt ,  Tunis ia ,  Yemen,  and  Lebanon.  

In  the  Uni ted  Sta tes ,  na t ional  secur i ty  a f fa i rs  a re  managed by  the  

Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l ,  which  i s  es tab l i shed  by  law.  There  i s  a  

core  se t  of  agencies  and  f igures  tha t  in  a l l  cases  par t ic ipa te  in  th is  

management  process :  the  Depar tment  of  S ta te ,  the  Depar tment  of  

Defense ,  the  in te l l igence  communi ty ,  the  Jo in t  Chiefs  of  S taf f ,  and  the 

Uni ted  Nat ions  ambassador .  The  concern  of  tha t  core  group i s  wi th  

pol i t ica l -mi l i ta ry  af fa i rs .  With  o ther  mat te rs ,  addi t ional  agencies  may 

par t ic ipa te .  For  example ,  on  i ssues  of  homeland secur i ty  and 

te r ror i sm,  the  FBI ,  the  Depar tment  of  Jus t ice ,  and  the  Depar tment  of  

Homeland Secur i ty  a re  added.  In  the  case  of  economic  af fa i rs ,  the  l i s t  

i s  expanded to  inc lude  the  Depar tment  of  Treasury ,  the  Nat ional  

Economic  Counci l ,  the  t rade  representa t ive ,  and  o ther  agencies  tha t  

a re  warranted  by  a  par t icu lar  i ssue .  
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In  prac t ice ,  management  of  the  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l  and  i t s  

ac t iv i t ies  i s  conducted  by  the  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Advisor ,  who works  

for  the  Pres ident  and  i s  the  Pres ident ' s  representa t ive  in  d iscuss ions  

tha t  def ine  the  i ssues ,  se t  the  agenda ,  and  regula te  the  process  among 

the  pr inc ipa ls ,  the  deput ies ,  and  the  working  groups  tha t  execute  the  

bus iness  of  the  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l .  Severa l  observa t ions  f rom 

an  Amer ican  perspect ive  are  in  order  here .   

What  does  na t ional  secur i ty  cover?  How large  a  def in i t ion  does  i t  have  

or  does  i t  deserve?  In  Is rae l ,  the  cent ra l  i ssue  i s  of  na t ional  surv iva l  

and  cont inui ty .  In  the  Uni ted  Sta tes ,  the  def in i t ion  of  na t ional  secur i ty  

cont inues  to  expand.  I t  begins  wi th  pol i t ica l  mi l i ta ry  mat te rs  and  goes  

on  to  address  much broader  economic  ques t ions ,  c l imate  change ,  and  

i ssues  having  to  do  wi th  the  s tab i l i ty  of  the  g lobal  f inancia l  sys tem,  

such  as  pover ty .  Thus  i t  i s  cer ta in ly  t rue  tha t  whi le  a  good def in i t ion  

of  na t ional  secur i ty  covers  a l l  a f fa i rs  tha t  a f fec t  men and women  and 

a l l  a f fa i rs  tha t  a f fec t  in terna t ional  and  domest ic  i ssues ,  as  a  prac t ica l  

mat te r  the  la rger  the  def in i t ion ,  the  more  d i f f icu l t  i t  i s  to  manage  

na t ional  secur i ty  competent ly .    

The  second observa t ion  i s  tha t  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  documents  a re  

a lmost  a lways  a  d isas ter .  This  i s  because  in  formula t ing  a  na t ional  

secur i ty  pol icy ,  words  are  assembled  by  a  la rge  group of  people  who 

t ry  e i ther  to  cover  up  d i f ferences  by  ambigui ty  or  to  guess  the  

in tent ions  of  the  Pres ident .  They therefore  produce  a  document  tha t  

usual ly  overs ta tes  mat te rs  or  does  not  c lear ly  address  i ssues  in  a  way 

tha t  i s  usefu l  to  the  publ ic  and  cer ta in ly  not  to  a l l ies .  There  are  some 

marvelous  examples  of  th is .  The  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  i ssued  a t  the  

beginning  of  the  George  W.  Bush adminis t ra t ion  hounded h im for  a  

per iod  of  t ime because  i t  l e f t  in  such  grea t  ambigui ty  what  he  and  h is  

adminis t ra t ion  saw as  the  ro le  of  nuclear  weapons  for  the  present  and 

for  the  fu ture .  The  Obama adminis t ra t ion  has  had  a  most  d i f f icu l t  t ime 
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i ssu ing  a  na t ional  secur i ty  document  tha t  conveys  c lear ly  what  i t s  

objec t ives  a re  in  Afghanis tan .  Nat ional  secur i ty  documents  a re  

therefore  not  usefu l  in  dec ipher ing  the  pol icy ,  doct r ine ,  or  prac t ices  of  

the  Uni ted  Sta tes .  For  tha t ,  one  must  look a t  what  i s  ac tua l ly  

happening  –  which  mat te rs  a re  be ing  addressed  and how.   

The  th i rd  remark  has  to  do  wi th  the  Uni ted  Sta tes '  un tenable  

separa t ion  of  domest ic  and  fore ign  pol icy  mat te rs .  The  U.S.  has  a  very  

wel l  organized  na t ional  secur i ty  sys tem tha t  covers  na t ional  secur i ty  

mat ters .  But  when domest ic  i ssues  over lap  wi th  fore ign  pol icy  i ssues ,  

they  have  not  been  handled  in  any adminis t ra t ion ,  now or  in  the  pas t ,  

wi th  any coherent  coordina t ion  be tween the  domest ic  and  the  

in terna t ional  aspec ts .  Other  count r ies ,  l ike  France  and Is rae l ,  

undoubtedly  do  a  be t te r  job  of  th is .  But  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  i t  has  

been  a  chronic  problem,  especia l ly  in  the  area  of  energy .  For  example ,  

the  U.S .  cur rent ly  i s  hard  pressed  to  reconci le  i t s  longterm concerns  

about  s t ra tegic  compet i t ion  wi th  China  wi th  the  in terna l  economic  or  

pol i t ica l  consequences  of  having  China  as  such  a  la rge  holder  of  U.S .  

dol la rs  and  such  a  la rge  expor ter  of  goods  to  the  Uni ted  Sta tes .  This  

d iscord  be tween domest ic  and  fore ign  pol icy  i s  ex t remely  ser ious ,  

espec ia l ly  when pol i t ica l  leaders  tend  to  speak  to  domest ic  audiences  

wi thout  cons ider ing  the  potent ia l  in terna t ional  impl ica t ions  –  or  v ice  

versa .   

The  four th  poin t  concerns  a  v i ta l  shor tcoming,  namely ,  tha t  the  

Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l  (and  i t s  appara tus)  has  very  l i t t le  ana ly t ic  

capabi l i ty .  In  order  to  draf t  a  coherent ,  na t ional  mul t i -year  p lan  about  

where  the  count ry  should  be  headed,  there  must  be  some capaci ty  for  

p lanning  and for  assessment  of  the  execut ion  of  programs.  In  the  

Uni ted  Sta tes ,  however ,  there  i s  very  l i t t le  capaci ty  a t  the  na t ional  

secur i ty  leve l  for  such  coherent  p lanning .  That  capaci ty ,  to  the  ex tent  

i t  ex is t s ,  i s  in  the  component  agencies .   
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The  resul t  of  lack  of  long- term th inking  and p lanning  a t  the  na t ional  

secur i ty  leve l  i s  tha t  the  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l  pol icy  process  

funct ions  bes t  when i t  i s  responding to  shor t - te rm cr i ses .  In  a  c r i s i s ,  

the  sys tem works  magnif icent ly :  working  groups  are  formed f rom the  

component  agencies ,  and  they  prepare  papers  tha t  present  opt ions  for  

the  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l  pr inc ipa ls ,  and  u l t imate ly ,  for  the  

Pres ident  to  cons ider  when making a  dec is ion .  In  the  absence  of  a  

c r i s i s ,  however ,  i t  i s  d i f f icu l t  to  focus  the  a t ten t ion  of  the  pr inc ipa ls  

on  ser ious  i ssues .  Good cr i s i s  management  does  not  lead  to  good long 

te rm pol icy ,  and  there  a re  many examples  of  th is .  The  Uni ted  Sta tes  

deployment  of  t roops  to  Somal ia ,  Hai t i ,  and  even Bosnia  and  Kosovo 

were  done  wel l  as  a  response  to  a  c r i s i s ,  bu t  less  so  as  par t  of  long 

te rm th inking  about  what  such  ac t ion  would  augur  for  Uni ted  Sta tes  

fore ign  pol icy  in teres ts  or  for  the  people  in  need  of  he lp .  

There  are  many current  examples  of  where  a t ten t ion  to  the  shor t  te rm 

obs t ruc ts  format ion  of  a  longer  te rm view,  inc luding  I raq  and 

Afghanis tan .  The  U.S.  approach to  the  Middle  Eas t  and  to  I s lam –  as  

wel l  as  i t s  cur rent  reac t ion  to  Egypt  –  re f lec ts  the  same a t ten t ion  to  a  

shor t  te rm response  as  opposed  to  long  te rm th inking  about  what  i t s  

in teres ts  a re  over  a  mul t i -year  per iod .  This  long te rm ef for t  in  

def in ing  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  refers  not  only  to  pol i t ica l  and  

mi l i ta ry  ac t iv i t ies ,  but  a l so  to  economic  ass is tance  and cul tura l  

e f for t s .  

Another  v i ta l  shor tcoming of  the  U.S.  sys tem is  tha t  the  Nat ional  

Secur i ty  Counci l  i s  involved  l i t t le  in  resource  a l loca t ion .  The  problem 

of  resource  a l loca t ion ,  in  te rms of  both  quant i ty  and  purview,  i s  le f t  to  

the  var ious  depar tments  and  agencies  tha t  a re  only  par t ia l ly  regula ted  

by  the  Off ice  of  Management  and  Budget ,  and  much more  to  the  

b i la te ra l  re la t ionship  be tween the  Congress ional  commit tees  tha t  have  

author i ty  for  vot ing  on  a l loca t ions  in  Congress  and  the  indiv idual  
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agencies .  The  Nat ional  Secur i ty  Counci l  can  and somet imes  does  

in tervene  in  a  par t icu lar  s i tua t ion ,  but  i t  does  not  lay  out  a  long te rm 

a l loca t ion  of  resources  to  d i f ferent  ac t iv i t ies .  This  means  tha t  people  

who want  to  inf luence  resource  a l loca t ion  ( indus t r ies  and  the i r  

lobbyis t s  in  Washington ,  for  example)  respond a t  the  agency leve l .  

They seek  to  apply  the i r  inf luence  a t  tha t  leve l ,  and  they  do  so  qui te  

e f fec t ive ly ,  of ten  misunders tanding  U.S.  in tent .  Cons ider ,  for  

example ,  the  magni tude  and charac ter  of  a rms sa les  to  Taiwan,  the  

compet i t ion  be tween the  European manufac turer  EADS and the  U.S.  

manufac turer  Boeing  to  bui ld  a  tanker ,  and  the  i ssue  of  expor t  

cont ro ls .  Al l  of  these  are  mat ters  handled  a t  the  depar tmenta l  leve l ,  

where  the  bureaucracy  and the  miss ion  of  tha t  par t icu lar  agency are  

f requent ly  in  conf l ic t  wi th  a  broader  na t ional  purpose .   

Only  the  Depar tment  of  Defense  has  a  reso lu te ,  mul t i -year ,  d isc ip l ined  

p lanning  process  tha t  lays  out  for  a  f ive-year  per iod  the  programs to  

be  suppor ted ,  the  amount  of  money they  wi l l  rece ive ,  and  how they  

wi l l  be  managed.  Occas ional ly ,  the  Depar tment  of  Defense  even 

out l ines  expl ic i t  measures  and  per formance  mi les tones  to  be  achieved,  

because  af te r  a l l ,  the  most  impor tant  par t  of  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  i s  

the  execut ion  of  the  dec is ions  tha t  a re  made .    

The  s t rength  of  the  Depar tment  of  Defense  in  having  a  robus t  p lanning  

process  notwi ths tanding ,  the  pol i t ica l  dynamic  of  each  depar tment  

negot ia t ing  la rge ly  separa te ly  wi th  Congress  for  i t s  funds  means  tha t  

the  Depar tment  of  Defense  becomes  s t ronger  than  o ther  agencies .  The  

la t te r  do  not  ca tch  up  and ga in  the  k ind  of  capabi l i ty  tha t  they  need  to  

address  the  new threa ts  tha t  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  and  the  res t  of  the  wor ld  

face .  This  par t icu lar  problem speaks  to  a  very  ser ious  shor tcoming in  

the  Uni ted  Sta tes .   
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Another  observa t ion concerns  the  ro le  of  the  press .  Despi te  the  

accepted  idea  of  a  f ree  press  in  a  democracy ,  th is  i s  a  ser ious  i ssue  

tha t  s igni f icant ly  af fec ts  the  ef fec t iveness  of  d ip lomacy and the  

abi l i ty  to  reach  respons ib le  na t ional  secur i ty  dec is ions .  Indeed,  the  

mat ter  of  leaks  i s  of  the  u tmost  ser iousness .  The  Uni ted  Sta tes  

in te l l igence  communi ty  has  a  h is tory  of  producing  na t ional  

in te l l igence  es t imates .  Today,  they  are  f requent ly  dec lass i f ied  in  

advance  of  the i r  d isseminat ion  in  order  for  the  adminis t ra t ion  to  g ive  

i t s  explanat ion  ins tead  of  re ly ing  on  a  leak  to  de termine  how the  

publ ic  wi l l  rece ive  th is  informat ion .  

F ina l ly ,  there  i s  the  i ssue  of  in terna t ional  coopera t ion .  The  Uni ted  

Sta tes  i s  ca l led  upon in  every  s i tua t ion  to  look for  in terna t ional  

jus t i f ica t ion  for  i t s  fore ign  pol icy  ac t ions .  I t  cer ta in ly  i s  an  ac t ive  and 

enthus ias t ic  member  of  ASEAN,  perhaps  a  b i t  less  so  of  NATO,  and 

perhaps  even a  b i t  less  so  of  the  Uni ted  Nat ions .  But  i t  appears  tha t  

one  aspect  of  Uni ted  Sta tes  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  wi l l  be  a  cont inual  

emphas is  on  U.S.  in teres ts  and  U.S.  b i la te ra l  re la t ionships  ra ther  than  

a  rush  towards  a  grea ter  mul t i la te ra l i sm,  a l though tha t  i s  cer ta in ly  par t  

of  i t s  approach.   

Two impor tant  i ssues  remain  to  be  resolved  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes’  

na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  sys tem.  The  f i r s t  has  to  do  wi th  managing  

counter te r ror i sm in  homeland secur i ty .  For  h is tor ica l  reasons ,  the  

respons ib i l i ty  for  domest ic  secur i ty  and  domest ic  in te l l igence  

col lec t ion  –  to  the  extent  tha t  i t  ex is ted  –  has  res ided  wi th  the  Federa l  

Bureau  of  Inves t iga t ion .  Al l  fore ign  in te l l igence  mat ters ,  on  the  o ther  

hand,  have  res ided  wi th  the  CIA and i t s  d i rec tor .  This  came about  

because  of  a  poor  personal  re la t ionship  be tween J .  Edgar  Hoover  and  

Al len  Dul les ,  and  the  current  a r rangement  was  implemented  as  a  

means  to  se t t le  a  quarre l  be tween them.  
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That  d iv is ion  worked wel l  as  long as  the  secur i ty  concerns  were  

sharp ly  d iv ided  in to  peace t ime and war t ime,  in to  domest ic  and  

fore ign ,  and  o ther  an t ipodal  i ssues  ( for  example ,  was  a  U.S .  c i t izen  

involved ,  or  not ) .  Al l  of  those  d is t inc t ions  have  vanished  wi th  the  

emergence  of  g lobal  te r ror i sm.  The  resul t  i s  mass ive  confus ion  about  

what  governs  pol icy  format ion  for  counter te r ror i sm and homeland 

secur i ty ,  which  resul t s  in  less  than  ef fec t ive  means  to  pursue  these  

mat ters .  In  many o ther  count r ies  –  be t te r  organized  than  the  U.S.  

perhaps  –  domest ic  secur i ty  and  domest ic  in te l l igence  are  organized  as  

par t  of  the  Depar tment  of  the  In ter ior .  In  the  Uni ted  Sta tes ,  on  the  

o ther  hand,  the  FBI  i s  par t  of  the  law enforcement  sys tem and i s  

loca ted  in  the  Depar tment  of  Jus t ice .  This  causes  confus ion ,  for  

example ,  about  the  f i r s t  in tent  of  in te l l igence  col lec t ion .  I s  i t  for  

warning about  and  avoid ing  te r ror i s t  ac ts ,  or  i s  i t  for  law enforcement  

and  punishment?   

The  In te l l igence  Reorganiza t ion  Act  of  2005 was  os tens ib ly  meant  to  

harmonize  th is  re la t ionship  by  ass igning  to  the  new di rec tor  of  

na t ional  in te l l igence  a  measure  of  au thor i ty  over  a t  leas t  the  p lanning  

and the  d i rec t ion  of  the  na t ional  secur i ty  ac t iv i t ies  of  the  FBI .  In  

prac t ice  th is  has  occurred  less  than  was  or ig ina l ly  in tended.  In  

addi t ion ,  there  i s  a  fundamenta l  conf l ic t  of  in teres t  in  p lac ing  the  

respons ib i l i ty  for  domest ic  secur i ty  and  in te l l igence  wi th in  the  

Depar tment  of  Jus t ice ,  which  i s  requi red  a t  the  same t ime to  manage  

these  enterpr i ses  and  a lso  to  be  an  hones t  judge  of  whether  the i r  

ac t iv i t ies  a re  be ing  proper ly  car r ied  out .  The  Jus t ice  Depar tment ,  in  

o ther  words ,  i s  asked  to  be  manager ,  overseer ,  and  evalua tor  of  these  

ac t iv i t ies .   

This  has  le f t  the  U.S.  wi th  severa l  grave  unresolved  i ssues .  The  most  

obvious  and ser ious  one  in  the  publ ic  debate  concerns  the  ru les  for  

apprehens ion ,  de tent ion ,  and  in ter rogat ion  of  a l leged  te r ror i s ts .  Rules  
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for  cyber  secur i ty  a re  a l so  of  increas ing  concern ,  to  indus t ry ,  

indiv iduals ,  and  the  mi l i ta ry .  Another  i ssue  has  to  do  wi th  cover t  

ac t iv i t ies  a round the  wor ld .  Thus ,  respect ing  c i t izens '  p r ivacy  and 

lega l  r ights  and  pr iv i leges ,  whi le  a t  the  same t ime paying  adequate  

a t ten t ion  to  na t ional  secur i ty  by  obta in ing  warning  and avoid ing  

ca tas t rophe ,  i s  something  tha t  deserves  a t ten t ion .   

Another  problem is  tha t  the  Depar tment  of  Homeland Secur i ty  has  ye t  

to  acqui re  the  capabi l i ty  to  be  a  major  ac tor  in  the  arena  of  na t ional  

secur i ty  pol icy .  Beyond the  cons iderable  capabi l i ty  tha t  res ides  in  i t s  

component  d iv is ions  –  whether  i t  i s  the  Coas t  Guard  or  the  

Immigra t ion  and Natura l iza t ion  Service  –  i t  l acks  the  means  to  put  

together  a  coherent  p lan  for  the  poss ib i l i ty  of  a  very  la rge  domest ic  

ca tas t rophe .  In  the  f i r s t  Cl in ton  adminis t ra t ion ,  a t  a  meet ing  

d iscuss ing  emergency response  to  the  a  te r ror i s t  ac t ,  the  then-head of  

FEMA sa id ,  “Mr.  Pres ident ,  l e t  me te l l  you something  about  the  

Federa l  Emergency Management  Adminis t ra t ion:  we are  resourced  and 

prepared  to  pro tec t  the  count ry  agains t  na tura l  d isas ter ;  we do  not  

have  the  money or  the  abi l i ty  to  take  care  of  human-crea ted  d isas ters .”  

The  U.S.  does  not  have  a  sys tem wi th  the  capabi l i ty  to  dea l  wi th  these  

ext reme cases .  Thus  the  ba lance  be tween law enforcement  and  i t s  

leg i t imate  purpose ,  be tween managing  na t ional  secur i ty  and  keeping  

wi th in  the  ru les ,  whi le  main ta in ing the  abi l i ty  to  defend the  Uni ted  

Sta tes  and  provide  warning  f rom potent ia l  hos t i le  ac t iv i t ies ,  must  s t i l l  

be  addressed .   

The  second i ssue  concerns  the  hea l th  of  the  in te l l igence  communi ty  in  

the  face  of  a  wide  range  of  new threa ts :  counter te r ror i sm,  

pro l i fe ra t ion ,  and of  course  the  ins tabi l i ty  and  i ssues  evident  in  the  

Middle  Eas t .  In  fac t ,  the  in te l l igence  communi ty  i s  s t i l l  suf fer ing  f rom 

the  mis takes  tha t  occurred  in  the  1990s .  The  incorrec t  es t imate  shared  

by  many about  the  exis tence  of  weapons  of  mass  des t ruc t ion  in  I raq ,  
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as  wel l  as  the  inabi l i ty  to  predic t  (as  i f  i t  i s  poss ib le  for  any  serv ice  to  

do  th is )  the  a t tacks  on  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  on  9 /11 ,  have  led  to  some 

publ ic  and  of f ic ia l  lack  of  conf idence  in  the  communi ty ,  and  

therefore ,  some loss  of  mora le  wi th in  the  communi ty .   

The  d i rec torsh ip  of  na t ional  in te l l igence ,  se t  up  under  the  2005 

Reorganiza t ion  Act ,  has  not  worked as  wel l  as  expected .  The  d i rec tor  

of  na t ional  in te l l igence  does  not  have  as  much author i ty  over  the  

mi l i ta ry- in te l l igence  par t s  of  the  program as  was  or ig ina l ly  in tended.  

And cer ta in ly ,  the  mat te rs  involv ing  the  na t ional  secur i ty  d iv is ions  of  

the  Depar tment  of  Jus t ice ,  the  FBI ,  and  the  in te l l igence  communi ty  

have  not  been  fu l ly  harmonized .  Communi ty  s ta f f  has  exploded f rom a  

mere  for ty  or  f i f ty  in  1995 to  something  l ike  1 ,400 today.  Thus  much 

of  the  t ime of  in te l l igence  indiv iduals  in  Washington  i s  spent  keeping  

an  eye  on  each  o ther  ra ther  than  paying  a t ten t ion  to  the  cent ra l  

funct ions  of  co l lec t ing ,  ana lyz ing ,  and  d is t r ibut ing  informat ion  to  

senior  pol icymakers .   

Much needs  to  be  done  to  s t rengthen  in te l l igence  for  what  is  needed in  

today ' s  wor ld .  Leon Panet ta ,  who i s  now di rec tor  of  the  CIA and who 

previous ly  headed the  Off ice  of  Management  and  Budget ,  i s  spending  

a  good dea l  of  h is  t ime on  ac t iv i t ies  in  Afghanis tan ,  perhaps  a t  the  

expense  of  provid ing  analys is  of  where  Afghanis tan  i s  going ,  where  

Pakis tan  i s  going ,  what  U.S .  in teres ts  in  tha t  reg ion  are ,  and  to  which  

long te rm ac t ions  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  should  be  paying  a t ten t ion .   

In  conclus ion ,  what  i s  the  out look for  na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  in  the  

Uni ted  Sta tes?  Succinc t ly  and  provocat ive ly  put :  Budgets  a re  na t ional  

secur i ty .  With  a l l  the  pr inc ipa ls  and organiza t ion  and an  endless  

numbers  of  meet ings ,  i f  the  resources  a re  not  p lanned,  a l loca ted ,  and  

executed  in  a  sound way,  there  wi l l  not  be  an  ef fec t ive  na t ional  
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secur i ty  pol icy .  Worse  ye t ,  there  wi l l  no t  be  a  fore ign  pol icy  tha t  

re f lec ts  na t ional  in teres ts .   

U.S .  defense  budgets  r i se  and  drop  repeatedly  –  and qui te  sharp ly .  

Only  twelve  years  ago ,  the  to ta l  budget  of  the  U.S .  Depar tment  of  

Defense  was  about  $345 b i l l ion ;  today i t  i s  $800 b i l l ion ,  a l though 

fu ture  increases  cannot  cont inue  a t  tha t  leve l .  In  looking  a t  the  h is tory  

of  U.S .  budgets  versus  U.S.  pol icy  s ince  the  Second World  War ,  one  

could  ask  i f  there  i s  any  corre la t ion  a t  a l l  be tween them,  but  in  any  

event ,  the  defense  budget  i s  a lways  cer ta in  to  r i se  and  fa l l .  Today i t  i s  

about  to  drop ,  and  l ike ly  qui te  s igni f icant ly ,  because  of  the  f i sca l  

c r i s i s  and  a  very  la rge  increase  in  def ic i t  in  the  Uni ted  Sta tes .  I t  i s  

about  to  drop  a lso  because  of  “s t icker  shock ,”  or  what  Professor  

François  Heisbourg  has  more  proper ly  te rmed “ the  invent ion  of  

Norman August ine ,”  which  says  tha t  the  pr ice  of  a  weapons  sys tem 

doubles  over  t ime.  There  i s  t remendous  s t icker  shock in  Congress ,  on  

both  s ides  of  the  a is le ,  in  reac t ion  to  the  magni tude  of  these  defense  

expendi tures .  The  Jo in t  S t r ike  Fighter  i s  one  case  in  example .   

There  wi l l  l ike ly  be  a  dec l ine  in  the  budget ,  therefore ,  for  na t ional  

secur i ty  as  wel l  as  for  defense .  This  inc ludes  the  associa ted  

expendi tures  tha t  a re  grea t ly  needed in  the  Sta te  Depar tment  in  order  

to  car ry  out  the  opera t ions  and the  economic  ass is tance  tha t  make  

peacekeeping  even a  remote  poss ib i l i ty  in  p laces  such  as  Somal ia ,  

Rwanda,  Hai t i ,  I raq ,  or  Afghanis tan .  However ,  i f  there  i s  a  sharp  

reduct ion  in  a  budget ,  those  same na t ional  secur i ty  objec t ives  cannot  

be  mainta ined.  I f  the  objec t ives  remain  unchanged but  the  budget  i s  

decreased ,  the  charac ter  of  the  problem cannot  be  adequate ly  

addressed .  The  budgetary  pressure  wi l l  br ing  about  a  change  in  the  

Uni ted  Sta tes '  na t ional  secur i ty  and  fore ign  pol icy  pos ture ,  to  conform 

to  the  rea l i ty  of  the  avai lab le  resources .  Whether  th is  happens  in  a  

l ike ly  area ,  such  as  peacekeeping  opera t ions ,  i s  hard  to  predic t .  But  
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there  wi l l  be  a  s igni f icant  change  in  the  breadth  and ambi t ion  of  the  

na t ional  secur i ty  pol icy  tha t  the  Uni ted  Sta tes  has  been  pursuing  over  

the  pas t  decade .   

Count r ies  address  these  v i ta l  i ssues  of  na t ional  secur i ty  and  na t ional  

wel fare  very  d i f ferent ly .  Yet  whatever  the i r  organiza t ional  charac ter ,  

they  a lmost  a lways  encounter  the  same d i f f icu l t ies  in  t ry ing  to  serve  

the i r  c i t izens .    


