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By LIEUTENANT GENERAL ERVIN J. ROKKE, USAF

President, National Defense University

npredictable change is what our nation’s future national security dilemma is all
about. Appreciation for this uncertainty is the beginning of wisdom in the post-
Cold War era. Not only is international politics in flux, but, furthermore, techno-
logical breakthroughs relevant to national security are occurring with greater fre-
quency and with more substantial impact than ever in history.

In this world full of instability and rapid change, the U.S. government needs to muster
the full range of options at its command if it is to achieve its goals at a price consistent with
the resources its citizens are prepared to devote to international affairs. Rather than simply
deploring the constrained resources made available for some of the traditional foreign pol-
icy and national security institutions, we need to explore how to make use of the opportu-
nities offered by change.

This report represents an effort by the National Defense University to examine what in
this new world environment are the strengths and weaknesses of the various instruments
available for influencing the behavior of foreign governments. We hope that it will prove to be
of interest not only to policymakers, but also to all readers with an interest in security policy.

The Strategic Assessment applies the research expertise of the National Defense Univer-
sity, under the leadership of its interdisciplinary research arm, the Institute for National
Strategic Studies, with the generous assistance of analysts from elsewhere in the U.S. gov-
ernment. Offering such analyses, in both general and more specialized areas of interest to
the national security community, is one part of NDU’s educational mission. That mission, as
defined by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, is to educate senior military and government officials on
issues related to national strategy, security policy, resources management, and warfare in the
information age. It is our hope that this report is both authoritative and informative, and
that its influence will extend beyond the narrowly defined national security establishment.

We wish to thank all those who contributed to the success of this project, particularly
the many analysts both inside and outside the military who wrote or reviewed chapters of
the Assessment. We hope that this report will stimulate further thinking, discussion, and re-
search on the issues treated in its pages among both policymakers and policy analysts.
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Foreword

By HANS BINNENDIJK, Editor-in-Chief

n 1995, INSS inaugurated its annual Strategic Assessment with a survey of the world

strategic environment from the perspective of U.S. interests. This year, we continue the

series with a look at the instruments by which the U.S. government can influence the

behavior of other governments. Our current thinking is that the 1997 volume will ex-

amine flashpoints, i.e., the zones in which conflict and disorder may erupt in the next
decade, and the 1998 volume will return to the 1995 format, that is, to update our 1995 sur-
vey of the key policy issues facing the U.S. government.

Structure

We begin this volume by setting the scene, with a chapter about how the world is
changing from the perspective of U.S. security interests. Then we discuss the instruments of
U.S. power, starting with those that use persuasion rather than force and proceeding to
those that require progressively more use of force—that is why our first chapter is about
diplomacy and our last chapter is about weapons of mass destruction. Using this principle,
we divide the instruments of U.S. power into three groups:

B Non-military instruments
W Political-military instruments
M Warfighting instruments

The final chapter is an executive summary that also draws some general conclusions
about how the instruments of U.S. power could be made more effective.

Our focus is on traditional foreign policy and defense issues. Some may argue that en-
vironmental security or economic security is, over the long run, a more vital issue than mil-
itary concerns. While that may be the case, we feel that what we National Defense Univer-
sity analysts can do best is to concentrate on the areas we know best. In so far as we are
able to, we try to touch on nontraditional areas of what might be called national security in
its broadest sense, but we do not pretend to do justice to these topics.

Our aim is to analyze the means available to the U.S. government in the current period
to affect the behavior of other governments. We want to stress several points about that
aim. Our focus is on the instruments, not on the purposes to which they may be put. We
concentrate on what has changed since the end of the Cold War and on what will continue
to be the case for the next few years, not on the long sweep of history, not what may come
to pass in several decades, nor what will be the burning issues over the next few months.
Our net has been cast widely: we include in our set of instruments a variety of institutions
and capabilities that perhaps are not policy instruments strictly speaking.

The Strategic Assessment is aimed at policymakers, analysts, and informed members of
the public who want a serious summary statement of the tools available to the U.S. govern-
ment for accomplishing its aims vis-a-vis other governments. It does not provide novel in-
terpretations or detailed specialized research. Specialists in one subject are unlikely to find
much new material on that issue here, although we hope they will find a succinct statement
of the applicability of that instrument of national power, as well as some insight into the re-
lationship among various instruments.

Although Strategic Assessment 1996 strives to assess what factors are likely to limit or to
enhance the power of each instrument, its primary intent is not to advocate particular policies
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or approaches to policy. It is neither a statement nor a critique of U.S. government policy. The
views expressed in this document are those of the editors and do not necessarily reflect the
offical policy or position of the National Defense University, the Department of Defense, or
the U.S. Government.
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CHAPTER ONE

his volume analyzes how the util-

ity of various instruments of U.S.

power has changed in recent

years, primarily owing to the end

of the Cold War. For that reason,
we need to set forth our view of the chang-
ing international context within which the
instruments are applied. Our perspective
on the emerging new world order was set
forth in the first chapter of Strategic As-
sessment 1995, which we summarize here
with some changes in nuance to reflect de-
velopments during 1995 and with some
additional material to extend the analysis
beyond the realm of geostrategy.

The essential characteristics of the pre-
sent strategic environment are uncertainty
and change. The world is going through sev-
eral types of dramatic changes. For heuristic
purposes, those changes can be grouped into
three broad categories—geostrategic, infor-
mation, and, less clearly defined than the
others, character of government.

Geostrategic Developments

The world geostrategic scene cannot
be described as simply as during the Cold
War, when the Western-Soviet confronta-
tion was the prism through which all
events had to be viewed. At least three per-
spectives are needed now to analyze the

emerging international system: seen from
the top down, the major powers have
changed; seen cross-sectionally, states are
arraying themselves into three categories
depending upon their success at establish-
ing democracy and free-market prosperity;
and seen from the bottom up, transnational
problems have become a more important
part of the world scene.

Major Powers. In the past, the defining
characteristic of a major shift from one
world order to another was the transition
in relations among the major powers (in-
deed, among the European powers). A shift
in worlds was indicated by dramatic
change in the answers to three questions:
who were the major players, what they
could do to one another, and what did they
wish to do to one another. Perhaps the clas-
sic example is the French Revolution with
its new player (democratic France), its new
capability (the citizen army), and its new
intentions (spreading liberty, equality, and
fraternity). Similar transitions occurred
with the Congress of Vienna in 1815, the
unification of Germany in 1870, the Treaty
of Versailles in 1919, and the developments
following World War II, as well as with the
end of the Cold War.

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC STUDIES 1
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STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 1996

While the new world geostrategic en-
vironment is more complex than great
power politics, one of the new order’s basic
defining characteristics remains the rela-
tionship among the major powers. Those
powers are the U.S., Western Europe, Rus-
sia, China, and Japan, though India may
join the group within a decade or so. At the
end of the Cold War, some thought that the
new world would be unipolar, that is, the
U.S. would dominate the world scene. In
fact, the American people have not been in-
terested in that job. Instead of being unipo-
lar, the world consists of asymmetric poles,
in which one (the U.S.) is much the
strongest but the others are nonetheless im-
portant independent actors.

In the first blush of enthusiasm at the
end of the Cold War, the great powers
were all cooperating. Now, relations
among some are cooler, and differences of
perspective are more pronounced: U.S.-
China relations are characterized by suspi-
cions and disagreements on many issues,
the hopes for a new strategic relationship
between the U.S. and Russia have faded
away, the tone in trade disputes between
the U.S. and Japan has become sharper,
and the U.S. and Western Europe have
disagreed about how to handle the Bosn-
ian crisis. But peace prevails, and that is a

powerful force for
stability in the

World Output, 1970-93
($ trillions)
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world. None of the
great powers is
currently prepar-
ing for conflict
with another. That
might change over
time. If the powers
were to consolidate
around themselves
political and eco-
nomic blocs that
were exclusive
rather than open,
tensions  could
emerge at the
edges of the blocs,
such as between
Russia and West-
ern Europe or be-
tween China and
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the US. A clash among great powers, di-
rectly or through proxies, would be the
greatest international threat the U.S. could
face, though it is a remote possibility in
the near term.

Factors shaping the behavior of the
foreign great powers include the following:

® Russia is suffering from something
similar to the Versailles Syndrome that hit
Germany after World War I. It feels iso-
lated, and it is bitter about the contrast be-
tween its post-Cold War situation and its
past superpower status. Moscow thinks it
is the victim, with others taking advantage
of its temporary difficulties. It resents
being treated as a loser in the Cold War
when it feels that, rather than losing, it
evolved in a way advantageous to all. Its
military is in decline if not disarray. And,
as important as any other factor, its econ-
omy has shrunk by half over the last
decade, while the rest of the world has
grown stronger. Yet Russia remains a nu-
clear power that can threaten the survival
of the U.S. as a nation.

® China is feeling more powerful in
world affairs because of its spectacular eco-
nomic growth over the last fifteen years.
By some estimates, China already has the
world’s third-largest output, after the U.S.
and Japan. In contrast to the vibrant econ-
omy, the political system in China has been
stagnant. The elite clings to a discredited
ideology that even they do not practice. As
the country hangs on the edge of a transi-
tion from one leadership generation to an-
other, decision making seems paralyzed.
The leaders seem to be afraid above all of
anarchy, into which category they put de-
mocratization. In international affairs,
China acts with ambiguity: sometimes like
a normal player and sometimes like the
stereotype of the Middle Kingdom —not
well informed about what others are doing
and how others behave, sure that its ways
should prevail despite the objections of
others, and assuming that it has a natural
right to get what it wants.

@ Japan is experiencing political tur-
bulence about whether the old system of
governance and economy is still the best.
Five years of economic stagnation, with es-
sentially no growth in 1990-95, has shaken
national confidence. Meanwhile, the trade
surplus with the rest of the world contin-
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ues at levels that cause tensions in relations
with the U.S.,, and to some extent with the
European Union (EU) and tensions are in-
creasing over the U.S. bases, especially
those in Okinawa.

@® Western Europe remains uncertain
how it will structure itself in the future, es-
pecially in the area of security and the mili-
tary. Whether agreement is reached upon a
coherent system for making decisions will
determine if Western Europe has the same
weight in international affairs as it does in
the world’s economy.

Three Categories of States. Another
geostrategic perspective is the cross-sec-
tional view, in which the world can be seen
as divided among three categories of
states. At the height of the Cold War, there
were also three worlds: a generally indus-
trialized and free First World, a communist
Second World, and an underdeveloped,
largely unaligned Third World. By the late
1980s, these divisions had eroded, as some
communist lands developed freer institu-
tions and some underdeveloped nations
evolved into industrial democracies.

In the new world order, the three cate-
gories of states are characterized by how
successful they are at achieving the almost
universally proclaimed goals of democracy
and market-based prosperity:

® The market democracies of free and
prosperous—or at least rapidly develop-
ing—nations, were once found only in
North America, Japan, and much of Europe.
Large parts of Latin America, the newly in-
dustrialized nations of East Asia, and Cen-
tral Europe are now joining this group.

@ The transitional states of ex-commu-
nist lands, as well as countries such as India
and South Africa, are progressing from a
low economic baseline, which run the risk
of becoming frozen short of freedom and
prosperity with authoritarian politics, heav-
ily politicized economies, and relatively
low levels of economic development.

@ The troubled states, primarily in
Africa, the Middle East, and parts of Asia,
are falling behind the rest of the globe eco-
nomically, politically, and ecologically,
often plagued with rampant ethnic and re-
ligious extremism.

These categories are not firm; some
very important countries, like China, com-
bine characteristics of two or even three
groups.

Some of the troubled or transitional
states may be tempted to divert attention
from domestic problems by means of exter-
nal aggression aimed at establishing re-
gional hegemony. It should be no surprise
were some such efforts by a rogue state,
such as Iraq or North Korea, to lead to a
major regional conflict. The proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction, particu-

_ larly nuclear weapons, could increase the

propensity of aggressive states to threaten
their neighbors and increase the risks for
the U.S.

Conflict within troubled states is likely
to be a common occurrence, and in some
cases, the state will fail—the government
will cease to function effectively, and civil
society will degenerate into near chaos. In
the 1990s, state failure occurred to one de-
gree or another in such places as Bosnia,
Rwanda, Somalia, Liberia, and Haiti. Most
such internal conflicts will not pose a sharp
threat to U.S. interests, though they may
trouble U.S. humanitarian values. The great
powers are often willing to provide human-
itarian and peace operations for failed
states. They are increasingly reluctant to in-
tervene militarily in civil wars, however,
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unless a particular crisis takes place in their
backyard, threatens to escalate to engult
other states, create a humanitarian disaster,
or otherwise affect great power interests.
The U.S. will have neither the means nor
the will to intervene in every such case
around the world, but it will intervene in
areas of its historic and strategic interest as
well as in situations of horrendous suffer-
ing that offend U.S. sensibilities.

Transnational Issues. A third geostrate-
gic perspective looks from the bottom up
at transnational problems, that is, those
which do not stem from the actions of
governments. Some of the major prob-
lems are:

® The internationalization of crime,
especially drug cartels that operate on such
a large scale as to threaten governments.

® Terrorists take advantage of more
open societies to mount increasingly
brazen attacks, such as the 1993 bombing
of New York’s World Trade Center. The
March 1995 Tokvo subway attack by the
Aum Shinrikyo cult, which caused twelve
deaths and five thousand injuries, “demon-
strates the threat a well financed, sophisti-
cated and international terrorist group

STRATEGIC STUDIES

poses [in what could be the United
States’s] greatest national security concern
in the years ahead,” to quote Senator Sam
Nunn (D., Georgia).

® Ethnic hatreds that erupt into geno-
cide or ethnic cleansing, as in Rwanda or
the former Yugoslavia. A related phenome-
non has been the collapse of organized
government under the pressure of war-
lords and clan rivalries.

® Sudden mass migrations becoming
more common, partly in response to state
failure and ethnic violence. These waves of
people, who may or may not fit the tradi-
tional definition of refugee, can overwhelm
poor neighbors. As illustrated by the expe-
rience with Haitians and Cubans, migrants
can pose an unacceptable burden on indus-
trial nations like the U.S. that are con-
cerned that the refugees may become per-
manent residents.

@ Lnvironmental problems spilling
over from one nation to another as the
planct’s resources are used more inten-
sively. Dangers to the global commons mul-
tiply: all nations are affected by depletion of
the ozone layver and global warming,.
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Some of these threats seem to call for
military forces to back up police forces
that are outmaneuvered, overwhelmed,
or outgunned. Constabulary operations,
such as picking up illegal immigrants, in-
tercepting narcotics shipments, and pro-
tecting delivery of relief supplies in failed
states, do not require the specialized
equipment and training needed for com-
bat, but they can tie up multibillion dollar
aircraft carriers and high-readiness troops
unless a more cost effective rapid re-
sponse force is developed.

Information Technology
The pulse of the planet has quick-
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other technological ad-

Source: International Data Corporation.

ened. Computers, faxes, fiber optic cables,
and satellites speed the
flow of information
across frontiers, as illus-
trated by the explosive
growth of the Internet.
Faster and larger infor-
mation flows reinforce
the political trend to-
wards increasingly open
societies. Ideas, people,
and goods are moving
across borders at an un-
precedented rate.
Technology progress
is not a new phenome-
I non. Historically, long-
93 94 95
vances dramatically
changed the nature of
warfare. What makes the
information explosion so revolutionary is
not that technology is advancing but the
pace at which it improves. While societies
have often been confronted with profound
social changes owing to advancing tech-
nologies, never before have societies been
forced to adapt to a technology which for
decades has been improving by an order of
magnitude every three or four years. The
speed at which computers function—the
rate at which information can be transmit-
ted over long distances—looks set to con-
tinue increasing at the rate of tenfold every
three to four years, which translates into
up to 1,000-fold per decade.

1996

No one can foretell all the ways in
which information technologies will en-
hance (or mitigate) traditional venues of
national power, but some themes are be-
ginning to emerge.

One is that access to information is
being recognized as a sine qua non of eco-
nomic growth. Mastery of information
technology is surpassing mastery of heavy
industry as the primary source of national
power, whether exercised through com-
mercial or military channels. A useful con-
cept in this regard is “waves” of technol-
ogy, popularized by Alan and Heidi Toffler.
The new wave of computers and commu-
nications will be the key to future eco-
nomic growth, but the older waves of agri-
culture and industry will remain
indispensable elements of national eco-
nomic life. Because the United States pos-
sesses the richest information flux, other
countries have become increasingly inter-
ested in tapping into these flows. Linkages
to sources of expertise (e.g., Silicon Valley),
sources of finance (e.g., Wall Street), or
sources of knowledge (e.g., universities,
think tanks, and selected government
agencies) are considered desirable and one
more reason for nations to cultivate good
relations with the United States.

Another trend is that the ubiquity of
global communications is creating new av-
enues for the interests, culture, and values
of the United States to percolate overseas
(and vice versa). For the most part, this in-
fluence exists independent of national pol-
icy; in some cases, however, the existence
of these channels makes it easier for the
United States government to go over the
heads of other governments and communi-
cate directly to their citizens.

On the other end of the spectrum, the
ability of the Defense Department (DOD)
to generate and distribute vast quantities
of intelligence permits the United States to
influence the outcomes of conflicts in
which it chooses not to intervene directly.
At little direct risk, the United States can
provide an “information umbrella” to its
friends by providing imagery and weather
data, software and other systems integra-
tion services, and, within the next few
years, simulation and other training tools.
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All these methods, taken collectively, inten-
sify the ability of the United States to exer-
cise what Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Security Affairs Joseph Nye
calls “soft power.”

The extension of the rapid communica-
tion and computer technological advances
to the battlefield suggests that information-
based warfare will become more wide-
spread within a decade or two. Defense re-
quirements will demand more investment
in information systems and less in indus-
trial-era configurations of tanks, planes, and
ships. Information may come to rival explo-
sive force as a factor in warfare. The devel-
opment of an integrated approach—a sys-
tem of systems—that combines sensors,
communications, and processors with
weapons delivery will allow further ad-
vances in the precision with which U.S.
forces can strike. Improvements in precision
are not new—on average, a target that took
one bomb to destroy during Desert Storm
required 170 bombs during the Vietnam
War and 9,000 bombs during World War
II—but the cumulative effect is becoming
revolutionary. With more precise informa-
tion about where to strike, weapons deliv-
ery systems can shrink in size, facilitating
the trend towards striking from a long dis-
tance, possibly directly from the continental
U.S. to the battlefield.
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The nature and conduct of information
warfare is becoming a subject of intense in-
terest to defense analysts. Information looks
set to be a new dimension in which warfare
can be conducted, requiring defense against
enemy actions that cause vital computer
nets to malfunction and providing new op-
portunities for immobilizing an enemy.

The Changing Character of
Government

After decades of increasing state in-
volvement in area after area of society in
country after country, central governments
have been on the retreat since the late days
of the Cold War. Publics in many countries
seem to have changed their views about
national priorities and the role of the gov-
ernment in achieving those national goals.

The Devolution of Power. The most obvi-
ous characteristic of the retreat of the state
has been the end of the totalitarian systems
in the Warsaw Pact, in which the state
dominated all aspects of life, stifling the in-
stitutions of civil society. But in many other
countries as well, a dramatic change has
taken place in what citizens expect from
their governments. After decades in which
the power of central governments grew
steadily, those central governments are
now reinventing themselves, and power is
diffusing from the center. Two changes
stand out in particular.

First, central governments are ceding
more power to regional and local govern-
ments. For instance, not only did the So-
viet Union break up into its constituent re-
publics, but Moscow has had to permit
regions more free reign. In post-Mao
China, the provinces acquired a large mea-
sure of economic independence that they
used to deny resources to the central gov-
ernment, which finds that its budget is
growing only modestly while the national
economy races ahead. In the EU, after
years of defining detailed unionwide di-
rectives, the new principle is “subsidiar-
ity,” under which responsibility for each
problem is to be assigned to as local a level
of government as possible—preferably
local rather than national, and then na-
tional rather than EU-wide. In the U.S,, the
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1994 House Republicans” Contract with
America exemplifies the strong interest in
devolving to the states responsibility for
programs that the federal government pre-
viously controlled.

Secondly, central governments are
shedding functions, partly to reduce ex-
penditures and thereby contain budget
deficits. The most important reduction in
the role of the state has been a wave of pri-
vatization that swept Western Europe, the
ex-Soviet bloc, and Latin America, and cre-
ated ripples elsewhere. In 1994, govern-
ments privatized about $80 billion in as-
sets. The general mood is that states are
poor managers of factories, and that selling
off such enterprises is a way to raise
growth rates. The change in attitudes in
Latin America has been particularly sharp,
from a general assumption that the state
must organize economic development to
enthusiasm for the rule of the markets.

A related phenomenon has been a
greater attention to the domestic side of na-
tional power, especially the economic foun-
dations of power, relative to the projection
of national power abroad. A focus on do-
mestic issues, especially economic prob-
lems, characterizes Moscow, Beijing,
Tokyo, and Brussels (that is, the EU) as
much as Washington. To some extent, that

National Defense and International Affairs in the FY 1995 Budget
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is a reflection of the less threatening inter-
national environment. But there is also dis-
satisfaction about growth rates, which in
the U.S. and the rest of the industrialized
world have been much lower in the two
decades since the oil shock of 1973 than in
the preceding postwar decades. It seems
likely that the highest priority in U.S. poli-
tics in the next few years will be long-term
economic growth in a manner consistent
with providing appropriate safety nets for
the unfortunate, and addressing social
problems, such as race relations. Concern
about international and military affairs will
be seen in large part through this optic. In
addition, the U.S. body politic is of many
minds about what issues are worth risking
blood and treasure for: which values are so
fundamental that they must be defended
irrespective of the importance of the
geostrategic interests at stake, which areas
of the world are the most vital to the U.S,,
and which geostrategic interests are the
most important.

As a result of the refocus on domestic
issues, the U.S. public and publics in many
other countries have less of an internation-
alist outlook and are less willing to spend
money on foreign affairs. Calls are being
heard to restructure the foreign-policy and
national-security establishments to reflect
the decreasing interest in international is-
sues compared to domestic ones.

A Perspective on Isolationism and Unilat-
eralism. The debate over the U.S. approach
towards national security could be
thought of as a compass, with two pairs of
polar opposites. If the north pole is en-
gagement, then the south pole is isolation,
while the east is unilateralism and the
west is multilateralism.

The strength of this analogy is that
there are distinct and powerful groups
pointing in each of the four directions. For
instance, there are those (generally on the
left) who believe that no matter whether
the U.S. intervenes regularly or seldom, it
should always do so through international
institutions. Meanwhile there are those
(generally on the right) who believe that
the most important issue is that the U.S. al-
ways act in defense of its own interests
and under its own direction, irrespective
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of how often the U.S. decides to in-
tervene abroad. That is, to the ex-
tent that the U.S. engages inter-
nationally, they want it done
unilaterally, but they are not
sure how much the U.S.
should engage abroad.
Another phenom-
enon illustrated by the com-
pass analogy is that a policy
like isolationism can be ap-
proached from either right or
left. The Right tends to believe

and free market ideals removes the

rationale for active intervention abroad
(building upon the thesis of the “end of
history”). The Left is sympathetic to the ar-
gument that military and foreign expendi-
tures are a drain on resources that could be
better used at home (the theory of “imper-
ial overstretch” as a cause for national de-
cline). As one pundit described isolation-
ists, those on the right do not want to
inflict the world on America while those on
the left do not want to inflict America on
the world.

The compass analogy can be extended
to include the groups at the intermediate
points, e.g., those on the southeast who
want the U.S. generally to remain aloof
from foreign problems but to act on its
own (or with its close allies in a subordi-
nate position) when it does move.

On the whole, the mood in American
politics in the immediate aftermath of the
Cold War seems to have put the compass
arrow towards north, or engagement. In
the early days of the Clinton administra-
tion, the arrow swung so strongly towards
multilateralism that it was in danger of
going right on through towards isolation—
that is, the popular reaction to the failures
of multilateral institutions caused many to
think that the U.S. should dramatically re-
duce its involvement in world affairs. Since
then, the arrow has swung again. In 1995,
the new Republican majority in Congress
seemed to move the arrow to the right, to-
wards unilateralism (e.g., the votes to lift
the arms embargo on Bosnia irrespective of
the U.N. sanctions). Given these wild
swings, it is by no means clear where the
compass will end up over the five to seven
year time-frame of this report.
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that the triumph of democratic

Reorienting U.S. Priorities

From the perspective of U.S. national
security, an assessment of major trends in
the unfolding world order includes
grounds for both optimism and pessimism.

On the optimistic side:

+The major powers are still cooperat-
ing despite increasing tensions among them.

+Democracy and the market system
are models to which nearly all nations as-
pire, tempering the potential for ideologi-
cally driven conflict.

+The U.S. is a world leader in the in-
formation technologies that are increas-
ingly the source of national power, both
economic and military.

+The U.S. economy has improved its
performance relative to that of all the
major powers other than China. Unem-
ployment is less than half the rate in West-
ern Europe; the growth rate since 1990 has
exceeded that in Japan; and, of course, the
U.S. economy is doing incomparably better
than the Russian economy.

+The U.S. is the dominant military
power in the world. Not only does the U.S.
have the largest inventory of advanced
equipment, and personnel as well trained
as any in the world, but in addition, no
other country can match the U.S. in strate-
gic assets like transport logistics, intelli-
gence and communications.

On the pessimistic side:

—Multiethnic states are fragmenting
violently, in some cases falling into chaos,
and massive humanitarian disasters offend
values Americans hold dear.

—Traditional U.S. alliances are under
stress, with differences about how to re-
spond to failing states and how to incorpo-
rate the ex-communist states into new se-
curity structures.

—Transnational threats, from interna-
tional organized crime to international ter-
rorism, are increasingly being felt in U.S.
cities.

—Nuclear proliferation may increas-
ingly create instability in volatile regions
and may require the U.S. to act to neutral-
ize the threat.

—The U.S. focus on domestic issues
and the pressure to reduce expenditures
complicate the ability to respond to inter-
national threats.
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There is still much that the U.S. can do
to affect the character of the new interna-
tional system emerging from the end of the
Cold War system. But history suggests that
shaping the character of the new interna-
tional system will become more and more
difficult as time goes by. International sys-
tems typically have a life cycle in which the
relations among the major powers start out
flexible and become more rigid. One of the
more extreme examples was the early
years of the Cold War. Right after World
War II, the West and the Soviet Union had
differences (for instance, over the Marshall
Plan or elections in Poland), but it was not
apparent to many that those differences
would escalate into all-out political con-
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frontation. In 1945-48, several European
countries were attracted to both the U.S.
and Soviet systems (Czechoslovakia, Italy,
and France all had large communist parties
but also large anti-communist groups), and
it was by no means clear that states would
become aligned with one camp to the ex-
clusion of the other. But within six years,
the lines were drawn, to remain largely un-
changed for another thirty-five years.

In other international systems, the clar-
ification came more slowly. For instance,
Napoleon and Bismarck were able to start
with opportunistic alliances that picked off
their targets one at a time. But eventually
the other countries realized that their salva-
tion lay in alliance despite differences, and
so the world order became structured
around alliances with and against France
and Germany, respectively. In other cases,
the great powers agreed to maintain a bal-
ance of power in which no one state domi-
nated the others, but over time they were
unable to maintain the commitment, so the
world order moved toward a system of al-
liances. (This is what happened to the post-
Napoleonic “Concert of Europe,” which fell
apart when the price of that commitment
became clear in the Crimean War; and also
to the post-1919 League of Nations, which
proved powerless when challenged by a
resurgent Germany.)

If these historic analogies hold, then
there is some urgency to resolving the do-
mestic debates about what the U.S. wants
from the new international system, because
the international system may be more mal-
leable in the mid 1990s now than it will be
in a few years.

On the other hand, it would seem that
one of the main differences between this
international system and that of the Cold
War will be greater ambiguity and more ad
hocism. With regard to the U.S.s friends,
the new order is likely to see the U.S. in-
creasingly acting with pick-up coalitions
and outside of long-standing alliances.
Greater reliance on coalitions, as distinct
from alliances, poses problems such as
coalition cohesiveness, interoperability
with forces of other nations, and decision
making at the top level (e.g., rules of en-
gagement, strategic goals, and decisions to
initiate and to terminate conflict). With re-
gard to the enemy, the most likely conflicts
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in the new international system will be
those with poorly defined enemies who
may switch back and forth from being du-
biously neutral to actively opposed. In a
high intensity conflict with a clearly de-
fined enemy, such as a major regional con-
tingency in the Persian Gulf, there may be
significant ambiguity about whether the

~enemy has or will use chemical, biological,

or nuclear weapons.

The challenge for the U.S. military is to
balance the demands of preparing for the
several types of conflict possible in the new
system, while staying within the envelope
of the resources that will be made available
in this era of limited government. As we ex-
plained in Strategic Assessment 1995, in our
view, the tasks for which the military must
prepare are, in order of priority:

® Hedging against the emergence of a
peer competitor equipped with the new in-
formation technologies. This requires in-
vesting in the future, through research and
development and procurement. The per-
centage of the defense budget dedicated to
this investment fell from 45 percent in FY
1986 to 30 percent in FY 1996. Reversing
this trend will not be cheap.

® Preparing for major regional conflict
(MRC). The Bottom-Up Review concluded
that the U.S. must be ready for two nearly
simultaneous conflicts of this scale. Cur-
rent force structure allows for only a small
margin of error in executing the two MRC
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strategy. A high degree of readiness, force
enhancements, strong overseas presence
(both to provide confidence and to serve as
forward staging areas), and increased
preparation for coalition warfare would
serve to increase that margin.

@ Countering proliferation. Despite
positive developments (the North Korea
agreement, inspections in Iraq, elimination
of nuclear arsenals in ex-Soviet states other
than Russia, elimination of South Africa’s
programs, termination of Argentina and
Brazil’s efforts, and extension of the Treaty
on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weap-
ons), at least twenty countries—many hos-
tile to the U.S.—are still seeking to produce
nuclear, biological, or chemical weapons
and the means to deliver them.

® Developing cost-effective responses to
transnational threats, that is, undertaking
constabulary operations that back up local
police forces, and addressing environmen-
tal problems without diverting military as-
sets from their primary missions.

@ Engaging selectively in peace opera-
tions for failed states. The selectivity should
be both geographic and topical. Geographi-
cally, the U.S. will engage more readily in
areas of vital national interest or of historic
commitment. Topically, the U.S. will con-
centrate on humanitarian relief and conflict
containment, rather than nation building or
seeking to end age-old ethnic tensions.

These tasks for the U.S. military reflect
the geostrategic developments, the informa-
tion revolution, and the changing character
of government in the post-Cold War era. In
order to make its will felt most effectively in
this new environment, the U.S. government
is changing the way it uses its instruments
of power. The rest of this volume examines
in turn the non-military, political military,
and war-fighting instruments.
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Introduction

iplomacy arises out of the funda-

mental character of the nation-

state system, with its basic as-

sumption that nation-states are

sovereign but divergent in their
interests and unequal in their power. Diplo-
macy is about the process of interstate rela-
tions, while foreign policy concerns the ob-
jectives of those relations.

Following World War II, Washington’s
diplomacy adapted all of its foreign-policy
instruments to the policy goals of the Cold
War. In the diplomatic sphere, the United
States adopted the activism of a super-
power, leading a broad, military-political al-
liance. The U.S. relied heavily on bilateral re-
lations to build a nexus of durable political
and military coalitions as major diplomatic
tools. These included anti-Soviet coalitions
(such as NATO, CENTO, and SEATO) and
institutions for the promotion of global eco-
nomic and political development (such as
the Marshall Plan and GATT). To implement
this more ambitious foreign policy, the tradi-
tional departments were expanded in staff
and resources, and a new family of govern-
ment agencies was created with responsibil-
ity for a new range of activities, including
covert intelligence collection and special op-

erations, propaganda, and economic and
military assistance.

With the end of the East-West rivalry
as an organizing principle, governments
and peoples are turning inward, focusing
their attention on specific local interests. At
the same time, a growing number of
transnational issues bedevil countries large
and small. Furthermore, a number of actors
have recently assumed greater roles on the
international scene: resurgent ethnic and
regional nationalism; international organi-
zations, such as the United Nations and the
World Trade Organization; multinational
corporations; and private voluntary organi-
zations (PVOs).

The multiplicity of these interests and
actors who, in the absence of a single orga-
nizing theme such as competition with the
USSR, clamor for priority attention presents
new diplomatic challenges implying the
need for a more multifaceted and nimble
diplomacy. For instance, while U.S. bilateral
relations with Japan during the Cold War
concentrated primarily on security consider-
ations, trade and investment questions are
now of increased importance, and the
process of influencing Japanese behavior re-
quires paying attention to a more diverse
number of Japanese interest groups and
power centers—the Ministry of International
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Trade and Industry as well as the Defense
Agency; the Japanese car industry as well as
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. At the same
time, the U.S. finds its ability to pursue ag-
gressive, bilateral diplomatic activity limited
by expanding multilateral obligations aris-
ing from its leadership role (e.g., in NATO
and the UN.) and by the American public’s
growing insistence on a domestic focus.

Instruments

Retrenchment and reduction appear to
be the dominant trend with respect to the
American diplomatic organs. The best mea-
sure of the funding for diplomacy is the
data on government spending by functional
category. One of the categories is interna-
tional affairs (the 150 account ). The funding
for the 150 account fell 46 percent in real
terms from FY 1985 to FY 1995. Further-
more, both the FY 1996 budget proposed by
President Bill Clinton and the congressional
concurrent resolution on the FY 1996 budget
project steep reductions in the 150 account

Until World War H, the building now

known as the Old Executive Office
Building housed the Department of between FY 1995 and FY 2000: their respec-
State, Navy, and War. tive projections are for a 23 percent and a 43

percent decline in real terms.

Between FY 1985 and FY 1995, the re-
duction in the 150 account was primarily in
international security assistance, i.e., mili-
tary aid. The funding for the conduct of
foreign affairs, other than peacekeeping as-
sessments, is perhaps the category most re-
lated to diplomacy. That category rose by
only 8 percent in real terms from FY 1985
to FY 1995. The Clinton administration
forecast that it will decline by 19 percent
between FY 1995 and FY 2000 (Congress
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did not break down the 150 account fore-
cast into the component elements).

Most of the existing official foreign-
policy community—the National Security
Council, the Department of Defense, the
specialized agencies, and the foreign-affairs
components of main-line departments—
was created to augment the Department of
State in the conduct of American diplomacy
during the Cold War. Calls for budget-cut-
ting in general are jostling for attention
with proposals for reorganization. For in-
stance, Senator Jesse Helms (R-North Car-
olina) proposed in 1995 the abolition of the
U.S. Agency for International Development
(USAID), the U.S. Information Agency
(USJA), and the Arms Control and Disar-
mament Agency (ACDA) as independent
organizations, with the transfer of their
functions to the State Department.

Reorganized or not, the existing gov-
ernment organizations will continue to be
charged with implementing American
diplomacy in pursuit of U.S. interests uti-
lizing a variety of instruments that can be
mixed and matched to specific ends. These
range from prodding North Korea into
compliance with international norms on
nuclear questions to protecting access to
government contracts for American aircraft
producers. The form in which they are
used also can vary, from quiet bilateral
contacts by resident embassies through
“shuttle diplomacy” by senior officials to
highly publicized summits of chiefs of
state. The United States has also developed
a program of regularly published official
reports on specific subjects, such as human
rights, narcotics traffic, and terrorism, that
combine public diplomacy with public
pressure on other governments.

Modern diplomacy is like an iceberg
that lies largely underwater; most of the
business of influencing other governments
takes the form of myriad daily contacts
outside the notice of the media and the
public eye. In general, the stronger the
overall bilateral relationship, the easier to
settle specific issues, such as police treat-
ment of an American citizen or access to
the local market for a U.S. product. Con-
versely, the weaker the relationship, the
more difficult effectively to use diplomatic
tools to obtain changes in behavior, as seen
in U.S.-Iran relations.
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Treaties and International Agreements Concluded
Annual Average, 1946-1994

Treaties Agreeements Total
1946-1959 B 202 217
14 268 282

1960-1979

1980-1994 L 340 357

Source: State Department

The National Security Council

Established by law in 1947 as a body
of cabinet-level officials, the National Secu-
rity Council (NSC) advises the President
on national-security policy. Its role was ex-
panded during the Eisenhower administra-
tion, when a relatively small NSC staff or-
ganization was created to serve as a
secretariat coordinating foreign policy.

The National Security Advisor (NSA)
and his staff have since moved far beyond
the Eisenhower-era concept of interdepart-
mental coordination. The position of Na-
tional Security Advisor now has cabinet-
level status, and is often seen as primus inter
pares on the NSC. In the Kennedy adminis-
tration, the National Security Advisor began

Trends in U.S. Government Overseas Presence 1984-94
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Nore: Includes military personnel only if assigned to embassies and missions. Excludes contract employees
and military personnel assigned to regional CINCs.

to play a direct role in policy formulation, a
role expanded by Henry Kissinger, who es-
sentially assumed the power and role of
chief diplomat as well as principal foreign-
policy advisor in the Nixon administration.
Although the trend of increasing power in
the hands of the National Security Advisor
slowed somewhat during the Reagan years,
a new twist was introduced when the NSC
temporarily assumed an active role in
covert operations. Under President George
Bush, Brent Scowcroft reintroduced the con-
cept of the NSA as an “honest broker” who
coordinated U.S. foreign policy. This ap-
proach, when combined with an engaged
President and an effective Secretary of State
(James Baker) in an atmosphere of collegial-
ity among senior officials, produced a no-
tably coherent, nimble, and well-integrated
U.S. foreign policy, even in the hectic days
of the Soviet Union’s collapse.

The Clinton administration also
aimed for a collegial relationship among
its foreign-policy and diplomatic princi-
pals, and the current National Security
Advisor appears to be operating more as
an inside coordinator than external diplo-
matic operator. Correspondingly, the prin-
cipal roles of the NSA and his staff appear
to be prioritizing issues, seeking consis-
tency, and coordinating instruments
within the U.S. foreign-policy establish-
ment, as well as adjudicating the underly-
ing competition for resources among agen-
cies and departments.

The NSC is challenged to keep up
with the growing foreign-policy portfolio.
Because the President’s role in formulating
U.S. foreign policy and directing diplo-
macy will remain central—despite an in-
creasingly assertive Congress—the impor-
tance of the NSC’s integrating role can only
increase. At the same time, the roles of the
National Security Advisor as a spokesman
and negotiator cannot be completely cur-
tailed, though they can be held in reserve
for rare occasions when U.S. wishes to
demonstrate the depth of its interest.

The Department of State

The State Department is the core diplo-
matic institution for the U.S. government. It
employs all of the diplomatic instruments,
from public spokesman to secret negotiator.

INSTITUTE FOR NATIONAL STRATEGIC sTUDIES 13

DIPLOMACY




STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT 1996

The State Department has primary re-
sponsibility for communication with other
governments. It manages this role through
multiple channels: foreign embassies resi-
dent in Washington; the U.S. embassy net-
work resident in other countries” capitals;
participation in international organiza-
tions; official delegations; and (as dis-
cussed in the chapter on public diplomacy)
formal public statements by senior officials
or through the daily State Department
press briefing. The bulk of communication
with other governments, on subjects as far
apart as the welfare of an American citizen
in a Chinese prison to the alleged export of
Chinese missiles to Pakistan, is conducted
through these regular established channels.
Increasingly, however, the end of the Cold
War has seen these regular, established
channels supplemented by more informal
and ad hoc arrangements, none of them
entirely new.

President Clinton meets with family
members at the memorial service
for three U.S. diplomats killed near

For instance, there is a growing ten-

Sarajevo in 1995.
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Arranging agreements—tormal and intor-
mal, written and oral—is a basic tunction of
the department. More than fourteen thou-
sand treaties and other international agree-
ments were concluded by the US. govern-
ment between 1946 and 1994,

As the senior foreign-policy advisor to
the President and chiet of the core diplo-
matic organization, the Scecretary of State
can claim primary responsibility for the
overall integration of these various special
interests into a coherent foreign policy,
subject to the wishes and governing stvle
of the President. State’s role as foreign-pol-
icv and diplomatic coordinator is per-
formed at various levels: in the NSC itself,
in the formal interagency process, and in
the dailv conduct of business between
agencies in Washington and in ¢mbassies,
not to mention informal arrangemeoents,
such as a weekly lunch among three or
four principal cabinet officials. Coordina-
tion 1s a major responsibility of the depart-
ment’s component units, with the geo-
graphic burecaus focusing on bilateral
relations with other governments (the
warp), while the functional burcaus in-
creasingly deal with the substance ot spe-
cific issues (the woot).

CORNATION AL STRATEGIC S TU D

dency to use special envoys and representa-
tives in crisis situations, ranging from
Bosnia to Somalia. They are intended to re-
flect high-level interest in a subject, and
often allow for a quick end-run around bu-
recaucratic boundaries. President Carter’s
mission to Haiti, Deputy Secretary of State
Strobe Talbott’s trips to Russia, Ambas-
sador Robert Galluci’s voyages to Korea,
and numerous envoys to Bosnia are all ex-
cellent examples of special envoys. They
were attempts, successful in President
Carter’s case, to convince a government to
take certain actions before the United States
implemented more forceful measures. Suc-
cesses by special envoys, however, must be
weighed against the breathless character
thev sometimes give American diplomacy.
Further, the short-term successes of a spe-
cial envoy’s mission sometimes confuse the
ditference between first-aid and major
surgery, and blur the long-term responsibil-
ities of the regular burcaucracy.

A number of other techniques have
been prominently employed recently and
appear likely to continue to be of regular
use. Modern transportation makes formal
state visits easier to accomplish, and mod-
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International Security Affairs Budget Authority

(FY 96 $ billion)
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ous. Thus, in
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@ Other conduct of
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Il Peacekeeping assessment

dealing with local
crises, the world’s
governments

International security

have encergeti-
cally emploved
secret talks, as in
the Middle East;
proximity talks,
as in Bosnia; con-
tact groups, also
as in Bosnia; and
shuttle diplo-
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Ali data refer to fiscal years. After FY 1995, data refer to Administration proposal in

FY 1996 budget.

place, but notably
in the Middle
East and Bosnia.
In manv of these
diplomatic devel-
opments, the United States has acted as a
broker rather than as a principal partyv.

The State Department traditionally
has not been an agency that designs and
manages operational programs, but has
worked in cooperation with and provided
policy guidance to other departments and
agencies that conduct programs overscas
(such as USAID, USIA, Overseas Private
Investment Corporation, the Export-Im-
port Bank, and the Departments of De-
fense and Agriculture). During the Cold
War, the State Department’s responsibili-
ties expanded enormously in response to
the new global leadership role, then later
to increasing economic and technological
globalization and the emergence of so-
called transnational or global issues. Some
of these new responsibilities led to the cre-
ation of State Department operational pro-
grams with special congressionally autho-
rized budgets to deal with international
narcotics, terrorism, and refugeces.

The basic professional skills of the For-
eign Service consist ot multidisciplinary
and multicultural expertise, language
skills, and operational diplomatic skills,
such as negotiating, investigating, report-
ing, and analysis. To the traditional and
still valid category of skills must be added
specialized knowledge in rapidly develop-
ing areas, such as sustainable develop-

ment, narcotics, investment, and communi-
cations. These skills, combined with a per-
sonnel system that provides rank-in-per-
son organization (similar to the armed
forces) and worldwide availability, consti-
tute the valuc-added qualities of a profes-
sional foreign service. The professional
core of the Foreign Service is its approxi-
mately 3,000 commissioned officers, a
number not significantly changed in al-
most forty vears despite increased de-
mands. Its continued usefulness depends
upon aggressive recruitment and training,
imaginative utilization, and adequate ad-
ministrative support.

The growth of responsibilities and
subjects in international relations, which
began in a dramatic way after World War
I1, has required that the Foreign Service
core be supplemented by large numbers of
specialists employed partly by the State
Department but mostly by other agencies.
One way to note changes in the operating
environment for American government
emplovees deployed outside the United
States is to check the rapidly expanding list
graven in marble in the diplomatic en-
trance of the State Department of such em-
ployees who died in exceptional circum-
stances. It currently shows 171 names: 72
for the almost two-hundred-year period
from the Revolution to 1960, and 99 in the
period 1961-1994. The latter figure repre-
sents both State Department employees
and those of other agencies—from Marines
to DEA agents—who were serving at U.S.
embassies or other posts.

Despite its prominence, the State De-
partment is the second-smallest depart-
ment of the U.S. government, with an an-
nual budget of approximately $5.5 billion
and a worldwide staff of approximately
25,000, of whom approximately 10,000 are
foreign nationals performing mostly sup-
port functions. Within the context of a de-
cline in overall spending on international
atfairs, the State Department’s budget rose
24 percent in real terms between FY 1985
and FY 1995, but that was in large part a
result of accounting procedures. A more
relevant measure is the spending on diplo-
macy is the budget category called the con-
duct of foreign affairs, other than peace-
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keeping assessments. That measure rose
only 8 percent between FY 1985 and FY
1995, despite a dramatic expansion in re-
sponsibilitics as more countries became in-
dependent (c.g., with the breakup of the
USSR) and world problems became more
complex. Furthermore, as also noted
above, the budget for the conduct ot for-

Tools of Diplomacy in Bosnia

The multiple efforts by the international community to end the conflict in Bosnia-
Herzegovina during 199495 gave rise to the expanded use of several diplomatic tools
that were either innovative or seldomly used in normal circumstances:

¢ The contact group is the most prominent example. It was designed to meet an old
problem: how to separate out the principal players and engage them to reach agreement
before getting the rest of the participants to join in the solution. The creation of the con-
tact group evolved from a background of ill-fated attempts by the international commu-
nity to hammer out a peace plan acceptable both to all parties at war and to all parties in
the community responsible for implementing the plan. First, there was the Vance-Owen
proposal stemming from the September 1992 international Conference on Yugoslavia
(ICFY). Vance-Owen gave way to the Owen-Stoltenberg (or invincible) package in 1993,
but with no success.

* A special envoy for Bosnia, an exceptional diplomatic technique, was used by the
U.S. in 1994. The envoy worked hard to achieve a Bosnia-Croat federation. At the same
time, as proposed by the ICFY cochairmen, the principal powers reached a comprehen-
sive accord among themselves and then undertook to sell it to the warring factions. Out
of the envoy’s and the contact group’s efforts came the “51%—49% Map” to divide
Bosnia’s territory between the federation and the Bosnian Serbs, as well as a further se-
ries of notional principles to end the war.

¢ A special military advisor to the Secretary of State was appointed in March 1994, as
part of the U.S. approach to bring together the Bosnian Croats and Bosnian Muslims. The
advisor was given the mandate to achieve a better working relationship between the
military commands of Bosnian Croats and Muslims, which only weeks earlier had been
slugging it out. The advisor (first retired General John Galvin, and later retired General
John Sewall) faced an uphill battle not only in Bosnia but in convincing the other mem-
bers of the contact group that their advice was strategic and not tactical.

¢ Shuttle diplomacy, another time-tested by infrequently employed technique, was
begun after renewed fighting in the spring and summer of 1995. After the U.S. NSA
tested the waters with a series of exploratory meetings in Europe, Assistant Secretary
Richard Holbrooke undertook a frenetic schedule of discussions with principal players
and protagonists. He succeeding in bringing the right set of representatives to the con-
ference table and got them to reach an accord on a cease-fire and then a peace agree-
ment. While due in part to battlefield victories by the Croat and Muslim side, along with
battlefield fatigue, Holbrooke’s sucess was also due to skillful diplomacy, backed up with
some classic diplomatic persuaders: lifting trade sanctions, providing economic aid,
denying of diplomatic recognition, and enforcing of an arms embargo.

* Talks held in Dayton, Ohio, in November 1995 were the key to achieving a peace set-
tlement. Unlike similar mediated efforts, such as the Camp David negotiations, these talks
included many parties, (e.g., representatives of the contact group countries) brought to-
gether under the chairmanship of Holbrooke and the chief European negotiator, Carl Bildt.
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cign affairs is projected to fall steeply be-
tween FY 1995 and FY 2000.

A variety of initiatives have been
taken or are under discussion to reorient
the activities of the State Department. To
increase the priority given to functional, as
distinct from regional, issues, and to clarify
the chain of command, the Clinton admin-
istration reorganized the State Department
into five areas, each headed by an under-
secretary of state: political affairs (includ-
ing all the geographic burcaus); cconomic,
business, and agricultural affairs; arms
control and international security affairs;
global affairs; and management.

In late 1994 and carly 1995, other and
more dramatic proposals for significant re-
organization of the foreign-affairs and
diplomatic establishments were tloated,
from both administration and outside
sources. Many of these proposals call for
devoting fewer resources to diplomacy by
cutting personnel, programs, budgets, and
overseas diplomatic posts. As a result of
this post-Cold War debate, reduction of the
Department of State is under considera-
tion—first as part of the overall reduction
in the federal budget, and secondly as part
of a reorganization cffort by State Depart-
ment management. The reorganization ap-
pears to focus on headquarters’ needs
rather than the field structure and on ad-
ministration rather than substance. It will
be difficult to implement the reduction
while sustaining the capabilities to handle
an increasingly complex package of U.S.
national interests.

The Department of Defense

As described by General George Mar-
shall, the only man ever to serve as both
Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense,
military force without diplomacy is point-
less, and diplomacy not backed by military
force is mere posturing. The traditional
svnergistic relationship between diplo-
macy and war has deepened to the point
where these two instruments are deeply in-
tertwined in daily activities.

In pursuing its responsibilities, DOD
emplovs a large range of diplomatic instru-
ments, but within a more restricted range
of subjects than the Department of State:
for example, base rights, training assis-
tance, and equipment interoperability pro-



Present at the creation of post-World
War Il U.S. foreign policy: Secretary
of State Dean Atcheson (right) and
Secretary of Defense (earlier Sec-
retary of State) George Marshall.
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grams among NATO partners; and human-
rights obligations of armed torces, but not
among the population in genceral.

While the military services long exer-
cised a role in diplomacy through the mili-
tarv attach¢, the Cold War saw the develop-
ment in the Department of Defense ot a
so-called Little State Department. The Un-
dersecretary of Detense for Policy has three
senior assistants whose responsibilities
specificallv include relations and interac-
tions with foreign governments and institu-
tions, fargely but not exclusively military
(such as nongovernmental organizations
involved in humanitarian assistance). These
are the assistant secretaries for international
security atfairs, international security pol-
icy, and strategy and requirements.

On the military side, the principal
plaver in diplomacy are the Joint Staft’s Di-
rector for Strategic Plans and Policy (}-3)
and the regional unified military com-
mands, headed by regional commanders-
in-chiet (CINCs), who exercise active com-
mand of military forces deploved outside
the United States and who are therefore in
regular contact with foreign governments
and forces on matters ranging from coali-
tion formation to the provision of military
technical assistance and the coordination of

1996

contingency war-fighting plans. The role of
the military in the employment of the
panoply of diplomatic instruments has
been strengthenced by the Goldwater-
Nichols Act of 1986, a congressionally
mandated organizational and management
reform that provides for greater integration
and coordination. In particular, the en-
hanced role of the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff provides for greater focus on
these areas for DOD as a whole; however,
this enhanced role is a matter for current
discussion, with some commentators argu-
ing that integration of the various elements
of DOD has gone too far.

In the heyday of the Cold War, there
was criticism that DOD’s role was too am-
bitious, preempting broader national goals
in favor of security interests strictly de-
fined. The current international environ-
ment calls for a more complicated and di-
verse role for DOD, fully integrated with
overall foreign policy and under the State
Department’s diplomatic leadership—in
order to avoid having one diplomatic
organ pursuing activities that compromise
or conflict with the work of another. For in-
stance, the State Department is tradition-
allv oriented toward individual countries,
while the military is organized around re-
gional commands, which cross country
lines. Consequently, the military is more
focused on sccurity problems that cross
country lines, while the State Department
brings a bilateral approach to the interrela-
tionship among problems.

Single-Issue Foreign-Affairs
Agencies

During the Cold War, the United
States created a series of essentially single-
subject foreign-affairs agencies, such as
USIA, USAID, ACDA, U.S. Trade Repre-
sentative (LSTR), and the Peace Corps.
These organizations deal directly with for-
cign governments and international orga-
nizations through resident representatives
and delegations, and employ the full range
ot diplomatic instruments, from public
statements through negotiations to in-
volvement in multilateral organizations.
Each is the lead agency for policy formula-
tion, and often implementation, in its area
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of responsibility, although all are subject to
the policy guidance of the Secretary of
State and the operational control of the
President’s representative on the spot—
that is, the ambassador.

Each of these agencies provides impor-
tant channcls for communications with
other governments. Except possibly for the
Peace Corps, they have the advantage of
specialized expertise and contacts, as well
as a single-minded concentration in their
area of responsibility. Some of these agen-
cies can bring potential concrete benefits to
the diplomatic table: USTR can offer or
deny market access to the U.S., while
USAID offers development assistance. Oth-
ers, such as USIA, have more ambiguous
relations with governments. Given the pre-
sent organization of the U.S. government,
single-issue agencies are the obvious instru-
ments for seeking specific objectives in their
arcas of competence. For example, the Trea-
sury Department would be the natural
choice to handle negotiations on the codifi-
cation of international norms for torcign in-
vestment, and USTR to handle bilateral
trade negotiations.

However, single-issue agencies” insti-
tutional resistance to balancing benefits in
their arca of competence against costs in

Recognition Policy as an Instrument of Diplomacy

The end of the Cold War witnessed both the collapse of several multiethnic states and
the decline of ideology as a factor in international affairs. These events forced the United
States to make a series of decisions concerning the diplomatic recognition of new states
and new governments. The act of recognizing a country itself became a more prominent
instrument of national power.

The success of the new recognition policies varied widely. On the one hand, recogni-
tion of the new countries formed from the former Soviet Union reinforced their indepen-
dence, and in the case of the Baltic States contributed to their security. On the other
hand, international recognition of a non-viable state like Bosnia contributed to the ten-
sions that led to bloody conflict. Even the issuance of a visa to Taiwanese President Lee
Teng-hui was read in Beijing as a step towards eventual recognition of Taiwan, and the
Beijing government responded accordingly.

In the case of Vietham and North Korea, both former Cold War adversaries, steps to-
ward normalization and eventual recognition became an effective instrument by which to
pursue U.S. policies on POWs/MIAs and nuclear non-proliferation respectively. Recognition
policy has proven to be a powerful instrument that has re