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A new era in international relations presents the United
States with a fresh opportunity to redefine and restrict the
terms under which it will use military force. Unlike the Cold
War period, military considerations should no longer dominate
American foreign policy. An early lesson from the end of the
Cold War seems to be simple logic: United States military forces
were built up for the Cold War; that era is now over; therefore,
the military can be scaled down. However, the conclusion is only
supportable if the United States adopts a fundamental change in
its national security policy! and raises the threshold for using
the military.

The consequences of choosing to be less active with the
military are dramatically different than before. A reduced
reliance on the military is consistent with both domestic
political realities and security concerns in the post-Cold War
era. Certainly, the United States has a new freedom not to use
its military unless vital interests are directly at stake; and
significantly, those interests can be more narrowly defined.

During the Cold war period, the superpower struggle
deteriorated to a zero sum contest in which every prospective
gain for the Soviet bloc was perceived as a loss for the West.
The goal of the United States became absolute containment, 2
rather than a discriminate policy of engagement.3 The nation was
poised for military action on a global scale.? The Soviet Union
had a powerful military to support its expansionist ideological

5

aspirations. The countering policy of containment gave a broad



dimension to international issues, and the United States became
almost reflexively involved against the perceived threat of
communist hegemony.® cContainment held a bipartisan consensus’ as
much of the world grew comfortable with the easy equation of Cold
War superpower politics.

Stability in the Cold War era did not mean the absence of
war; it meant avoidance of direct superpower conflict. Europe
remained at peace because the threat of a conventional war risked
escalation to the nuclear level. Other areas, however, were
susceptible to costly conventional wars, often proxy battles that
did not involve direct confrontation between the superpowers.®

The Cold War ended suddenly, without a cataclysmic military
clash. Democratic ideology triumphed over communism; an
exhausted Soviet Union retreated and then collapsed.? The
clarity of the Cold War policy, in which the failure to engage
could lead to international disaster, is now gone.l® But the
lodestar of containment has not yet been replaced, and a certain
disorientation has resulted.l!

Americans have turned their attention!? to economic concerns
and are especially interested in reducing both government
spending and the national debt. As political leaders choose to
allocate less money fof defense, they must realize that doing so
means fewer options for the use of the military as an instrument
of national policy. Clearly, a smaller military cannot perform
all of the taskings of a larger military. But the move to a new

policy is timely. The security environmment has changed to



support policies which are less dependent on the military for
success. While the world remains a dangerous place, the scope of
the military threat to the United States no longer covers the

periphery of a hostile Soviet empire.l3

It is now appropriate
for American leaders to develop policies that do not depend on

the military unless truly vital national interests are at risk.

LESS CONCENTRATION ON THE MILITARY

Decisions made at the close of this century could well
define the next. The United States is turning from a perceived
need to be militarily involved on a global basis to concentration

on domestic matters.l?

The modern age of interdependent
economies, instantaneous communications, and fast transportation
dictates that the United States will remain actively engaged in
an ever-shrinking world. However, while the United States will
retain its keen interest in international affairs, the standard
for using American military forces should be substantially
modified.

As the world power structure moves through an epochal
transition, citizens of the United States are in an enviable
position. A stable democratic government secures substantial
personal freedoms. The world’s biggest economy provides a high
standard of living. The world’s best military guarantees

physical security. Today, however, the primary global

competition lies in the political and economic spheres, and the



relative value of military power has diminished.l%
It would be a mistake to disparage the decisive role

military power can assume.l®

Economic power alone can seldom
provide the ultimate pressure necessary to change an adversary’s
actions. Diplomatic efforts may be disregarded when not backed
by military power. After Saddam Hussein made his attempt to
dominate the world’s oil reserves by invading Kuwait in 1990, he
showed a willingness to endure economic sanctions rather than
relinquish his hold on Kuwait. Military force was required to
remove the Iraqis.l?

When vital national interests are at stake, a dominant
military power can simply choose to enforce its will. The mere
existence of a strong military can deter potentially hostile
acts. Unless diplomatic initiatives can be accompanied by at

least the threat of force,!8

significant concerns may be
dismissed with relative impunity.?1® As Stalin said in his
famous retort to an expression of displeasure by the Vatican:
"The Pope! How many divisions has he got?%20

The Cold War was defense centered; foreign policy focused on
the military containment of communism, and military power was an

essential element of influence.?!

The Soviet Union was accepted
as a superpower because of its powerful military and hegemonic

ambitions. The role of military strength has now been reduced,22
and the bipolar world of superpower engagement has been replaced

23

by a more complex power structure. The measures of power have

also changed,24 and many more nations have a meaningful level of



influence than was the case during the Cold War. While the
United States clearly has today’s leading military, it is but one
of several nations with a significant political, economic, and

25

cultural presence. Economically, the United States shares

power with the Europeans and the Japanese. Politically, no
nation dominates the world, although the forces of democracy
appear to be expanding.

The problem of providing leadership is exacerbated when

political and economic?®

issues dominate. During the Cold War,
the United States was able to exert significant influence over
allies because of their need for protection under the American
military umbrella. Now, because those nations view American
military strength as substantially less relevant, the vast
military strength of the United States no longer provides the
same leverage. Even friendly nations are willing to joust freely
over economic and diplomatic concerns. In a world of complex,
intertwined dependencies among nations, coercive actions on one
issue can affect constructive relationships on others.?27

Most of the powerful military and economic nations share a

basic compatibility.?28

The likelihood of a large-scale military
confrontation among the industrialized nations is very slight.?2?

None of the global powers--the United States, Russia, Japan,

China, or the Europeans--are unsatisfied in the sense that they

are bent on significant territorial expansion.3°

A predominant
military, then, seems to be less important in the post-

containment era.



IMPROVISING IN THE EARLY POST-CONTAINMENT YEARS

Oof all nations, the United States has the best combination
of political, economic, and military power3! to determine its own
destiny. Since the end of the Cold War, the nation has taken an
ad hoc approach to the military aspects of foreign policy. The
crises in which the United has chosen to intervene have been
manageable on the tactical level.3? At issue is whether the
nation should continue that unfocused approach or establish a
coherent plan.

The situational, case-by-case approach taken over the past
few years to military involvements in foreign affairs has
succeeded, in part, because of the excess of military
capabilities the nation possessed at the end of the Cold War.
Forces that had been built up for a major war against a powerful
enemy could easily be used for less rigorous missions. But as
defense budgets diminish, the surplus capacity is also reduced.33
As lower spending trends continue, a new equilibrium will be
reached. Leaders may not be able to turn to a smaller force to
perform all of the tasks that could be demanded of a larger
force. 34 Thus, even absent a carefully developed new strateqy,

America’s military options are being restricted.

National strategy depends on making choices, which requires

35 q36

matching ends with means. Interests must be prioritize and
priorities must be enforced. The United States cannot commit

military force to every situation in which the military may help



to reach a policy goal.37 A new, more pragmatic approach to
national security strategy should be adopted.38 As one author
has admonished: "Ends, or goals, are not all that matter,
because the cost of reaching them can be so high that they are
not worth securing."3°

Injustices do occur in the world--but unless the United
States is truly to become the world’s policeman, this country
cannot respond with military force to every undesired act.?%?
Even if the United States intervenes and things do improve, most
changes will last only as long as this nation is willing to
actively enforce them. Most often, the real problems will not be
solved. Once the United States leaves, the underlying discontent
will resurface.?l

The capacity of American military power to influence an
outcome must not be permitted to overdrive American policy. %2
The post-containment period provides the opportunity to act from
a new framework. The former policy of countering every Soviet-
inspired venture can no longer provide the justification for an
American military response. Also, public support will be lacking
if American forces are sent to an area when it is perceived that
others have a higher stake in the problem but are unwilling to
act, perhaps in part because of their belief that American forces
will save the day.%3

Ad hoc approaches must not cause capabilities to

disproportionately influence policy. The United States should

use its military only after clear decisions establish political



h.44

goals for the military to accomplis Political objectives

will provide the framework for military strategy; the military

simply offers a means to policy ends.?4®

Unless the military
instrument can help attain a specific objective, leaders should

not resort to military force.

WHICH INTERESTS SHOULD THE MILITARY PROTECT?

In 1848, a British legislator made an observation that has
become an axiom of foreign policy : "We have no eternal allies,
and we have no perpetual enemies. Our interests are eternal, and

w46 Tt is now

those interests it is our duty to follow.
appropriate for the United States to reconsider its fundamental
interests and to reorient its strategy accordingly. After the
Second World War, the United States accepted a broad definition
of national interests which could trigger a military response.
Today, the terms for engagement can be dramatically restricted.
This nation has the freedom not to be engaged militarily under
far more circumstances than during the Cold War period. Choosing
not to commit American military force must now be recognized as a
legitimate option: Disaster will not ensue, communism will not
bury us, all of the dominoes will not fall.

It has been suggested that the "real question facing
Americans in the 1990s is not whether or not our country should
remain engaged in the world, but on what terms and for what

147

purposes?’ An active political and economic involvement in



world affairs is favored even by military isolationists, who
would reserve American military forces for the direct defense of
the nation. Many internationalists, on the other hand, would
commit the United States to take on various crusades as part of a
more active worldwide engagement, with a lower threshold for
military involvement. It is critical to decide which American
interests in the world will be protected by armed force.

The fundamental national interest is to preserve and protect
American freedom and prosperity. That core interest must be
secured at any cost.48 However, when less than vital interests
are at stake, leaders must recognize that the United States is
not committed to "pay any price"4? in hopes of achieving
favorable results. The United States has a substantial interest
in promoting free trade and encouraging free markets throughout
the world, for example. However, those objectives should almost
always be sought without direct reliance on the military. It has
been asserted that Americans "have generally preferred that their
values, practices, and institutions be promoted and protected
throughout the world by the force of the American example, as in
the nineteenth century, rather than by use of American armed
forces, as has been the pattern of the second half of the
twentieth century."?? When less than vital national interests
are at stake, a cost-benefit analysis can help determine the
level to which their pursuit is worthwhile.

While not every controversy can be quickly resolved to this

nation’s satisfaction, many problems can be maneuvered to more



desirable outcomes. It has been suggested that "the process of
conflict resolution is often more important than the result."5!
Not even a nation at the height of power should try to solve
every global dispute. But the United States need not simply
disengage in frustration from the tough issues. Less emphasis
should be placed on trying to "solve" disagreements that often
have proven intractable for years, sometimes centuries. The
effort should be placed on carefully choosing the issues most
important to this nation and then managing the problems as
effectively as possible under the circumstances. The strategy
calls for flexibility, which precludes open-ended commitments
except for those issues that directly affect this nation’s vital

interests.5?

In this regard, it should be recognized that most
localized conflicts are simply not relevant to the security
interests of the United States,®3 especially in the absence of a
powerful rival to exploit them.

Foreign policy should not be dogmatic. Before American
military forces are sent into a situation, leaders must decide
both goals and a termination strategy. Engagements must be
reassessed frequently and compromises must often be made. Only
those situations which continue to justify the commitment of
military forces should be pursued with the military instrument.

The United States must live in a world of disorder.
Intrastate and regional conflicts may well multiply in the coming

years. The forces of disintegration are reemerging in the muck

of the Cold War thaw.3? Some of the buffers®® that had

10



artificially restrained ethnic, religious, territorial, and
political conflicts are now gone. People with historic
grievances against others are now actively fighting.%® Serious
consequences can follow even when major powers are not directly
involved in the fighting.3’

A stable world order is important to the United States.
Stability, however, should not connote the absence of change; it
must provide for an orderly evolution of changes. The United
States is not committed to static national boundaries, for
example, but is opposed to the use of military force to cause
changes in those boundaries.5® Wwhile the United States should
seek solutions to global disputes, Americans should realize that
solutions can be elusive and should not be overly frustrated when
efforts are unsuccessful. The United States can work to make
things better than they otherwise would be. Although it can be
useful to attempt dramatic solutions, a patient and tolerant
approach should be developed.5?

Americans must adapt to a world order in which the United
States is not always in charge. The United States does not have
to dominate the world to be secure in it. American leadership is
frequently needed, but American control of its bloc of allies has
become anachronistic. The United States can decline to be as
active militarily as it was in the Cold War years,®0 but still

work to restrain global tensions. Some situations can be
improved with diplomatic or economic pressures. Others are

sinmply impervious to any form of pressure by the United States;

11



even efforts motivated by the best of intentions will be doomed
to failure. 1In the post-Cold War era, this nation should refrain
from getting militarily involved in such predicaments.

Regional accommodations are being made around the globe in
the effort to maintain order. For those situations that remain
confined to a limited area but seem to call for a military
solution, nations in the vicinity should be primarily responsible
for establishing order. Absent a response by nations with a
higher stake,®! the propriety of American military engagement is
very dubious; certainly, unilateral American military commitments
in those circumstances should usually be avoided. If nations are
unwilling to fight problems in their own backyards, common sense
should also preclude military involvement by the United States.®?
Even when such a situation worsens, unless America’s vital
interests become threatened, the United States need not intervene
with its military.®3

A tremendous range of humanitarian situations beckons
political leaders, who may call on the military for assistance.
Certainly, the military can help assure that food gets to the
starving in Somalia or that relief supplies reach the needy in
Bosnia. But the underlying interests of the United States must
be understood. Once American forces enter a conflict, even in
the role of peacekeepers, this nation may be seen as a party to
the dispute.®® The United States may then have to either
retreat® or significantly increase its military commitment.

During the Cold War period, American leaders abhorred the

12



prospect of withdrawal after engaging its military. Policy was

often polarized to extremes, and the military options were

66

sometimes portrayed in uncalibrated terms. But today’s choices

are not limited to either staying on the sidelines or intervening

67

with massive military force. At his confirmation hearing,

Secretary of Defense Les Aspin discussed the issue in these
terms:

What bothered us during the Cold War was that
every instance of the use of force by the
United states was watched by our friends and
our enemies to see whether we had our
resolve. So if we went into an operation,
and it didn’t work, we couldn’t back off
because of the way it would be read in Moscow
or Jerusalem or Taipei. Once started, you
had to at least commit yourself to seeing it
through. Maybe that’s different now. Maybe
you can use force, and if it doesn’t work,
the backing off hasn’t got the same kind of
international concern. Maybe you can use
force not to achieve something, but to punish
people for doing something.®®

While military power must continue to be used with the
greatest discretion, the consequences of unsuccessful military
attempts have now changed. Certainly, national leaders must be
concerned with the image of the United States. But there is no
rival superpower to capitalize on an American "failure." The new
approach to military policy calls for less intervention, not

more. %°

When the costs of using military power become higher
than the United States should rationally pay, the nation has the

freedom to simply disengage.
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THE CONTINUING NEED FOR A STRONG MILITARY

In the absence of a clear threat,70 the need for a dominant
military has been questioned. But when the United States has the
obvious will and ability to successfully wage war, it is also

best situated to deter war.’}

Somewhat paradoxically, many are
unwilling to spend money for a continuing strong military
precisely because of America’s current military strength. It is
well and good to be optimistic and hopeful, but those
expectations must be balanced. The point has been made
succinctly: “Eternal vigilance is the price of liberty."’2
Leaders must be especially cautious as they seek the '"peace
dividend" and downsize the military to take advantage of today’s
improved security environment. They need to learn from earlier

experiences.’3

Recall, for example, how poorly the nation was
prepared to fight global war after the attack on Pearl Harbor.
In time, the largest force in the nation’s history was built up
and it defeated major enemies in both Europe and the Pacific.
Five years later, however, after North Korea invaded South Korea,
the United States found it had demobilized too far and was able
to just hang on in the early months of fighting against a second-
rate opponent.74

The end of the Cold War left the United States with a large

standing army, an historic anomaly.’®

The powerful military that
was built to counter a rival superpower can obviously be

restructured now that the threat has been reduced.’® Russia

14



today is less powerful than the Soviet Union had been just a few

years ago.’’

As the world’s preeminent military power, the
United States has perhaps never been safer from enemy attack.’8
However, unlike earlier times,’® the oceans no longer

provide the security of distance and time necessary to fully

reconstitute a drawn-down military.8°

A modern military cannot
be cut from whole cloth.®! The nation cannot return to the pre-
Cold War period when a force could be built after a crisis began.
Weapons of mass destruction and intercontinental range mean that
a clear deterrent with an always-ready military force must be
sustained. Modern weapons have become costly and sophisticated,
and they require that an adequately trained military always be on
hand. A sufficient active duty force, well-equipped with
advanced weapons and backed by capable reserve forces, must be
maintained.

How strong do American forces need to be? No one wants to
buy a gold-plated security system; everyone wants a defense that
will serve the nation’s needs. Unfortunately, the test for
military sufficiency is an art and not a science. The issue was
well framed by President George Washington. When he was asked to
support a possible Constitutional amendment to limit the size of
America’s standing forces to 3,000, Washington said he would do
so~-provided the amendment also limited the size of invading
forces to 2,000.82

America’s military must be able to protect vital interests

and to perform other missions required by political leaders. As

15



the absolute power of the military continues to be reduced, it is
critical that the forces left be capable of defending the
nation’s interests. The military must be strong enough to
convince potential adversaries that they have nothing to win and
much to lose should they present a military challenge to the
vital interests of this nation. For vital interests--those
matters that directly affect the security of the nation--the
United States must have a strong enough military to deter
potential aggressors, or to defeat them if deterrence fails.

The nation will unquestionably respond with military force
when its political system or way of life is tested. Considering
the lack of a threat on the North American continent itself, the
minimum military requirement is to safeguard the United States
against air and missile attack and to assure control of the seas.
But under the post-containment approach to national military
strateqgy, the nation should rarely act alone when its own vital

interests are not at risk.®3

COLLECTIVE ACTIONS

To support the broad range of national interests, the
military must remain sufficiently strong to succeed in a variety
of overseas engagements. It must be able to unilaterally defeat
moderately powerful rogue nations, such as Iraq during the Desert
Storm campaign. It must also retain sufficient strength to

84

actively participate in coalitions, as directed by the national

16



leaders. It will be neither necessary nor appropriate for the
United States to lead every coalition. Under adequate command
and control safeguards, American units may participate in
coalition efforts led by other nations that have the primary
stake and the bulk of the forces.®85

Unilateral military actions should almost always be reserved
for situations of genuine vital importance to the United States.

86 coalition actions

Although alliances have inherent limitations,
will provide a valuable force multiplier for the United States to
influence events that are important, but less than vital to the
national interests. As fewer resources are devoted to the
military component, more coalition actions will inevitably become
necessary. Humanitarian interventions, almost by definition,
call for a collective response.87

The United States must not depend on collective security
arrangements that would permit any single nation to have a veto

8 guch a

over actions American leaders determine to be suitable.®
requirement for agreement among the major powers has limited the
ability of the United Nations to respond to crises.®’ It has
been a central reason the United Nations is not ready for more
active leadership on issues of world peace.?©

Collective security arrangements are not likely to be as
formalized as during the Cold War, when the European Command, for

°1 Nations

example, had an expansive staff and extensive plans.
will simply not be as willing to reach the compromises necessary

to maintain alliances in the absence of a clear, formidable

17



threat.®2 Friendly nations will need to work together, however,
to maximize the benefits of complementary forces. When
coalitions must be formed, the various military units need to be
as interoperable as possible in order to integrate and accomplish
the mission quickly and well.

An early post-Cold War test came when Iragq invaded Kuwait in
August 1990. The United States led an international coalition
through diplomatic efforts and economic sanctions in an effort
that culminated in a large-scale military engagement. A
relatively inept opponent was crushed on the battlefield. The
ability of the United States to build the Gulf War coalition and
execute its strategy was impressive, but it is not likely to
serve as a prototype for many trouble-spots of the future.?3
Rarely will most of the world be able to reach such a consensus
for dealing with an aggressor. Seldom will the military option
offer such a predictable victory at such a comparatively modest
cost .4

In the Gulf War, the United States toock the lead of an
international coalition with a clearly defined mission to remove
a clearly defined enemy from the sovereign nation it had
invaded.®® By contrast, neither the mission nor the enemy has
been certified by the international community in Bosnia, and no
nation has taken the lead to organize a coalition. The current
problems in the Balkans, however, may well provide the better

guide to potential military roles in foreign policy crises.

Vital American interests are not directly at stake in

18
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Bosnia;”’° any intervention would be primarily for humanitarian or

political purposes.®’

Powers in the region have shown a
reluctance to act. As the situation is evaluated, it becomes
clear that a complex history of provocations ensnarls yesterday’s
victims and today’s aggressors.’® When the underlying grievances
are understood, neither the "good guys" nor the "bad guys" can be

pictured in white hats.®°

The capability of an outside military
force to reach desired political goals is slight, 190 and the
effort is more likely to result in heavy casualties than either a
quick or a lasting settlement.'®l In that respect, it has been
asserted that the "West’s indecision about intervening in Bosnia
reflects not so much a fear of casualties--many countries have
sent soldiers to do the dangerous job of supporting humanitarian-
relief efforts--as a reluctance to lose a lot of men for

nothing."102

REDESIGNING AMERICA’S FORCES

Decisions on force size and structure will be especially
critical because of the twin realities of tight budgets and an
uncertain threat. Potential traps await military policy as

defense spending is reduced.103

There is a danger that cuts may
be made in a "salami slice" fashion. Some of the early post-Cold
War budgets understandably called for less money for the same
basic type of military forces. The budgetary concern for the

military is not simply that less money will be allocated, but

19



that increasingly precious dollars will be squandered on ill-
advised purchases.

On the positive side, the need to continue to produce
"leapfrog technologies" has been somewhat reduced, since the
powerful Soviet military is no longer America’s biggest threat.
Most future American military efforts will likely be of limited
scope, against opponents that will not have weapons systems as

04

advanced as those of the United States.! Sophisticated weapons

105 put since most

will remain important to this country,
prospective adversaries will not have such advanced systems, the
nation will be able to reduce its overall weapons development

program. 106

Especially as the force structure becomes smaller, the
United States must become more selective in its use of military
force. The forces that are retained must be matched with
political requirements to insure that the military is capable of
meeting national objectives. Certain core capabilities must be
maintained. Those essential capabilities have been described as:
forward presence; strategic defense and deterrence; crisis
response; and reconstitution.10?

The United States is returning military forces from overseas
with dramatic speed. As regional security arrangements evolve,
the American military presence in many overseas locations can
prudently be reduced to a largely symbolic level. But allies

have grown comfortable with the American military presence, and

many do not want to see it withdrawn. United States forces offer

20



both a real and a psychological protection to our allies. The

108 45 the costs of smaller

issue is not wholly one of finances,
contingencies of forward deployed troops is manageable. Many
allies also pay substantial sums for the American military forces
based on their lands.0°®

As America reshapes its military for the post-Cold War
period, leaders must consider the improved conditions of friendly
nations. The Europeans and Japanese, for example, have recovered
quite well from the devastation they suffered in World War II.
They are now substantially capable of caring for their own
conventional defense needs. The United States is certainly not
obligated to extend additional military assistance to compensate
for those occasions when such nations opt to lower their level of

military spending.l10

This nation no longer needs to have
substantial numbers of its troops forward deployed,111 especially
to countries that can adequately respond to the conventional
threats they will likely face with their own defense resources.
It will, however, continue to be appropriate for this nation to
provide sufficient assurances that will minimize the risk of
nuclear proliferation among friendly nations.112

The United States will need to retain a sufficient nuclear
deterrent. Inventories of nuclear weapons are being reduced by
both Russia and the United States and those initiatives should
certainly be encouraged. Perhaps the best policy would be to
eliminate all weapons of mass destruction, but that is not

113

feasible. The technology is widely known and a nation with

21



enough money and desire may well be able to acquire such

114 The United States should continue to try to limit

weapons.
the spread of mass destruction weapons, but the nation must also
maintain its own strategic capability, both as a deterrent and as
protection against blackmail.

In addition to general strategic preparation and readiness,
the United States needs a flexible and deployable conventional
warfighting capability. As military forces are downsized, more

115 fThe nation must

emphasis will be placed on power‘projection.
have the ability to immediately inject military power when and
where political leaders require. Increased emphasis will be
placed on forces that are highly mobile, capable of quick action,
and can be tailored to meet complex political requirements.
Conventional forces will continue to feature multi-service, joint
warfare capabilities. Teamwork will be the cornerstone as the

16

services become increasingly compatible.l Primarily because of

constrained budgets, the services will have fewer redundant

capabilities in the future.117

This gives additional importance
to planning and building forces that will be increasingly
complementary.

History teaches that the United States must be able to
rebuild forces that have been drawn down. American leaders must
be careful to preserve the capability to reconstitute its
military so that the nation can respond when the next major

hostile threat emerges. Decisions on the timing and quantities

of procuring new weapons systems must be based in part on
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retaining capacities for defense industries that will have
substantially reduced military contracts in the future.11® The
nation’s reconstitution strategy must provide the capability to
create new forces as needed.!1?

Another issue concerns noncombat (sometimes called
"nontraditional")2® yses of American military forces. In the
face of uncertain and ambiguous threats as well as national
fiscal austerity, it is not inappropriate for the military to

121 fThose new responsibilities can

assume more noncombat roles.
justify larger forces than may be needed for currently defined
threats. Increased noncombat roles for the military make sense
economically, providing immediate tangible benefit for dollars
expended and saving money that would otherwise have to be spent
on the problem. No new organizations are likely to be created to
perform roles the military can accomplish in the noncombat
sphere. For many of the new missions, the military will be able
to work with other agencies to provide services. It has even
been suggested that the military be given a greater noncombat
role at the expense of existing civilian agencies, because of the
military’s proven capabilities "to come in quickly and
effectively after a mega-disaster."122

Leaders must remember, however, that the combat mission

3 Forces are established for that

justifies the military.l2
purpose and other roles must not be permitted to cause
deterioration of combat effectiveness. Political leaders should

not be overly seduced by noncombat roles for the military.124
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Noncombat considerations must not dominate military procurement,

training, or force utilization decisions.125

Only truly
compatible noncombat functions should be encouraged. Even then,
the military should be used only to the extent capabilities in

excess of current military needs are available.

CONCLUSION

Under any scenario, the United States intends to remain
actively engaged in world affairs. During the transition from
the Cold War to the new era, the United States alone has the
power to lead across the political, economic, and military
spectra. Leaders must not permit that capacity, however, to
dominate decisions on the use of military power.

A fundamentally new approach to national military strategy
should be undertaken. The starting point must be to maintain an
adequate defense for the protection of vital national interests.
Fiscal imperatives as well as general prudence dictate more
efficient use of the military. More noncombat roles can be
assumed, to the extent they do not detract from the military’s
ability to meet its primary functions. The services must
continue to increase the trend of acting jointly. When the
United States does send its military to fight for less than vital
national interests, it should rarely act unilaterally. The
nation should participate in coalitions when appropriate, but the

United States should not desire or expect to lead every such
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coalition.

The new approach to the employment of American military
power must be grounded on a full awareness that the military
can’t solve every problem. In a post-Cold War era dominated by
economic concerns, even a powerful military will frequently have
no direct role to play. In a world less susceptible to American
leadership, it is critical for America’s leaders to understand
the national interests and to limit the combat role of the
military accordingly. Unlike the recent past, the military
instrument need not be used in a reflexive manner to counter
undesirable actions across the globe. The United States now has
the freedom not to engage its military unless truly significant
national interests are at risk. A smaller military can be
adequate, provided leaders carefully limit the occasions when
military solutions are sought to foreign policy problems. Now is
the time to adopt and enforce a new strategy for the use of

American military resources.
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prepared to contain the spread of Soviet power on a global basis.
Developments in even remote areas could affect the United States’
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Marching In Place: The Status Quo Presidency of George Bush (New
York: Simon, 1992) 187.
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be fashioned for non-military goals. Force
cannot be irrelevant as a tool of policy for
America’s economic relations with her great
power allies: America’s military preeminence
politically pervades these relations. It is
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commentator in the following terms:

The distribution of power in world politics
has become like a layer cake. The top

29



military layer is largely unipolar, for there
is no other military power comparable to the
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