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CLARK MURDOCK:  My name is Clark Murdock.  I’m a senior adviser here at 
CSIS, the director of the Defense and National Security Group.  I also direct the project 
on nuclear issues.  Very happy to convene today’s conference.  It will be a little different 
than other conferences but I think we’ll all agree that it’s on a very, timely, timely 
subject.   

 
As we all know, the Department of Defense faces a drawdown of uncertain 

magnitude.  At a minimum we’re looking at about a $450 billion reduction over 10 years.  
In the unlikely event of a grand bargain on federal government spending reductions and 
tax increases, it could be even higher.  If the sequester mechanism kicks in, it could add 
another 5 (hundred billion dollars) to 600 billion (dollars) to the defense drawdown over 
the next 10 years.   

 
And at this conference, what we’ve done is convene three panels of some of the 

most prominent security and defense experts to address the ends, ways and means of 
defense policy in an age of austerity.  We’ve also assembled a fourth panel to examine 
the impact of the defense drawdown on the domestic economy, the defense budget and 
the defense industrial base. 

 
The former secretary of defense, William Cohen, has agreed to offer his views in 

the keystone address at lunchtime.  In the audience over the day we’ll have at least 75 to 
80 defense and security analysts, many of whom who could have served just as ably as 
our panelists.  Finally, we have another 40 to 50 members of our attentive public, people 
from industry, congressional staffs and the media, associations and so on.   

 
Our design principles for this conference were very direct and straightforward.  

We wanted to have a wide range of views.  That’s why we worked so hard to invite 
individuals from a broad range of backgrounds and organizations to present the breadth 
and depth of views on this critical issue. 

 
We also wanted to reveal underlying assumptions and first principles that drive 

policy positions.  We want to get behind the rhetoric today, why someone believes – and 
get at why someone believes what he or she does.   

 
In particular, we want to be sure that everybody is ready to discuss the 

implications and risks of implementing their proposals, and to be specific and candid 
about the costs and tradeoffs that these proposals entail.  We also want to identify points 
of agreement and disagreement between the panelists and among the different panels.   

 
The rules of the road – this is one way it’ll be different – I’m going to moderate 

all of the panels.  You’re going to get very tired of my face, I suspect.  Why?  Because it 
will ensure consistency between the panels and coherency across the panels.  One of my 
particular responsibilities is to try to ensure that key points raised earlier in the day’s 
session are brought up for panelists at the later sessions to debate and respond to. 

 



Each panelist will get 10 minutes for the presentation.  We’re going to use habits 
we’ve picked up from our “PONI Debates the Issues.”  Kevin Kallmyer here will signal 
people when you have three more minutes.  And we’ll also signal you when your time is 
up.  And if you go significantly beyond – the panelist goes significantly beyond their 10 
minutes, we’ll get increasingly demonstrative as the time goes on.  (Laughter.)   

 
I’ll pose the first set of questions to the panelists – again, intended to highlight 

areas of agreement and disagreement and to ask for further elaboration on the 
implementation implications, or the risks associated.  I flatter myself for having been 
chosen for this because I’m not exactly known for softball questions.   

 
Then we’ll throw it open for questions from the floor.  And we ask people to be 

disciplined in asking of questions.  Try to do it within two minutes, rather than to 
replicate the presentation they might have made if they were a panelist themselves – 
(laughter) – because we do have a considerable amount of material and a considerable 
debate that we want to get through today.  I think this will be a lively and interesting and 
informative day of debate and discussion.  I’m quite looking forward to it.   

 
If I could ask the first panelists – first array of panelists to come up and take their 

positions.  We’ve distributed short bios for all of them, so I will not be taking the five 
minutes per person it would take me to cover all of their contributions.  They will be 
presenting in the order listed to the left of myself.   

 
Michael O’Hanlon, director of research and senior fellow at Brookings, well 

known to all of us, one of the key commentators on these matters, will be our first 
speaker.   

 
Chris Preble, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the CATO 

Institute, will give the second presentation.   
 
The third presentation will be given by Dr. Naím, a senior associate at the 

International Economics Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace.  
He’s had a long involvement in this area, and not necessarily from the defense aspect but 
for the demands that are putting upon our Defense Department. 

 
And, finally, Jay Carafano, who heads Heritage’s Douglas and Sarah Allison 

Center for Foreign Policy Studies, and is also a well-known commentator on these 
matters.  So I think you can see, even on this first panel our effort to assure a wide 
diversity of views.   

 
So we’ll begin with Michael.  Thank you.  You can stand up or stay here.  Your 

call. 
 
MICHAEL O’HANLON:  Thank you, Clark, and good morning.  I guess I’m the 

lead-off batter.  I’m not quite Jacoby Ellsbury but I do have a better team to back me up – 



(laughter, groans) – than he seems to have.  Anyway, I will try to do at least one thing 
right, which is to stay within 10 minutes.   

 
And let me now begin really with the topic of the panel, which is the goals of 

defense policy.  And here I want to make essentially a very specific argument.  We all 
know how one can wave one’s hands and make broad discussions of American strategic 
interests around the world.  And I don’t want to just do that in generic, broad terms; I 
want to cut right to the chase. 

 
At this point in our defense strategy and budget debate in our national, fiscal and 

economic plight, a lot of people are saying we just have to do less.  We’ve got to figure 
out what we have – what we can pull back from, what we can no longer feel obliged to 
do, and just adjust our strategic radar horizon accordingly. 

 
And my basic argument, if I can make one central point, is we don’t have that 

luxury.  And you’ll see what I mean by that in just a second.  I am a supporter of trying to 
cut 350 (billion dollars) to $450 billion out of the 10-year defense plan.  I’ve been 
working on a book to try to give my own thoughts on how to do that.   

 
I think it’s pretty hard to do that.  I think you have to take some risks to do that.  

But I think you should do it within the basic framework of a strategy that protects most of 
our traditional core interests and retains an awareness of their importance for American 
security.   

 
So, rather than imagine that we can just decide which part of the world we’re 

going to care about less, or which type of mission we’re going to care about less, I would 
suggest the real debate has to be about how to do our missions more economically, more 
efficiently, more cleverly, and that is where I hope the debate will go, not only today but 
in the nation in the months ahead. 

 
Let me summarize why I feel this way.  There are four main problems or theaters 

where I think we have no choice but to stay engaged.  And it’s basically the Western 
Pacific writ large, particularly with an eye on the rise of China.   

 
And then, secondly, within that broad area, Korea and the specific challenges of 

the Korean Peninsula would be my second concern.   
 
My third concern would be the rise of a belligerent Iran with obvious ambitions 

for the broader Middle East.   
 
And then my fourth set of concerns would be turbulence in the broader Arab and 

Muslim world, with the potential linkages to transnational terror and sorts of things that 
can happen down the road that can create new sanctuaries for transnational terrorists, in 
addition to the places where we’re already active and I think have to be careful and 
gradual about getting out.   

 



Just a couple of words on each of those four main places.  By the way, let me say, 
some of you might say, well, you’ve already narrowed down the list compared to what 
current strategy requires, and therefore you’ve already acknowledged that there’s room 
for cutback.  And I would say, no, not really, because a lot of people would say, well, 
can’t we stop worrying about Russia as a strategic rival or threat?  As much as Putin is a 
pain in the neck and he’s going to be around for a long time, isn’t Russia no longer a 
military threat?   

 
And I would submit to you that not since the first Bush administration have we 

really done defense planning with much about Russia in mind.  We still do gauge our 
strategic nuclear requirements to some extent as a function of bilateral arms control and 
the need to avoid giving Russia any sense that it can become the nuclear superpower.  
But beyond that, we really are not planning forces or missions very much with Russia in 
mind.   

 
Some people would say, well, look at that Libya mission, you know.  And a lot of 

the defense community – and obviously a number of us are representative of that in one 
way or another – a lot of the defense community was against the Libya mission:  If we 
just stopped doing these gnarly humanitarian operations, couldn’t we finally get back to 
basics? 

 
Well, we’ve never really devoted that much to humanitarian operations and we 

didn’t devote that much to Libya.  And so, whether you like that mission or not, I think 
the core fact about Libya is that everyone agreed we had to be minimalist in how we 
pursued it.   

 
I’m a former Peace Corps volunteer in Congo.  I would love to see the United 

States add a brigade to the Congo mission because it’s about the only hope for my, you 
know, much beloved nation in Central Africa.   

 
But I’m not even mustering the verve to make that argument publicly very often 

because it’s just not going to happen, and it probably can’t happen, given all of our 
ongoing commitments in other places that are of more core strategic importance to the 
United States.  So we’re not really doing much with humanitarian operations anyway.   

 
OK, on each of these four theaters where we do have to stay engaged, some 

would say, well, aren’t we going to be friends with China?  And I don’t have to spell out 
the arguments here too much.  This crowd is always wrestling with these issues.  But let 
me just say I’m pro-China.   

 
I’m pretty impressed with what China’s been doing, but rising powers are 

inherently destabilizing.  And the Chinese themselves haven’t figured out, I would 
submit, how to use their new power.  And their decisions in the future are going to be a 
function of partly what they see the United States and its allies in the region do by way of 
response when they do get a little bit pushy or assertive vis-à-vis the Senkaku Islands or 
the South China Sea or the Yellow Sea, or anything else.   



 
And so I think even if you’re a believer in China, the best way to help guide 

China in a favorable direction is to remain robustly involved in the Western Pacific.  
Again, I’m just sketching out the arguments.  I know we’ll have a lot more discussion 
about all of them in the course of the panel and the day. 

 
On Korea, some people would say, well, are the North Koreans really still a 

military concern for the United States?  I mean, after all, they haven’t made, you know, a 
cross-border aggression in half a century or more, and they know full well they lose any 
all-out conflict, and so are they really something we have to worry about? 

 
And I would say, unfortunately, yes.  A couple of reasons why:  First of all, they 

proved last year they’re still very willing to engage in brinkmanship.  And if they try that 
kind of cold-blooded murder again, as they carried out twice in 2010, once with the 
sinking of the Cheonan and once with the artillery bombardment of the fishing islands, 
essentially in South Korean territory along the disputed maritime border, I think South 
Korea could potentially escalate, and then who knows where the conflict ends? 

 
Even if that doesn’t happen, you have the concern about North Korean potential 

nuclear proliferation.  And we already know they’ve got an arsenal of probably eight to 
10 bombs.  We already know they exported uranium hexafluoride in previous eras to 
would-be proliferators.  And I just don’t think we have the luxury of deciding that this 
regime is more or less predictable and stable.  I’m not suggesting a more confrontational 
approach of regime change, but I am suggesting that the idea of letting down our guard 
would be a mistake.   

 
And, by the way, if there is a conflict, as much as the South Korean army has 

improved, there’s going to be a huge premium placed on quickly containing whatever 
instability or warfare occurs so those eight or 10 nuclear weapons don’t seep out of the 
country’s borders, which is going to put a premium on American rapid response of 
various kinds, and we’re going to have to help the South Koreans in the opening months 
of that operation, not just from the air and sea but on the ground as well, in my judgment.   

 
Third, very quickly, the rise of Iran.  What would Iran really do if we disengaged 

from the Middle East somehow?  I think there’s a very decent chance that Iran would try 
to turn a lot of countries into what it wanted Iraq and Lebanon to become: weak states 
that were not really capable of acting on the same plane as Iran itself.   

 
And so, a situation in which there’s a lot of civil strife, chaos, instability within 

many of the major Arab states, many of the major oil-producing states would be, I think, 
an outcome that could very easily occur if Iran had its way.  

 
And then, finally, fourth, to finish, the broader challenge of transnational 

terrorism, of instability, of all the things that could go wrong with the Arab awakening, or 
“Arab Spring,” a phenomenon that I’m generally encouraged by and generally find 
promising, but nonetheless which raises a lot of worries and uncertainties as well. 



 
And I’ll just finish with a paraphrase of the old Bolshevik line that as much as 

we’re all sick of COIN and stabilization missions and counterinsurgency and Afghanistan 
and Iraq, the old line is, of course, you may not have an interest in war but it may have an 
interest in you.  You may not have an interest in dealing with these kinds of problems – 
you might not have a preference to deal with these kinds of problems again in the future, 
but we don’t always have a choice.   

 
And if we get to a situation where major instability in one of these places is 

providing an opportunity for al-Qaida to re-establish a sanctuary, we may have to 
consider being part of a multinational coalition to help stabilize that country, whether 
we’re sick of these missions or not.   

 
So those four missions – again, general Western Pacific and East Asia instability, 

Korea, Iran, and broader Middle Eastern instability with the links to transnational terror, I 
think are missions and goals of defense policy we have to keep in mind.  Stabilizing these 
areas is not something we do out of an optional or voluntary basis.  It’s something we still 
have to do because the downsides of getting it wrong could be far worse than the 
marginal cost of trying to protect it or prevent against it in the first place.  Thanks.  

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Thank you.  (Applause.)   
 
CHRIS PREBLE:  Thanks, Clark.  Nice to meet you.  (Chuckles.) 
 
Well, I think that the number-one goal of U.S. defense policy going forward is not 

so much about us doing less but about getting others to do more.  And I think Mike did an 
excellent job of laying out the multiple challenges that faced not just us but the world.  
But I don’t think he did as well a job of explaining what interests of others are engaged in 
this and what we would expect others to do to defend their security and their interests. 

 
Because the reality is that – as most of you know; I don’t need to explain this – 

the purpose of U.S. policy – U.S. defense policy, U.S. foreign policy – for years has been 
to be the dominant power in the world – benevolent hegemon, world government, pick 
whatever term you want.  So the real question, I think, is do we want weak, dependent 
allies or do we want capable, independent allies?  This is a question.  And how we 
answer this question I think is going to critically affect the global strategic environment 
that we’re supposed to talk about on this panel, and which Mike laid out.   

 
We have never been powerful enough to determine what is going to happen in the 

international system, but we can shape events, especially at the margins, when other 
major powers, interests are not at stake.  But our behavior and especially our rhetoric is 
likely to have an effect on the behavior of our friends and allies.  For so long as we 
continue to hold ourselves out as the world’s policemen, they will continue to under-
provide for their own defense and for the defense of the commons. 

 



Now, the defenders of the status quo will tell you that there is no alternative to 
American hegemony.  Mike just said that, actually; there is no alternative to what we’ve 
been doing.  And for the sake of argument I will concede that point if others will concede 
that this was largely by design.  This was as we wished it to be.  And if that’s true, then 
we can design an alternative.  The alternative that I’d like to sketch out is one where other 
countries are responsible for their own defense primarily, and for their interests, 
secondarily – broadly.   

 
If we choose not to do that, all I ask – and I’ll conclude with just a plea – if we 

chose not to do that, if we decide that we’re going to continue on the current course, then 
I just ask that we be honest with the American people that that is what we are doing, that 
it is our determination that it is better to discourage others from developing their own 
capabilities for defending themselves, and explain to the American people why that is.   

 
So I’m not going to go into the history – the long history of U.S. foreign policy 

back over the last 10, 20 years.  The bottom line is, for the most part, American taxpayers 
and especially American troops have borne the burdens of policing the planet while U.S. 
allies have focused their attention elsewhere, primarily inward. 

 
Many like to claim that these burdens on our troops and on our taxpayers are 

modest by historical standards but they are not modest in contemporary context – in the 
contemporary context.  I’ll just use one statistic that I think is important:  The average 
American, every man, woman and child, spends two and a half times as much on national 
security as the average Brit or the average Frenchman – five times that of Germany, 
seven and a half times that of Japan.  And that is by design.   

 
So, in this context, is it so surprising that many Americans are now asking why 

they should accept cuts in domestic spending and be saddled with more military spending 
so that our allies can continue to spend on their domestic priorities and cut defense 
spending?  This is the question that I think the public is asking, at least some in the 
public. 

 
And this is not a new concern, OK?  The leading defender – one of the leading 

defenders of the current order, Michael Mandelbaum, in “The Case for Goliath,” laid it 
out very well.  He wondered how long the United States would retain this dominant 
posture.  And he said it will depend on how much Americans are willing to pay for these 
things.   

 
And on that final score he was not optimistic, and I’m going to quote just briefly.  

He said – he noted at the time, “Our national interests have priority.  For the American 
public, foreign policy, like charity, begins at home.”  And for that reason above all others, 
Mandelbaum predicted that the American role in the world may depend on part on 
Americans not scrutinizing it too closely.  Well, we’re scrutinizing it now.  

 
So where do we go from here?  Again, Mandelbaum says the most consequential 

problem facing the United States and the world is the lack of capacity for dealing with 



problems related to global governance and global security.  And this is the key challenge, 
that the United States, when we act, we often act alone.  And even when we lead from 
behind, it looks suspiciously like leading from the head. 

 
So, if he’s right, and I think he is, if we do not change course or create new 

options for ourselves, then we will remain locked in this vicious cycle, a vicious cycle 
that has us paying more and more and everyone else paying less and less.  Again, it’s a 
problem, but to the extent that it’s a problem and it’s the situation that we created, then 
it’s a problem that we can fix.   

 
Because, first of all, the free riding of our allies is more than simply opportunistic, 

OK?  It reflects different conceptions of threat.  The defenders of the status quo contend 
that Americans are more inclined to bear these burdens, to assume global responsibilities.  
And there’s this sense of a pervasive culture of weakness, almost fecklessness, on the part 
of our allies around the world.   

 
Some concede that it would be nice if others would do more, and others still are 

desperately afraid that they might.  So which is it?  Both groups counter that it would be 
responsible to – irresponsible to assume that the post-American order would be superior 
to the current one.   

 
Those who simply assume that others would not do more often ignore the extent 

to which our grand strategy would discourage them from doing more.  Many countries 
simply don’t see a need for military power of their own.  Our possession of this great 
power and our willingness to use it, not simply in our own defense but in the defense of 
them and their interests, is discouragement enough.  And then again, there are those who 
are most fearful of capable, empowered allies, and they like it that way.   

 
So, U.S. leaders from President Obama to Hillary Clinton to Bob Gates, now 

Leon Panetta, they can talk about burden-sharing until they’re blue in the face.  This is 
not a new debate.  In order to make it a reality, the United States must adopt a new 
strategy, what I call restraint, others call restraint.  We should be more reticent to use 
military force, especially when our vital interests are not at stake.  

 
We should shape our military to reflect the fact that we expect to be less involved 

militarily over the next two decades than we have in the last two.  A leaner, more focused 
military can no longer be in the business of defending other countries that can and should 
defend themselves.   

 
Few countries currently have the military capabilities to influence events far 

outside of their sphere of influence, and I don’t expect that to change.  But nearly all of 
them already have some capabilities for self-defense and could certainly expand that ever 
so modestly if their interests demanded it.  And I think they would be more likely to do 
so if the United States either chooses or is forced to retrench. 

 



For too long we here in Washington – not me personally – have been unwilling to 
encourage regional powers to assume greater responsibility for maintaining order in the 
world, or even in their corner of the world.  And American soldiers and American 
taxpayers have paid the price.   

 
When our resources seemed limitless, our ambitions were as well.  We were able 

to contemplate becoming involved in far away places, places that small, insular countries 
couldn’t even imagine becoming involved in.  And if we make significant cuts in military 
spending – we haven’t yet, but if we do, we cannot so easily absolve ourselves of the 
need to prioritize, at a minimum, when and where to use our power.   

 
And I think the governing presumption therefore should be that we will not use 

that power except when our vital national security interests are at stake.  By carefully 
defining our vital strategic interests, we can reduce the occasions and militaries called 
upon to act in this role around the world, and we can save money. 

 
But on that last score, let me make one last point.  We can afford the current 

approach.  Yes, I said that right.  We can afford the current approach.  Austerity is a good 
auditor, but the fiscal situation does not require cuts in military spending per se.  The 
question is, as Clark framed it, what are we willing to give up in order to continue to be 
the world’s policeman?  This is not an academic question.   

 
As a practical matter, sticking to the current approach means asking U.S. 

taxpayers to spend more on our military and expect less from our government in other 
areas so that taxpayers elsewhere can pay less to defend themselves and continue to 
expect generous and wasteful welfare benefits.   

 
So which do we chose to do?  What should we chose?  Well, again, at a minimum 

I would hope that people would be honest about this.  Buck McKeon was refreshingly 
candid on this score.  If forced to choose between tax increases or military spending cuts, 
the chairman didn’t hesitate, tax increases.  No hesitation.   

 
This, again, is not a new debate.  I recall many years ago now, 2003, Niall 

Ferguson debating Bob Kagan at American Enterprise Institute – wonderful.  Last story, I 
promise.  Asked during that debate what he would do, Niall Ferguson, what he would do 
to pay for global commitments.  He stated simply, repeal the Bush tax cuts and radically 
reform Medicare, by which he meant a single-payer system where the government 
decides what doctors can charge and the consumers are rationed in what they can use.  
They put it to the people straightly, and I hope that we do the same.   

 
Thank you.  (Applause.)   
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Thank you. 
 
MOISÉS NAÍM:  Thank you, and thank you very much for inviting me.  Thanks.  

After those two splendid introductions there is less for me to say.   



 
I think it’s clear that we have three important shortages – at least two.  The other I 

think is more unclear.  The first is obviously the shortage of money.  The second is 
shortage of reliable, tested ideas.  And the third – and it belongs to – is a subcategory of 
the second – is that I think there is a – there will be and there is, and is going to continue 
as an important trend, is a shortage of power. 

 
I think we are moving towards a world where a micropower is capable of 

challenging, contesting megaplayers, traditional powerful players in all fields, is going to 
be more the norm.  These micropowers are going to be able to deny options, to constrain 
the ability of larger players to impose their will, and to really change a lot of our notions 
in terms of military spending, defense, and in a lot of fields.   

 
The shortage of ideas is essentially not a shortage of ideas; is a shortage of tested, 

provable, useful operational ideas that are aligned to the world as it is today and the 
world as it is changing.  There is plenty of examples.   

 
The way we dealt with the different insurgencies and the way concepts and ideas 

evolved, and how, if you compare the initial instincts, the initial ideas, policies and 
procedures with what they are today in Iraq, in Afghanistan, you will see that there is an 
evolution there.  But I think we’re still far behind in terms of catching up with the 
realities of today’s world.  That is of course the monopoly of people thinking about 
defense and military affairs.   

 
All you need to do is to think about what’s going on in Europe and the economy 

and you will also find that there is a huge gap between actionable, tested, reliable, 
consensual visions about what to do and what is going on now.   

 
Within that there is an issue with power.  Power is often abstract and very often 

very concrete, practical and transformational.  If you want to sound smart, you say, well, 
power is shifting from North to South, from brawn to brains, from East to West, from 
people that live in palaces to people that camp in the streets and so on, and that’s all true.   

 
And you were also – we can talk about the need for soft power and the importance 

of soft power.  And if you want to look ever smarter, you say, well, it’s not really soft 
power; it’s smart power, which is an amalgam of all of the rest. 

 
But when you scratch behind the surface of those concepts, you don’t find a lot of 

intellectual grounding.  Power is the Sea of Sargasso in political sciences.  You know, 
you navigate into it and you get stuck and you never get off it.  And, historically, power 
has been one of the most model, complex, thorny, devilish kinds of ideas; you know, how 
to measure it, how to deal with it, how to – how it works, and why sometimes it works 
and the next time it doesn’t. 

 
So it is very complex.  The literature on power is of course one of the centerpieces 

of political science yet.  The lack of clarity consensus agreement is quite outstanding.  I 



don’t have the answer.  I don’t have a very precise solution to this, but I do have some 
hunches.  This is a subject on which I’m writing a book and on which I have been 
thinking for several years.  And there is a lot going on that we do not understand.   

 
Let me start with the two obvious examples that, in this audience, will need no 

explanation.  The first is just imagine that 10 years ago I would be here in a room like 
this, and I will say, in a decade the United States – so we are in 2002, 2003 – the United 
States just invaded Afghanistan and the Taliban is essentially vaporized.   

 
So imagine that at that time I would come here and say, in a decade the United 

States will be considering or actually negotiating with the Taliban.  The Taliban is going 
to be an important player that will have some presence and some say on what the United 
States’ position will be in Afghanistan and Pakistan.  You would have probably thrown 
me out of the room, and yet that is what’s happening. 

 
Another example that is also very clear to all of you, think about Somali pirates.  

Think about which of the world’s strongest military has not sent one or more of its most 
sophisticated vessels to the Gulf of Aden to try to stop them.  There is a huge flotilla of 
the world’s most advanced, sophisticated navies patrolling the seas in front of Somalia 
and that area, trying to stop the Somali pirates that go, you know, in the rickety boats 
armed with not very sophisticated weapons.   

 
Well, they have not been stopped.  They continue to be there.  They break records 

every year.  Every year there is – the number of large cargo boats or all kinds of vessels 
that they hijack is increased.  Last year it was 1,191.  This year it’s going to be more.  
The average ransom has now – the average ransom is now $5 million.  There is a boom in 
real estate in neighboring Kenya as the proceeds of these ransom payments are being 
invested by the pirates and their associates.   

 
So, you know, a natural attitude here is to dismiss as well:  This is just failed 

states, and this has more to do with policing and crime and everything else rather than 
national security, and big thinking about the armies and what we do with Iran’s 
centrifuges and China’s rise.  And, you know, that’s a minor thing. 

 
Well, it turns out that it may – this kind of minor thing may become the norm – 

(inaudible).  Not that I’m saying at all that large powers’ rivalry in the world is going to 
be irrelevant or one should neglect it, but there is a whole cafeteria of things that are 
happening in this world that is not easy to include. 

 
There are some very interesting statistics.  Weaker armies increasingly defeat 

larger, better armed ones.  This is the research by a scholar at Harvard.  He measured it.  
In wars that broke between 1800 and 1849, the nation with the weaker armed forces, 
measured in soldiers, weapons, et cetera, won 12 percent of the time.  So, between 1800 
and 1849, 12 percent of the time.  Between 1950 and 1998, the weaker army won 55 
percent of the time.   

 



So there is a trend where weaker armies are getting over, and better deals, than the 
stronger.  And that brings us to the other notion that the decoupling of budgets from 
national security.  It is not clear, despite all we have read and said, that more money buys 
you more defense.   

 
And there is a clear possibility that less money – one of the unexpected surprises 

and unexpected consequences of budget costs is not that there will be an increase in 
productivity, meaning that you will do more with less.  But it may be that there is a 
change in the technological frontiers in which this money is deployed, in which it will 
force to look at things in a rather different way, and it changes the whole – in some areas 
it will completely change the way things are done.   

 
I know that asserting this is very hard, given what we all know about rigidities, 

inertias, difficulties and the politics, and either the bureaucratic forces or the political 
forces or the international forces that will limit disrupted, important, profound change.  
But what we have – what we know about what happens when countries undergo austerity 
measures, when companies have important cuts, is that they not only become more 
productive and they deliver more output per unit of expenditure, or money, but that they 
change the frontiers of the way they work and the nature of their activities. 

 
I have more but I’m told that I don’t have more time, so we can perhaps discuss it 

later.  Thank you. 
 
(Audio break.) 
 
JAY CARAFANO:  Sorry about that.  There you go. 
 
And the fifth one is I want a military that’s built to last.  I think – I am concerned 

about affordability and efficiencies, and I think the greatest crime that we do is this 
whipsaw investment up and down, which generates huge transaction costs and huge lost 
opportunity costs.  And I’d rather see sustained investment over time.  You know, there 
are lots of lesser-case things that I might want, like piracy and et cetera, but I think if you 
had that kind of force structure, it could do all those things.   

 
And I would simply finish here, is I think that this is affordable.  I think Chris is 

right.  This is relatively modest in terms of the size of our economy.  It’s completely 
affordable.  As Chris pointed out, the problem is not defense spending; it’s the structure 
of our domestic economy and the structure of our government spending and our policies 
that is the problem. 

 
And I actually think it’s worse, and I think Chris is absolutely right there as well.  

The worst thing we could do is cut defense in the name of austerity, because essentially 
what we’d be doing is slitting our own throats, right?  We would essentially not address 
the problem, as we did in the 1990s.  We would use defense cut as a placebo to push off 
and then let the structural problems manifest themselves.  So, actually cutting defense to 
make the economy healthier is actually committing suicide.  



 
And I’ll just end on this point:  Look, great powers don’t rot from without, right?  

They don’t spend themselves into defeat.  Great powers rot from within.  It’s not the cost 
of defending themselves and their interests that defeats them.  It’s when they stop 
generating the wealth and the will to protect themselves that they collapse. 

 
There, I’ll buy you a few minutes back.  (Applause.)   
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Well, first of all I want to thank our panelists for being 

remarkably disciplined and staying within the time limit.  I do have to say that there was 
really only the first and last speaker, Michael and Jay, who I would say presented 
contrasting arguments about what should be the goals of the United States defense policy.   

 
I guess, Michael, I infer that yours was more of a threat-based approach or a 

problem-based approach.  I’m amused by Jay’s notion that capabilities-based planning is 
largely advertisement and marketing, although he then goes on to say the first thing we 
need is a two MRC capability.  So, pretty hard to talk about defense planning when 
you’re not talking about what capabilities you’re planning for.   

 
And the first question I wanted to ask both Jay and Michael – and I’ll begin with 

Jay – is what do you perceive are the significant differences between your position and 
those of the other person?   

 
Jay? 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Yeah, I actually think that Michael and I are not on opposite 

ends.  I actually – because if we did the kinds of things that Michael talked about, and 
you had the capabilities to do that, you would essentially, I think, largely be building 
towards the kind of – the force that I would envision. 

 
So, you know, I think we roughly arrived at the same place.  Where we would 

have, I think, an honest debate is in terms of, what are the real capabilities that you need 
and what are those actually going to cost?  So, I think it’s a question – it really isn’t kind 
of a debate of degree insomuch as really a debate about goals. 

 
MR. O'HANLON:  I agree with Jay, but let me be a little more specific, just in the 

interest of, you know, having grist for ongoing discussion.  And I’m very glad that Jay 
was specific about the two MRC, partly in response to the spirit that Chris suggested, that 
we be specific.   

 
I guess I’m not necessarily of the school that we need a two MRC capability in 

the post-Saddam era in terms of integrated land-air operations.  And the way I try to build 
my alternative ground force structure that I’m laying out in this book – which really is not 
a huge divergence in size from what we had in the Clinton period.  You know, it’s in the 
450(,000), 460,000 active-duty soldier range, and, you know, similar numbers for the 
Marine Corps. 



 
My basic concept is one solid MRC done very well, including an extended 

occupation, if necessary, with two to three smaller ongoing operations of the type that we 
may see in Afghanistan for a number of years even beyond 2013, 2014, of the type that 
we could envision as part of a coalition in a place like Yemen if it continues to stay a 
mess and seems to be increasingly a potential sanctuary for al-Qaida. 

 
So I think less in terms of two MRC than in terms of one robust MRC, with some 

insurance and hedge built into that, plus a couple to three smaller ongoing operations.  
When you do the math, I don’t think that puts Jay and myself too far apart in terms of the 
size of – he probably winds up a little bigger than I do in terms of standing active duty 
ground forces. 

 
So part of it is conceptual rather than a huge divergence in worldview, but that’s 

the way I would lay out my paradigm for sizing ground and tactical combat forces. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Could I just respond –  
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Sure. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  – because I agree with that, and I think that Michael outlined 

correctly the big difference between us is a question of the perception of how much risk 
you’re willing to accept.   

 
And so my notion is, is if you don’t have a two MRC capability, you actually 

encourage threats, right, because they believe that they can develop a regional capability.  
And if they decide to do that, particularly given the state of our industrial base, you can’t 
build up fast enough to challenge that. 

 
So, my notion:  By giving up the MRC you’re actually kind of encouraging 

competitors to go off.  Your notion is we can deal with this.  And I just think that’s risk – 
given the kind of – the money we can spend on defense, I just think that’s risk that’s 
unnecessary to accept.  That’s all. 

 
MR. CARAFANO:  If I could – I apologize, but I think Iran and China and their 

challenges, their rise, do require simultaneous capabilities, but I don’t think of them as 
likely to present the classic sort of MRC kind of combat scenario as the major focus for 
planning. 

 
So I’m not suggesting only one scenario at a time in terms of U.S. capability, but I 

am suggesting that maybe there’s a shift towards a little greater relative importance on 
some of these maritime theaters, a little less on the classic air-ground integrated 
operations that people like Les Aspin and Dick Cheney first started talking about 20 years 
ago. 

 



MR. MURDOCK:  OK, Dr. Naím, we’ve had two debates sort of threat-based 
versus capability-based when they’re actually pretty close to the same because it’s 
capabilities to deal with a threat in a certain context.  And then the issue is, sort of, do we 
plan for two large threats or one large threat, two or three small threats, capabilities to do 
all of them?  

 
Does this kind of thinking fall within your definition of what are testable, 

practical ideas for dealing with the security world we have, or do you have an entirely 
different approach for how you deal with these kind of security challenges? 

 
MR. NAÍM:  From an outsider like me, to listen to the conversation just brings 

the thoughts of Elisabeth Kübler-Ross, who is not a defense planner.  Elisabeth Kübler-
Ross defined the stages through which people – everyone – goes when faced with a 
catastrophic situation or death. 

 
In patients in hospices and places like that, she discovered that the first reaction 

when you’re given the bad news is denial:  This is not happening.  The second stage is, 
well, you know, perhaps there is something.  And then there’s anger.  There is, you know, 
this is unacceptable, and there’s a big, feisty reaction. 

 
The third stage is, well, maybe we better do something here.  And they start – 

there’s a phase of negotiation where normally the negotiation is essentially geared to 
postponement, and let’s postpone what we need to do, and let’s see how long can we go 
without having to do the tough, difficult things.   

 
And so, it has to do with kabuki dances, and it has to do with public Band-Aids, 

and it has to do with all sorts of tricks to really not make the changes that are necessary.  
And finally that doesn’t work.  Eventually that doesn’t work.  And then you have to do 
the deeper, more difficult, complex things. 

 
I have seen this very clearly in all financial crises.  One of the things I do is I 

study financial crisis.  I studied them in the ’90s in emerging markets, and I have studied 
this one quite carefully.  And that is what’s happening.  If you track the conversations, 
the statements, what – remember, initially the Europeans said that the crisis was not 
theirs; it was an American problem in the housing market, that that would never touch 
them.   

 
And then they started – and as today we’re still looking at that.  The same – 

exactly the same I think is happening in the American defense establishment.   
 
MR. MURDOCK:  So, not quite the answer I expected.  (Laughter.)   
 
MR. NAÍM:  So, essentially –  
 
MR. MURDOCK:  So are they – are your colleagues in denial or –  
 



(Cross talk.)  
 
MR. NAÍM:  Let me say this, the following:  When you look at the numbers – 

when you look at the numbers of the American economy, and when you look at the 
numbers of military spending, and you base the whole thing on the assumption that there 
is no waste that can be – that there is no waste there, that therefore you need the same 
amount of money.  Otherwise, you cannot pull it off, that any cut would essentially result 
in a decline of our capacity to defend the United States.  If you start with that, then that 
tells me everything I need to know about what stage are we in.  (Laughter.)   

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Denial. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Can I respond? 
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Sure. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Yeah.  Well, first of all I would say that neither Michael or I 

ever mentioned the word – in terms of the number of the budget, right?  And I would 
applaud – and I completely agree that taking an interdisciplinary approach to defense 
spending is important, and that it’s important to get outside your kind of individual 
paradigm and look at other ways to look at problems to make sure that you’re just not 
suffering from some kind of cognitive dissonance.  So I completely agree with all that. 

 
But, you know, these things have to be applied in ways that – correctly.  So, for 

example, the paradigm, well, if you just cut, you’ll find efficiencies and innovation, well, 
there is some truth to that.  There are companies that cut and find efficiencies and 
innovations and increase productivity.  There are also companies that cut and then go 
bust, right?  Even if you look in the military, some of the greatest military breakthrough 
innovations that we had were actually in periods when we were putting money into the 
defense budget.  

 
So, if you look at precision-guided munitions, for example, which was a real – 

and GDS, both of which were incredible breakthrough capabilities which the military 
didn’t even want, right, those actually happened in a period when we were pouring 
money into the defense budget.   

 
So there’s lots of different ways you can get to efficiencies.  What I would just 

say is, look, you don’t play Russian roulette with national security and say, gut the 
defense budget and maybe good things will happen.  That’s all. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  I’d like to ask the last question, before throwing it open to the 

audience, of Chris – Christopher. 
 
MR. PREBLE:  Chris. 
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Chris.   



 
MR. PREBLE:  Among friends.  
  
MR. MURDOCK:  Dr. Preble.  (Laughter.)  Maybe you’re not among friends.   
 
(Cross talk, laughter.)  
 
MR. MURDOCK:  I understand restraint, and you make a powerful argument that 

we’ve got to stop giving our allies a free ride.  You also make the argument that burden 
sharing is not new.  I can’t imagine someone making a more strong speech than Secretary 
Gates did on his way out the door to the European allies about the need to do more. 

 
I mean, burden sharing isn’t new, and we’ve been putting consistent pressure – 

we, the United States, have put consistent pressure on our allies to do more in the way of 
providing for their own security needs and being a more fulsome partner. 

 
But when you turn to restraint – we’ll go to the first Libyan example, which you 

touched on briefly.  I think your argument would imply that we shouldn’t have done 
Libya because we didn’t have the resources for it.   

 
MR. PREBLE:  No, not because we didn’t have the resources; because it wasn’t a 

major vital national interest. 
 
MR. MURDOCK:  All right.  For those who were involved in making the 

decision to intervene in Libya, for them the choice was, well, we’re not going to do 
another Iraq because we’ve been there, we know the kind of burdens that are associated 
with that.  But many of them – and I’m one of them as well – went through Rwanda, 
when the United States exercised great restraint on not getting involved in an area quite 
near where Michael was once a Peace Corps volunteer.  And it was a tragedy.   

 
And the choice is that, for better or for worse, you know that there is – and I 

would argue that it’s not denial, as Dr. Naím would, but rather acceptance, that when 
both Secretary of State Albright and Secretary of Defense Gates, from quite different 
ends of the political spectrum, are using the same phrase, “indispensable nation,” and 
they’re using it in the context that Michael is using it, and that is there are many 
challenges and there are many problems, for which, if there’s a solution, the United 
States has to be part of that solution.  Otherwise there is none.   

 
And so, for me, getting our allies to do more means essentially – I mean, how 

many Rwandas do you want in order to teach our allies the costs of not providing 
adequately for security? 

 
MR. PREBLE:  The thing about the Gates speech that surprised me a bit was not 

how blunt it was, but how much it sounded like speeches given by secretaries of defense 
going back at least to 1949, or close to it.  The complaint about lack of burden sharing by 



allies is a persistent feature of essentially all U.S. security relationships since the end of 
World War II.   

 
And what frustrates me, and disappoints me a little bit in this community, in the 

scholarly community, who should know the literature on this, is that there is a robust 
literature that explains alliance behavior and explains what happens when one country 
spends five or six times as much as any other one country in an alliance, what those other 
alliance members will do. 

 
So, again, I wasn’t shocked by Gates’ bluntness; I was shocked by his obtuseness 

that he was not familiar, or so un-self-aware of this literature.  And you don’t need to be a 
– you don’t need to read the economics literature.  You don’t need to read the 
scholarship, though I’m sure he has.  It’s just common sense.  Why on earth would other 
countries chose to spend more on their defense if we’ve said, we’ll do it for you?  You’d 
be a fool to do that.   

 
Now, I do want to draw a distinction between NATO as it was originally 

designed, which was for a very clear purpose, to defend Western Europe from the Soviet 
union poised in Eastern Europe.   

 
The Soviet Union is gone.  The Russians are out of Eastern Europe as well, 

though some believe that the sale of natural gas, or something like that, is the modern day 
equivalent.  I don’t.  And, instead, we adopted a model for NATO that says, out of area or 
out of business, right?  We all know this logic, right?  We know this mantra, right?  And 
so we went to war in Libya to prove that that mantra was true.   

 
So, Libya was not in our vital national interest.  It was in the interest – maybe not 

vital, but in the interest of the states in Europe, and they chose not to intervene, just as 
other states chose not to intervene in Rwanda.  What’s striking to me, and frustrating, and 
a little puzzling, is that whenever there is a crisis anywhere in the world, the question 
always is, what is the United States going to do about it?  And why is the question not, 
what are the neighboring states going to do about it?  Never. 

 
One last point.  Sorry.  One last point.  We’re not the indispensable nation.  I 

know we like to say it.  It’s not true.  It’s simply not true.  There have been over half a 
dozen interventions since the end of the Cold War that have not involved the United 
States at all.  None.  Nothing at all.   

 
And most of them, by the way, were to advance a humanitarian objective – stop 

ethnic killing or some kind of civil war.  But, crucially, the states that chose to intervene 
did so because they were proximate to that crisis, and therefore it did pose a national 
security challenge to them, which most distant crises do not pose to us.   

 
MR. MURDOCK:  All right, let’s throw it open for questions.  First question, 

Harlan. 
 



Q:  First, thanks for a very, very, informative panel.  And thank you, Clark, for 
being a grand inquisitor.   

 
I was, quite frankly, surprised that nobody mentioned in their remarks NATO as 

part of our defense planning.  I was also surprised that security has taken a second seat to 
defense.  So I think Moisés was referring to that.  But I was most surprised by people 
talking about the need for more honesty.  My question to the panel is, how do we get 
more honesty?   

 
MR. CARAFANO:  Move to a different city.  (Laughter.)   
 
Q:  That’s a very sensible answer.   
 
MR. CARAFANO:  That was a flip answer, but, you know, actually I think you 

did hit on the key issue.  These are not honest debates.  Actually, Chris and Mike and I 
could have an honest debate where we talk about what goals do we really want, and that’s 
not what’s happening here.  It’s a completely dishonest debate.   

 
And that is what’s made it so difficult for members of Congress and the American 

people to really grapple with this, is this is not – this is not a simple debate about what do 
you need and what do you need to do that, because they won’t let us do that.  We’re not 
having a debate about, what do we really want to do in the world? 

 
So, you know, the administration, you know, talks about a roles and mission 

study, and, you know, I’m really excited to see what this says, you know?  And I’m really 
excited – I’m going to be really excited to see the analytics behind this about how 
magically, you know, they can afford to do – and they’ll do all the same things we do in 
the world today, is my guess, but, amazingly, it will cost us a lot less. 

 
MR. PREBLE:  One of the reasons why I think we don’t have an honest debate – 

I mean, to observe that there is a divide between the inside-the-Beltway crowd and 
everyone else outside the beltway is hardly new.  So then you have to explain, why is 
there this divide?  Why is there so much misunderstanding on the part of the public about 
the purpose of U.S. policy and the true costs of U.S. policy? 

 
And I think part of the reason why is because we have allowed our strategic 

planning to be based on worst-case scenarios.  So every potential conflict is a future 
Rwanda in the making, for example, or every ethnic conflict, or every conflict in which 
ethnic or sectarian interests are engaged is a potential Rwanda.  Every tinpot tyrant with a 
megaphone is the next Adolf Hitler.  And I could compile a list of all of them.  And if any 
one of those predictions were true, it would be a really, really frightening world.  So far 
none of them have proved true.   

 
We need to draw a distinction – just a minute, Jim.  We need to draw a distinction 

between a ranting lunatic like Ahmadinejad, who rules a country whose military spending 
is 1/77th that of the United States and is surrounded by many states who don’t like it, 



against Nazi Germany.  Please, let’s draw a distinction here.  Please.  And yet every 
single conflict, every single one, is the spark that could ignite World War III.  Stop 
scaring the American people.  Stop it.  It’s not true. 

 
MR. CARAFANO:  Yeah, I just want to disagree with you.  I mean, I think – I 

think – no, no – well, I agree with you on most things.  I just think that most of the 
defense planning that’s going on today is actually rosy scenarios; it’s not based on worst-
case scenarios, in the Pentagon.  I mean, I just think that’s a fact. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Dr. Naím. 
 
MR. NAÍM:  More honesty?  Incentives.  Change incentives.  The dishonest 

debates are not just driven by weak morals or ideological and partisan game-playing.  
They’re also driven by incentives.  The kind of conversations you hear here, and in this 
debate, have to do with incentives.  There is a lot of careers, a lot of money, a lot of 
companies’ bottom lines on the line.  And a lot of the conversations that are going on 
have to do with that. 

 
So if you change incentives and, you know, budgets – and hard budget constraints 

change incentives – you will see a little bit more of clarity of what the different positions 
are. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Next question, right there.  Tell – I mean – sorry – the 

microphone is coming.  Just state your name and affiliation. 
 
Q:  Thank you.  Clara O’Donnell, visiting fellow at Brookings.  I had a question 

for Chris.  I mean, as the logic which is currently driving at least certain European 
countries, and particularly the U.K. and Poland, to take part in military operations of 
interest to the U.S., is that nominal U.S. commitment to their own security?   

 
Are you concerned that if the U.S. were to disengage, it might then become harder 

to get countries such as the U.K. and Poland to take part in operations of interest to the 
U.S.?  And would this be a problem? 

 
MR. PREBLE:  Not necessarily.  I’m more concerned about the fact that having 

invested their resources and attention in a place far away like Afghanistan, they were 
therefore less capable to deal with a problem that was much closer in Libya.  Or, another 
case is when the South Koreans decided to send a couple thousand people to Iraq at a 
time when they were dealing with North Korea, or at a time when – I could go down the 
list. 

 
So, if a country’s interests are engaged, you don’t need an organization like 

NATO to mobilize those assets.  They determine that it’s in their interest to intervene.  I 
understand that coalitions of the willing, that’s a term that’s fallen in bad odor over the 
last decade, and that’s a shame, because what’s the alternative to a coalition of the 



willing?  Coalitions of the unwilling and the feckless and the, you know, double dealing 
and – I don’t know; come up with another term.   

 
No, you have allies to deter war, not war for alliances.  You don’t wage a war to 

show your fealty to an alliance partner if your interests are not engaged.  It was easy to 
sustain NATO when there was a clear common enemy.  It is harder to do so when there 
isn’t one today.  And, again, we all should have anticipated that.  Some people did.   

 
And, instead – and so that’s where they came up with “out of area, out of 

business.”  Well, we’re going to find out what’s going to happen.  I don’t think it’s going 
to go out of business.  I’ll show my hand on that one. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Michael, you had a comment on that? 
 
MR. O'HANLON:  Yeah.  Thanks, for the question, Clara, and for the comment, 

Chris. 
 
I find a lot of Chris’ comments very, very provocative and useful, but I do want to 

disagree at one philosophical level with a basic premise, which I think he states, which is 
that countries have a tendency to take pretty good care of their own security if you just 
don’t skew their incentives.   

 
I think the history of mankind and warfare actually bellies that basic contention.  

The history of warfare is that countries don’t get it right.  They either under-prepare or 
over-prepare.  They either wind up vulnerable to attack or interested in attacking.  

 
And what we have now in history in today’s world, for one of the first times ever, 

is a system of nations in which we don’t tend to see that happen very much.  So let’s not 
forget how much we’ve actually changed –  

 
MR. PREBLE:  See what happen?  I’m sorry, Michael; see what happen very 

much? 
 
MR. O'HANLON:  Yeah, I’ll finish the point. 
 
What we don’t tend to see is countries attacking each other very much.  We tend 

to see an international system that, by any kind of historical standard, is pretty stable.  
That’s unusual.   

 
And, yes, I agree with Chris, and that’s why I’m very glad he’s in the debate in 

general, and today in specific.  It is important to keep pushing allies to do more.  They 
don’t do enough.  But the assumption that somehow if you were to disengage they would 
probably find the right balance, the right center of gravity, and more or less take care of 
their region’s security, I do not think stands up to historical scrutiny. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Question in the very back there.   



 
Q:  Frank Oliveri from Congressional Quarterly.  In the interests of honesty, you 

know, I was going to say the defense budget had doubled in the past decade, but Senator 
Sessions said last week it was only 84 percent, and then helpfully pointed out that food 
stamps increased 292 percent. 

 
But, you know, the Defense Department clearly has problems with how it spends 

its money.  No major weapons systems really have been developed in the past decade.  A 
lot of these systems are nowhere near 50 percent more than the cost projection. 

 
So the question is, if you need to focus this differently, are there missions that you 

think the Defense Department currently is doing that it shouldn’t be doing, businesses 
that it should no longer be involved in, in the interest of just finding efficiencies in how it 
spends its money? 

 
MR. CARAFANO:  You know, I think there’s lots of areas to look at for 

efficiencies, and you don’t have to start with missions, which is, again any time you drop 
a mission you’re at risk.  So that debate ought to be based on risk, not about I’m going to 
save a little money by assuming more risk, right?   

 
So, you know, logistics and sustainment is a perfect example.  There’s usually 

inefficiencies in logistics and sustainment and defense.  That’s an area that’s ripe.  I think 
we did analysis at 90 billion (dollars). 

 
So there are plenty of places to look for efficiencies, and there are in all the 

federal government, but that’s not the purpose of this panel, right?  The purpose of this 
panel is, what are you trying to accomplish?  What’s the goal, right? 

 
I’m always worried when we start by talking about, well, there’s got to be money 

to save somewhere.  That’s a great discussion, but that’s not the discussion we’re having.  
The question is, what’s the goal?  What do you want your military to do? 

 
Can I just – I’m sorry, just very quickly on the ally thing because there’s just a 

point that’s bugging me, because we’ve painted a very kind of broad brush of allies here, 
and made this kind of a Manichean debate where it’s either you do less, the allies will do 
more, or, you know, you do more, the allies will do more or the allies will do less, or 
whatever.   

 
And I just don’t think that the literature supports that, and I don’t think it’s that 

simplistic.  So, just to make an example, I mean, you know, here we are in a world where 
the United States has spent a lot more on defense, and what have we seen?   

 
Well, you know, Taiwan – Taiwan would spend a heck of a lot more if we would 

just sell them stuff that they want, right?  The Australians – you know, the Australians, 
on their own, have done a lot more.  The Japanese have done more in some very niche 



areas like missile defense.  The Canadians have been remarkable in what they did in the 
last – so there are some allies that are doing more. 

 
But the question is, why are allies doing less?  And I agree with Chris.  I think 

NATO has lost its purpose and it is kind of a sinking ship.  And, you know, have a nice – 
have fun moving the deck chairs around.   

 
But if you look at the European economies, the problem with the European 

economies is not that they’re lazy; they’re structurally incapable of generating funds to 
defend themselves.  And so we’re asking them – you know, it’s like going to somebody 
that’s bankrupt and has lost their house and asking them to buy a bigger house.   

 
And to me the real issue is, is that’s the U.S. economy 30 years from now.  And 

we will be having this debate 30 years from now because if our economy goes where 
theirs is, 30 years from now there won’t be a discussion about whether we can spend this 
on defense because we just physically won’t be able to do that. 

 
MR. PREBLE:  Clark, can I just respond to that? 
 
Right, Jim, so the Europeans are structurally incapable of generating the resources 

to provide for their own defense, so the U.S. taxpayers will continue to provide for their 
defense, right?  That’s –  

 
MR. CARAFANO:  No, and that’s where we completely disagree.  The U.S. does 

things in the world to defend U.S. interests.  That’s where we do agree, right?  And we 
also agree –  

 
MR. PREBLE:  No –  
 
(Cross talk.)  
 
MR. CARAFANO:  And we also agree that regardless of how much you want to 

spend on defense, you generate the money to spend on defense by getting you economy 
right and not doing wasteful federal spending and stupid government policies. 

 
MR. PREBLE:  And, by definition, military spending is not wasteful.   
 
MR. CARAFANO:  No, we didn’t say that, right? 
 
MR. PREBLE:  Well, that’s the part that I’m trying to understand because you 

raised the point; you said empires don’t rot – empires rot from within.  And you seemed 
to be making the argument that investing resources in one – in a particular type of public 
spending, which is to say military spending, is not of the same category in investing in 
other forms of public spending, which I think we agree tend not to be as efficient as the 
private sector. 

 



So I’m just trying to understand why, in terms of economic efficiency and future 
capacity, investing money in the military is necessarily going to drive economic output, 
whereas investing in other public spending –  

 
MR. CARAFANO:  Well, it doesn’t, right?  So the argument is that you invest in 

national security because that allows all the other things to happen, right?  So you pay for 
security because that prevents wars.  I mean, maybe we disagree on whether paying for 
security – the purpose of paying for security is to prevent wars. 

 
The other issues are questions of why are you doing that, right?  So, I mean, we 

all know if we could take defense spending to zero tomorrow, whether you think defense 
spending is a public good or not, right – if we don’t change the structure of growth in 
Social Security, Medicare or Medicaid, in 40 years, at the current pace, they eat the entire 
federal budget anyway, right? 

 
So cutting defense – and this we agree on, right?  Cutting defense budgets as a 

measure of fixing the economy is a bad idea.  And we both agree that defense spending is 
a public good. 

 
MR. PREBLE:  Yes, defense spending.  
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Right. 
 
MR. PREBLE:  Military spending is a different –  
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Right, and we can argue about what’s the right mix and how 

to get the best efficiencies –  
 
MR. PREBLE:  Right. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  – right?  So, I mean, we don’t disagree on the economics.   
 
MR. MURDOCK:  A question in the very back and then a question up front next.   
 
Q:  Thank you.  Richard Downie from the Center for Hemispheric Defense 

Studies, and my question is for Jay. 
 
Jay, I’m really intrigued by your proposal about demand-based planning being 

about what we want, the structure that – what we want.  And you’ve presented a pretty 
reasonable approach to a structure, but, you know, there’s a lot of constituencies out there 
that want things and want a strategy a certain way.   

 
And, getting back to your idea about that reasonable debate, you know, I mean, 

how do you get to a reasonable debate amongst all these constituencies that actually 
results in an appropriate force structure and strategy?  Thanks. 

 



MR. CARAFANO:  You know, Rich was a year ahead of me at West Point and I 
can’t believe he’s still hazing me all these – (laughter) – years later.   

 
Well, you know, if we’re going to be honest, I think the honest answer is we’re 

not going to have a honest debate, right?  What you’ll have is – I mean, the politics of 
this is going to work out one of two ways.  Either you will have, I think, in two years, a 
very conservative House and a Republican Senate, which may or may not be terribly 
conservative, which there will be some belief in the concept of peace through strength, 
whatever that – however you want to interpret that. 

 
And then you will either have a Democratic president that won’t agree with that 

and will do a lot of mudding though, or you’ll have probably a president, mostly likely – 
from the current field of people that might get elected – who will believe in peace 
through strength.   

 
And I think the American people go along with the people they elected.  I mean, 

generally the way this works in public opinion about national security matters is people 
want the country to be defended and be secured.  And their answer is, is the guy that I – 
or girl that I voted for, what they want, that’s the right thing, right?  So they believe in 
their leaders.  And that only changes when their fundamental security is shaken. 

 
So, outbreak of the Korean War; people go, oh my god, what’s going on here?  

Post-9/11, Iraq, things melting down; people are very confused.  So, you know, people 
are going to believe in the people that they elect in 2012, and then if things go 
dramatically bad in 2012, they’ll immediately start to question their belief in whoever 
those people are. 

 
But it’s not going to be solved by solving the issue of which is the right issue if 

we’re not having an honest debate about defense.  The honest truth is I don’t think, in the 
next two years, we will have an honest public debate about defense, or defense or 
national security or anything. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Question right here? 
 
Q:  Under the rubric of honesty, I wonder if each of the panelists could be more 

explicit about how you see the peril in which our national interest finds itself in 
September 2011, particularly with respect to the ninth month of the second year of each 
of the past two or three decades, right? 

 
So what I’m after is, because it’s benchmarking, you know, how much are we 

spending, how much can we afford relative to the, you know, aggregate of threats we see 
our national security facing in 2011 – September 20 – wherever we are – 2001, 
September of 1991, the month after, I think, the Russian revolution, so to speak.   

 
And that would help me get a sense of kind of how much is enough that would be 

coherent with your worldview.  Is this a more dangerous world today, you know, in our 



national security than it was in September of 2001, than it was in September 1991, or 
less, or the same?   

 
MR. CARAFANO:  It’s not linear –  
 
(Cross talk.)  
 
MR. MURDOCK:  We’ll go right to left. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  OK.  Where are we? 
 
(Cross talk, laughter.) 
 
MR. :  Whose right? 
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Good question.  My right.   
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Well, you know, we live in a nonlinear, complex world, so 

it’s a great question that can’t be answered.  (Laughter.)  
 
Q:  Then I won’t know how to assess your prescription. 
 
MR. MURDOCK:  Dr. Naím. 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  Then don’t live in reality.  I mean, the reality is there are lots 

of big questions like, is there a God, that we can’t get an answer to.  Does that mean we 
stop going to church?  And the answer is no.   

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Dr. Naím. 
 
MR. NAÍM:  I do believe we –  
 
MR. MURDOCK:  And not four stages of death, please.  (Laughter.)   
 
MR. NAÍM:  Five stages of resurrection.  (Laughter.)   
 
I do believe that you have a very good question, and I think we’re going to have a 

clearer view in the next six months.  I do believe that the world is changing profoundly.  
In the last three months, and as we speak, the world is changing profoundly. 

 
What happens in Europe in the economic realm will have consequences.  If those 

consequences include something that may happen in China, and China suffers some kind 
of accident that impairs its economic growth, and that generates all sorts of upheavals, the 
world – you know, that has implications that are very important for defense spending 
because it will cast China, the giant superpower that is a rival to the United States in a 
very different light in terms of the conversations that you have here. 



 
China is an emerging market.  Emerging markets are like teenagers in the sense 

that they are prone to accidents.  Teenagers break bones and fall and have all sorts of 
bruises and things like that.  We have seen that all emerging markets have had accidents 
that impair their economic growth. 

 
The way that is connected to this conversation is that the deal that the Communist 

Party and the government now has in China is I give you jobs; you stay at home.  You 
don’t take to the streets.  You don’t get the Jasmine Revolution because I’m giving you 
jobs.  And I can give you jobs because I can grow at 9 percent.   

 
If that doesn’t happen, people may take to the streets.  And if that happens, the 

whole conversation about China’s importance in world affairs, in military spending 
changes.  And I think in the next six months the world will be – in economic terms will 
be a very different place than what it was six months ago. 

 
MR. MURDOCK:  Christopher. 
 
MR. PREBLE:  I’m not going to hazard a guess on the future, but looking right 

where we are today, September 29th, 2011, it is a safer world than it was at least in 
September of 1979 or even 1989.  The nature of the threat – I mean, we you don’t want to 
talk about World War III.  Jim talks about World War III.  We all – I mean, I prepared for 
World War III, Jim prepared for World War III, we all prepared for World War III.  We 
knew who we were fighting.  We knew who the enemy was.   

 
And he had hundreds of ships and planes and hundreds of thousands of men in 

Europe.  And he had, what, 18,000 nuclear warheads, 28,000 – somewhere in that range, 
right? 

 
MR. :  (Off mic.) 
 
MR. PREBLE:  Right.  So that was World War III.  And I look at the range of 

threats facing us today from state weakness, from nonstate actors, from an economic – to 
the extent that economic is a national security concern – economic weakness, fragility.  I 
think we live in a safer world today. 

 
Now, I can’t make a prediction about what it’s going to be in the future, and the 

question, I think fairly, that Jim or Mike or others could put to me is, do we live in a safer 
world today because of the actions of the United States?  That’s another one of those 
things we don’t – we keep going to church.  Jim believes it to be true.  I doubt it to be 
true.  There are different theories that explain why we may or may not be right.   

 
So I’m glad.  I’m grateful to Clark that at least those theories that differ on this 

point – hegemonic stability theory, there are differing interpretations of that and we’re 
talking about it now. 

 



MR. MURDOCK:  Michael. 
 
MR. O'HANLON:  I generally agree so I’m just going to couch it in slightly 

different words and sum up my thought, which is that I think we are in a somewhat safer 
world than most of the Cold War, but I think, unlike the ’90s, which is, you know, the 
latest relatively happy period people like to reference, the world’s a little more dangerous 
than it as – or at least than we knew it to be in the ’90s. 

 
In the ’90s we worried about Milosevic and Rwanda and chaos and civil conflict, 

and those were all serious concerns.  But today we worry about threats that are far less 
than Hitler but pretty significant, like the potential still for Iran to be very problematic, 
uncertainty about where this incredibly impressive rising power, China, is headed.   

 
And generally I guess I would simply say I like Chris pushing us, but I think the 

basic system we’ve got has worked pretty well.  So what I want to do is fix the way we 
shore up the foundations of that and basically agree, as he prepares to retire, with 
Admiral Mullen, not necessarily his exact words last week about Pakistan – but I think he 
was probably more right than wrong even there – (laughter) – but certainly his contention 
of a year or so ago that debt has become as great a threat to our national security as 
anything else that we’re facing. 

 
So I think, you know – and I did say it earlier but I’ll repeat it – defense does need 

to do its share in integrated, comprehensive national deficit reduction, but what its share 
is, whether it’s thought of in terms of proportionate part of the budget or what we can 
really make consistent with our threat-based planning is something on the order of the 
$400 billion 10-year savings that’s now already ensconced in law rather than the potential 
trillion-dollar 10-year cuts that would be mandated by sequestration, which I would 
totally oppose.   

 
MR. MURDOCK:  I’m going to take one last question from someone who seems 

very anxious to give that last question.   
 
Q:  Colin Clark, AOL Defense. 
 
If there’s one thing that strikes me about this debate, honest or not, it’s that if you 

look at it in terms of the wider United States, it’s occurring in a vacuum.  I mean, you 
don’t see people across the country marching about this.  You don’t see debate in the 
newspapers about whether defense – aside from the odd New York Times editorial.  How 
do we engage the American public in this, and why should they care about this?   

 
MR. CARAFANO:  I think the honest answer is you’re not.  I mean, absent some 

kind of giant military problem, people are not going to be fixated on this because people 
are concerned about economic issues. 

 
Now, the irony of that of course is when you poll what people are concerned 

about, again, national security, that always pulls very high.  It polls high among men.  It 



polls high among women.  It polls high among Democrats.  It polls high among 
conservatives.  It polls high among Libertarians.  Everybody wants to live in a secure 
world, right, but generally they don’t know what that means, and unless there’s an 
imminent crisis upon them, they don’t feel necessary that they have to pontificate out on 
that. 

 
So I think absent some kind of, you know, crisis or something, this is not going to 

be a big issue in the election, and I just think that’s normal.  That’s the way Americans 
are. 

 
Q:  But does that mean that, de facto, there are going to be deeper defense cuts? 
 
MR. CARAFANO:  I think the next two years are muddling through.  I mean, you 

know, Michael has already said, I mean, we can’t really argue about defense cuts because 
they’re already on the books and they’re going to happen, right?  And then we’ll have to 
see whether there’s a sequestration or not and whether there’s more piled on there or they 
come up with some kind of deal to put more cuts on there.   

 
But, I mean, the reality is we’re already going through defense cuts, so it’s not 

actually something that, you know, we can debate.  I mean, the horse has definitely left 
the barn here.  The question is, is what’s the consequences of that?  Is it the right decision 
and, you know, what are people going to do about it after the next election? 

 
MR. PREBLE:  Do we have time for – OK, just very quickly. 
 
MR. MURDOCK:   You’ll have the last word for the panel. 
 
MR. PREBLE:  OK, thanks.  This is just a very quick point. 
 
In terms of honesty – Colin, you understand this, and Jim talks about defense cuts 

– I think in the interest of honesty and talking to people outside of the beltway who don’t 
understand baseline budgeting, the budget in 2011 for the military was larger than 2010, 
which was larger than 2009.  Today, in inflation-adjusted dollars, we spend more on 
national security than at any time since the end of World War II.  Those are facts.  

 
Now, so when you talk about cuts to military spending, when you talk about 

projected cuts to military spending, be very clear about what that means.  Are you cutting 
in the way that most people outside the Beltway understand, which is year X is less than 
year X plus 1?  Or, no – did I get that right?  You know what I mean.  You know what I 
mean, right?  (Laughter.)   

 
MR. :  We’re with you, man. 
 
MR. PREBLE:  Do you understand me?  So just in terms of honesty, when we 

talk about cuts, I think that’s something we need to put on the table. 
 



MR. MURDOCK:  All right, if you’ll join me in thanking the panel for a very 
stimulating beginning.  (Applause.)   

 
(END) 


