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Preface

his book is intended to help fill a void in the literature while making a contri-

bution to public awareness. Most books on national security affairs focus on
substantive issues, such as nuclear proliferation, arguing in favor of one policy or
another. This book addresses something more basic: how to conduct policy analy-
sis in the field of national security, including foreign policy and defense strat-
egy. It illuminates how key methods of analysis can be employed, by experts and
nonexperts, to focus widely, address small details, or do both at the same time.
To my knowledge, there is no other book quite like it.

This is not a recipe book for measuring and calculating or for otherwise employing
techniques and procedures. Along the way, it covers these facets of policy analysis, but
it is not mainly about them. Instead, it is a philosophical and conceptual book for
helping people think deeply, clearly, and insightfully about complex policy issues. It
is anchored in the premise that knowing how to think enhances the odds of reaching
sound judgments. Thus, it is a thinking person’s book because thinking is the well-
spring of good policy analysis. While this book is written to be reader-friendly,
it aspires to in-depth scholarship. It takes its subject and its readers seriously by
endeavoring to put forth material that captures the full richness of policy analysis in
this important field.

Ifthis book has to be placed on the political spectrum, it should be seen at the bipar-
tisan center of opinion. As such, it will provide little ammunition to those who portray
the debate over national security policy and defense strategy as a polarized clash between
competing ideologies: between liberals and conservatives, or between idealists and
realists. This book reflects the viewpoint that the best policies normally come from
efforts to synthesize competing camps by drawing upon the best from each of them
and by combining them to forge a sensible whole. Its pages offer new-era methods for
pursuing visionary goals in ways that are coherent, balanced, effective, and efficient.
These are the hallmarks of policies that can actually achieve their aims rather than dis-
solve into failure.

To a degree, this book reflects my personal experience: over three decades in the
national security field, principally at the Department of Defense and RAND, and as an
adjunct professor of international affairs at two major universities. Along the way, I have
written many studies, published books and articles, advised senior officials of six ad-
ministrations, supervised analytical staffs, participated in policy reviews, directed major
research projects, helped create new strategic concepts, and taught hundreds of graduate
students and government employees.

From this experience, I have come away with three conclusions. The first is that
the U.S. Government will continue to face many difficult decisions in the national
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security arena because the future is hard to see, and the consequences of alternative
policies are hard to predict. Second, systematic analysis can help improve the quality
of these decisions—sometimes only marginally, but sometimes hugely. In particular,
it can help the Government think clearly at times of uncertainty and during noisy de-
bates about policy and strategy. But it can do so only if it responds to the changing times
and if its diverse analytical methods are used together. Third, there has long been a cry-
ing need for a book of this sort. Virtually all academic disciplines have many books on
analytical methods, but national security policy does not. Time and again, a forward-
looking, multidiscipline book on methods could have helped to educate practitioners
and contribute to important policy studies.

This book is written in the hope that it will result in better trained people, sounder
analyses, and wiser policies. The Cold War generation has, by now, the benefit of
years in this field, but a new generation of young Americans is arriving that lacks such
experience. They will need all the help they can get. Perhaps this book can help them.

Three or four decades ago, this field was the subject of considerable intellectual
ferment and publishing, but this has not been the case since the 1970s. Perhaps the rea-
son was a general feeling that enough had already been said about analytical methods
for the Cold War. But the Cold War has passed into history, and an entirely new era has
arrived that will demand analytical methods of its own, many of them different from
those of the past. If this book helps trigger interest in others to write books on this topic,
so much the better.

I am grateful for the support provided by Hans Binnendijk and the Center for
Technology and National Security Policy at the National Defense University. I want
to thank Paul K. Davis, Christopher Lamb, and Stuart Johnson for helpful reviews
of the entire book, and others for comments on various aspects of it. I want to thank
Teresa Lawson for her superb editing. I also want to thank National Defense University
Press for its help in bringing this book to publication. My wife, Sharon Stapleton, has my
gratitude both for technical help and for her support throughout. I am hugely indebted
to the many government professionals, scholars, and students who have helped
sharpen my thinking in countless ways over the years. William Kaufmann and Robert
Komer deserve special mention because they were mentors early in my career, when
help was especially needed. I extend my thanks to them and to everybody else. I remain
solely responsible for this book’s contents.

- Richard L. Kugler
Washington, DC
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Chapter 1

Why This Book is Necessary

In November 2004, President George W. Bush was reelected, defeating his Demo-
cratic rival, Senator John E Kerry. In sharp contrast to the three previous campaigns
since 1992, which focused on domestic policy, the 2004 campaign focused on na-
tional security affairs. Future Presidential campaigns are likely to do the same, and in
the years between elections, national security will be a daily preoccupation of the U.S.
Government and a constant concern of citizens everywhere.

In today’s world, the challenges facing U.S. national policy are truly daunting
because so much is demanded and expected. Success is essential, and mistakes can be
fatal. Because the United States is a global superpower acting in a world that is often
dangerous, it needs sound national security policies. But how will it know when its
policies are sound? It cannot risk failure by trying them out in order to see whether they
work. It must figure out beforehand, as much as possible, whether its policies are wise
and likely to succeed. This is the role of policy analysis.

U.S. national security policy is the subject of voluminous books, journal articles,
and newspaper columns. Surprisingly, however, few recent publications address how
policy analysis in this field is best carried out. There is even less material on the meth-
odologies that can be used during a policy analysis to evaluate the important choices
facing the United States and other countries. This book takes a step toward remedying
that deficiency. In providing guidance on how to perform policy analysis today, this book
identifies a spectrum of relevant analytical methods from three different academic dis-
ciplines: strategic evaluation, systems analysis, and operations research. It portrays their
key features, assets, and liabilities in some depth so that readers, from college students
to professionals, can become aware of the large menu of analytical tools available and
how these tools can be used. Its purpose thus is educational, rather than to advocate
any particular method, much less to endorse specific policies.

The Importance of Policy Analysis

The U.S.-led invasion of Iraq in early 2003 cast a spotlight on the importance of
policy analysis because forging a strategy for it illuminated the demanding intellectual
challenges of national security policy. The invasion was an assertive exercise in strategic
conduct: the United States, acting in the face of great complexity, was trying to gain con-
trol over a deteriorating situation in the Middle East. This demanded use of analytical
tools to craft a complex strategy for the invasion, for the diplomacy that preceded it,
and for the continuing presence that followed it, as well as for an accompanying long-
term effort to bring democracy and peace to the Middle East.

Because the United States sought to mold events rather than merely react to them,
most aspects of its demanding strategy had to be devised before the main actions got
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under way. Although considerable analytical effort was devoted to developing this strat-
egy and its multiple components, decisions had to be made in the face of considerable
uncertainty. Once taken, they set irreversibly into motion a widespread chain reaction
that the United States could only partly control. The United States thus entered the crisis
both empowered and constrained by its strategy. It knew that it stood a good chance of
succeeding if it had calculated correctly, but that it might face trouble if it had judged
incorrectly.

The military phase of the invasion was swift and successful. Afterward, however,
troubles arose during the continued U.S. presence in Iraq owing not only to insurgent
opposition, but also to the serious political, economic, and social problems existing
there, all of which posed tough obstacles to the installation of democracy. The United
States found itself making frequent adjustments to its strategy, often shifting directions
in response to the sheer dynamism and difficulty of the situation, while spending more
time, blood, and treasure than originally anticipated.

Events as difficult and controversial as the invasion of Iraq may not be common
in the years ahead, but there will nevertheless be a continuing need for complex, prear-
ranged strategies in peace, crisis, and war. Such strategies will need to be formed with-
out the convenient certitudes of the Cold War. Uncertainty about many things will often
be a dominant theme, and the situation abroad will seldom make the best policy and
strategy obvious. Thus, the United States will need to make tough strategic choices, and
it will find itself the beneficiary or victim of its own thinking and planning, much of
which will need to be done beforehand in the face of fluidity and confusion, or during
difficult involvements that resist easy solutions.

The need to get such thinking right is a core reason why policy analysis is so
important in the early 21* century. No amount of analysis can wipe away uncertainty,
nor can analysis prevent controversy about policy choices or alter the reality that
hindsight will always be better than foresight. But policy analysis can help the U.S.
Government make the wisest and most effective national security decisions possible.
This is its promise and its potential.

Purposes of this Book

In today’s globalizing world of accelerating change and mounting complexity, the
United States is compelled to think and react faster than ever before and to take actions
that rapidly have far-reaching consequences. It often faces great pressure to commit itself
quickly to a course of action in situations where the room for trial and error is rapidly
narrowing. As a result, its need for sophisticated policy analysis in national security affairs
is growing, yet awareness of how to practice this demanding art and science at high
levels of government and for big-time policies is not widespread. Few universities teach
the subject in-depth. Many government officials wish they knew more about it, but the
experienced practitioners of the Cold War generation are headed toward retirement. Years
ago, literature on the subject was published, but it is now old, rusty, and covered with
barnacles. There is also another cause for concern. When U.S. national security policy is
criticized today, the common reason is not that its values and visions are lacking, but that
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its analyses are flawed and its actions are unwise. The U.S. Government may do a better
job of evaluating its policies and strategies than most other governments, but it could
undoubtedly do better.

This book is written in the hope of helping improve upon today’s situation and
filling a cavernous gap in the professional literature. It provides an appraisal of meth-
ods that can be employed to analyze issues ranging from the lofty abstractions of na-
tional security policy and strategy to the concrete specifics of plans, programs, and
budgets. It is not a book on theoretical methods in the abstract, but rather a book on
applied methods: real-world tools for studying contemporary policy issues and op-
tions and helping to resolve debates about them. It suggests ways to make policy analy-
ses not only insightful but relevant as well. It is written for anybody who wants to learn
about this important field, including youngsters and graybeards.

Why does this book focus on something as forbidding-sounding as analytical
methods? The answer goes beyond the fact that these methods are not as forbid-
ding as they sound. A good national security study advances not just conclusions and
recommendations, but also the reasons for them. But where do these reasons come
from, and why are they valid? Often they are generated by methodologies, which are
intellectual engines for thinking in orderly, productive, and creative ways. The bet-
ter the methodology and its associated thought-tools, the better the ideas flowing
from a study will be. Mastering methodology means acquiring powerful tools for
preparing sound and influential analyses.

The business of forging national security policy has two main components: first,
determining how the United States should use its powers abroad to pursue its goals,
and second, determining how the United States should spend money in order to build
its military posture, defense strategy, and other related assets. Both of these compo-
nents and their interrelationships are addressed in this book. It thus touches upon
many important issues that are constantly being debated at high levels within the U.S.
Government as well as on the front pages of newspapers, among them:

m How can the United States best create a national security strategy to guide its
conduct in world affairs in the coming years?

m How can it best blend its political diplomacy, military power, and foreign
economic policies to carry out this national security strategy?

m How can it craft policies for encouraging reform of its alliances in Europe
and Asia?

m What are its best policies for dealing with Russia and China, and for handling
tyrants and terrorists in the Middle East and elsewhere?

m How can it promote economic progress and democracy in poor regions?

m How canitshape its military posture to carry out national defense strategy most
effectively?

m How should it transform its military forces for the information age?
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m How can it reorganize its ground forces to prepare them for joint expedition-
ary warfare?

m How can it afford the expensive but necessary procurement effort required to
modernize its air and naval forces?

m How can it determine its priorities for national missile defense?
m How can it design an overseas military presence for the future?

m How can it best develop plans for conducting military interventions in distant
crisis spots?

As the book describes these issues, it puts forth ideas for new policies from time
to time. But its agenda is not to recast U.S. foreign policy and defense strategy in some
particular way. Instead, its focus on methods provides something more enduring: in-
sights on how to analyze these questions, how to forge sensible answers to them, and
how to evaluate policy options for responding to them. It offers a set of tools that
can be used to analyze a wide range of issues, including those that lie in the distant and
indistinct future.

Policy analysis and its methods are aids to wise judgment, not a replacement for it.
They are only as good as the people who use them and the information given to them.
Because world politics and military affairs are changing rapidly, policy analysis and its
methods must change as well. They will need to grapple with the issues ahead, not merely
perpetuate the practices of the past. The task of determining how to make these changes
makes this field interesting and exciting.

Three Methods for Multidisciplinary Analysis

This book surveys three categories of methods for national security analysis: strategic
evaluation, systems analysis, and operations research. Arrayed across a wide spectrum
of purposes and degrees of formality, these methods are equipped with differing
conceptual lenses, research languages, and analytical models.

Strategic evaluation uses political analysis to identify policies that can achieve national
goals. Strategic evaluation methods are commonly used by political analysts to appraise
basic choices facing U.S. foreign policy and national security strategy. An example is an
analysis of how the United States might best forge an overall global national security
strategy aimed at reforming its democratic alliances for new security missions, preserv-
ing stable relations with Russia and China, containing new threats in the greater Middle
East, and promoting progress in Latin America.

Systems analysis uses economic analysis to show how policies can be translated
into plans and programs. Systems analysis methods are commonly used by managers,
economists, and others to address macroeconomic choices in the formation of defense
plans and programs. An example is how the United States might best pursue the trans-
formation of its military forces in order to modernize its air forces while making its
ground forces more mobile and agile.



WHY THIS BOOK IS NECESSARY 5

Operations research uses mathematical analysis to derive, from plans and programs,
specific implementation steps and resource allocation priorities. Operations research
methods are commonly used by mathematicians and others to examine defense resource
allocation issues when details about cost and performance are critical. An example
is how the United States could best deploy limited ballistic missile defenses through a
combination of midcourse interceptors and boost-phase interceptors.

This book describes a family of subordinate analytical methods in each category.
It portrays their contents, discusses where they can be applied effectively, identifies
their assets and limits, and shows how they can be used by experts and nonexperts
alike. This book thereby offers readers an opportunity to become familiar with the
tools of this important discipline, both individually and as a whole. It is intended
to be the kind of book that professionals choose to keep handy, but it also offers an
opportunity for the general reader to learn about these analytical methods and the
modern-day policy issues that they confront.

As the book shows, these three methods are not completely different disciplines.
Rather, they often overlap in important ways, and they share many things in common.
It can sometimes be difficult to specify where strategic evaluation leaves off and systems
analysis begins, or where systems analysis becomes an exercise in operations research.
In fact, some of the best studies in national security policy employ elements of all three
methods. Even so, the methods are sufficiently distinct in their core perspectives and
techniques to justify viewing them separately. The act of seeing them as separate and dis-
tinct is a good way to begin learning about them, to appreciate their individual strengths
and limits, and to grasp how they can be blended together when the situation warrants.

The days are gone in which foreign policy, defense strategy, military forces, technolo-
gies, and budgets could be treated as separate domains. In order to bring them together
to form a composite whole, multidisciplinary analysis is needed. Therefore, in addition
to urging reform of these three methods individually, this book argues that, rather than
viewing them as separate disciplines to be applied to separate problems, they now must
be fused so that they can collaborate to address the complex policy challenges ahead.

The idea of such integrated thinking and analysis is not new, but it has mostly been
neglected. Too often, the consequence has been stovepiped analysis and fragmented policy
responses. By bringing these three methods together where they can be seen in relation
to each other, this book is intended to help readers see how to use them together.

The Role of Policy Analysis and Its Methods

This book reflects the premise that systematic policy analysis truly matters in the
real world of government decisionmaking. National security policies can seldom be ex-
plained solely in terms of rational calculations; many other factors enter the equation,
including a country’s geopolitical setting, its resources, and its internal politics. Yet within
this framework, the U.S. Government and other countries normally try to weigh ratio-
nally the policy alternatives open to them and to select the options that will best advance
national interests and goals. Policy analyses can and often do play influential roles in
the decisionmaking process, which can be improved by subjecting alternative options
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to inquiry about their aims and expectations. Participants in the process spend much
time analyzing key issues and options, and in their debates, the winners often are those
who marshal the most convincing arguments. For all these reasons, careful attention to
how policy analysis is best conducted makes sense.

The purpose of analytical methods is to improve the quality of policy analysis. To
some, the term analytical methods suggests forbidding scientific tools usable only by
the cognoscenti. To others, it means a frivolous academic exercise in arcane rituals that
has no relevance in the real world. These impressions are understandable, but they are
wrong. When the man in the street thinks about government policies, he employs a
methodology of some sort—that is, a pattern of thinking intended to bring order to the
subject. Whether simple or complex, methodologies are cut from the same cloth. They
are neither arcane nor unapproachable. Indeed, they can be learned with modest effort,
and they can be applied by people who have a solid grasp of the policy issues at hand,
even if they are not steeped in the philosophy of science.

Within the academic community, the study of national security affairs often takes
the form of empirical research aimed at developing theories regarding how nations and
other actors behave in this arena. Political scientists, for example, are often preoccupied
by such issues as whether an old-era alliance tends to fall apart when a new era dissolves
the threats that formerly menaced it. Another prominent question is whether multipolar
international systems eventually become bipolar and do so in ways that explode into war.
Empirical-minded economists address such issues as whether, and how, the emergence
of a hotly competitive world economy can bring prosperity to poor regions and thereby
enhance chances for peace. In both disciplines, scholars hope that their research will not
only help build theories of international politics and economics, but also prove relevant to
government policymaking by answering questions of critical importance. The policy advice
that they offer tends to be general, not specific. The analytical methods employed by them
are intended to facilitate their kind of research, and properly so.!

Such empirical research can be both relevant and immensely helpful. Indeed, such
research can be a key input to policy analysis by defining the strategic situation facing the
United States. The U.S. Intelligence Community engages in considerable research of this
kind when it produces estimates of trends abroad.

Yet empirical research is different from policy analysis, which aspires to help guide
specific choices about concrete policies. Not surprisingly, the methods of policy analysis
differ appreciably from those of empirical scholarship. Whereas the latter are designed
to investigate cause-and-effect relationships between variables, the methods of policy
analysis are designed to weigh the relationship between actions and consequences, as
well as the comparative values of alternative policy options. Policy analysis often em-
ploys empirical scholarship to help sharpen its judgments, but its unique features make
it a wholly separate discipline unto itself. Books providing empirical analyses of national
security issues are common. So are books providing substantive evaluations of U.S.
policies. But a book on methods for policy analysis for national security is rare.

This book is unique for another reason. In public policy fields other than national
security, books on methods typically cover only one discipline. This book, by contrast,
discusses the analytical methods of three quite different disciplines. It thus offers broader
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coverage than usual. The three methods discussed here—strategic evaluation, systems
analysis with economic models of choice, and mathematical operations research—come
from different disciplines, but they are complementary. They allow the analyst to fo-
cus widely or narrowly, to measure just as precisely as necessary, and to present find-
ings and conclusions with appropriate degrees of formality. Within their domains,
each offers multiple techniques that can be used for the study at hand. Together, these
methods cover the full spectrum of how most policy analyses are conducted.

Knowledge of these methods can help seasoned professionals as well as aspiring
beginners to perform better. Many practitioners have received little, if any, formal training
in the methods of policy analysis. Even most of those who have received training were
educated in only one discipline; most people from the fields of political science, managerial
economics, or operations research tend to know only the methods of their own field,
not those of the others. Knowing the methods of all three disciplines greatly expands
the range of issues that analysts can address and strengthens their capacity to probe
deeply. These are key skills in this field, and they also are keys to forging sound policies.

Why Thinking in Multidisciplinary Terms Makes Sense

U.S. Government agencies that handle national security affairs unquestionably face a
compelling need for multidisciplinary analyses and for trained people capable of perform-
ing such analyses. Owing to globalization and other dynamics, the time has long gone
when national security issues could be broken into separate bailiwicks—political, eco-
nomic, military, or budgetary—and their work parceled out to stovepiped bureaucracies
that seldom deal with one another, much less collaborate together. In today’s world of
overlapping policies, such isolation and lack of integrated analysis are a ticket to failure.
Many policy issues start out as political and strategic, but once their broad parameters are
established, they become managerial and economic. Thereafter they become budgetary,
technical, and quantitative. This three-stage evolution cannot be successfully guided if
separate bureaucracies, each trained in handling only one stage, lack the skills to coor-
dinate the transition from that stage to the next. The result too often is strategic policies
of one sort, economic and managerial policies of a different sort, and budgetary policies
of yet another sort. As a result, the U.S. Government may wind up committing major
resources to a strategic problem and yet not achieve its goals because the three stages of
its policy operate in separate domains toward inconsistent purposes.’

For similar reasons, think tanks and consulting firms in national security need cross-
disciplinary talents. Inside the Beltway, organizations perform political-strategic analysis,
or economic and managerial analysis, or mathematical operations research, but only a
small number of firms aspire to perform all three functions skillfully. The resulting lack
of intellectual cross-fertilization weakens the quality of analytical advice flowing into the
government, leaving it with fragmented views of policy issues.

Even within the establishments that do perform all three functions—RAND is one
example—practical problems arise in forming multidiscipline teams. Such teams are
often composed of people who each grasp only one discipline or another and thus have
not learned how to work together effectively in collaborative ways. Corporate financial
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flows can also make it hard to keep talented staffs in all three areas. Such firms draw
most of their money from external sponsorship of research projects, often by the Depart-
ment of Defense (DOD). In any single year, these projects typically ebb and flow in re-
sponse to ongoing policy debates and the need for timely analyses of them. In one year,
ample money can be available for strategic evaluations, but not for economic analysis
or operations research. The next year, funds for strategic evaluations may dry up, while
funds for economic analysis and operations research surge. It can be hard to keep tal-
ented people employed when their talents are not in immediate demand. The result can
be fast staff turnover, damaging the firm’s continuity and analytical resources. The solu-
tion is to employ analysts who can move skillfully from one intellectual discipline to the
next, but such people are rare. For practical business reasons, training them makes sense.

Making Use of This Book in an Era of Change

This book responds to the growing need for multidisciplinary talent in national
security affairs. While it does not cover all analytical methodologies worth addressing,
it does cover a robust spectrum of those that are relevant and potent. It is written for a
professional audience, but its contents are intended to be understood by graduate students,
undergraduates, and the interested citizen.

The next chapter provides a brief overview of policy analysis and its methods. The
main part of the book is then organized into three major sections. The first examines how
strategic evaluation methods can be used to analyze issues and options facing U.S. national
security policy and strategy. The second addresses how the methods of systems analysis can
be used to address defense plans and programs. The third and final main section examines
the methods of operations research and how they can be used to address defense resource
allocation issues. Each section has some chapters that explain the relevant method as a
stand-alone technique, while others are decidedly multidisciplinary, showing how all
three methods can be blended and used to illuminate the issues and options. The book
concludes with a chapter that sketches ideas for how the teaching and practice of policy
analysis can be strengthened within the academic community and the U.S. Government.

Together, the book’s chapters address both foreign policy and defense strategy, show-
ing how analytical methods can be used in both domains. Some chapters examine the
theory of the three analytical methods under discussion, and others show how these
methods can be applied to examine key trends, issues, and options in multiple arenas of
contemporary U.S. national security policy. Some chapters contain ideas for new policies,
strategies, and programs; these appear not as an exercise in advocacy, but rather to help
illuminate the choices, priorities, and uses of analysis ahead.

A dominant theme underlies and animates all of this book’s pages. Although many
analytical methods from the past will remain relevant, the winds of change are blowing
over this profession as well as over U.S. national security policy as a whole. If the United
States is to remain secure in a future of great dangers and opportunities, knowledge and
wisdom are required because physical resources alone will not be enough. New forms of
analysis and new methods are needed. The analytical profession must rise to this challenge.
Without pretending to exhaust the subject, this book tries to outline both old and new
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methods. In calling for new methods, it does not throw out the baby with the bathwater.
In many cases, the basic foundations of old methods should be preserved, but in or-
der to update them, they should be configured with new superstructures of concepts,
thought-tools, and measuring sticks. To the extent this book succeeds in articulating
an agenda of change while educating readers, it will have served its purpose.

Notes

! See Stephen Van Evera, Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press,
1997). For analysis of contemporary debates, see Fareed Zakaria, ed., Foreign Affairs Agenda: The New Shape of
World Politics (New York: Foreign Affairs Books/Norton, 1997). See also Robert O. Keohane, ed., Neorealism and
Its Critics (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986). For a recent theoretical effort, see John J. Mearsheimer,
The Tragedy of Great Power Politics (New York: W.W. Norton, 2001).

2 For analysis of the need for interdepartmental coordination in national security affairs, see Stephen J. Flanagan,
Ellen L. Frost, and Richard L. Kugler, Challenges of the Global Century: Report of the Project on Globalization
(Washington, DC: National Defense University Press, 2001). See also The National Security Strategy of the United
States of America (Washington, DC: The White House, 2002).



Chapter 2
Policy Analysis and Methodology:
A Necessary Discipline for the Future

E xactly what is the discipline of policy analysis, and how do its methodologies con-
tribute to its products? To answer these questions, this chapter begins by discuss-
ing how the strategic setting of today’s world shapes the agenda facing policy analy-
sis. Then, it examines the essence of policy analysis in national security affairs, as well
as its uses and abuses. Finally, it discusses the methods of strategic evaluation, systems
analysis, and operations research, including their features and contributions.

The Strategic Setting

A century ago, most Americans would have dismissed the notion that their country
needed a vigorous national security policy in order to assert control of events far
beyond its borders. Although President Theodore Roosevelt was trying to establish
the United States as a global power, his vision was not widely shared. Most of his coun-
trymen accepted George Washington’s admonition that the country should stand aloof
from foreign entanglements.

By the middle of the 20" century, most Americans had acquired a different view.
They accepted the need for a strong national security policy. The experiences of World
War [, World War I, and the early Cold War taught them to reject isolationism and to
recognize that their physical security, economic prosperity, and democratic freedoms were
vulnerable to events aboard. Still, however, they viewed national security in traditional
terms of protecting America’s shores and overseas commercial relationships and of help-
ing defend close allies in Europe and Asia. The general view defined national security
policy in terms of limited geographic zones beyond which the United States did not have
much at stake. The Middle East, South Asia, and Central Asia were seen as well beyond
America’s national interests and outside its strategic perimeter.

Another half-century later, the difference is profound: the United States still has
traditional interests, but beginning in the last two decades of the 20™ century, new inter-
ests appeared beyond the old strategic perimeter. Testimony to this staggering change is
the fact that U.S. forces recently invaded and are still present in Afghanistan, a country
once thought to be as remote from U.S. interests as any place in the world. Today, as the
United States pursues safety, prosperity, peace, and the spread of democratic values, it does
so in many new places. Efforts to set limits on U.S. strategic interests and involvements
have been rendered obsolete by world affairs, almost before the ink had dried.

Like it or not, the United States is now truly a global power. Its foreign policy and
diplomacy are carried out worldwide, and it has acquired national security stakes in mul-
tiple regions. Although some of these interests are less vital than others, many are now
deemed important enough for the United States to spend blood and treasure in their
defense. Distant places often involve derivative interests, that is, interests that may not

1



12 POLICY ANALYSIS IN NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS

themselves be vital but that are critical to prevent threats from arising to truly vital inter-
ests. For example, the United States had a vital interest in removing the Taliban regime
not because Afghanistan was vital, but because al Qaeda operatives there threatened the
U.S. homeland. Globalization has made such distant interests important, as it brings
the entire world closer together and washes away the illusion of distance. Because the
United States has become vulnerable to events in so many new places, it has little
choice but to be involved across a broad landscape. This profound transformation
in interests and involvement has greatly magnified the agenda for U.S. national se-
curity policy and strategy for the early 21 century. The United States must now carry
out a vast array of national security policies. All of them require not only physical re-
sources but also expert knowledge. This demand for knowledge drives today’s growing
need for sophisticated policy analysis in this arena. Simply stated, the agenda facing
policy analysis is larger, more complex, and more demanding than ever confronted before.

The Essence of Policy Analysis

A national security policy is an organized action or an integrated set of actions—
from making public declarations to waging war—intended to bring about favorable conse-
quences that will help achieve articulated national goals. Such goals can range from protect-
ing a country’s borders to conquering its enemies. Policy analysis is a concerted effort to
investigate the core properties of alternative policies. It can be conducted within the govern-
ment or outside it, by advocates or by critics who want to get new policies adopted. Good
policy analysis probes intently into policies: not only their goals and activities, but their
rationales and results as well.!

One of the most important functions of policy analysis is often to help identify
new goals to be pursued abroad or old goals that need fresh efforts. Policy analysis may
call attention to emerging threats and challenges to key U.S. goals or to opportunities
emerging in the near term, the midterm, or the distant future. Another main function of
policy analysis is to determine how key goals can be pursued in the most effective and
efficient manner possible. Policy analysis can compare alternative approaches and options,
and discern how they perform in relation to each other. It can help determine how new
technologies can be developed and applied to national purposes. It can be helpful in
determining how multiple programmatic efforts in different arenas can be blended
together to serve a common purpose. It can help monitor policies as they are being
implemented, provide midcourse guidance on how to correct them, and determine when
they should be terminated.

The Purpose of Policy Analysis

Policy analysis seeks answers to key questions, such as those outlined in table 2-1. A
serious policy analysis aimed at answering such questions takes time and labor. Its prepa-
ratory steps include surveying relevant literature and opinions, posing explicit questions,
gathering data and information, and mobilizing help from colleagues as well as other
sources. In the middle phase comes a focused process of investigation and reasoning that
employs analytical methods, including those described in this book, to produce insightful,
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Table 2-1. Key Questions in Policy Analysis

What goals does a particular policy seek to achieve, and why?

What activities will this policy carry out, what resources will it need, and what will they cost?

What are the reasons for believing that the policy’s proposed actions will attain its goals?

What are the potential consequences of this policy, intended and otherwise?

To what degree is the policy likely to be effective?

What will be its cost-effectiveness—the balance between resources expended and goals attained?

What is the risk that the policy will fail or even make the situation worse?

What are the risks that, even if it achieves its own aims, the policy will damage other goals in other
arenas, and perhaps do more harm than good?

All things considered, will this policy yield a satisfactory achievement of its goals at an
acceptable price?

How does it compare to other policy options that seek the same goals with different activities
and costs?

Would another policy be equally effective and cost less, or cost the same and achieve more?

If no clear winner emerges among several options, how can their tradeoffs be assessed?

On balance, which option makes best sense?

reliable results. At the end comes the effort to disseminate the results, which can
have a lengthy dynamic of its own.

Knowledge of the methods of the profession is not enough; the best policy analy-
sis cannot normally be carried out by “hired guns” not steeped in the substantive is-
sues at hand. Experts on the substantive issues, however, can profit hugely by practic-
ing this tradecraft. Especially when the policy issues are complex and demanding, the
techniques of policy analysis can be indispensable. Scholars in the academic com-
munity know that when they write and speak about national security policy choices,
their work is best prepared, and is best received, when it is anchored in systematic
analysis. For similar reasons, important national security studies in the government are
seldom simply tossed together; normally they are conducted as organized analyses.

Even when a good policy analysis has been produced and has identified a strong
option, senior officials must set their own priorities and must often consider matters
that go beyond the scope of the analysis. The President or Cabinet members, for exam-
ple, must fit a particular policy into the overall goals and priorities of the administration.
After a policy option has been embraced, it must then be implemented, a process that
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can be lengthy and complicated. A new departure in foreign policy might require pro-
longed activities by the State Department and overseas Embassies, including com-
plex negotiations with allies and adversaries. A new departure in defense policy might
require procurement of new forces, new weapons, new logistic support systems, and
new bases at home and abroad, an effort that could take years. Good policy analysis
thus is not synonymous with good decisions or with effective execution. However, it helps
set the stage for both.

Serious policy analysis in national security affairs first entered the U.S. Government
in the early 1960s, under Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara. Since then, it has ex-
perienced ups and downs. It is no longer viewed as a miracle worker, but its contribu-
tions are sought and welcomed. Multiple staffs in the Department of Defense—assigned
to the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, and the services—perform
studies and analyses full-time, as do similar staffs at the State Department, the intelli-
gence agencies, the National Security Council staff, and Congress. Outside the govern-
ment, many consulting firms provide analytical services for hire, and such think tanks
as the Brookings Institution and the Heritage Foundation publish a regular stream of
books and papers. This field of inquiry and its professional practices are not going away
any time soon. Indeed, in today’s topsy-turvy world, modern-day policy analysis is more
necessary than ever.

Policy analysis is both an art and a science. In contrast with scholarly inquiry, which
normally is empirical and aims to describe and explain phenomena and to contemplate
the future, policy analysis is normative and prescriptive. Unlike academic disciplines
that may prize their detachment from public affairs, policy analysis seeks engagement
and policy relevance. It evaluates the policy choices facing the United States, and it of-
ten recommends a course of action. Indeed, some of the best policy analyses have pro-
posed innovative strategic departures that break sharply from the status quo. But even
when innovation is being sought, good policy analysis is not an exercise in arm-waving
or one-sided advocacy. Instead, it is reasoned, disciplined, and fair to all sides. A policy
analysis may confirm the status quo, or modify it slightly, or overthrow it entirely, or urge
nothing at all. What matters is not what an analysis recommends, but the enlightenment
that it offers. Above all, it must be honest and objective in its treatment of issues and
options; these are characteristics it shares with good scholarship. Good analysis aims to
enhance understanding, not to replace the need for sensible instincts and reasoned deci-
sions by senior officials. While it may favor one policy, it should be explicit about its own
assumptions and biases, and it should acknowledge the conditions under which other
options might be better choices. When analysis embraces these virtues, it can be helpful in
guiding the selection and pursuit of national security policies.

Because of its quest for relevance, policy analysis is judged by a different standard
than academic research. The core purpose of scholarly research within the academic com-
munity is to contribute to the search for truth and to improve mankind'’s understanding
of the world. In its ethics, policy analysis shares this commitment to truth and enlighten-
ment. But in terms of its functional role, its ultimate purpose is to help the government
conduct its foreign policy more wisely and use its strategic power more effectively.

Few seasoned observers would question the proposition that in the United States,
policy analysis performs this function reasonably well, or at least better than in most
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other countries. Foreigners often remark how the U.S. Government has a much larger
analytical community at its disposal than do their governments. They believe that this
community makes a difference in the quality of U.S. policy, and they are right. In today’s
world, foreign policy and national security strategy are knowledge-based. More than
ever before, knowledge is essential for a country to use its physical resources effectively
abroad. Technology, money, and military power are not enough. Policy analysis, when
it does its job well, helps provide knowledge for using such resources to maximum ad-
vantage. This is the reason why so much emphasis is placed on policy analysis by the
United States today, and why foreign governments often wish that they had better analyti-
cal resources at their disposal. It is also the reason why policy analysis in the U.S. Gov-
ernment, and in other governments, needs to be strengthened. Good analysis does not
guarantee an effective policy any more than it guarantees peace. But it can improve the
odds for success. It can help ensure that if a country goes to war, for example, it does so
for good reasons, with good prospects for success.

Policy analysis is often thought to be applicable mainly in defense affairs and mili-
tary strategy. Defense issues do tend to provide the combination of concrete technologies,
specific goals, and measurable results that lend themselves to investigation and assess-
ment. Policy analysis, however, can also be applied to issues that lie mainly in the political
realm, including such important foreign policy areas as big-power diplomacy, regional
security affairs, alliance reform, global economics, and crisis management. Many such
political issues present the basic ingredients—goals, actions, and consequences—that
are amenable to careful policy analysis. Although these ingredients may be harder to de-
fine and measure than in the defense realm, they can still be subjected to scrutiny that
is rigorous enough to distinguish good ideas from bad. Indeed, contemporary U.S. for-
eign policy might benefit if it were subjected more often to the kinds of searching inquiry
that has been the norm in the defense arena.

Policy analysis can come in different forms. In its simplest form, a policy analysis
can investigate the properties of a single option, probing into it as deeply as the situa-
tion merits. In doing so, it might accept that option’s main features at face value and
examine its performance as a whole, or it might probe deeper by examining that op-
tion’s internal components and subcomponents, questioning whether each of them
makes sense on its own merits and whether a better internal mix can be found. When
an analysis probes this deeply, it becomes a program evaluation: an effort to determine
how the parts of an option can best be assembled. Normally, however, policy analysis
focuses on a single option and its program components only after that option has already
been adopted and thus the thorny details of implementation must be decided.

When the issue is whether to adopt a particular option at all, most policy analyses
are comparative; they compare and contrast a menu of options, searching for the best
candidate. An analysis might assess the performance of an existing policy, examine
a single new candidate to replace it, and compare the results. Or it might compare and
contrast a bigger set of alternative options, perhaps three, five, or even more. It can ex-
amine how these options achieve a single goal, or how they achieve several goals. It
might focus on multiple goals, develop a separate policy for each of them, and assess
how these separate policies could be blended together to make a coherent whole. It might
then assess how to coordinate and synchronize the execution of these policies. When it
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gets this ambitious, policy analysis becomes an exercise in strategy development. The
most comprehensive policy analyses are those that perform both strategy development
and program evaluation. These are rare but often pathbreaking. Regardless of its focus,
a policy analysis needs intellectual tools applied in systematic ways so that it produces
credible results.

Uses and Abuses of Policy Analysis

Policy analysis sometimes gives rise to bad policies. During the 1960s, the decision to
enter the unwinnable Vietnam War with a bad strategy and the efforts to wage it for several
frustrating years, with little progress toward victory or peace, were reinforced by a torrent of
policy analyses that, in retrospect, seem wrongheaded. In the eyes of critics, the Vietham
War shows that even well-trained policy analysts and strategic thinkers can err badly when
they wear blinders and that an entire government can fall victim to “group-think.” At its
worst, policy analysis can be little more than a rationalization for preordained assump-
tions without examination of their validity or whether other ideas are better. Such policy
analysis cannot turn mush into pudding. If analysts’ heads are filled with wrong ideas to
which they stubbornly cling in the face of contrary evidence, their work is likely to say un-
wise things even if they employ a sophisticated methodology. But if the analyst has sound
ideas from the onset and uses sound analytical methods to help refine them, the resulting
work is likely to say wise and helpful things. The Vietnam experience was an aberration,
not the norm. It occurred not only because flawed analyses were put forth, but also because
senior officials chose to discount better analyses that also were in abundance at the time.

Policy analysis can also be a malign tool in the hands of hucksters and con men who
use it to obscure the truth rather than to reveal it. A saving grace is that, unlike other sales
pitches, the arguments of such an analysis are often sufficiently visible that they can be
scrutinized. Analysis should be anchored in ethics that begin with the honorable inten-
tions of those practicing it. Analysis should not be viewed as a way of turning big deci-
sions over to technocrats. Policy analysis works best when its results are placed in the
hands of policymakers who have an independent capacity to sort out the good, the bad,
and the ugly. It works best when it is embedded in the pluralist practices of democracy,
where there is a competitive marketplace for ideas, plus plenty of people able to ferret
out flawed or phony arguments.

Policy analysis thus does not always lead to the correct answers, and even when its
intentions are pure, it cannot guarantee results or be sure of rising above normal hu-
man frailties. But when it is done well and the surrounding political conditions are
right, it can be a powerful tool for good. A famous example is the U.S. Government's
efforts to improve the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)-Warsaw Pact
military balance during the Cold War. During the early 1960s, the U.S.-NATO military
strategy in Central Europe was one of “massive retaliation,” which called for a whole-
sale nuclear response in the face of a Soviet attack, nuclear or nonnuclear.” Inside and
outside the government, activists used thorough analysis to question this risky strategy
and to make the case for a different strategy—that of flexible response backed up by a
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strong conventional defense.> The debate that they triggered was ferocious on both sides
of the Atlantic, but ultimately their view prevailed.

When the new strategy was adopted in 1967, many people questioned whether
NATO could muster the resources to build a conventional posture that could not be
swept easily from the battlefield by the Warsaw Pact. Analysts examined the widely ac-
cepted assumption of Warsaw Pact force superiority. They used their craft to show that
NATO was stronger than commonly believed and that it could achieve a viable defense
simply by doing a better job with the resources at its disposal. This realization gave rise
to a succession of NATO force improvement efforts during the 1970s and 1980s, guided
by analyses that addressed the programmatic aspects of building better forces and devis-
ing a more agile battlefield strategy. By the time the Cold War ended in the late 1980s,
NATO was pursuing a position of near equality or better in the conventional force bal-
ance, a development that may well have played a role in the Soviet Union’s decision to
end the contest and withdraw its military forces from Eastern Europe. This succession of
wise strategic decisions unquestionably owed a great deal to policy analysis that acted
as a powerful engine of reform and renewal.*

Insightful analyses of national security policies will continue to be needed far
into the future. Only a few years ago, it was claimed that this field was going out of
business because “history had ended” and the human race was headed toward an en-
during era of peace. Events since then have shown that, even with the emergence of a
larger democratic community, the world is still a dangerous and violent place. Boiling
chaos stretches along the vast southern arc from the Balkans and Caucasus, through the
greater Middle East and Persian Gulf, to the East Asian littoral. There and elsewhere,
new threats menace not only the overseas interests of the United States, but even its
homeland, as well as the safety of close allies. History has not come to an end; for this
discipline, the demands are greater then ever before.

Globalization, along with other dynamics, is reshaping how national security studies
are defined and conducted. U.S. interests are extending into unfamiliar new places, and the
world itself is drawing closer together as the flow of information, trade, and technology
accelerates. Regions that once seemed separated by time and space are becoming more en-
meshed, to the point where a financial crisis in Thailand can trigger a worldwide economic
slowdown, or a country as isolated as Afghanistan can become a launching pad for global
terrorism. U.S. national security policy, which earlier had focused on regions as separate
entities, must now think in global terms, seeing the world as a whole as well as its compo-
nent parts. It also must think in functional terms, responding to emerging transnational
dynamics such as terrorists, tyrants, the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD),
and cross-regional alliances based on ideology or geopolitics. The era is ending when mili-
tary, diplomatic, and economic policies could operate in their own domains, largely apart
from one another. In the information age, plans for military activities will need to take
into account their political impact. Diplomacy will need to address security management
and economic integration. All of these trends add up to a challenging future for national
security policy studies.

What types of people will be needed to perform future policy analyses, blending the
old and the new? This tradecraft does not require a genius intellect, but rather a working
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knowledge of changes in the world and in the national security field. As in the past, it will
require a capacity to think boldly and systematically, a searching eye that sees both the big
picture and its details, a willingness to be reflective about one’s own assumptions, and a
talent for assessing the relationship between means and ends. When analysis is guided by
these characteristics, it can produce valuable insights. When it is received by political lead-
ers willing to act upon its messages, it can have considerable influence.

A Spectrum of Methods: Telescopes and Microscopes

Policy analysis involves dissection and integration: tearing a policy apart in order to
see its component parts and then putting them back together to see how they add up.
Analytical methods can help make this task easier. This book surveys three major catego-
ries of methods. They come from three different academic disciplines—political science,
managerial economics, and operations research—each of which has unique ways of
pursuing its craft. While all of these methods are applicable to analyzing U.S. national
security policies—the main focus here—they also can be employed to analyze policies
for other governments, multinational institutions, or transnational actors.

Policy analyses range across a wide spectrum, from those that cover very broad
issues and require sweeping strategic appraisals to those that are narrow and mandate
tightly circumscribed appraisals. Some analyses are like a wide-angle telescopic lens
aimed at seeing a big picture, some like a microscope aimed at revealing otherwise
invisible things, and others a bit of both. Regardless of its scope, any policy analysis
requires a methodology so it can be conducted in a disciplined, thorough manner to
maximize its value.

The term analytical methods is often misinterpreted to mean scientific techniques
for gathering and interpreting data. But methodology is far more than this narrow
function. For example, Einstein said that he relied on “thought experiments” (gedan-
kenexperimenten), not laboratory testing, to create his theory of relativity.” Creative and
disciplined thinking, not measuring, was the heart of his methodology for theoretical
physics. Such thinking is, similarly, at the heart of policy analysis. Data measurement
and appraisal can matter, but policy analysis is more than simply assembling infor-
mation in the hope that it will produce sound conclusions. The most important role
of analytical methods is to help people conceptualize better, assess issues and options
better, and produce better advice.

The idea that conceptual thinking plays a big role in research—sometimes bigger than
the examination of data—will come as no surprise to those familiar with the philosophy
of science. Textbooks in this field commonly stress the importance of the human mind
in determining how reality is perceived and knowledge is built. History bears out this
judgment. In the 1960s, Thomas Kuhn's widely discussed book, The Structure of Scien-
tific Revolutions, distinguished between “normal science” and “revolutionary science.”
Kuhn acknowledged that normal science—the act of building upon existing theo-
ries—typically unfolds through a patient, laborious process of gathering and arranging



POLICY ANALYSIS AND METHODOLOGY 19

data. But, he asserted, revolutionary science—the act of creating entirely new theories and
paradigms—is typically a product of original conceptual thinking.®

At the time, Kuhn's argument was controversial. Indeed, it rocked to its foundations
logical positivism, the school of thought that emphasizes theory-building through
empirical research. Yet Kuhn was mostly right about cases in which big scientific break-
throughs require the wholesale dismissal of existing, widely supported theories in order
to allow new theories to be erected. Einstein’s success at creating relativity, overthrowing
Newtonian physics in the process, certainly falls into the category of revolutionary
science. So did Copernicus’ assertion that the earth revolves around the sun, which grew
out of conceptual insight, not painstaking measurements or tinkering at the margins
of existing theories. The same applies to many other great scientific breakthroughs, such
as Darwin’s theory of evolution, Maxwell’s theory of electromagnetism, and Harvey's
theory of blood circulation. All were fundamentally products of conceptual insight,
although field research and laboratory work played important roles too.’

What applies to natural science applies also to policy analysis. While there is a role
for empirical research in policy analysis, the major requirement is for original, clear
thinking. Especially when big changes are being considered, policy analysis often in-
volves far more than gathering and interpreting data; when analysis begins, the slate
may be blank. Whereas scholarly studies often are conducted amidst plentiful data,
warring hypotheses, and a prior published literature, policy analysis typically confronts
much uncertainty. It may face questions whose answers are inherently unknowable.
There may be no existing hypotheses or arguments to test, and initially there may be no
way of knowing what data should be gathered or how to interpret it. Consequently, the
analyst must think about how to create the conceptual edifice necessary to bring intellec-
tual order to the issues at hand, just as Einstein first created post-Newtonian relativity
in his mind; only later was it submitted to measurements to test its validity. This espe-
cially holds true in areas where there is as yet no strategic paradigm about international
trends and U.S. responses. In such cases, often the norm in today’s fast-changing world,
innovative conceptual thinking is essential, and data interpretation is merely a means to
help determine its correctness and relevance.®

The Cold War period offers an illustration of the importance of conceptual think-
ing in creating strategic theories. The two principal theories of the Cold War concerned
bipolarity and alliance development. Bipolarity theory portrayed the adversarial relation-
ship between the Communist powers led by the Soviet Union and the Western democratic
powers led by the United States. Alliance theory portrayed how those democratic pow-
ers organized themselves in order to deal with the Soviet threat in Europe and Northeast
Asia. Neither theory existed when the Cold War began gaining force in the late 1940s
and early 1950s. Because there was no lengthy modern experience in dealing peacefully
with a bipolar world, initial theorizing about bipolarity was almost entirely conceptual
and was driven by logic and inference rather than analysis of data. Similarly, conceptual
thinking initially led the way during the creation of the NATO alliance in Europe and
U.S. alliances with Japan and South Korea in Asia. Among the products of this concep-
tual thinking were the concepts of containment, deterrence, and flexible response. When
experience was gained with these theories and data became available, key hypotheses
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were developed and modified through empirical research. As the Cold War dragged on,
policy research and analysis came to be dominated by a combination of conceptual
thinking and data interpretation, further modifying and enriching the two core theories.

Something similar is happening in the post-Cold War world, although no compa-
rable strategic theories have yet emerged to match those of the Cold War. The theory of
globalization is one candidate that may ultimately prove to have considerable analytical
power. A decade or more ago, globalization was a term familiar only to a narrow band of
specialists, and it possessed no powerful theory to portray its main features or its policy
implications. But as the 1990s drew to a close, the term began spreading: several books
about it appeared, and U.S. strategy documents began to point to its importance. Again,
there was no lengthy experience to draw upon; the globalization dynamic of the infor-
mation age was mostly new. As a result, initial analytical work on the subject was most-
ly conceptual and largely speculative. As experience is gained and more information has
become available, researchers have begun testing empirical theories and policy theories.’

For these reasons, the term methodology, as used here, means the entire intellectual
process by which analytical products are created, from start to finish. This definition
reflects three postulates about how thinking begets purposeful knowledge: it proceeds
phenomenologically, in that rigorous thinking in abstract conceptual terms—of the sort
that creates awareness where none previously existed—can greatly strengthen the capacity
of policy analysts to assess the issues facing them; it creates knowledge epistemologi-
cally, in that such thinking is best enhanced when it employs disciplined analytical
procedures in order to sharpen its judgments; and it proceeds teleologically, in that
the ultimate goal of such thinking is to impart an organized sense of design and
purpose to how it portrays the policy domain.

This definition of methodology thus includes not only the collection and examina-
tion of data, but also the dynamics of reasoned creativity and deliberate scrutiny. This
definition, with its emphasis on original thinking, rather than simply gathering infor-
mation that is left to speak for itself, presumes that policy analyses seek to create two
types of relevant knowledge: empirical knowledge—attitudes and beliefs that define the
world around us—and directive knowledge—judgments that create guidance for how
we should act in particular situations. Policy analysis seeks empirical knowledge as an
input and is focused on developing directive knowledge as its main output. Methodolo-
gies are the thought-tools by which fresh knowledge of both types can be added to the
existing storehouse of knowledge.

In the field of national security policy, the process of employing analytical methods
to develop and enhance thought-derived knowledge begins by creating new abstract con-
cepts and generalized theories about security affairs, assessing how strategic trends affect
U.S. interests and goals, posing issues and options, and choosing subject areas for scrutiny.
Once a conceptual framework of these elements is developed, the analytical process next
relies upon such traditional instruments as deductive logic, inductive reasoning, and in-
ference to generate hypotheses and conduct initial appraisals of how policy actions may
produce strategic consequences. Then such technical tools as evaluation criteria, perfor-
mance metrics, data analysis procedures, standards for verification and falsification, formal
models, and mathematical equations are employed to transform tentative hypotheses into
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solid propositions and thence into firm conclusions. Finally, the process includes the im-
portant step of presenting the analytical results comprehensively, making them clear even
to readers and listeners who are not well versed in the subject.

The three categories of analytical methods surveyed in this book can all readily
provide essential ingredients for this process, but they differ from one another in how
they investigate policies and in what they try to produce. In examining these catego-
ries, the book begins with the methods that facilitate a broad telescopic focus on big-
picture subjects. It then moves to methods that are mainly designed to perform like
microscopes that give a close-up view of finer details. Telescopes and microscopes have
something in common: they magnify their subjects, thereby making them easier to
see. But there is a big difference between using a wide-angle telescope to study a solar
system and a microscope to study a molecule. Taken together, these three methods provide
a capacity to do both.

m Strategic evaluation methods are typically used for big-picture subjects.
Often employed by political scientists, these methods, although rigorous,
tend to be verbal and qualitative rather than quantitative. They are aimed at
making broad-gauged judgments rather than fine-grained assessments.

m Systems analysis methods using economic models of choice typically have
a somewhat narrower focus. Used particularly by managerial economists,
these methods are more formal and quantitative than strategic evaluation.
They make frequent use of graphical curves and related calculations to help
focus on the cost-effectiveness of tradeoffs among different policies and pro-
grams, especially those that consume large quantities of resources, such as
weapons systems. They aspire to get the numbers for costs and effectiveness
basically right, but not to an extreme degree of precision.

m Operations research methods are normally employed by mathematicians and
others for issues that are more narrowly construed or more tightly bound-
ed than those addressed by strategic evaluation and systems analysis. The
most formal and number-laden of the three methodologies, operations re-
search methods use mathematical models, equations, and quantitative data
to make detailed calculations about how alternative policies and programs
perform. They aspire to get the numbers as precise as possible.!

Although strategic evaluation methods are most common in national security stud-
ies, none of these three categories is a preferred research tool for all issues. Each has
its uses, and all have considerable analytical power. They do not always settle policy
debates, but when used properly, they can enhance the quality of those debates.

In choosing among methods, much depends upon the relative need for linguistic
rigor and numerical precision. Strategic evaluation is easiest to use but generates less
precise results. Systems analysis and operations research are more demanding of de-
tailed calculations while offering greater precision. In any single study, methods from
all three categories might be used. For example, strategic evaluation might first be used
to generate and compare alternative policy options; systems analysis might then evalu-
ate composite plans and programs for implementing the best policy; finally, operations
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research might examine the detailed features of individual programs. Analysts should select
the method, or combination of methods, that seems best suited to the issues at hand.

The proper role of these analytical methods is to inform policy deliberations
as well as possible. Ideally, their use should lead even readers who disagree with a study’s
judgments and recommendations to respect the study’s rigor and to be better educated on
the core issues. These methods should be judged not by whether they generate lengthy
calculations or create the surface impression of sophistication, but by their ability to
produce accurate and relevant insights. Sometimes simple “back-of-the-envelope” tech-
niques are more appropriate analytical tools than elaborate computer models, especially
if the former do a better job of reflecting reality, or if the computer models are filled with
wrong-headed assumptions and contrived data. As someone once said, “It is better to be
approximately right than precisely wrong.”

All of these methods should be viewed as instruments for enhancing analyti-
cal inquiry, but not as substitutes for rigorous thinking. Indeed, they are only as power-
ful as the intellectual frameworks in which they are employed. Any good policy analysis
must start with a rich conceptualization of the key variables and their relationships. For
example, a computer simulation of a military battle must be anchored in assumptions
and data that portray the key features of that battle, not some other battle under differ-
ent conditions. The best policy analyses are those performed by knowledgeable indi-
viduals who master their material, create strong conceptual order, develop innovative
perspectives, and generate insightful inferences.

Methodologies are not prefabricated magic wands that can be taken off the shelf and
waved at an issue in the hope of getting instant analysis. During a study, the analyst may
bend, mold, and shape the methodology to perform the tasks at hand. Before a meth-
odology is chosen and tailored, some basics about the study must first be addressed.
What is to be the study’s structure? What is to be its conceptual framework? How for-
mal should its language be for conducting its investigation and reporting its results?
Asking these questions, and getting the answers right, is critical to choosing a methodol-
ogy correctly and to tailoring and employing it effectively. Before selecting a methodol-
ogy, the practitioner should establish a clear sense of what an analysis is supposed to
accomplish and how it is to be conducted. Choosing the methodology first, and only
then figuring out how the study is to unfold, is a recipe for trouble.

Because policy analysis is not only a science but an art, it can profit from employ-
ing the methodology of art. Landscape painters, for example, know that setting up the
structure of a painting is crucial to its success. Before they put paint on canvas, they
identify the guiding concept of the painting: its subject and what it is trying to convey.
They think about the painting’s composition: how to use shapes, colors, perspective, and
light to convey its message. Only then do they begin drawing and using their brushes.
They block out the basic composition first; details, highlights, and finishing touches
are added last. The same artful approach applies to conducting a policy analysis and
to producing a written product. The first imperative is to get the structure right, for a
sound structure is what determines a study’s success.

A key structural feature of any policy analysis is a careful appraisal of the relation-
ship between actions and consequences. What matters is whether, and to what degree,
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the policy under review will actually achieve its goals in affordable ways and whether
it performs better or worse than other candidates. Providing insights on this subject to
make decisionmaking easier is the core challenge of policy analysis. To the extent a pol-
icy analysis performs this critical task, it will be judged a success. If it does not do so,
it will be a failure regardless of how many detailed calculations or fancy graphics it offers.

In order to perform this task, the foundation of a strong conceptual framework
should be laid as the methodology is chosen and developed. When fully developed,
this framework must identify in clear language the key issues at stake and the main fac-
tors at work. It must accurately identify the goals being pursued and specify criteria for
gauging their achievement. It must identify the policy options that should be consid-
ered. It must provide a credible theory of how these options are intended to perform in
pursuing goals, showing how these options would influence the strategic environment
so as to help achieve the goals. The framework must specify performance measures for
gauging effectiveness, resource commitments, and costs, financial and otherwise. It
should also provide for an assessment of key uncertainties, sensitivities, and unintended
second-order consequences.

The methodology that is chosen should be a logical extension of the study’s struc-
ture and conceptual foundation to provide the suitably narrow focus or breadth of view.
It should permit the study to conduct and communicate its analyses in an appropriate
language. Analytical language can be verbal, formal, or mathematical. A verbal statement,
for example, might posit a cause-and-effect relationship between two factors, but it would
not normally be specific about the exact nature of that relationship. An example of such a
statement might be, “The spread of democracy will help bring peace to turbulent regions,
with varying success in different regions.” A formal statement will seek greater specificity
to portray the relationship: “The spread of democracy will enhance prospects for peace
in regions that are becoming wealthy and have a stable balance of power, but will have
only a modest impact on poor regions that are destabilized by major imbalances.” A
mathematical statement will seek to attach exact numbers to the formal estimate, as for
example, “the spread of democracy will produce a 75 percent chance of enduring peace
in the former regions, but only a 40 percent chance for peace in the latter.”"

By and large, strategic evaluation methods rely on verbal language, or language that
is only modestly formal, while systems analysis methods use formal or somewhat math-
ematical language, and operations research uses language that is predominantly mathe-
matical. Yet this portrayal oversimplifies reality; these three languages are arrayed across
a continuum, with verbal language at one end, mathematical language at the other end,
and formal language in the middle. Verbal language can be general and colloquial or
fairly rigorous. Formal language can be a great deal more formal than the example men-
tioned above. For example, it might group variables into separate blocks, posit interactions
among these blocks, and employ multiple feedback loops. These are all techniques for di-
recting attention to the flow of causal dynamics. Mathematical language can range from
inferential statistics and simple algebraic equations to the elaborate systems of differential
equations that often drive computer simulations.

The choice of what place along this continuum a study should occupy is for the
practitioner to make. Greater precision in language has obvious advantages because it
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helps provide enhanced clarity to judgments and lessens the risk that vague formula-
tions will lead to misunderstandings. For example, one might simply say that two new
policy options will both cost more but perform better than now. Alternately one might,
more precisely, say that option A will increase costs from $10 billion to $50 billion while
elevating the odds for success from 40 percent to 50 percent, while option B will increase
costs from $10 billion to $20 billion while doubling the odds for success from 40 per-
cent to 80 percent. Whereas the first statement says nothing about how the two options
compare, the second and more precise statement shows that option B is the better one by
a wide margin.

Yet precision is not always the dominant value. While verbal language may lack some
precision, it permits a breadth of expression and accessibility that cannot be matched by
formal language and mathematics. The latter two languages can often be understood
only by the initiated, and even studies that have employed them to conduct research
must often express their results in verbal terms. Thus, no single one of these languages
is always better or more appropriate than the others. What matters is what the situation
requires, what works best, and what can be usefully communicated to senior officials
who will be employing the study in order to make policy decisions.

The bottom line is that these three methods should be seen as instruments for
helping people think clearly and deeply; they are far more than merely techniques for
calculating and measuring. When used properly, they can shed a great deal of light
on complex policy issues that otherwise would be indecipherable. Whether used in-
dividually or in combination, each of them is a powerful thought-tool that can help
bring the profession of policy analysis to life.
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Chapter 3
Overview

Strategic evaluation is a methodology for analyzing U.S. national security policies and
strategies. It is employed to help analyze how the United States can best shape its stra-
tegic conduct for managing the high politics of global security affairs and defense pre-
paredness. As such, it has a more macroscopic focus than systems analysis or operations
research. Strategic evaluation can be employed as a stand-alone methodology or in con-
cert with the other two methods. When it is used with other methods, a sequential ap-
proach is used. Strategic evaluation typically comes first because it helps shape the broad
framework of U.S. policies and strategies, including their goals, associated activities, and
resource requirements. Then, systems analysis may help design plans and programs for
determining, in more focused and specific ways, how these activities are to be carried out
and the amount of effort to employ for each of them. Finally, operations research can
help determine, in even more detailed ways, how budgetary resources are to be allocated
among these plans and programs. These three methods thus can be employed together
in ways that allow an analysis to start out as macroscopic and goal-oriented, and then to
become increasingly microscopic and resource-oriented as it moves toward completion.

This section examines strategic evaluation, its components, and how it can be carried
out. Strategic evaluations may deal with political issues, such as U.S. policies for enlarg-
ing NATO while also promoting collaborative relations with Russia. They may deal with
political-military issues, such as reforming NATO’s military forces and command structure
in order to perform new missions outside Europe. While they are not often used to fine-
tune the equipping of U.S. military forces, they are frequently used to help design new U.S.
defense strategies and the force postures to support them. In a war, strategic evaluation
may be employed to help ensure that U.S. combat operations attain not only their military
goals, but their political goals as well. Strategic evaluation may also be used to help design
U.S. foreign economic policy and to coordinate it with diplomacy and military strategy in
order to advance national interests in a specific region, such as the Middle East. Issues such
as these go to the heart of how the United States conducts itself in strategic terms around
the world today, the goals it seeks, and the actions it takes to attain them.

Strategic evaluation thus has a big responsibility. Not surprisingly, it also plays a big
role in U.S. policymaking. When a new Presidential administration takes power, it normally
conducts an interagency review of national security policy and strategy, which typically takes
the form of a strategic evaluation. When a new administration announces a big change in
policy, such as switching from diplomacy to military confrontation in order to deal with a
rogue country poised to commit aggression, that change typically is a product of a strategic
evaluation. Most administrations will conduct dozens such evaluations and will use them
to help define stewardship over national security.
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From the Kennedy era onward, every administration has bequeathed a lengthy history
of strategic evaluations that guided interagency policymaking. DOD has a similar
record. Since 1996, Congress has mandated a Quadrennial Defense Review at the start
of each new administration in order to make public the new administration’s thinking
on defense strategy and forces. The State Department is less known for publishing its
strategic evaluations, but behind the scenes, it too employs this method for some analy-
ses. Such think tanks as Brookings and RAND also publish strategic evaluations when
major goals and priorities are at stake in national security. Academic scholars often
publish their evaluations in the form of books and journal articles.

Preparing a strategic evaluation can be difficult, and even when the final result is
well done, it may be controversial. Fortunately, the methods of strategic evaluation are
well suited for contentious issues. While these methods normally employ a language
that is less formal than systems analysis or operations research, it can have a conceptual
rigor of its own, and it can be capable of getting the job done effectively. Many high-
level policy issues deal in so many abstractions and intangibles that they do not lend
themselves to highly formal language, mathematical equations, or masses of quantitative
data. Fine-grained precision may not be required in order to analyze the issues and op-
tions adequately. Indeed, false precision and meaningless number-crunching damage a
study’s credibility. A more general, more qualitative treatment may be best where that is
what the situation requires and what the consumers want.

The disciplined use of ordinary English language can sometimes be the best tool for
a comprehensive, in-depth analysis of complex issues and for communicating the results
to senior officials. For example, an assessment of U.S. national security policy in Asia
might best be conducted verbally, with an appropriate level of conceptual and linguistic
rigor. In such cases, strategic evaluation methods are not only suitable for the inquiry, but
may be essential or even unavoidable. Thus, these methods are normally the preferred
choice for studies that wrestle with the big issues and policy options that animate na-
tional security debates. Many superb studies have relied upon these methods, such as
the path-setting National Security Study Memorandum-3 study of 1969.! Because these
methods will be important arrows in their quivers, policy analysts should master them.

Where do the data and information for strategic evaluations come from? For exist-
ing strategic situations, valuable information can be gleaned from official documents
that articulate the policies and behavior patterns of the United States and other govern-
ments. Helpful empirical data can be gathered by scouring reference books on relevant
issues, such as military forces or economic trade. For situations that do not already
exist, but may arise in the future, data and information may not be plentiful. Indeed, a
core purpose of a study may be to help define a potential future situation so that new
U.S. policies can be crafted; in such a case, the analyst may have to design and initiate
appropriate empirical studies. Valuable insights might be gained from brainstorm-
ing with colleagues or from academic conferences that bring experts together. More
formally, intellectual capital can be gained from political-military simulation exer-
cises, of the sort that RAND employed in its “Day After” studies of potential crises in-
volving WMD.? Policy analysts must often develop the necessary intellectual archi-
tecture, with supporting information, forecasts, and conjectured relationships. Thus,
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strategic evaluations often require research and analysis that is highly original and
can result in entirely new creations. Such studies are thought-pieces, not exercises in
data-crunching.

Strategic evaluation methods are indispensable for examining big strategic issues
where political, military, and economic assessments must form a composite evaluation of
options that span a wide range of choices that are not easily decided. These methods, while
not a substitute for wise judgments by senior officials, can help improve the quality of
those judgments and the decisions flowing from them.

These methods are a thinking person’s tool. Their purpose is not to help analysts
gather reams of empirical data to plug into statistical equations or computer models to
generate optimum policy choices automatically. Strategic evaluation is normally more
theory-driven than data-driven. Typically it relies upon general theories of actions and con-
sequences, in order to see the forest rather than be distracted by the trees. As a result, the
main role of its methods is conceptual. They can help analysts to bring intellectual order
to complex issues that might otherwise defy orderly appraisal, to get the issues and options
right, to weigh and balance the options effectively, to portray their features and tradeoffs,
and to show the conditions under which one or more of them make sense.

The first two chapters in this section on strategic evaluation present theoretical
material. Chapter 4 examines how to analyze a menu of policy options for pursuing a
single goal. It emphasizes comparative analysis: the process of weighing and balancing
alternative policy options in relation to each other. It discusses the steps that must be
carried out in preparing this type of strategic evaluation (and most other types as well),
with particular attention to developing a rich conceptual framework and to employing
the tools of reasoning as a basis to make comparative judgments about multiple options
under review. Using the methods of chapter 4, chapter 5 then focuses on the analysis of
strategies—action agendas composed of multiple policies in pursuit of multiple goals—a
comprehensive and particularly demanding form of strategic evaluation.

Chapters 6 through 9 are applied rather than theoretical. By way of illustration,
they examine new challenges and opportunities facing strategic evaluation in ma-
jor substantive areas of contemporary U.S. national security policy and strategy. Each
chapter discusses critical issues, goals, and options facing the United States in a specific
area and shows how the methods of strategic analysis can be employed to evaluate the
tradeoffs and priorities ahead. In particular, they assess how strategic evaluation will
need to change by adopting new methods and techniques to deal with emerging chal-
lenges and opportunities. They articulate the theme that strategic evaluation faces a future
of major change and innovation.

Chapter 6, the first of these applied chapters, shows how to analyze the manner
in which policy instruments—political diplomacy, military power, and economic in-
struments—are brought together to help the United States perform strategic functions
on the world stage in order to forge an overall national security strategy. It highlights
three key U.S. functions: leader of the democratic community and of bilateral and mul-
tilateral alliances; architect of global and regional security affairs; and global promoter
of the world’s economy, including its poorer regions. The three chapters that follow
employ this framework of functions—along with associated instruments and goals—to
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analyze issue areas of critical importance. Chapter 7 deals with U.S. approaches for lead-
ing and shaping alliances, especially NATO. Chapter 8 addresses U.S. relations with
other big powers and the existing challenges to the creation of stable security affairs
along the southern arc from the Middle East to East Asia. Chapter 9 addresses the task
of analyzing U.S. policy and strategy for promoting worldwide economic development,
including economic progress in poor regions and democratization.

Strategic evaluation can be used as a stand-alone method when the issues and op-
tions at stake require only a general appraisal. But when the need arises for attention to
details and for judgments about programs and budgets, strategic evaluation often must
be augmented by systems analysis and operations research. In this spirit, chapters 6 and
7 discuss some of the details that arise in strategic evaluations, including the design and
use of military forces for attaining political goals. Owing to space limitations, chapters
8 and 9 pay less attention to such details, confining themselves to broader matters.
The intent of these chapters is to impart a sense of strategic orientation rather than to
develop the specificity and concreteness that often must accompany strategic evalua-
tions. The issues raised by these four chapters can be addressed through strategic evalu-
ation alone, but they could also profit from treatment by all three methods, including
systems analysis and operations research.

The purpose of these four applied chapters is not to advocate particular conclusions
or policy recommendations, nor do they present fully detailed cost-benefit analyses of all
the options that are mentioned. Instead, their purpose is to erect a conceptual framework
of issues, goals, and options that can be employed in order to conduct such analyses.
They thereby help illuminate how policy analyses using strategic evaluation methods can
be used to assist governmental decisionmaking. The result is a tour of the contemporary
U.S. strategic terrain that explores the policy and strategy agenda ahead and that can help
equip readers with the intellectual tools to conduct strategic evaluations in these areas.

This section thus emphasizes the increasing need for new forms of strategic evalua-
tion in the coming era in order to equip U.S. national security policy and strategy with
necessary new knowledge. Globalization and other sweeping changes of the information
age have ended any hope that the United States could remain secure and prosperous by
focusing mainly on the defense of Europe and Northeast Asia. The United States must
now think in truly global terms and act firmly in many regions—indeed, in virtually all
regions, especially those that are turbulent and poverty-stricken. It must also think and
act in terms that extend beyond a narrow focus on military and security affairs. Glob-
ally and regionally, its strategic thinking will need to synthesize and harmonize the
military, economic, diplomatic, and political dimensions of national security policy.
Above all, its thinking will need to be attuned to the continuing reality that fast-paced
changes can overturn established theories of policy and strategy almost overnight.

This threefold challenge of global awareness, synthetic thinking, and fast innovative
responses spells the intellectual agenda facing strategic evaluation in the coming years.
Can the analytical community respond with the necessary agility and insight? The chal-
lenge is demanding. Whether it is met will have major bearing on how the United States
fares in the future international era.
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Notes

! National Security Study Memorandum-3 was a national security and defense study conducted by the Nixon
administration during 1969-1970 to identify a spectrum of strategic options as the United States was withdraw-
ing from Vietnam and turning to meet a growing Soviet challenge in Europe and elsewhere. See Henry Kissinger,
Years of Upheaval (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982).

2 See David Mussington, “The ‘Day After’ Methodology and National Security Analysis,” in Stuart E. Johnson et
al., New Challenges and New Tools for Defense Decisionmaking (Santa Monica, CA: RAND, 2003).



Chapter 4

Analyzing Policy Options for Single Goals

ow that the bipolarity of the Cold War has been replaced by a fluid and unpre-

dictable international system, strategic issues that challenge the fundamentals
of U.S. national security policy are arising with growing frequency. These issues will
demand appraisals of the options facing the United States, for which the strategic
evaluation method can be well suited.

The simplest form of strategic evaluation takes place when an analysis examines a
small handful of policy options to determine which option can best achieve a single
goal. Even this form of strategic analysis demands attention to the methods employed
and the examination of competing policy options comparatively, rather than in isolation
from one another. Analyzing whether one policy option will adequately achieve a single
goal sounds simple, but it can be a demanding enterprise. Comparing multiple policy
options in terms of their ability to achieve that goal is more demanding yet and never
something to be treated lightly.

An example will help illustrate the sorts of issues that require this form of analysis.
During the mid-1990s, the United States confronted the question whether to carry out
NATO enlargement into Eastern Europe. The answer was anything but obvious. Practi-
cally all participants in the stormy debate agreed on the strategic goal: making Europe
as stable, peaceful, and democratic as possible. But they disagreed strongly on the best
policy for achieving that goal. One faction favored NATO enlargement coupled with a
diplomatic effort to preserve stable relations with Russia. Another faction opposed enlarge-
ment and argued instead for preserving NATO’s Cold War borders and building ties with
Eastern Europe through NATO'’s Partnership for Peace and enlargement of the European
Union (EU), while refraining from any steps that might menace Russia’s borders. Both
sides had clear, cogent arguments, but they embraced different strategic theories about
how best to handle modern European security affairs. Those favoring NATO enlarge-
ment argued that it would be an effective way to help unite Europe under the mantle
of democracy and would strengthen NATO and that the Russians could be persuaded to
accept it. Those opposing NATO enlargement argued that it would overextend the alli-
ance, add little to Eastern Europe’s stability, and trigger a new Cold War with Russia. The
debate between these two factions swirled for 5 years and ended only when NATO offered
admission to Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic in 1999.!

For all its passions, the debate was not an exercise in blind advocacy. The contend-
ing strategic theories advanced by both sides were anchored in explicit propositions about
geopolitical dynamics in Europe and about how policy actions would produce strategic
consequences. These propositions could be subjected to inquiry using strategic evaluation
methods, and indeed, several studies were written that employed those methods. These
studies neither fully validated nor fully refuted the claims of either side. But they produced
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valuable material that elevated the quality of the debate, illuminated the tradeoffs, and
helped educate policymakers on both sides of the Atlantic. They thus contributed to an
improved policy. When NATO chose to enlarge, it did so in a manner designed to pre-
serve its cohesion as a collective defense alliance, to enhance its ability to act firmly in
Eastern Europe so that stability was advanced, and to maintain cooperative relations with
Russia through new consultative forums. The advocates of NATO enlargement won the de-
bate, but the opponents, too, succeeded in that their concerns were reflected in the careful
ways in which enlargement was pursued.

Strategic issues that pit two or more policies against one another in support of the
same goal arise frequently in national security affairs. One contemporary example is
whether the United States can best keep Asia stable by trying to contain and deter China
or rather by trying to draw China into the world economy and the Western security system.
The strategic evaluation method offers tools for analyzing such issues.

Strategic evaluations aimed at comparing multiple policy options in order that one
may be selected can come in many different forms: short or long, simple or elaborate.
All are best conducted through a process whose three main steps are the subject of the
rest of this chapter.

The first step is to develop a conceptual framework. This involves defining the prob-
lem, identifying interests, goals, and options, and choosing substantive areas of analysis.
Twenty-five such areas are listed in this chapter. The second step is to perform the analy-
sis: the chapter outlines essential elements of the reasoning process and useful analyti-
cal procedures. The third and final step is disseminating the final product, whether by
oral briefing or written publication.

Step 1: Develop a Conceptual Framework

The first step in a strategic evaluation of any size and scope is to develop a conceptual
framework, which will have enormous bearing on how the analyst perceives reality and
evaluates options. Constructing such a framework best begins by taking stock of the in-
ternational situation that has triggered the issue now facing U.S. national security policy.
Normally, policy issues do not come from the blue; they tend to arise when some crit-
ical event has taken place, a new danger or opportunity has appeared, or a new trend
has gained strength. Developments of this sort raise questions about whether an exist-
ing policy should be retained or instead replaced by a new policy. This is especially the
case when the existing policy shows signs of no longer working well enough or even of
failing entirely. This situation invites an appraisal of the policy’s continued usefulness
and a serious examination of other candidates.

There are three essential steps in developing a conceptual framework: defining the
problem; identifying interests, goals, and options; and choosing the crucial subject areas
to be analyzed.

Defining the Problem

Strategic evaluation requires that the problem or challenge to be addressed is first
carefully identified. While this observation may seem obvious, it often is not adequately
heeded. In the past, many strategic evaluations have suffered from a lack of focus owing
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to failure to crystallize the problem or challenge. (In this, strategic evaluation is unlike
systems analysis and operations research, which both come with built-in analytical tech-
niques to perform this vital function.)

In order to set the stage for a focused analysis of the international situation, care
should be taken to define the exact trend, development, or threat being addressed.
Within the U.S. Government, the overall task of assessing the international scene is
handled by the Intelligence Community. Chief among its products are the National In-
telligence Estimates. While such studies can be an invaluable source of basic informa-
tion, often they are of limited applicability to policy analyses. Typically they are so fo-
cused on examining the conduct and motives of foreign actors that they do not provide
much insight on how U.S. activities may be influencing the situation. Nor do they al-
ways present their evaluations in terms that facilitate the appraisal of policy options fac-
ing the U.S. Government. For these reasons, a policy study often cannot rely upon an
existing intelligence appraisal. Instead, it must appraise the relevant intelligence itself and
make judgments about its implications for policy choices. What holds true within the
U.S. Government applies even more forcefully to policy studies performed outside it by
scholars, consultants, or others.

Preparing an assessment of the international situation that is policy-relevant is
likely to become increasingly difficult. During the Cold War, the international security
structure was so frozen that most intelligence issues had been studied for years; new de-
velopments were seldom encountered. Today’s world, by contrast, is dominated by great
uncertainty about why new global trends are emerging and where they are headed. In re-
cent years, the U.S. Government has often been caught by surprise by events that seemed
to come out of nowhere, or at least were not expected. A good example is the outbreak
of savage ethnic fighting in the Balkans during the early 1990s, which may not have
caught seasoned Balkan experts by surprise, but surprised many senior policymak-
ers who had grown accustomed to years of relative stability there. Uncertainty, surprise,
and unexpected developments have become the rule rather than the exception. Before
a policy analysis gets under way, therefore, it must be preceded by a thoughtful and
thorough intelligence analysis.

The difficulty of gaining and assessing intelligence is showcased by many events of
past years. During the early 1970s, for example, the U.S. Government was slow to rec-
ognize the scope and intentions of the Soviet Union’s military buildup, which came
at the same time that the Soviet government also started pursuing détente. As the Cold
War was ending, the U.S. Government failed to foresee Saddam Hussein's invasion of
Kuwait. During the 1990s, it was slow to grasp the mounting threat posed by global ter-
rorism. During 2002 and 2003, it misjudged whether the Saddam Hussein regime still
held large quantities of WMD systems. Such failures must be judged in a larger context:
for the most part, the U.S. Intelligence Community has produced accurate estimates
about many difficult issues. But periodic errors can have bad consequences on policy,
and when they have occurred in the past, they were often a product of faulty analytical
thinking rather than a lack of hard data.

A full dissection of intelligence estimating lies beyond the scope of this book,? but
past experience shows that accurate intelligence will not be automatically available for
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policy analysis. The problem is not that intelligence staffs are necessarily prone to imag-
ining threats where they do not exist or failing to perceive them when they do exist.
Rather, the problem is that although modern technical intelligence collection systems
can provide many types of valuable information, they cannot always discern the politi-
cal intentions of governments that are intent on keeping actions secret. Coming to grips
with many other modern trends is equally difficult where they, too, are enshrouded
in fog and uncertainty.

Gaining accurate current intelligence about ongoing trends can be difficult enough.
Developing accurate estimates about their larger consequences and implications—where
these trends are headed and what they may produce in several years—is even harder. There
is a clear need to develop better intelligence. Until this difficult goal is achieved, the need for
a policy analysis to prepare its own appraisal of key intelligence judgments is paramount.

An intelligence appraisal must be specific and concrete, avoiding abstractions un-
less they are truly descriptive of the matter at hand. For example, there is a difference
between dealing with global poverty everywhere and dealing with it in sub-Saharan
Africa. Similarly, transnational threats such as organized crime, drug trafficking, and
terrorism are not all the same and are likely to call for different policy responses. Care
must be taken to define explicitly the central issues that are posed for U.S. policy: the is-
sue of dealing with global WMD proliferation in general is different from confronting a
rogue country that is rapidly deploying nuclear weapons and missiles in order to commit
aggression. Likewise, saying the issue is “ways for the United States to promote Europe’s
future unification” is different from saying that the issue is “ways for the United States to
support the next stage of NATO and EU enlargement.” The former is general; the latter
is specific. If the issue is truly general, the analysis should say so, but if the issue is specific,
the analysis should be explicit about it.

In addition to defining an international problem explicitly, the analysis should pro-
vide information about its magnitude and the pace at which it is unfolding. Emerging
threats, often a preoccupation of national security analyses, can come in different sizes.
Some threats are immediate, others arise in the midterm, and others will peak only in
the long term. For those that already exist, a forecast of their future is important. This
forecast should address whether the threat will lessen, remain the same, increase within
its own domain, or metastasize into other regions and problem areas. Similarly, oppor-
tunities abroad can come in different sizes, shapes, and future horizons. Regardless of
whether an overseas trend poses a threat or an opportunity, portraying it in accurate
and focused ways is important to developing a sensible policy response. Getting the
magnitude of the trend right is important because it influences how the United States
should respond; getting the time horizon right is important because it affects when the
United States should respond.

Effective policy analysis requires not only a description of the problem at hand, but
also a sophisticated explanation of its causes, including the role played by U.S. activities. The
analysis should tell not only what is happening abroad, but also why it is happening. De-
scription might be easy, but explanation can be challenging. Few international problems
are caused by one single factor; many are a product of multiple causal factors. Some of
these factors may be direct, while others may lie in the background, yet exert influence
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in powerful ways. Some causal mechanics may already be well understood; others may
be new in ways that catch even seasoned observers by surprise. Some causes may lie on
the surface; others may be deep-seated. For example, an ethnic conflict that has been
directly triggered by disputes over territory and governing authority may also reflect un-
derlying cultural antagonisms and differing economic fortunes. Likewise, an adversary
country may be acting in a particular way for reasons that differ from its public statements.
An entire region may be drifting in a particular direction for reasons that are different
from, and more complex than, surface appearances suggest.

An effort to explain developments is doubly important in today’s world because
often old explanations no longer apply, and new explanations are anything but obvious.
For example, when the end of the Cold War diminished the fear of global nuclear war,
the new era was widely heralded as a time of enduring peace. Yet the United States was
compelled to wage war four times between 1991 and 2003, and the war against terror-
ism will not end any time soon. Why so many wars? Why their growing frequency? Is it
because rogue countries and other actors have been freed from the shackles of bipolarity
to commit aggression? Is it because multiple regions are experiencing greater turbulence
in their politics, economics, and security affairs? Are both explanations partly correct? The
answers can make a difference in deciding how the United States tries to prevent wars
and how it wages them when they occur. Likewise, the world economy is showing greater
volatility, with short periods of progress suddenly giving way to brief downturns. Why is
this happening? Is it because exports, imports, and investments have made international
commerce more important for many countries? Is it because global finances move so
quickly from place to place? Is it because too many countries lack capable governments,
stable currencies, and sound banks? Do all of these explanations apply? Here again, the
answer can have a big impact on U.S. policies and how they are evaluated.

An example from defense management will help illuminate why getting the causes
of a problem right can affect how policies should be developed and analyzed. A few
years ago, DOD officials grew concerned by a recent rise in their department’s spending
on operations and maintenance (O&M). The annual O&M budget of about $100 bil-
lion for 2000 was about $20 billion higher than historical norms. Initial appearances
suggested that the rise was due to three factors: a recent surge in overseas peacekeeping
missions, rising expenses on spare parts and repairs for aging weapons, and the failure to
consolidate excess basing capacity fast enough. Closer inspection, however, showed that
these three factors accounted for only one-fifth of the spending increase. Analysts came to
conclude that nearly all of the O&M budget's 30 different components were responsible
to some degree. For example, health care expenses had soared due to rising costs for mod-
ern medical treatment; aging buildings and plants required upkeep more often; and DOD
was now hiring a larger number of outside contractors for administrative services. Whereas
the initial explanation mandated new policies in only 3 areas, the latter explanation called
for new policies in fully 30 areas—a big difference.’

As a general rule, the better the causal explanation, the better the policy analysis
and the decisions that flow from it—not only for defense management, but for strate-
gic evaluations as well. The importance of accurately describing the problem abroad,
explaining its causes, and predicting its future cannot be overemphasized. A medical
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doctor must correctly diagnose a disease, determine the extent it has invaded the body,
and gauge its future growth before prescribing a cure. Otherwise the patient might not get
better or even die. The same applies to policy analysis. The historical record shows many
cases in which the United States succeeded because it diagnosed problems accurately or
failed because it diagnosed improperly. The stark difference between the two underscores
the value of hard work in this area.

Identifying Interests, Goals, and Options

Once the international challenge and the issue raised by it have crystallized, the
strategic evaluation method next identifies how U.S. interests and values are affected,
for good or ill, and whether their importance is vital, major, or peripheral. For example,
a solemn treaty commitment to a longstanding ally ranks higher than a normal dip-
lomatic relationship with a country whose ties to the United States have not been as
close. Similarly, the United States is typically willing to pay a higher cost, or even use
military force, to protect vital interests and values, whereas for lesser interests and val-
ues, it typically applies a stringent cost-effectiveness calculus and may rely upon less
expensive and less risky instruments, such as diplomacy and economic aid. Normally,
analysis will be expected to give particular scrutiny to ambitious, expensive policies that
fall into the former category, but policies of the latter type should also be examined; for
example, they might make the resort to force unnecessary.

Next, the evaluation should determine the strategic goal—the desired end-state—that
is to be pursued in order to defend or advance those interests and values. This goal should
be defined carefully because haziness at the outset can cause the analysis to lose rigor as it
unfolds. For example, there can be a big difference between containing a new threat and
deterring it; the former might mandate strong diplomacy, while the latter may require a
strong military presence.

For simplicity’s sake, this chapter considers situations where only one strategic goal
is being pursued. In other situations (for example, those examined in the next chapter
as well as other chapters) strategic evaluations may need to consider multiple goals. Al-
though this complicates the analysis, it does not alter the fundamentals of how strategic
evaluations are conducted. The main task is to determine how the various policy options
produce consequences in several goal areas and then to calculate the overall result. For
example, an option might perform well at achieving one goal and poorly at achieving
another; depending upon how the two goals are prioritized, the option might be given
an overall medium evaluation. Even when only one goal is being considered, however, it
should not be treated simplistically. The core purpose of a policy is to achieve a strategic
goal. If the goal is not clearly specified, policy options cannot be compared because their
performance cannot be measured.

Goal identification should be accompanied by an assessment of the existing situation:
whether the goal is in deep trouble, or modestly strained, or on the verge of soaring success.
The analysis should also specify criteria for judging when the goal has been attained. Attain-
ing it in minimally acceptable ways might mandate one type of policy, while fully achieving
it might demand a completely different policy. Some policies might be capable of achieving
only modest goals, while others have greater potential. Ideally, these criteria should include
measuring sticks, or metrics, for determining when the goals have been met.
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The need for clarity also applies to subsidiary objectives whose attainment might
be important in achieving the goal. For example, the analysis might conclude that the
goal of achieving 10 percent annual growth rates for a poor economy might require a 20
percent increase of foreign investments on its soil, a 30 percent increase in its internal
investments, and a reduction in its inflation rate to 5 percent. Such details are important
to judging how policies can best be designed and evaluated. Whereas one option might
not appear capable of attaining its goal when such subsidiary objectives are examined,
another option might be able to withstand such scrutiny. In the above example, perhaps
option A offers a 100 percent increase in foreign investments, but fails because it produces
nothing toward the other two objectives, whereas option B might succeed because it does,
not perfectly, but well enough on all three objectives.

Once the goal has been defined and criteria have been articulated, the analysis should
then state the policy options to be examined. Each option should provide a clear sense
of scope and purpose and a basis for determining how its instruments are to perform
functional activities that create consequences that achieve the goal being pursued. The
number of options examined should be dictated by the situation, but normally should
be no more than five. Readers can have trouble absorbing more than five options, and
this number should usually be sufficient to cover the spectrum. Sometimes the policy
options to be studied are dictated by policymakers; other times, the analyst determines
them. Regardless, the options chosen should illuminate the key issues and range of
choices. Many analyses have failed because, in their efforts to put forth several options,
they neglected to include the option that was the best performer or stood the great-
est chance of being adopted. Such mistakes can happen when attention is given only
to those options that enjoy widespread support. Often creative thinking is needed to
identify the best policy or the most promising one.

Gauging the needs and inclinations of policymakers can be important in ensuring that
the analysis includes the options that are wanted and the one most likely to be chosen.
Sometimes senior officials prefer merely to tinker with the status quo, but other times, they
are willing to make big changes. Studies have flopped because they failed to give policy-
makers creative new options, or failed to articulate the specific policy that most interested
those officials. Analyses have often succeeded at high levels when they rose above the in-
grained, status quo thinking of the bureaucracy. Indeed, senior leaders often commission
policy reviews precisely for the purpose of shaking up the bureaucracy and generating
fresh ideas. In-depth analysis is not the enemy of creative, relevant thought; done prop-
erly, analysis and creativity can fuel each other. When multiple options are portrayed, they
should be arrayed along a spectrum whose logic is simple and clear, such as a spectrum
stretching from options that are most peace-preserving to those that are most warlike,
or one that stretches from unilateral to multilateral options, or from the least ambitious
to the most ambitious. The middle options are not always the best, and the extreme op-
tions are not always throwaways; all options along a spectrum should be well developed.
In selecting the options, the analyst should have a clear grasp of the core choice to be
made and the main purpose of the study: is it to identify the policy that does the best
job of achieving the goal at a given cost, or the one that adequately achieves the goal at
the least cost? Is the purpose to array a spectrum of policies that perform increasingly
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well at ascending costs? If the purpose is to challenge the status quo, the spectrum might
move from policies that preserve the status quo, to those that rearrange it or shake it up, to
those that wholly abandon it in favor of radical change. Success at designing the options
and making clear how they relate to each other is essential for a successful analysis.

Choosing Subject Areas for Analysis

The next step in crafting a conceptual framework is to develop subject areas for
guiding the analysis. These subject areas help pose the critical questions to be asked
and define the types of information and judgments needed to evaluate the options.
Their purpose is to tell policymakers and other readers what they need to know about
the options. They focus on such critical issues as the nature of the policy options, their
performance characteristics, whether they are likely to succeed or fail, the broader con-
siderations that influence evaluation of them, and their overall merits. Selection of sub-
ject areas will have a big impact on the quality and relevance of the analysis. Past policy
analyses that have succeeded often have done so because they performed well in this area.
Other analyses have failed because they neglected to include subject areas and associated
questions that were crucial to the evaluation process. Policymakers cannot evaluate op-
tions if they are told only about actions and potential benefits, but not about costs and
risks. Their choice may depend on such issues.

Subject areas will vary from study to study. Table 4-1 is a list of 25 potential subject
areas. They are examined in the remainder of this section, with key questions each poses.
Not all of the questions need be covered in every study, and in some studies, different
subject areas may be appropriate. But a study that includes this list is likely to be on the
path to solid coverage. This list can be used to assess each policy option individually and
then to compare them. The discussion here talks in terms of assessing a single option,
but the same procedure would be applied to all the options in a study. When multiple
policy options are being considered, the analyst must select and employ subject areas that
will facilitate a comparative evaluation. What must be avoided is a scheme of subject ar-
eas that stacks the deck, improperly favoring one option at the expense of others. The
choice of subject areas thus must be guided by both comprehensiveness and objectivity.
The 25 subject areas for study that are discussed in this chapter present a good start.

Visions, Values, and Ambitions. An early subject of study should generate an out-
line of the visions, values, and ambitions of the policy. What is this option’s heart and
soul? What is it trying to achieve, and what underlying values and calculations does it
represent? Does it provide for a sufficiently strong assertion of U.S. power and resolve to
get the job done? Does it have a vision that is bold and clear, rather than cautious and
muddled? Is it wise and mature, rather than impulsive and foolhardy? Does this option
carry forth existing policy, or reflect a linear extrapolation of it, or overturn it by crafting
an entirely new policy and strategic rationale? How ambitious is this policy? Are its aims
modest, or does it aim high? How realistic are its aspirations, and do they reflect the best tra-
ditions of American values? Does this option propose to achieve the U.S. goal fully or only
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partly? Is it based on a sensible reading of events and U.S. priorities, rather than stretching
credibility in both areas?

Main Actions, Instruments, and Other Characteristics. What does this option propose
that the United States should do in terms of concrete actions, and what instruments does
it intend to use? Does it create a simple agenda, or does it require multiple activities and

Table 4-1. Subject Areas for Analysis: A Preliminary List

1. Visions, values, and ambitions

2. Main actions, instruments, and other characteristics

3.Theory of actions and consequences

4. Expected effectiveness, benefits, and losses

5. Level of effort, resource requirements, and costs

6. Cost-effectiveness

7. Implementation strategy

8. Time horizons

9. Constraints, difficulties, and roadblocks

10. Confidence levels: U.S. ability to make policy succeed

11. Consistency with other policies

12. Unilateral or multilateral

13. Feasibility and prerequisites for success

14. Encouraging signs and warning signals

15. Robustness and flexibility

16. Vulnerability to opposition

17. Externalities, wider consequences, and implications

18. Persuasion and public support

19. Assumptions, uncertainties, and biases

20. Sensitivities and risks

21. Contentious issues and key judgments
22. "Gold badges” and “red flags”
23. Tradeoffs

24. Adaptability to other ideas

25. Bottom-line appraisal
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instruments? Do these activities and instruments easily blend together into a coherent
whole, or are they not natural partners of each other? Does blending them require a great
strategic labor? What other characteristics mark this option?

Theory of Actions and Consequences. What is this option’s theory of actions and con-
sequences, or its core rationale for an expectation that it will succeed? Exactly how are its
actions abroad supposed to bring about favorable consequences to achieve national goals?
What cause-and-effect mechanisms does it rely upon to produce these consequences?
Does the option put forth a credible interpretation of these action-and-consequence
dynamics? Are these dynamics simple or complex? Can success be achieved through a
single change in strategic affairs, or is a chain of successes required? Do these successes
promise to be readily accomplished, or will they be hard to bring about? Overall, is this
theory of actions and consequences based on credible logic, instead of representing a mere
hope, or someone’s flawed reading of the matter at hand?

Expected Effectiveness, Benefits, and Losses. Judged in relation to the U.S. goal and
its own ideal aims, how effective is this option likely to be, and what are the benefits
and payoffs likely to flow from it? To what degree will it not only achieve its aims, but
also set the stage for additional progress in other domains? What negative consequences
and losses might it produce in its own domain or elsewhere? Overall, will this op-
tion be highly effective or only marginally so? Will its gains exceed its losses? By how
much will it produce net benefits on the balance sheet, by a lot or only a little? What
are the odds of it succeeding: does it offer a 75 percent chance of attaining 90 percent
of its aims, or only a 50 percent chance of attaining 50 percent of its aims?

Level of Effort, Resource Requirements, and Costs. How much effort will the Unit-
ed States have to exert in order to pursue this option, a little or a lot? What resources
will this option require in political, economic, military, and technological terms? What
will be its budgetary costs, direct and indirect, for personnel, or investment in tech-
nologies, or daily operations? Are these budget costs readily affordable, or barely af-
fordable, or too expensive to contemplate? What other costs must be paid, including
time, attention, and resources diverted away from other priorities? What are its opportu-
nity costs in terms of inability to pursue other endeavors? Are its sacrifices easily bear-
able, or will the United States give up too much elsewhere in order to pursue this op-
tion? If only a portion of the necessary resources can be mobilized, is the option still
a viable proposition or not?

Cost-effectiveness. How do the expected effectiveness and benefits stack up in rela-
tion to the costs that must be paid, budgetary and otherwise? Do the gains of this op-
tion exceed its costs by a wide margin, or only barely, or do its costs instead seem higher
than its benefits? Does this option offer a wise and profitable way to spend money and
resources, or could the same assets be allocated elsewhere for substantially better returns?
If only two-thirds of the required funds are committed, would the option yield two-thirds
of its expected benefits, or one-third, or less? Surveying the balance sheet, does this option
add up to a sensible investment, or does it waste resources?

Implementation Strategy. How will the United States go about implementing this op-
tion? Can one executive department implement it, or will a large interagency effort be
needed? Will Presidential support be required? Is congressional approval required, and in
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what ways? What key constituencies would have to be mobilized? Should all of its activities
at home and abroad be launched at once, or should they be phased to unfold sequen-
tially and to achieve their aims in cascading fashion? What steps have to be achieved in
order to make others possible? Does this implementation strategy promise to be easily
carried out, or is it quite demanding?

Time Horizons. How will this option and its consequences unfold over the coming
years: do its actions start fast and peak within 2 or 3 years, or do they start slowly, reach
maturity within a few years, and continue for a full decade or more? What is its benefit
stream: does it achieve its goals and provide other benefits in the near term, the mid-
term, or the long term? What is its cost stream: do its costs peak early, or are they spread
out over the entire course of the policy? How do its benefit stream and cost stream
compare? Do its major benefits come early and its costs later, or the converse? Should
the distant future be discounted, and if so, what discount rate should be applied: 5 per-
cent? 50 percent? Does the discount rate alter the appraisal by elevating the benefits in
relation to the costs, or the other way around?

Constraints, Difficulties, and Roadblocks. What constraints could impede the
adoption or execution of this option? What difficulties could be encountered? What
roadblocks to success might be encountered along the way? How strong are these
impediments? Can they be overcome? How could they be lessened?

Confidence Levels: U.S. Ability to Make Policy Succeed. How confident can the Unit-
ed States be that this option will succeed in doing what it is supposed to do? Should
the government be highly confident, moderately confident, or not confident at all?
What is the path of events, including actions by the United States and reactions by allies
and adversaries, by which this policy can succeed? What is the path by which it could
fail? If it is adopted, how will the United States be able to tell—early enough to make
a difference—whether it is on the path of success or failure? What is the main scenar-
io for this policy succeeding? What is the main scenario for it failing? Which scenario
is the more likely to unfold? To what degree does the United States have the strength
and influence to channel events in directions that foster the favorable scenario and pre-
vent the unfavorable scenario? Does the United States possess the power to make this
policy succeed even in the face of problems and opposition?

Consistency with Other Policies. s this option consistent with overall U.S. nation-
al security strategy and with other policies that might be operating in the same region?
Does it reinforce these other policies, making them easier to carry out and succeed, or
rather work at cross-purposes with them, or even threaten to damage them fatally? If
there are inconsistencies, how does the importance of this option compare to that of
other policies? Is it so important that other policies should be subordinated or sacri-
ficed to it, or do the other policies weigh larger in U.S. priorities? How can this policy
be adjusted to minimize any interference elsewhere?

Unilateral or Multilateral. Is this option to be pursued by the United States alone,
or will it require cooperation from friends, allies, partners, and international bodies?
If it is multilateral, how large a team of contributors must be assembled: a small coali-
tion, or all of NATO, or a majority in the United Nations? What are the prospects for
assembling such a team: good or problematic? Will the United States be obligated to
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make concessions—within the policy or elsewhere—in order to gain the necessary mul-
tilateral cooperation? What are these concessions, and how do they affect this policy’s
drawbacks? Are the prices worth paying?

Feasibility and Prerequisites for Success. What is the feasibility of launching this op-
tion and pursuing it to completion? Can the necessary domestic consensus and re-
sources be mobilized? Can key policy instruments, such as the U.S. military, be di-
verted from other tasks at acceptable levels of risk? To what degree does cooperation
from other countries influence feasibility? Is it likely to be forthcoming? If there are
multiple prerequisites for success in these areas, what do they suggest about feasibility?
Can these prerequisites be met if the necessary efforts are made, or are they beyond the
realm of the possible?

Encouraging Signs and Warning Signals. What signs at home and abroad provide
encouragement for this option? Is the smell of success in the air? What warning sig-
nals are coming from at home and abroad? What is the net balance of encouraging
signs and warning signals: does one dominate the other?

Robustness and Flexibility. Is this option robust or brittle? Will it make sense even
in the eyes of people who hold somewhat different views and priorities? Can it encoun-
ter unanticipated problems and absorb reversals, yet still march onward to success?
Or will it fall apart if only a few things go wrong? How flexible is this option? Does its
implementation permit only a single narrow game plan, or can it be pursued in dif-
ferent ways? Can the United States shift gears along the way and pursue other paths
that still enable the option to achieve its goal, or is the option so rigid that it cannot
tolerate changes of direction even if they are necessary?

Vulnerability to Opposition. If this option seeks success at the expense of
adversaries, how vulnerable is it to countervailing strategies that these adversaries
might adopt? Can it withstand challenges and active opposition, or will it fall short
of success if an opponent develops ways to undermine and dilute it? Can this policy
emerge victorious in a tough competitive setting, or might it result in defeat in ways
that damage and embarrass the United States?

Externalities, Wider Consequences, and Implications. What external considerations
should be taken into account in evaluating this option? What could be this policy’s
unintended consequences and spin-offs? What impact will this policy have on inter-
national affairs outside its immediate domain and on U.S. interests and goals there? Is
it mostly self-contained, or will it produce major ripple effects—good or bad—that
must be taken into account in evaluating it? What precedents will it set around the
world? Do these potential secondary effects make the option look better or worse?

Persuasion and Public Support. Is this option easy to sell to others, or will it be
hard? How is it likely to be perceived and accepted at home and abroad? Will it be
understood and accepted, or misperceived and widely criticized? Can a public rela-
tions campaign be mounted to counter criticisms and lessen negative reactions? Can
such a campaign succeed? How and why will it succeed?

Assumptions, Uncertainties, and Biases. What key assumptions does this option
make about the problem or opportunity being addressed and about its own performance?
Are any assumptions hidden but deserving of close scrutiny? What uncertainties
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does this option face, and how important are they to evaluating its likely performance?
Does this option contain biases and blinders that might compromise the ability of
policymakers and those who implement it to think and act clearly?

Sensitivities and Risks. How sensitive is this option to its own calculations and
presumptions? Are its expectations for success vulnerable to minor changes in key fac-
tors, or do they remain valid in the face of substantial variations? What risks does
this option entail? Are they small or large? What wildcards or unpleasant surprises
could plunge the United States into deep trouble? Could the option backfire if it were
to suffer bad luck that made the existing situation worse or created some new and unwel-
come situation?

Contentious Issues and Key Judgments. Does the wisdom of this option turn on a
few contentious issues about which difficult judgments must be made? What are
these special issues, and what judgments must be made about them? How confident
can the United States be that its judgments in these areas will be accurate?

“Gold Badges” and "Red Flags.” Are there features of this option that make it highly
attractive, or necessary, or unavoidable—what might be called “gold badges”? Is it the
only viable way to attain high-priority goals and protect vital interests? Is it a sure-fire
success, or at least far more likely to succeed than its competitors, and substantially
cheaper as well? Or, instead, are its costs transparently unaffordable, its difficulties in-
surmountable, its payoffs too small, or its risks too big? In other words, are there “red
flags”? Should this option be adopted or rejected for these reasons alone, irrespective
of its other strengths and weaknesses?

Tradeoffs. Does this option pose important tradeoffs—something lost in exchange for
gain—that must be considered? What are they? Does it offer high payoffs in exchange
for heavy costs and big risks? Or does it call for modest efforts and resources in exchange
for modest performance and achievements? Does it offer strong implementation in ex-
change for less flexibility and adaptability? Does it offer the independence and other benefits
of unilateral conduct in exchange for the loss of support from allies? Does it confront
adversaries firmly at the expense of the disapproval of countries who resent U.S. super-
power status? On balance, how do these tradeoffs add up? Are the gains worth the losses
and sacrifices?

Adaptability to Other Ideas. Can this option be broadened to include good ideas con-
tained in other options? If it is embraced by the President but encounters resistance in
the Congress, can it be broadened to include changes and amendments during legislative
review and remain coherent? Can it be used as a basis for negotiations with allies and
adjusted to their views? Can it accommodate concessions to opponents or allies?

Bottom-line Appraisal. All things considered, is this option clearly a good idea or a
bad idea? Or, instead, is the appraisal foggy, ambiguous, and full of tradeoffs, some of
which argue in favor of the policy while others argue against it? How does this option
compare with other alternatives? Is it a clear winner, a clear loser, or an equal competi-
tor? Under what conditions or judgments does this option make more sense than others?
Under what conditions does it make less sense, or no sense at all?

Once a conceptual framework has been established and its critical questions
answered, the strategic evaluation proceeds to the actual analysis.
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Step 2: Performing the Analysis

If the study is being done by a single person, he or she enjoys considerable latitude in
choosing the procedures by which the analysis is conducted. In theory, an analysis should
be conducted sequentially, with the first step completed before the next step is begun,
and so forth. In reality, many studies unfold in a less orderly fashion, with the analyst
moving back and forth among all the steps, shaping and modifying them in an iterative
manner. This more helter-skelter process can succeed if the study retains its orderly logic
and the results come together at the end. Sometimes, the analyst will have a good sense
at the outset of where the study is headed and what it is likely to produce. In this event,
the process of conducting a study becomes easier. When this is not the case, the analyst
must formulate a clear sense of direction as soon as possible, and then go back into the
earlier material in order to bring it into line with the study’s direction. Regardless of the
procedure and the expertise of the analyst, it is a good idea to make the material available
to others for feedback as it emerges. Colleagues can provide invaluable advice and help
prevent the study from wandering off course.

When a study is done by a group, the process may differ. The best small group studies
typically include three analysts, enough to provide a range of talents and synergy with-
out having too many cooks to spoil the broth. Even with only three analysts, care must be
taken to ensure that they share common aims and styles and that their orientations can be
coordinated, rather than tearing the group apart. Studies by a small group can typically
be flexible in their authority structure and procedures. A study conducted by a large group
is an entirely different story. In the government, study teams composed of 20 or even 50
analysts are common. Large group efforts require an executive leader with the authority
to set the agenda, a frame of reference for all to follow, and a formal schedule of how the
study is to move from outlines to rough drafts, then to final drafts and on to review. The
study director may require a small team of deputies and administrative aides. If each of the
options is being analyzed by a team with a vested interest in promoting that option, the
study’s leaders will need to exert firm quality control over all of the teams and ensure that
the teams have a full opportunity to critique each others’ work.

The Reasoning Process

Regardless of who conducts the study and how it is structured, the intellectual process
of analysis will determine the study’s success. Because policy issues normally do not arise
in a vacuum, analysis normally does not take place in a vacuum either. Indeed, a well-
elaborated intellectual paradigm may already exist regarding current U.S. policy in the
area being examined. This paradigm might provide ready-made answers to the questions
raised in many of the subject areas. In this event, the analytical task may be minor—that
of tinkering with the paradigm in a few places and applying it to new options. A different
situation arises, however, when such a paradigm does not already exist or when it must be
discarded in favor of fresh concepts. In this event, analysis must plow entirely new ground
in all subject areas, and it may have to entertain options that were unthinkable when the
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old paradigm ruled. Pathbreaking analysis of this sort can be difficult and contentious,
but it also can establish a new way of thinking—a change of paradigm.

Paradigm change is not the norm, but it does happen frequently. During the Cold War,
the analyses that created the doctrines of containment and deterrence were products of
new paradigms. After the Cold War, the idea of NATO enlargement was also a product of a
new paradigm, which had to be understood by proponents and opponents alike if its good
and bad features were to be appraised. Since then, other new issues have required new
policy paradigms, among them globalization, terrorism, accelerating nuclear proliferation,
multinational coalition-building, and defense transformation. In the coming decades, the
creation of new paradigms, as well as new policies, may become common. Physicists and
chemists, as well as social scientists, know that there is a big difference between normal
research and paradigm-changing research in their fields. The same applies to policy analy-
sis. Creating a new paradigm may require not only a fresh analysis of the strategic situation
but also a reinterpretation of U.S. and allied interests, common goals, and available op-
tions for policies, strategies, and programs. It thus involves a wholesale rethinking of what
the United States is trying to achieve as well as of underlying strategic calculations.

Especially when fresh paradigms are being created and major policy departures are
under review, the analysis should aim to evaluate the options by comparing them, not just
assessing each of them individually in its own “stovepipe.” While the individual merits
of each option are important, what matters is how they rate in relation to each other.
This is especially important to policymakers when the options differ appreciably both from
existing policy and each other. Studies that provide a comparative appraisal will be far
more successful and influential than those that do not. A penetrating analysis is needed
in each of the subject areas because the options might differ significantly from each other,
thus widening the distance separating them and making the task of judging them more
complex. As each subject area is evaluated, the best practice is to treat initial judgments
as tentative hypotheses, and then to subject them to increasingly demanding scrutiny so
as to transform them gradually into propositions that are validated as firmly as possible.
Initial hypotheses often have a way of evolving as they are improved and may mutate into
final propositions that say different things than originally conceived. This is a sign that the
analytical process has done its work.

All studies should aim to generate the information in each subject area that is nec-
essary to evaluation. The more effort that is exerted in gathering such information, the
better will be the results. Studies can rise and fall on their ability to grasp thorny details
and to fill in all the boxes of a matrix. Yet in strategic evaluations, data-gathering nor-
mally is not the essence of the analytical process. The main challenge is that of evalu-
ating available information, even when it is incomplete, in order to generate an assess-
ment of what it means in relation to the issues and options at stake. The analysis should
aim to provide well-reasoned assessments that can be subjected to critical scrutiny. Strict
scientific standards of verification and falsification may not be feasible, or even desirable.
After all, the purpose of a strategic evaluation is not to create enduring scientific theory
for the ages, but instead to facilitate informed policymaking. Yet, there is a big difference
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between assessments that rest on hasty conjecture and those that reflect careful thought
and systematic research.

The intellectual process of moving from initial conjecture to solid conclusions is
demanding. Here, systems analysis and operations research have the advantage of being
able to employ mathematical models, graphical curves, quantitative data, and numeri-
cal criteria for guiding how they translate hypotheses into propositions and then into
validated claims. Strategic evaluation methods, however, usually lack such concreteness;
they are more dependent upon disciplined reason to guide this process. Disciplined
reason does employ data, quantitative or qualitative, but it mainly advances through
deductive logic, inductive reasoning, inference, analogy, and other forms of rigorous
thought. These are aimed not only at generating assessments but also at steadily improv-
ing them and ultimately validating them. In other words, strategic evaluation methods
employ the thought-tools of producing reasoned judgments about policy options in
the face of uncertainty.

Deductive logic moves from premises to conclusions that are logically true because
they are subordinate to the premises. A simple mathematical equation illustrates the point:
If A+ B=9,and if A = 5, then B = 4. In this equation, B necessarily equals 4 if the two
preceding statements are true; it cannot possibly be any other value.

Inductive reasoning, by contrast, is a form of logic that uses inference to generate
conclusions that, while not necessarily true, are probably true. As the inductive process
unfolds, inference (the act of moving from one judgment to another) is used to build a grow-
ing number of reliable conclusions. Typically, inductive reasoning moves from parts to a
whole, or from the particular to the general. It can combine separate pieces of information
in order to create holistic generalizations that may not be apparent when such pieces are
examined apart from each other. It involves the careful weighing of direct evidence and
circumstantial evidence to generate credible conclusions. As Sherlock Holmes said, the
best explanation for a puzzling issue is one that is fully consistent with all the relevant
facts and that passes tests of close scrutiny better than all other explanations. Credible
conclusions need not, at first glance, seem highly probable. As Holmes further said, “When
you have excluded the impossible, whatever remains, however improbable, must be the
truth.” Credible conclusions and persuasive judgments are not necessarily true as a matter of
irrefutable deductive logic, but ideally they pass tests of close scrutiny and are substantially
more believable than any other explanations.

In addition to moving from the particular to the general, inductive reasoning can
move from the general to the particular. An example of a general statement is that big
geopolitical powers seek to dominate a zone of safety around their borders. A particu-
lar inference is that China can be expected to do so because it is such a power. Induc-
tive inference may also reason by analogy. For example, because policy A worked well in
the past, it can be expected to work well again if circumstances are similar. The various
techniques of inductive reasoning can be used singly or together to create causal models
that can be applied to policy analysis in order to assess the relationship between actions
and consequences.

Although deductive logic can sometimes be employed in strategic evaluations, more
often the assessments are built through inductive reasoning and inference. Because
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this form of reasoning is subject to error, care should be taken in determining how it is
employed. The subtle pitfalls of fallacious reasoning—for example, non sequiturs caused
by errors in induction and inference, not just wrong data—should be avoided.> Collec-
tion of a few supporting facts does not automatically make a generalization true. Merely
because one country is similar to others in some respects does not guarantee that it will
behave like them in all respects. A policy that succeeded in one case will not necessarily
succeed again. Inductive reasoning and inference should be guided by demanding stan-
dards. Judgments made through inductive reasoning should rest on a solid foundation
or the preponderance of evidence, not a loose collection of a few facts that leaves out
equally compelling facts that pull in the opposite direction. Judgments reached by infer-
ence should rest on explicitly stated and convincing reasons why they are likely to be true
in the specific cases being examined, not just on unexamined comparisons.®

Ideally, strategic evaluation methods should aspire to create new knowledge of such
analytical power that it meets the extremely demanding standards of mathematics and
theoretical physics, or at least fulfills the courtroom standard of proof beyond a reason-
able doubt. More often, however, irreducible uncertainties and looming imponderables
make these standards impossible to achieve. Then, strategic evaluations should aspire to
create solid “best estimates”: judgments that are as well refined as analysis can make them
and that inspire sufficient confidence that they provide a justifiable basis for decisive
action. When a complex issue is being examined, a good strategic evaluation typically
will rest on an edifice of such best estimates. It may not be able to pass strict scientific
tests of reliability because to one degree or another, its estimates are uncertain con-
structs. But it will be solid enough to qualify as an analytical foundation for evaluating
options and choosing a policy to be implemented.

The act of making such evaluations and conveying them to readers can be aided by
employing metrics for gauging not only whether the goal is achieved but the implications
in each subject area as well. In an operations research analysis, mathematicians often try to
rank performance on a numerical scale, such as 0 to 10, in each subject area. Precision of
this sort often is impossible in a strategic evaluation, but even the use of such qualitative
terms as high, medium, and low can be valid and enormously helpful. For example, policy
A may be appraised as having a high expectation of success and low negative implications
elsewhere, while policy B is appraised as having low likelihood of success while being
highly likely to cause big troubles elsewhere. This distinction will greatly facilitate the clar-
ity of the comparison. Employing metrics intensifies pressure on the analysis to perform
well in all subject areas because its conclusions must be fine-tuned enough to be ranked.

As the analysis confronts the task of forging estimates in multiple subject areas, it
should not be so reluctant to make strong claims in the face of uncertainty that it de-
teriorates into a muddle of caveats and cautions aimed at fending off criticism. If the
weight of evidence suggests a particular interpretation, even a controversial one, the study
should say so clearly. For example, it is probably useful to acknowledge that two different
interpretations have an equal chance of being right. It is not useful to take an interpreta-
tion that has a 90 percent chance of being right and to water it down to where it seems
too uncertain to be used as a basis for decisionmaking. Whereas the former is intellectual
honesty, the latter is obfuscation or cowardice. The proper way to handle uncertainty is
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to conduct sensitivity analysis—by showing how policy evaluations can vary if alternative
interpretations are embraced—not to sweep the entire subject under the rug. In particular,
sensitivity analysis can show whether the various options still withstand scrutiny if their
key assumptions are altered significantly, or instead fall apart when such assumptions are
altered only slightly. The result can be insights that separate robust options from brittle,
fragile ones.

Strong interpretations sometimes leap into the hands of policy analysts by vir-
tue of the data and information itself. For example, if intelligence sources provide
indisputable evidence that one country is preparing to invade another, this may be
reason enough for reaching the conclusion that war is around the corner. But on big
strategic issues befogged by uncertainty and complexity, strong interpretations will
often rest on the informed judgments of the analysts themselves. How can such inter-
pretations be made and justified? In a scientific laboratory, interpretations normally
are left to rigorous tests and experiments performed with precise tools in ways that
minimize the need for subjective human judgment. In most strategic evaluations,
however, disciplined human reflection is the main tool for reaching conclusions and for
determining when interpretations should be accepted as valid. In other words, policy
analysts must use their brainpower in order to generate powerful insights that matter.
Sometimes, they must also use their creative instincts and imaginations in order to
create the new explanatory and prescriptive formulations required by fresh situations.
To skeptics, reliance on human reflection and creativity to evaluate policies may seem
like an invitation to disaster. But it should be remembered that Einstein relied on his
mind and his creative imagination, not a laboratory, to create the new theories that
revolutionized physics. While few people have Einstein’s brainpower, most trained and
knowledgeable analysts have ample capacity to generate sound interpretations and
prescriptions by applying thought and care.

The act of applying one’s analytical talents requires hard work, intellectual rigor, and
deep thinking, all of which take time and effort. Inductive reasoning and inference are
reliable tools for making interpretations, but the rigor with which they are applied can
have a big impact on whether judgments are sound or shaky. In order to produce reliable
and meaningful results, use of these tools for reasoning must be tightly disciplined. Care
should be taken to define concepts clearly, to generate explicit propositions that are sound
logically, to assess the available data thoroughly, and to reach conclusions that not only
make the most sense but can also withstand critical scrutiny. All key interpretations should
be subjected to demanding tests of reliability, including the test of whether the opposite
interpretation also has merit.

When interpretations are forged on the basis of disciplined reasoning and can
withstand such tests, they are likely to be on target even if there is lingering uncer-
tainty. What should be remembered is that in the past, the best strategic evaluations
and the wisest policies have often been products of human judgments made in the
face of major uncertainty by using incisive thinking. In contrast, failed policies have
often come from flawed judgments derived from weak reasoning in the face of ample
information that would have permitted a correct judgment. The difference was in the
quality and rigor of the thinking.
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Analytical Procedures

The analysis normally should begin by describing each option, including its rationale,
aims, actions, and implementation strategy. The heart and soul of an analysis, however,
is not description but rather evaluation of how each option likely will perform. A search-
ing appraisal of each option’s theory of actions and consequences is critical, yet often
is overlooked in many analyses. This theory serves as a fundamental basis for verifying
whether the option’s credibility and its claim to effectiveness are valid. If the theory is
correct, then the option is likely to deliver what it promises. If it is not, the option may
be an exercise in self-delusion. The theory for each option should be presented clearly,
along with a justification of its underlying rationale.

In some options, this theory may be straightforward because it is anchored in physi-
cal mechanisms that can be readily measured. An example is waging war against an ad-
versary military in order to conquer its territory, an act whose postulated features can be
studied in depth. Another example is the employment of investments, grants, and loans
to accelerate a poor country’s economic growth; this is also subject to modeling of physi-
cal phenomena. A less measurable task arises when the policy options seek to influence
the political choices of a government. Exactly how and why could each option motivate
a foreign government to act in a particular way that may be different from how it might
otherwise behave? Does the option have a high probability of succeeding, or do its ac-
tions seem to require a stretch? Questions such as these require clear answers that seem
plausible, even if they are hard to measure and prove.

Even more nebulous is the act of appraising how policy options aim to influence mul-
tiple governments in ways that produce a cascading chain of events. An example is a policy
that aims to influence country A, with an outcome that will then influence countries B and
C, whose actions are presumed to influence countries D, E, and E In this era of complex
geopolitics, strategic policies often have such complex action-reaction dynamics in mind.
An example is the strategic task of trying to mold a stable Asian security system, which re-
quires influencing the foreign policies of multiple nations, all of which may have different
aims and interests than those of the United States. In cases like these, an option’s theory of
actions and consequences must be evaluated carefully, for unless the option gets this calcula-
tion right, it might not succeed and could even backfire.

After examining the theory of actions and consequences for each and every option,
the analysis should then appraise the likely effectiveness of each at achieving the goal and
providing other benefits. Care should be taken not to exaggerate or underestimate effec-
tiveness. Here, use of metrics—quantitative or qualitative—is especially important. Often
individual options do not promise to achieve their goal fully. But determining how close
each option comes to the goal, or how far it falls short, may matter a great deal. Other
things being equal, an option that gets 75 percent of the job done is lots better than an
option that achieves only a 50 percent rating. Costs must also be included, and estimates
of cost-effectiveness offered. A good study will also include a sense of time horizons: how
costs and benefits unfold in the near term, midterm, and long term. Whereas some options
may be costly in the near term and provide their benefits only over the long haul, other
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options (which might, for this reason, be more attractive) may start delivering early and
accrue their costs only in the distant future.

In studies examining options whose activities turn on diplomacy and political af-
fairs, budget costs may not be an issue, or at least not big enough to make a difference.
(Even in such a case, however, the overall level of political effort required of a govern-
ment can matter; policymakers often favor reasonably effective options that are not ter-
ribly demanding.) By contrast, in studies involving military forces, economic assistance, or
any other expensive activity, costs can be highly influential in determining which option
is judged best. An option that performs as well as the others but is less expensive will
score ahead in the competition, while high costs can drag the most effective option down
from its top perch. For example, senior officials might discard an option that achieves
80 percent of the goal at a cost of $20 billion in favor an option that achieves 70 percent
at half the cost. They might feel satisfied with a 70 percent performance and unwilling
to pay an extra $10 billion for an additional 10 percent performance.

The analysis also should devote attention to the many factors that can help options
to succeed or can impede them. These considerations can shape the evaluation in subtle
ways that go beyond a mechanical accounting of costs and benefits. Some options might
look good on paper, yet be unacceptable owing to a lack of domestic consensus or sup-
port from other countries. An option facing few roadblocks will look more attractive than
one that must leap over multiple barriers. If an option requires multilateral support and
will attract help from allies, this argues in its favor. If the option is intended to coerce an
adversary, but the adversary might foil it with a clever response, this argues against it. If
the option provides a flexible capacity to adapt to surprises, this argues in its favor over
options rigidly tied to a single plan. The same applies to other subject areas that might
reinforce the case for one option over the others, such as consequences and spinoffs, or
core assumptions and sensitivity to unexpected developments, either of which could alter
the appraisal.

At the end, after analyzing the individual subject areas for each option, the next task is
that of synthesizing the material and presenting an overall evaluation of how the options
compare as a whole. If one option stands out as clearly best, the analysis should say so
and explain why. If the analysis can rank the options from best to worst, this is also good.
If the options instead present complex tradeoffs, in ways leaving none of them clearly
superior to the others, the analysis should admit this and not try to point to a winner.

A simple criterion of evaluation normally offers a good weathervane for an initial
comparison of the options—an option will stand out as better than the others if it offers
greater benefits at equal costs, or if it offers the same benefits at lower costs. This simple
formula must then be supplemented by a host of additional considerations to determine
whether they alter the calculus. The attractiveness of the most cost-effective option might
be dragged down by multiple constraints such as the imponderables accompanying it, the
risks it entails, the difficulty of mustering support for it, the problems of implementing
it, its vulnerability to being thrown off course by unexpected setbacks, or the prospect
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of negative second-order consequences. A second- or even third-place option might be
elevated to front-runner status because it suffers from fewer such impediments.

Such considerations may often push the boldest and most promising options to one
side in favor of more conservative options that entail fewer uncertainties and worries.
When this is clearly the case, the analysis should say so, but not with unwarranted cau-
tion when the consequence is sacrifice of potentially successful policies. The best prac-
tice is that of clearly and objectively delineating the full set of considerations and trad-
eoffs accompanying each option, so that decisionmakers are informed of all that must
be taken into account. If this is done, the study is likely to be well received regardless
of whether the option ultimately chosen is the one suggested by the study or favored by
the analyst.

An analysis should offer a recommendation when this step is appropriate. But stra-
tegic evaluations typically are not valued for high-pressure sales tactics; these could taint
them with charges of zealous advocacy and bias. Instead, the best-received strategic evalu-
ations make clear the conditions under which specific options might be chosen. They
thus entrust to policymakers the task of judging which conditions apply. When they take
this step, one of two good things can happen. Users might be led to prefer the option
suggested by the study because it comes across as the best choice to them as well. Or
they might prefer a different option and feel grateful for the study because, instead of
loading the dice, it had the honesty to show them why their chosen option made sense
in their own eyes. Many studies that have been celebrated for their achievements actu-
ally paved the way for policies that their authors believed to be second-best. Success
can be achieved in more ways than one.

Step 3: Disseminating the Final Product

The final step—presenting the results—should not be treated as an afterthought. The
mode of production and dissemination can have a big impact on determining who the
study reaches and how they appraise it. In the consulting industry and private business,
the packaging of studies is often an obsessive preoccupation, and it typically results in
glossy publications and showy briefings. In the academic community and government,
greater emphasis normally is placed on substance, but style can matter too. Consumers are
more likely to absorb a study if its material can be readily grasped and if it provides them
clearly with what they need to know. User-friendly studies tend to make a bigger impact.

Should a study be written and published, or instead be presented as an oral brief-
ing? Each mode has its advantages and disadvantages, but often the best practice is to do
both. In the academic community, studies are usually published first, to be disseminated
to the public with an editorial imprimatur as evidence of prior peer review. Occasion-
ally, scholars do hit the lecture circuit first, with presentations not yet anchored in written
publications. In the government, either mode may be appropriate. The natural temptation
is just to prepare a briefing because it is easier to assemble and can reach a large audience
of senior officials. However, even though a written analysis can require lots of time and
effort, it offers major advantages. Chief among these is that the act of writing imposes
an intellectual discipline of its own. Typically, writing results in a sharper, better product
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with improved arguments and insights. Analyses of controversial and complex subjects
may lack credibility unless they are written in ways that expose their arguments to careful
scrutiny. Although senior officials may not be willing to peruse lengthy documents, they
typically ask their staffs to do so and to prepare a critique. Some senior officials do read
voraciously. Secretary of Defense Harold Brown, for example, had a reputation for reading
400-page documents in a single night and offering hand-written comments from the first
page to the last. A trained scientist, he was not impressed by oral briefings because they
often seemed too superficial.

Written Presentations

The process of writing should be carried out carefully, with attention to both struc-
ture and style. The document should be written in a manner that accords with its mode
of publication. Academic publications typically require a structure that includes foot-
notes, citations, and literature reviews. By contrast, government studies place less em-
phasis on footnotes and citations; literature reviews often are not wanted, or are treated
suspiciously if they suggest that the study is trying to argue from authority rather than
from explicitly presented fact and logic. Government studies tend to emphasize not
what other people have said, but what this particular study uniquely has to offer.

Both academic publications and government studies have in common that they
are not mystery novels; they should not try to entice the reader with hints of surprises
in the first pages, gradually develop a plot as their chapters unfold, and unveil the re-
sults only at the end. Instead, they should express their main judgments at the begin-
ning and then present supporting arguments and information in a logical manner that
explicates these judgments. That way, the reader is quickly made aware of the main
thesis and is better able to evaluate it as the study unfolds.

How long should a written study be? Academic publications typically come in
three forms: journal articles of perhaps 15 to 20 pages, book chapters of 20 to 35 pag-
es, and entire books that can range from 150 pages to 1,000 pages. Government studies
place more emphasis on brevity, but length can vary as a function of the study’s scope
and purpose. Harried senior officials often have time to read only 1 to 3 pages and will
not look at anything more. Memoranda to staff typically run 10 to 15 pages. For lon-
ger studies, a common practice is to write a short executive summary of 1 to 2 pages to
accompany a text of 20 to 30 pages, with additional argumentation and data placed in
appendices. That way, readers can select how much detail they want to absorb; senior of-
ficials can quickly read the executive summary, their top aides can read the text, and their
staffs can prowl though the appendices.

Regardless of their length, studies in both the academic community and government
should be written clearly. Good writing is focused and articulate, not an exercise in im-
pressionism with thoughts blurred around the edges. Such writing takes time and effort.
Perhaps a few superb writers can craft polished text in one sitting, but for most mortals,
good writing often requires a process of successively closer approximations. Writers should
avoid saying too much or too little, and should trim redundancy and extraneous mate-
rial. Their prose should be pleasing and appropriate to the subject—not pretentious or
ponderous yet not frivolous. While the language should have a rhythm and a melody, this
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is not the place to mimic famous authors renowned for their soaring prose. Analytical
writing should be simple, straightforward, and, above all, clear. A main goal should be
to attract interest by motivating readers and to convey a sense of gravitas and credibil-
ity, indicating that the writers know what they are talking about. The writing should be
guided by a sense of the audience to whom the study is speaking. Writing for the Pres-
ident and Cabinet members is different from writing for a group of scientists or other
specialists. Normally the tone should be that of equals speaking to equals, not upward
or downward. The tone should be respectful of the right of readers to make their own
judgments about the study’s contents.

The normal rules of English composition apply. Clarity usually benefits when sen-
tences and words are kept short. Short words are better than long words. Sentences should
be as simple as possible, and even compound or complex sentences should not run
more than three lines. Paragraphs should contain a single theme, not a hodgepodge of
multiple unrelated ideas. Paragraphs should have at least three sentences, but normally
their length should be no longer than one-half or one-third of a page, in order to pro-
vide readers with regular breathing space. A lengthy study should be broken into sections
and subsections that help the reader discern the overall structure. Pretentious and phony
jargon should be avoided. Key words or phrases that are not widely understood should
be defined. Writing should speak in the active voice, not passive. It should use nouns and
verbs to compose sentences, with adjectives and adverbs kept to a minimum because these
parts of speech are discursive and can suggest bias or dice-loading. Writing should be
understandable and credible.

A well-written study almost always has a single, clear thesis. The study’s title is a
good place to convey this thesis and rewards careful thought. A title such as “U.S. and
European Policies in the Middle East” reveals the topic, but not a thesis. “Allies at Odds:
U.S. and European Policies in the Middle East” does a better job of making clear what
the study says. The title “U.S. Foreign Policy in Asia” is a mere label; the title “Balancing
Multiple Imperatives: Setting U.S. Priorities in Asia” reveals much more.

The authors should answer a key question before the writing begins. If readers come
away from this study remembering only one thing about its contents, what should it be?
The authors should be able to crystallize this message in a single clear sentence, and they
should put it prominently on display in their publication. This main message should
be stated at the start of the study and at the end, and it should also permeate the en-
tire product as it unfolds. The written product should not provide a mélange of disas-
sociated, unsynthesized data and interpretations. One that does so is unlikely to be pub-
lished, read, or remembered. One of the most difficult tasks in writing a policy analysis
is that of articulating its message in a way that does not create bias toward one option
or another. This requires careful, honest writing. While there is no simple formula for
achieving success in this area, many successful studies have struck the right balance in
conveying a powerful message while acknowledging the complexity of the topic and not
loading the dice.

Who should do the writing? The answer is obvious if the study was prepared by only
one person. But if the study is a group effort, one approach is to parcel out the various sec-
tions to the analysts who led the work in each section; this can work if the various analysts
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write in the same style. A better approach may be for the entire study to be drafted by the
person who has the best command of the whole subject, or the best understanding of the
writing style most appropriate to the audience being addressed. The draft should then be
reviewed and commented upon by the entire team and sometimes by outside experts. The
process of forming a consensus among them should be handled carefully. They should not
“wordsmith” so as to obscure differences or sand away controversial issues. The best con-
sensus-building efforts are those that further sharpen the analysis, deepen its judgments,
and bolster its recommendations. The same standards apply to studies that are written by
multiple government offices whose agendas may differ from one another. Strong efforts
to find common ground are always necessary, but if the product is bland homogenization
or a five-humped camel, the study is unlikely to accomplish its purpose and may be met
with disfavor by senior officials. One reason for presenting multiple options with different
rationales is to allow differences in opinion to surface, not conceal them.

Virtually all written analyses emerge initially as first drafts and must go through a
process of editing and revising. First drafts, however, should be done as well as possible
because this will lessen the need for editing and allow editors to focus their efforts. Initial
editing is typically done by colleagues or supervisors and usually focuses on improving
substantive content. When the revision is ready, it is often sent to a professional editor to
improve the clarity of the presentation. To authors, the editing process can be difficult and
prolonged and tends to come at a time when their energies have already been spent. Yet
authors should participate in this process wholeheartedly because, even if their initial draft is
good, editing can improve its quality and thus its impact. The final product is almost always
considerably better than the first draft.

Briefings

Briefings have an art and science too. Because they are normally short, they can hit
only the main highlights of the study. This is another reason why issuing a written study
to accompany the briefing may be important. By providing the necessary backup mate-
rial, it allows a briefing to address big points and avoid being bogged down in details.
Preparing good briefings takes time and effort, including multiple reviews and editing.

The structure should be guided by the purpose and scope of the presentation. Even
when offering its own judgments, the briefing should endeavor to give listeners the mate-
rial they need to know in order to form their own opinions. When a briefing intends to
convey substance, this is normally not the time to deliver a complex explanation of meth-
odology. Unless the methodology itself is new and controversial, it should be mentioned
only briefly. A briefing that evaluates policy options should focus mostly on how they
compare and contrast. If the main purpose is to address implications of a single option
and to develop an implementation strategy and supporting program for it, the briefing
should focus on these matters. Focus is necessary because if a briefing tries to address
multiple subjects, it is unlikely to treat any of them well.

The person giving the briefing should decide whether the audience should focus on
the oral presentation or on the slides accompanying it; listeners cannot do both. This
affects decisions about what to say in person and what should be written on slides.
If the slides are the focal point, the briefer should never read them aloud, but instead
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supplement them with words that help listeners grasp their messages. The slides them-
selves should be crisp and clear, not so overloaded with words that their main points are
hard to decipher.

The briefer should be prepared for a wide range of audience reactions, from support
to hostility, and from enthusiasm to inattention. The length of the briefing should be tai-
lored to the situation and the audience. Cabinet-level briefings normally should take only
10 to 20 minutes. Staff-level briefings should last no more than 40 to 60 minutes. Ample
time should be left for questions and dialogue. The briefing should begin by quickly pos-
ing its key issues and offering its main judgments. It should then present the material that
supports these judgments. It should close with a reminder of the key judgments and a
statement on where future analyses should go. Briefings may be glossy and high-tech, but
they should never be circus acts designed to hoodwink the audience. The best briefings are
straightforward, professional, honest, and candid.

This chapter has provided an introduction to the theory of strategic evalua-
tion, addressing the simple case of designing a policy in order to pursue a single goal.
It highlights the importance of good policy analysis and the demanding requirements
of carrying it out. Policy analysis cannot be pursued by taking shortcuts. The proper
path is that of thoroughness, patience, and persistence. The reward can be a product
worth reading and heeding.
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Chapter 5
Evaluating Strategies for Multiple Goals

.S. national security policies abroad are part of U.S. national security strategies—

action agendas composed of multiple policies intended to advance several goals at
the same time through the vehicle of an individual policy for each goal, with all poli-
cies harmonized. Strategy analysis endeavors to design several policies that operate largely
in separate domains yet blend in mutually supporting ways under the guidance of an
overarching strategic concept.

Strategy analysis is more than normal strategic evaluation on steroids. It is an endeav-
or unique unto itself. It is more complicated than normal strategic evaluation because it
requires the crafting and coordination of not just one but several policies. Beyond this,
strategy analysis requires wide-ranging thought not commonly found in less ambitious
analyses and frames of reference that are more comprehensive and synthetic. Strategy
analysis is often more original and creative than analysis that considers only one policy
activity and goal. Strategy analysis normally is not reactive; instead of trying to cope with
a situation, it tries to seize the initiative and mold future situations in favorable ways.
Analysis of single policies can do this, too, but strategy analysis is steeped in this logic
to a greater extent because its thinking is farther-reaching. Strategy analysis is especially
demanding of substantive knowledge and analytical talent. Most often, analysis of a single
policy takes place within a larger strategic framework that helps set the parameters for
its work. The purpose of strategy analysis is to create that larger framework. This is the
heart of the difference between the two.!

This chapter turns from analysis of policy for a single goal, discussed in chapter 4,
to analysis of complex strategies that pursue multiple goals. The chapter first discusses
the essential characteristics of strategy—its multiple goals and multiple policies. Three
main types of strategy—global, regional, and functional—are defined. The chapter then
turns to the specific contributions that can be made by strategic evaluation, and the main
challenges to analyzing a complex strategy: evaluating probable benefits and costs, as-
sessing inherent tradeoffs, and predicting the relative likelihood and timetable of success
for different options. Ways to portray the results of the analysis are outlined. The chapter
ends with a brief illustration of the use of decision trees to portray how strategies may be
modified as their programs unfold because such flexibility will increasingly be necessary
in the fluid world of the early 21* century.

This chapter argues that in assessing strategies, analysts can use the same procedures
identified in chapter 4 for assessing policies (create a conceptual framework, perform the
analysis comparatively, and then distribute it through written products and briefing). But
in assessing strategies, considerably greater attention must be devoted to how the con-
ceptual framework treats goals and subordinate policies. In policy analysis, only one goal
must be defined, and only one policy must be selected among a set of competitors. In

61
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strategy analysis, multiple goals must first be defined, weighed in importance to each
other, and prioritized. Then, policies must be designed for each goal and harmonized to
support each other. The result is a set of alternative candidate strategies, all of which pursue
the same goals but with differing emphases, policies, and prospects. All of these strate-
gies must, in turn, be compared in order to determine which strategy is the best choice.
Once a set of such strategies is developed, the analysis can then employ the categories of
evaluation and analytical techniques of this chapter in order to carry out its business.

Figure 5-1. Basic Model of a Strategy for Pursuing Multiple Goals

Policy A ————> GoalA ————>

Policy B ————> Goal B ————> Overarching

Policy C ———> Goal (. —————> Strategic Concept

Policy D ———> Goal D ————>

Using a Strategy to Pursue Multiple Goals

The need for a strategy composed of several policies arises when multiple goals are at
stake. In theory, a single policy can be shaped to pursue several goals at the same time provid-
ed it does an acceptable job of advancing all of these goals. But often this is not the case. Typi-
cally a single policy may perform well at achieving one goal, but it might have little positive
impact on other important goals in the strategic calculus or even inflict damage upon
some of them. Any single policy can pose painful tradeoffs in which some critical goals
must be sacrificed in order to attain others. A strategy seeks to surmount this problem of
incompatible goals and unwanted negative consequences by designing an individual policy
for each goal, then weaving these separate policies together to create an overall strategic
construct that best advances all of the goals being sought (see figure 5-1).

An example will help illustrate the point. Suppose the United States is pursuing the
goal of enhancing the military capacity of an ally to defend itself against an enemy threat
to its borders. The United States could attain this goal by allowing the ally to buy modern
American tanks and combat aircraft so as to elevate its military forces to self-sufficiency.
But this military assistance program might have downsides; it might overload the ally
with expensive defense purchases that its struggling economy cannot afford. It might
motivate the enemy to strengthen its military forces, thereby triggering an arms race. It
might alarm friendly neighboring countries, causing them to fear that the entire region
is becoming unstable. Taken together, these downsides confront the United States with a
dilemma: either allow the ally to remain vulnerable to invasion by offering it no military
assistance, or provide it assistance at the expense of major damage in other arenas.

These dilemmas can be handled by concocting a multipronged strategy that enables
the United States to provide the necessary military assistance, accompanied by parallel
policies aimed at shoring up its other goals. In addition to sales of weapons to the ally,
the United States might lower trade barriers with it and arrange for it to receive financial
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assistance from the World Bank and other institutions to help its economy grow even in
the face of higher defense spending. The United States might also initiate arms control
negotiations with the enemy, thereby opening an avenue to preserve a stable military
balance and avoid an arms race. The United States might pursue diplomacy aimed at
enhancing regional collective security to reassure other countries that their region is not
being destabilized. By forging a strategy of multiple policies, the United States can pursue
one goal without unduly damaging other important goals. Performing complex functions
of this sort is a primary reason for creating such strategies. The challenge facing analysis is
to design strategies that work when conditions are complicated.

The 2003 invasion of Iraq provides a real-life example of the challenges and
problems that can arise in designing national security strategies in troubled regions. The
main U.S. goal of invading Iraq was to eliminate Saddam Hussein's regime, its menacing
regional conduct, and any WMD. But the situation mandated careful attention to other
goals as well. Whereas the Gulf War of 1990-1991 had been easier to mount because a
broad international consensus favored ejecting Saddam Hussein from Kuwait, the 2003
crisis saw no such consensus in favor of using force to remove him from power. As a
result, the United States was compelled to forge a complex strategy aimed at advancing
multiple goals.

One goal was to convince the United Nations (UN) Security Council of the need to
invade Iraq in the near future. Another goal was to mobilize a large international coali-
tion to support the effort, including Britain and other European allies. A third goal was
to elicit acquiescence from France and Germany, which opposed the invasion. A fourth
goal was to assure other Arab countries in the Middle East that their own security would
not be endangered by a U.S.-led invasion and that their region would be better off with-
out Saddam Hussein. A fifth goal was to avoid hampering the war on terror elsewhere,
including in Afghanistan. A sixth goal was to ensure that the invasion did not derail the
Israeli-Palestinian peace process. A seventh goal was to ensure that after the invasion
had succeeded, the U.S. presence in Iraq would produce a stable, democratic govern-
ment. An eighth goal was to use the invasion and continued presence to stimulate the
advance of democracy across the greater Middle East. A ninth goal was to achieve this
complex political-military agenda without diverting U.S. military forces from other global
commitments or allowing crises to arise elsewhere, such as on the Korean Peninsula.

Owing to these multiple goals, the United States was active almost everywhere seek-
ing help or trying to persuade doubters while rushing military forces to the Persian Gulf.
In the end, it launched a successful invasion with the support of Britain and others,
but at the cost of damage to its relations with the UN and Europe. Afterward came a
troubled period that suggested that a peaceful, democratic Iraq would be a long time in
coming. The rest of the world remained at peace for the time being, but U.S. military
forces were bogged down in a lengthy commitment. Historians will be debating the
U.S. strategy, its effects, and the forgone alternatives for a long time. It stretched the art
of the possible and accepted tradeoffs on behalf of a preemptive war deemed vital by
U.S. policymakers. The experience illuminates how difficult the act of crafting and im-
plementing such a complex strategy can be in an unpredictable world of competing
crosscurrents and multiple actors with interests of their own.
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The Essence of Strategy

The term strategy conjures images of a planned, coordinated set of actions aimed
at charting a successful course in a demanding situation. A key feature of a strategy is
that its multiple actions are not independent of each other, but highly interdependent.
None of them stands alone. Each derives part of its rationale from those of the others.
Their ultimate success is determined by how they interact to form a sensible game plan.
For example, a football coach typically designs an offensive strategy and a defensive
strategy for an upcoming game. His design for the former is affected by his design for
the latter, and vice versa. If one succeeds, the other is more likely to succeed. If one
fails, the other is more likely to fail.

In the national security arena, strategy is commonly associated with military thinking.
A military force attempts to formulate a clear, coherent strategy to guide its battlefield
operations in war. Early in World War II, for example, the German Wehrmacht pursued a
strategy of blitzkrieg to overwhelm Poland and France. During 1944-1945, by contrast,
U.S. and Allied soldiers pursued a broad-front strategy as they marched across France
to conquer Germany. These two strategies called for military forces to be employed in very
different ways.>

In contemporary world affairs, U.S. national security strategy is more than solely
military. It pursues a broader definition of security than just deterrence and defense. It
includes such other instruments as diplomacy, alliance management, trade, and multi-
national institutions to pursue not just security goals, but also political and economic
goals, all of which are combined in order to advance national interests and democratic
values. Modern-day strategy analysis can thus be complex.

The relationship between strategy and policy merits further exploration. The definition
of strategy employed here says that strategy provides the framework for pursuing policies.
This is strategy with a capital S. Some observers call this grand strategy, but a better term
may be goals-oriented strategy; not all strategies are grand or extensive in their coverage,
but they all focus on pursuing multiple goals. Policies themselves can require strate-
gies—that is, schemes to implement them and achieve their subordinate objectives.
This is strategy with a small s, or operations-oriented strategy, which conveys a sense
of tactics and activity. The difference between the two can be illuminated by recalling
the U.S. Civil War. From early 1864 onward, President Abraham Lincoln and General
Ulysses S. Grant pursued a policy of defeating General Robert E. Lee’s Army of Northern
Virginia. This policy had an accompanying operational strategy of fighting a series of
bloody attrition battles aimed at destroying Lee’s forces and seizing the Confederate capi-
tal of Richmond. But this policy and strategy were embedded in a larger approach for
waging and winning the Civil War as a whole. It called for a coordinated series of of-
fensives not only in Virginia, but also along the Mississippi River, in the Tennessee Valley,
in General Sherman’s march to the Atlantic, and in the naval blockade of the South.
This larger approach amounted to a strategy with a capital S: a grand strategy or goals-
oriented strategy.’



EVALUATING STRATEGIES FOR MULTIPLE GOALS 65

For the United States, developing goals-oriented strategies with a capital S is important
because of how the international system has changed. During the Cold War, the global
structure was so frozen in bipolarity that, over time, U.S. national security strategy became
set in concrete. That is no longer the case. Bipolarity has passed into history, and the current
international security system lacks such a clear structure. To the extent a structure exists,
it resides in a loosely organized democratic community that covers about one-half of the
world, with a better-organized inner core of allies at its center. Outside the democratic
community, however, the world is largely shapeless and amorphous, unformed by
such traditional notions as unipolarity, bipolarity, or multipolarity. Perhaps a structure will
eventually emerge, but that time lies in the distant future.

Meanwhile, overall U.S. national security strategy will be a fluid and constantly
shifting construct, as will be the component strategies that fall under the rubric of
global strategy. Strategy development will mostly take two forms: first, harnessing the
resources of the United States and its alliance relationships in order to strengthen the
democratic community and to advance common interests and goals in geographic areas
outside this community; and second, applying these resources to influence and mold
the amorphous, often dangerous world outside the democratic community. Forging
new and fluid strategies in these two arenas will be an ongoing challenge for the
future that will demand a steady stream of insightful strategic evaluations.

Future strategies will need to be crafted in the context of a globalizing world. Global-
ization is not a policy or an ideology but rather an empirical trend of profound impor-
tance. An accelerating increase of cross-border flows in such areas as trade, finances, in-
vestments, technology, biomaterials, technology, communications, information, cultural
values, and interpersonal contacts is drawing the far corners of the world closer together.
Previously separated regions are coming into closer contact, interdependencies are grow-
ing, and the world is becoming a single stage upon which many actors play important
roles. Globalization compels the United States to see the world in holistic terms rath-
er than viewing regions separately. It means that the United States needs to design an
overall national security strategy plus subordinate strategies. This family of national
security strategies will have to be integrated in order to protect U.S. interests and to advance
American values and visions abroad.*

Different Types of Strategies

A family of U.S. national security strategies will have global, regional, and functional
components. Global strategies provide a roadmap for how the United States conducts
its national security affairs on a worldwide basis. They provide a framework for regional
strategies, which define the goals and policies of the United States in the key regions of
the world. Functional strategies provide a sense of how the United States should act in
such interdependent, multiregional areas as alliance affairs, arms control, and economic
aid. All three types of strategies must be designed to work together if overall U.S. national
security strategy is to function effectively. The nature of these types of strategies, and their
interrelationships, can be illuminated by discussing them sequentially: global strategies,
then regional strategies, and finally, functional strategies.
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Global Strategies

A global strategy is more than a collection of regional strategies; it sets worldwide
goals as well as priorities for each region.” An example is the U.S. national security strategy
put forth by the Bush administration in fall 2002. Critics often portrayed the strategy of
the preceding administration of William Clinton as anchored in liberal premises and
the succeeding Bush administration strategy as resting on conservative premises, but it is
fairer to say that both strategies reflected their times, and both can be seen as outgrowths
of a process that began in 1990-1991 when the Cold War suddenly came to an end. At
that time, U.S. national security strategy had been anchored in time-tested concepts of
containment, deterrence, forward defense of allies, and flexible response in the face of
crises and wars. Almost overnight, this set of concepts was rendered out of date. A new
national security strategy anchored in new concepts was needed, but what it was to be was
clouded by great uncertainty about the kind of international security system the post-Cold
War era was likely to produce.

The 1989-1993 administration of George H.W. Bush began the process of forging a
new post-Cold War global strategy. Although mostly preoccupied with such urgent mat-
ters as unifying Germany within NATO and winning the Persian Gulf War against Iraq,
the Bush administration devoted considerable effort to thinking about how a new global
order anchored in stability and peace could be crafted. Concerned that the collapse of the
old bipolar order could result in an unstable multipolar system, it concluded that instead
of withdrawing into a new isolationism, the United States should remain actively engaged
abroad and use its new status as the world’s only superpower for constructive purposes. It
also decided that current U.S.-led alliances (such as NATO and bilateral alliances in Asia)
should be retained and reformed in order to continue serving as valuable instruments
for global security management. It rejected the idea of wholesale military disarmament.
Instead, it decided to retain a downsized but still potent U.S. military force configured
to carry out a regional defense strategy focused on threats posed by such medium-sized
adversaries as Iraq and North Korea.°

When the Clinton administration took office in early 1993, it inherited a seemingly
peaceful world with a bright future. Accordingly, its initial national security strategy was
focused on enlarging the democratic community, establishing a partnership with Russia,
and taking advantage of globalization’s integrative effects. By the time the Clinton admin-
istration began its second term in early 1997, however, international trends were taking a
negative course. Savage ethnic fighting in the Balkans, the slowing of democratic reforms
in Russia, trouble with China and North Korea, renewed Persian Gulf tensions, and the
tendency of globalization to leave many poor countries behind were grounds for worry
about the future. In response, the Clinton administration adopted a new, more assertive
national security strategy focused on shaping emerging trends, responding to current crises,
and preparing for an uncertain future.” It also set about to fund larger defense budgets
in order to strengthen U.S. military forces and encouraged the NATO allies to do likewise.

The new national security strategy of the George W. Bush administration—written
in 2002 after the global war on terrorism had been launched—was even more focused
on the dangers ahead. It judged that careful attention would have to be given to the
world’s turbulent security affairs through such traditional mechanisms as diplomacy and
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military power. The Bush strategy had several interlocking components, each with a wide
set of policies and goals, as well as a worldwide focus that resulted in multiple separate
regional strategies. Its first component was an activist security strategy aimed at reassur-
ing allies, maintaining favorable balances of power in key regions, dissuading potential
opponents from engaging in destabilizing competitions, deterring and defeating aggression
by rogue countries, defeating terrorism, and suppressing threats posed by proliferation of
WMD systems. Its second component was geopolitical diplomacy aimed at establishing
more constructive relations with such big powers as Russia and China and at defusing
such regional hotspots as the Indo-Pakistan rivalry and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Its
third component was an economic strategy aimed at accelerating global economic growth
through expansion of free trade and open markets, as well as greater aid and investments in
order to help poor economies grow faster. Its fourth component was an effort to promote
the spread of democracy by encouraging social reforms and responsible governance in
countries led by undemocratic or authoritarian governments. Its fifth component was a
bigger defense budget targeted at transforming U.S. military forces for information-era
operations. Whether this global, multifaceted strategy will succeed in its ambitious visions
and soaring ideals will depend upon future events. But in sharply changing the earlier U.S.
strategy through enhanced activism and sterner security measures abroad, it amounted to
an ambitious grand strategy.®

This strategy is not the only model that could have been adopted. Few conserva-
tives in the Republican Party endorsed outright isolationism, but some had called for a
less assertive strategy aimed mainly at defending traditional vital interests and strategic
perimeters, thus limiting the risk of U.S. overextension into peripheral zones. In contrast,
some American liberals disagreed with the new strategy’s departure from Clinton admin-
istration premises and policies toward multilateralism and arms control and about its
other manifestations of conservative principles. Europeans and others abroad complained
about the strategy’s tendencies toward unilateralism, its scuttling of such agreements as
the Kyoto Accord, its activist attitude toward rogue countries, and its penchant for military
solutions to political problems. These criticisms set the stage for intense debates.

All future administrations will need to craft national security strategies that have a
global focus. Doing so will never be easy because it is so intellectually demanding, and
it always will be subjected to political scrutiny, debate, and partisan infighting. Strategic
evaluation can contribute to this enterprise not only by making the intellectual demands
more manageable, but also by providing concrete focus to the accompanying political
debates. In this sense, it can help make the pluralist process of democracy more informed
and thereby more capable of making sound decisions about very complex matters.

Regional Strategies

A U.S. global strategy must always be accompanied by strategies for handling the vari-
ous regions around the world, each of which must be treated on its own merits. A good
example of a regional strategy is seen in how the U.S. Government handles NATO and
Europe. All administrations since World War II have had concerted European strategies,
and the Bush administration has been no exception. Its dual pursuit of NATO enlargement
and defense reform reflected a focused, ambitious strategy. Under U.S. sponsorship, NATO
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adopted a new strategic agenda at its Prague Summit in late 2002. The new Prague strategy
called for NATO military reform in order to develop a better capacity to project power outside
Europe while working closely with U.S. forces. To this end, it called for a new NATO Re-
sponse Force (NRF), a military command focused on the modernization and incorporation
of information technologies for transformation, and alliance-wide pursuit of upgraded
military capabilities attuned to the new missions ahead. In order to prevent a rift between
NATO and the European Union, the Prague strategy called for pursuit of interoperable
military forces and close political consultations between the two bodies. In order to ac-
celerate integration of Eastern Europe into the alliance, it called for prompt admission of
seven new members, plus intensified partnership activities with other countries still out-
side NATO. In order to strengthen relations with Russia, it called for a new NATO-Russia
Council to increase collaboration with Moscow in the war on terror and other endeavors.
A product of intense analysis and debate throughout the alliance, the Prague strategy was a
major departure from the past; it sent NATO on a new trajectory for the early 21 century.

Regional strategies for the greater Middle East, South Asia, and Asia have also been
common to all U.S. administrations, as have strategies for Latin America and sub-Saharan
Africa. The first three regions will be addressed in subsequent 