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A National Security Strategy
of Engagement and Enlargement

THE WHITE HOUSE
February 1996

I1. Advancing our Interests Through Engagement and Enlar gement

A new international era presents the United States with many distinct dangers, but
also with a generally improved security environment and a range of opportunities to
improve it further. The preeminent threat that dominated our engagement during the
Cold War has been replaced by a complex set of challenges. Our nation’ s strategy
for defining and addressing those challenges has several core principles that guide
our policies to safeguard American security, prosperity and fundamental values.
First and foremost, we must exercise global leadership. We are not the world’ s
policeman, but as the word’ s premier economic and military power, and with the
strength of our democratic values, U.S. engagement is indispensable to the forging
of stable politica relations and open trade to advance our interests.

Our leadership must stress preventive diplomacy -- through such means as support
for democracy, economic assistance, overseas military presence, interaction
between U.S. and foreign militaries and involvement in multilateral negotiations in
the Middle East and elsewhere -- in order to help resolve problems, reduce tensions
and defuse conflicts before they become crises. These measures are a wise
investment in our national security because they offer the prospect of resolving
problems with the least human and materia cog.

Our engagement must be selective, focusing on the challenges that are most
important our own interests and focusing our resources where we can make the most
difference. We must also use the right tools -- being willing to act unilaterally when
our direct national interests are most at stake; in alliance and partnership when our
interests are shared by others; and multilaterally when our interests are more general
and the problems are best addressed by the international community.

In all cases, the nature of our response must depend on what best serves our own
long-term national interests. Those interests are ultimately defined by our security
requirements. Such requirements start with our physical defense and economic
well-being. They also include environmental security as well as the security of our
vaues achieved through expansion of the community of democratic nations.,

Our national security strategy draws upon a range of political, military and
economic instruments, and focuses on the primary objectives that President Clinton
has stressed throughout his Adminigtration:

Enhancing Our Security. Taking account of the realities of the new international
era with its array of new threats, a military capability appropriately sized and
postured to meet the diverse needs of our strategy, including the ability, in concert
with regional allies, to win two nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts. We
will continue to pursue a combination of diplomatic, economic and defense efforts,

141



including arms control agreements, to reduce the danger of nuclear, chemical,
biologica and conventiona conflict and to promote stability. ......

Enhancing our Security

The U.S. government is responsible for protecting the lives and personal safety of
Americans, maintaining our political freedom and independence as a nation and
promoting the well-being and prosperity of our nation. No matter how powerful we
are as a nation, we cannot always secure these basic goals unilaterally. Whether the
problem is nuclear proliferation, regional instability, the reversal of reform in the
former Soviet empire, international crime and terrorism, or unfair trade practices,
the threats and challenges we face frequently demand cooperative, multinational
solutions. Therefore, the only responsible U.S. strategy is one that seeks to ensure
U.S. influence over and participation in collective decision making in a wide and
growing range of circumstances.

An important element of our security preparedness depends on durable relationships
with allies and other friendly nations. Accordingly, a central thrust of our strategy
of engagement is to sustain and adapt the security relationships we have with key
nations around the world. These ties constitute an important part of an international
framework that will be essential to ensuring cooperation across a broad range of
issues. Within the realm of security issues, our cooperation with allies and friendly
nations includes such activities as: conducting combined training and exercises,
coordinating military plans and preparations, sharing intelligence -- particularly in
support of multilateral peacekeeping efforts or initiatives to contain the inimical
behavior of rogue states -- jointly developing new systems to include cooperative
research and development programs and controlling exports of sensitive
technol ogies according to common standards.

The new era presents a different set of threats to our security. In this new period,
enhancing American security requires, first and foremost, developing and
maintaining a strong defense capability of forces ready to fight. We are developing
integrated approaches for dealing with threats arising from the development of
nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction by other nations. Our security also
requires a vigorous arms control effort and a strong intelligence capability. We have
implemented a strategy for multilateral peace operations. We have clarified rigorous
guidelines for when and how to use military forcein thisera

We also face security risks that are not solely military in nature. An emerging class
of transnational environmental and natural resource issues, and rapid population
growth and refugee flows, are increasingly affecting international stability and
consequently will present new challenges to U.S. strategy. Other increasingly
interconnected, transnational phenomena such as terrorism, narcotics trafficking and
organized crime also have security implications both for present and long-term
American policy: the destructive forces we face inside our borders often have their
origins overseas in rogue nations that breed and harbor terrorists, in countries where
drugs are produced and in international organized crime cartels, which are
principally headquartered outside our borders; and free and open societies, in a
world brought closer together by a technology revolution where information, money
and people can move rapidly and easily, are inherently more challenged by these
kinds of forces.

We cannot protect ourselves against drug-related crime, track down terrorists, seize
international criminals or stop the flow of illegal arms or weapons-related materials
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without both cooperation among the agencies within our government and the help of
countries that are the origin of these forces and whose peace and freedoms are also
jeopardized. That is why the President proposed new legislation and initiatives for
the U.S. government last year, while also unveiling a new international proposal to
work more closely with foreign governments in order to respond more effectively in
fighting these forces that challenge our security from within and withot.

Finally, the threat of intrusions to our military and commercial information systems
poses asgnificant risk to nationa security and is being addressed. . ...

Major Regional Contingencies

The focus of our planning for major theater conflict is on deterring and, if necessary,
fighting and defeating aggression by potentially hostile regional powers, such as
North Korea, Iran or Irag. Such states are capable of fielding sizable military forces
which can cause serious imbalances in military power within regions important to
the United States, with allied or friendly states often finding it difficult to match the
power of a potentially aggressive neighbor. To deter aggression, prevent coercion of
allied or friendly governments and, ultimately, defeat aggression should it occur, we
must prepare our forces to confront this scale of threat, preferably in concert with
our allies and friends, but unilaterally if necessary. To do this, we must have forces
that can deploy quickly and supplement U.S. forward-based and forward-deployed
forces, along with regional allies, in halting an invasion and defeating the aggressor,
just as we demonstrated by our rapid response in October 1994 when Iraq threatened
aggresson againgt Kuwait.

The forces the Administration fields today are sufficient, in concert with regional
allies, to defeat aggression in two nearly simultaneous major regional conflicts.
Programmed enhancements will sustain and strengthen that capability to meet future
threats. As a nation with global interests, it is important that the United States
maintain forces with aggregate capabilities on this scale. Obviously, we seek to
avoid a situation in which an aggressor in one region might be tempted to take
advantage when U.S. forces are heavily committed elsewhere. More basically,
maintaining a 'two war force helps ensure that the United States will have
sufficient military capabilities to deter or defeat aggression by a coalition of hostile
powers or by a larger, more capable adversary than we foresee today. The need to
deter or defeat aggression in two theaters was demonstrated by the real prospect of
near simultaneous hostilities with Iraq and North Korea in the late summer of 1994,
The threat of such near simultaneous hostilities and our rapid response in
reinforcing our presence and deploying additional forces showed we have a correct
and realistic defense strategy. And because tomorrow’ s threats are less clear, a
strategy for deterring and defeating aggression in more than one theater ensures we
maintain the flexibility to meet unknown future threats, while our continued
engagement represented by that strategy helps preclude such threats from
developing in thefirg place.

We will never know with certainty how an enemy might fight or precisely what
demands might be placed on our own forces in the future. The contributions of allies
or coalition partners will vary from place to place and over time. Thus, balanced
U.S. forces are needed in order to provide a wide range of complementary
capabilities and to cope with the unpredictable and unexpected. Our forces must
remain ready and modern to meet future, as well as present, threats or challenges.
Integral to these efforts is the development of new systems and capabilities,
incorporating state-of-the-art technology and new and more effective combat
organizations. . ...
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Over seas Presence

The need to deploy U.S. military forces abroad in peacetime is also an important
factor in determining our overall force structure. We will maintain robust overseas
presence in several forms, such as permanently stationed forces and pre-positioned
equipment, deployments and combined exercises; port calls and other force visits, as
well as military-to-military contacts. These activities provide several benefits.

Specificaly they:

Give form and substance to our bilateral and multilateral security
commitments.

Demonstrate our determination to defend U.S. and allied interests in critical
regions, deterring hogtile nations from acting contrary to those interests.

Provide forward elements for rapid response in crises as well as the bases,
ports and other infrastructure essential for deployment of U.S.-based forces
by ar, seaand land.

Enhance the effectiveness of coalition operations, including peace operations,
by improving our ability to operate with other nations.

Allow the United States to use its position of trust to prevent the development
of power vacuums and dangerous arms races, thereby underwriting regional
sability by precluding threats to regiona security.

Facilitate regional integration, since nations that may not be willing to work
together in our absence may be willing to coadesce around usin acriss.

Promote an international security environment of trust, cooperation, peace
and stability, which is fundamental to the vitality of developing democracies
and free-market economies for America’s own economic well-being and
security.

Through training programs, combined exercises, military contacts, interoperability
and shared defense with potential coalition partners, as well as security assistance
programs that include judicious foreign military sales, we can strengthen the local
self-defense capabilities of our friends and allies. Through active participation in
regional security dialogues, we can reduce regional tensions, increase transparency
in armaments and improve our bilateral and multilateral cooperation.

By improving the defense capabilities of our friends and demonstrating our
commitment to defend common interests, these activities enhance deterrence,
encourage responsibility-sharing on the part of friends and allies, decrease the
likelihood that U.S. forces will be necessary if conflict arises and raise the odds that
U.S. forces will find a relatively favorable situation should a U.S. response be
required. U.S. overseas presence visibly supports our strategy of engagement, and
we must continualy assess the best gpproaches to achieving its objectives. ...

National Security Emergency Preparedness

We will do all we can to prevent destructive forces such as terrorism, the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, threats to our information systems and
catastrophes from within such as natural disasters, from endangering our citizens.
But we must also be prepared to respond effectively if an emergency does occur in
order to ensure the survivability of our institutions and national infrastructure,
protect lives and property and preserve our way of life. National security emergency
preparedness is imperative, and we must continue to work aggressively to ensure
appropriate threat mitigation and response capabilities, including the ability to
restore to normalcy elements of our society affected by national security
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emergencies or disasters resulting in widespread disruption, destruction, injury or
death. To this end, comprehensive, all-hazard emergency preparedness planning by
all Federal departments and agencies continues to be a crucial national security
requiremen.
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A National Security Strategy
for A New Century
May 1997

|. Leadership Today For a Safer, More Prosperous Tomorrow
Challenges and Opportunities

The security environment in which we live is dynamic and uncertain, replete with
numerous challenges. Ethnic conflict and outlaw states threaten stability in many
regions of the world. Weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, organized crime and
environmental damage are global concerns that transcend national borders. Y et, this
is also a period of great promise. America's core values of representative
governance, market economics and respect for fundamental human rights have been
embraced by many nations around the world, creating new opportunities to promote
peace, prosperity and greater cooperation among nations. Former adversaries now
cooperate with us. The dynamism of the global economy is transforming commerce,
culture, communications and globd relations.

During the first Clinton Administration we assessed America's role in a radically
transformed security environment and outlined a national security strategy to
advance our interests. Our strategy highlighted that the demise of communism in the
former Soviet Union brought with it unprecedented opportunities in global relations
as well as a host of threats and challenges with the potential to grow more deadly in
a world grown closer. This strategy took into account the revolution in technology
that not only enriches our lives, but makes it possible for terrorists, criminals and
drug traffickers to challenge the safety of our citizens and the security of our
borders in new ways. Our strategy focused on the security implications for both
present and long-term American policy raised by transnational problems that once
seemed quite distant--such as resource depletion, rapid population growth,
environmental degradation and refugee migration. Faced with these circumstances,
we did not set objectives for separate and distinct foreign and domestic policies, but
rather for economic and security policies that advance our interests and ideals in a
\l/)\{orléjd where the dividing line between domestic and foreign policy is increasingly
urred.
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These principles continue to guide us at the beginning of the second Clinton
Administration and prompt us to make some general observations about America's
role in the world in which we live.

Because we are a nation with global interests, we face a variety of challenges to our
interests, often far beyond our shores. We must always retain our superior
diplomatic, technological, industrial and military capabilities to address this broad
range of challenges so that we can respond together with other nations when we can,
and alone when we must. We have seen in the past that the international community
is often reluctant to act forcefully without American leadership. In many instances,
the United States is the only nation capable of providing the necessary |leadership
for an international response to shared chdlenges.

The Imperative of Engagement

These observations make our strategic approach clear. First, we must be prepared
and willing to use all appropriate instruments of national power to influence the
actions of other states and non-state actors. Second, we must have the demonstrated
will and capabilities to continue to exert global leadership and remain the preferred
security partner for the community of states that share our interests. In short,
American leadership and engagement in the world are vital for our security, and the
world isasafer place asareaullt. ...

Underpinning that international leadership is the power of our democratic ideals and
values. In designing our strategy, we recognize that the spread of democracy
supports American values and enhances both our security and prosperity.
Democratic governments are more likely to cooperate with each other against
common threats and to encourage free and open trade and economic
development--and less likely to wage war or abuse the rights of their people. Hence,
the trend toward democracy and free markets throughout the world advances
American interests. The United States must support this trend by remaining actively
engaged in the world. Thisisthe strategy to take usinto the next century.

Implementing the Strategy

Though we must always be prepared to act alone, when necessary, or as a |leader of
an ad hoc coalition that may form around a specific objective, we cannot always
accomplish our foreign policy goals unilaterally. An important element of our
security preparedness depends on durable relationships with allies and other
friendly nations. Accordingly, a central thrust of our strategy is to strengthen and
adapt the security relationships we have with key nations around the world and
create new structures when necessary. Examples of these efforts include NATO
enlargement, the Partnership for Peace, and the commitment by the Asia Pacific
Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum and the Summit of the Americas to expand
free trade and investment.

At other times we must harness our diplomatic, military and economic strengths to
shape a favorable international environment outside of any formal structures. This
approach has borne fruit in areas as diverse as the advancement of peace in the
Middle East and Northern Ireland, the elimination of nuclear weapons from Ukraine,
Kazakstan and Belarus and in our support for the transformation of South Africa,
and is further exemplified through our comprehensive assistance package to Russia
and other New Independent States (NIS).
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In implementing our strategy for a safer, more prosperous tomorrow, we are guided
b)(/jdthe strategic priorities President Clinton laid out in his 1997 State of the Union
Address:

- foster an undivided, democratic and peaceful Europe
- forge astrong and stable Asia Pacific community
continue Americas leadership as the world's most important force for peace
create more jobs and opportunities for Americans through a more open and
competitive trading system that also benefits others around the world
increase cooperation in confronting new security threats that defy borders
and unilatera solutions
strengthen the military and diplomatic tools necessary to meet these
chdlenges

As we stand at the edge of a new century, our national security strategy will
continue to make areal difference in the lives of our citizens by promoting a world
of open societies and open markets that is supportive of U.S. interests and consistent
with American values. We know that there must be limits to America's involvement
in the world. We must be selective in the use of our capabilities, and the choices we
make always must be guided by advancing our objectives of a more secure,
prosperous and free America. But we also recognize that if we withdraw U.S.
leadership from the world today, we will have to contend with the consequences of
our neglect tomorrow. America cannot walk away from its global interests and
responghilities, or our citizens security and prosperity will surdy suffer. . ...

I1. Advancing U.S. National Interests

As stated, the goal of the national security strategy is to ensure the protection of our
nation's fundamental and enduring needs: protect the lives and safety of Americans;
maintain the sovereignty of the United States, with its values, institutions and
territory intact; and provide for the prosperity of the nation and its people.

We seek to create conditions in the world where our interests are rarely threatened,
and when they are, we have effective means of addressing those threats. In general,
we seek a world in which no critical region is dominated by a power hostile to the
United States and regions of greatest importance to the U.S. are stable and at peace.
We seek a climate where the global economy and open trade are growing, where
democratic norms and respect for human rights are increasingly accepted and where
terrorism, drug trafficking and international crime do not undermine stability and
peaceful relations. And we seek a world where the spread of nuclear, chemical,
biological and other potentially destabilizing technologies is minimized, and the
international community is willing and able to prevent or respond to calamitous
events. This vision of the world is also one in which the United States has close
cooperative relations with the world's most influential countries and has the ability
to influence the policies and actions of those who can affect our national well-being.

The overall health of the international economic environment directly affects our
security, just as stability enhances the prospects for prosperity. This prosperity, a
goal in itself, also ensures that we are able to sustain our military forces, foreign
initiatives and global influence. It is that engagement and influence that helps
ﬁnsqé? the world remains stable so that the international economic system can
ourigh.
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We believe that our strategy will move us closer to the vision outlined above and
therefore will achieve our objectives of enhancing our security, bolstering our
economic prosperity and promoting democracy.

Enhancing Security

To ensure the safety of our nation, the United States will continue its integrated
approach to addressing the numerous threats to our interests and preserve a full
range of foreign policy tools. We must maintain superior military forces. Similarly,
we must retain a strong diplomatic corps and a foreign assistance program sufficient
to maintain American leadership. Our tools of foreign policy must be able to shape
the international environment, respond to the full spectrum of potential crises and
prepare against future threats. Our military forces will have the ability to respond to
challenges short of war, and in concert with regional friends and allies, to win two
overlapping major theater wars. We will continue pursuing diplomatic, economic,
military, arms control, and nonproliferation efforts that promote stability and reduce
the danger of nuclear, chemicd, biologica and conventiona conflict.

Threatsto U.S. Interests

The current era presents a diverse set of threats to our enduring goals and hence to
our security. These threats are generally grouped into three, often intertwined,
categories.

Regional or State-centered Threats: A number of states still have the
capabilities and the desire to threaten our vital interests, through either coercion
or cross border aggression. In many cases, these states are also actively
improving their offensive capabilities, including efforts to obtain nuclear,
biological or chemical weapons. In other cases, unstable nations, internal
conflicts or failed states may threaten to further destabilize regions where we
have clear interests.

Transnational Threats: Some threats transcend national borders. These
transnational threats, such as terrorism, the illegal drug trade, illicit arms
trafficking, international organized crime, uncontrolled refugee migrations, and
environmental damage threaten American interests and citizens, both directly
and indirectly. Not all of these are new threats, but advances in technology have,
in some cases, made these threats more potent.

Threats from Weapons of Mass Destruction: Weapons of mass destruction
pose the greatest potential threat to global security. We must continue to reduce
the threat posed by existing arsenals of such weaponry as well as work to stop
the proliferation of advanced technologies that place these destructive
capabilities in the hands of parties hostile to U.S. and global security interests.
Danger exists from outlaw states opposed to regional and global security efforts
and transnational actors, such as terrorists or international crime organizations,
potentially employing nuclear, chemical or biological weapons against
unprotected peoples and governments.

The Need for Integrated Approaches

No one nation can defeat these threats alone. Accordingly, a central thrust of our
strategy is to adapt our security relationships with key nations around the world to
combat these threats to common interests. We seek to strengthen cooperation with
friends and allies to address these threats by, for example, denying terrorists safe
havens, cracking down on money laundering and tightening intelligence cooperation
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to prevent wegpons proliferation, terrorist attacks and internationa crime.

Building effective coalitions of like-minded nations is not enough. That is why we
are continuing to strengthen our own capabilities: so we can more effectively lead
the international community in responding to these threats, and act on our own when
we must. Our response to these threats is not limited exclusively to any one agency
within the U.S. Government. National security preparedness particularly in this era
when domestic and foreign policies are increasingly blurred crosses agency lines;
thus, our approach places a premium on integrated interagency efforts to enhance
U.S. security.

Many aspects of our strategy are focused on shaping the international environment
to prevent or deter threats. Diplomacy, international assistance, arms control
programs, nonproliferation initiatives, and overseas military presence are examples
of shaping activities. A second element of this integrated approach is the
requirement to maintain an ability to respond across the full spectrum of potential
crises, up to and including fighting and winning major theater wars. Finally, we
must prepare today to meet the challenges of tomorrow's uncertain future.

Shaping the International Environment

The United States has a range of tools at its disposal with which to shape the
international environment in ways favorable to U.S. interests and global security.
Shaping activities enhance U.S. security by promoting regional security and
preventing and reducing the wide range of diverse threats outlined above. These
measures adapt and strengthen alliances, maintain U.S. influence in key regions and
encourage adherence to international norms. When signs of potential conflict
emerge, or potential threats appear, we undertake initiatives to prevent or reduce
these threats. Such efforts might aim to discourage arms races, halt the proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction and reduce tensions in critical regions. Shaping
activities take many forms.

.through Diplomacy

Diplomacy is our first line of defense against threats to national and international
security. The daily business of diplomacy conducted through our missions and
representatives around the world is a vital shaping activity. These efforts are
essential to sustaining our alliances, forcefully articulating U.S. interests, resolving
regional disputes peacefully, averting humanitarian catastrophe, deterring
aggression against the United States and our friends and allies, creating trade and

investment opportunities for U.S. companies, and projecting U.S. influence
worldwide.

One of the lessons that has been repeatedly driven home is the importance--and cost
effectiveness--of prevertive diplomacy in dealing with conflict and complex
emergencies. It is far more effective to help prevent nations from failing than to
rebuild them after an internal crisis; far more beneficial to help people stay in their
homes than it is to feed and house them in refugee camps; and far less taxing for
relief agencies and international organizations to strengthen the institutions of
conflict resolution than to heal ethnic and social divisions that have already
exploded into bloodshed. In short, while crisis management and crisis resolution are

necessary tasks for our foreign policy, preventive diplomacy is obviously far
preferable.
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Military force and the credible possibility of its use are essential to defend our vital
interests and keep America safe. But force alone can be a blunt instrument, and
there are many problems it cannot solve. To be most effective, force and diplomacy
must complement and reinforce each other for there will be many occasions and
many places where we must rely on diplomatic shaping activities to protect and
advance our interests.

.through International Assstance

From the U.S.-led mobilization to rebuild post-war Europe to the more recent
creation of export opportunities across Asia, Latin America and Africa, U.S. foreign
assistance has helped expand free markets, assisted emerging democracies,
contained environmental hazards and major health threats, slowed population
growth and defused humanitarian crises. Crises are averted--and U.S. preventive
diplomacy actively reinforced--through U.S. sustainable development programs that
promote voluntary family planning, basic education, environmental protection,
democratic governance and rule of law, and the economic empowerment of private
dtizens.

When combined effectively with other bilateral and multilateral activities, U.S.
initiatives reduce the need for costly military and humanitarian interventions. Where
foreign aid succeeds in consolidating free market policies, substantial growth of
American exports has frequently followed. Where crises have occurred, actions such
as the Greater Horn of Africa Initiative have helped staunch mass human suffering
and created a path out of conflict and dislocation through targeted relief. Other
foreign aid programs have worked to help restore elementary security and civic
inditutions. ...

...through Military Activities

The U.S. military plays an essential role in building coalitions and shaping the
international environment in ways that protect and promote U.S. interests. Through
means such as the forward stationing or deployment of forces, defense cooperation
and security assistance, and training and exercises with allies and friends, our armed
forces help to promote regional stability, deter aggression and coercion, prevent and
reduce conflicts and threats, and serve as role models for militaries in emerging
democracies.

Our military promotes regional stability in numerous ways. In Europe, East Asia and
Southwest Asia, where the U.S. has clear, vital interests, the American military
helps assure the security of key allies and friends. We are continuing to adapt and
strengthen our alliances and coalitions to meet the challenges of an evolving
security environment and to improve other countries' peacekeeping capabilities.
With countries that are neither staunch friends nor known foes, military cooperation
often serves as a positive means of engagement, building security relationships
today in an effort to keep these countries from becoming adversaries tomorrow.

Deterrence of aggression and coercion on a daily basis is another crucial aspect of
the military's shaping role. Our ability to deter potential adversaries in peacetime
rests on several factors, particularly on our demonstrated will and ability to uphold
our security commitments when they are challenged. We have earned this reputation
through both our declaratory policy, which clearly communicates costs to potential
adversaries, and the credibility of our conventional war fighting capability, as
embodied in forces and equipment strategically stationed or deployed forward, our
rapidly deployable stateside-based forces, our ability to gain timely access to
critical infrastructure overseas, and our demonstrated ability to form and lead
effective military coditions.
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U.S. military forces prevent and reduce a wide range of potential conflicts in key
regions. An example of such an activity is our deployment to the Former Y ugoslav
Republic of Macedoniato prevent the spread of violence to that country.

Our armed forces also serve as a role model for militaries in emerging democracies
around the world. Through modest military-to- military activities and increasing
links between the U.S. military and the military establishments of Partnership for
Peace nations, for instance, we are helping to transform military institutions in
central and eastern Europe.

Finally, our nuclear deterrent posture is one of the most visible and important
examples of how U.S. military capabilities can be used effectively to deter
aggression and coercion. Nuclear weapons serve as a hedge against an uncertain
future, a guarantee of our security commitments to allies and a disincentive to those
who would contemplate developing or otherwise acquiring their own nuclear
weapons. In this context, the United States must continue to maintain a robust triad
of strategic forces sufficient to deter any hostile foreign leadership with access to
Pu_(l:lear forces and to convince it that seeking a nuclear advantage would be
utile. ...

Transnational Threats

Today, American diplomats, law enforcement officials, military personnel and
others are called upon to respond to assorted transnational threats that have moved
to center stage with the Cold War's end. Combating these dangers which range from
terrorism, international crime, and trafficking in drugs and illegal arms, to
environmental damage and intrusions in our critical information infrastructures
requires far-reaching cooperation among the agencies of our government as well as
with other nations.

The United States will continue appropriate sharing of intelligence and information
with other nations to counter terrorism, corruption and money-laundering activities,
and fight drug trafficking. We will also further seek to prevent arms traders from
fueling regional conflicts and subverting international embargoes and will impose
additional sanctions on states that sponsor terrorism. International cooperation to
combat these transnational threats will be vital for building security in the next
century.

Terrorism

U.S. counterterrorism approaches are meant to prevent, disrupt and defeat terrorist
operations before they occur, and, if terrorist acts do occur, to respond
overwhelmingly, with determined efforts to bring the perpetrators to justice. Our
policy to counter international terrorists rests on the following principles: (1) make
no concessions to terrorists; (2) bring all pressure to bear on state sponsors of
terrorism; (3) fully exploit all available legal mechanisms to punish international
terrorists; and (4) help other governments improve their capabilities to combat
terrorism.

The U.S. has made concerted efforts to deter and punish terrorists and remains
determined to apprehend those who terrorize American citizens. Similarly, as long
as terrorists continue to target American citizens and interests, we reserve the right
to strike at their bases and attack assets valued by those who support them--a right
we exercised in 1993 with the attack against Iragi inteII'S%ence headquarters in
response to Baghdad's assassnation attempt against former President Busn.
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Countering terrorism effectively requires day-to-day coordination within the U.S.
Government and close cooperation with other governments and international
organizations. We have seen positive results from the increasing integration of
intelligence, diplomatic, investigative and prosecutorial activities among the
Departments of State, Justice, Defense, Treasury, Transportation, and the CIA. The
Administration is also working with Congress to increase the ability of these
agencies to combat terrorism through augmented funding and manpower.

Placing terrorism at the top of the diplomatic agenda has increased international
information sharing and law enforcement efforts. At the 1996 Lyon Summit the
industrial powers joined in condemning Iran's support for terrorism and continued
efforts to achieve global adoption of all current counterterrorism treaties by the year
2000. Last year Congress and the President worked together to enact the Iran-Libya
Sanctions Act which will increase economic pressure on these two state sponsors of
terrorism. We further seek to uncover, reduce or eliminate foreign terrorist
capabilities in our country; eliminate terrorist sanctuaries; counter state-supported
terrorism and subversion of moderate regimes through a comprehensive program of
diplomatic, economic and intelligence activities; improve aviation security
worldwide and at U.S. airports; ensure better security for all U.S. transportation
systems; and improve protection for our personnel assigned oversess. ...

Smaller-Scale Contingencies

When efforts to deter an adversary occur in the context of a crisis, they become the
leading edge of crisis response. In this sense, deterrence straddles the line between
shaping the international environment and responding to crises. Deterrence in crisis
generally involves signaling the United States' commitment to a particular country
or interest by enhancing our war fighting capability in the theater. Forces in or near
the theater may be moved closer to the crisis and other forces rapidly deployed to
the area. The U.S. may also choose to make additional declaratory statements to
communicate the costs of aggression or coercion to an adversary, and in some cases
may choose to employ U.S. forces in a limited manner to underline the message and
deter further adventurism.

The U.S. military conducts smaller-scale contingency operations to vindicate
national interests. These operations encompass the full range of military operations
short of major theater warfare, including humanitarian assistance, peacekeeping,
disaster relief, no-fly zones, reinforcing key allies, limited strikes, and interventions.
These operations will likely pose the most frequent challenge for U.S. forces and
cumulatively require significant commitments over time. These operations will also
put a premium on the ability of the U.S. military to work closely and effectively
with other U.S. Government agencies, nongovernmental organizations, regional and
internationa security organizations and codition partners.

Not only must the U.S. military be prepared to successfully conduct multiple
concurrent operations worldwide, it must also be prepared to do so in the face of
challenges such as terrorism, information operations, and the threat or use of
weapons of mass destruction. U.S. forces must also remain prepared to withdraw
from contingency operations if needed to deploy to a major theater war.
Accordingly, U.S. forces will remain multi-mission capable and will be trained and
managed with multiple missonsin mind.

At times it will be in our national interest to proceed in partnership with others to
preserve, maintain and restore peace. American participation in peace operations
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takes many forms, such as the NATO coalition in Bosnia, the American-led UN
force in Haiti and our involvement in amultilateral codition in the Sna.

The question of command and control in contingency operations is particularly
critical. Under no circumstances will the President ever relinquish his
constitutionally mandated command authority over U.S. forces, but there may be
times when it is in our interest to place U.S. forces under the temporary operational
control of a competent allied or United Nations commander. This is consistent with
well-established practice from the siege of Y orktown during the Revolutionary War
to the battles of Operation DESERT STORM. ...

Preparing Now for an Uncertain Future

At the same time we address the problems of today, we must prepare now for
tomorrow's uncertain future. This requires that we support shaping and responding
requirements in the near term, while at the same time evolving our unparalleled
capabilities to ensure we can effectively shape and respond to meet future
challenges. Key to this evolution is the need to foster innovation in new operational
concepts, capabilities, technologies and organizational structures, modernize our
forces;, and take prudent steps today to position ourselves to respond more
effectivedy to unlikdy but significant future threats.

We must continue aggressive efforts to construct appropriate twenty-first century
national security programs and structures. The Quadrennial Defense Review is
doing this within the Department of Defense, and the State Department and other
international affairs agencies are similarly reorganizing to confront the pressing
challenges of tomorrow as well as those we face today. We need to continue looking
across our government to see if during this time of transition we are adequately
preparing to meet the nationd security chalenges of the next century.

It is critical that we renew our commitment to America's diplomacy-- to ensure we
have the diplomatic representation required to support our global interests. This is
central to retaining our ability to remain an influential voice on international issues
that affect our well-being. We will preserve that influence so long as we retain the
diplomatic capabilities, military wherewithal and economic base to underwrite our
commitments credibly.

The United States is approaching the point where a major modernization of our
military forces is required. The military procurement buys of the late-70s and
early-80s permitted us to defer large-scale recapitalization of the force for over a
decade. In order to maintain the technological superiority of U.S. forces, we must
selectively increase modernization funding to both introduce new systems, and
replace aging Cold War-era equipment asit reaches the end of its service life.

Closely related to our modernization efforts is the requirement to invest in selected
research and prototype systems while monitoring trends in likely future threats.
These prudent steps provide insurance against the possibility that some of our
efforts to shape the international environment in ways favorable to U.S. interests do
not succeed. Although such insurance is certainly not free, it is a relatively
inexpensive way to manage risk in an uncertain, resource-constrained
environment--that is, the risk of being unprepared to meet a new threat, the risk of
developing the wrong capabilities, and the risk of producing a capability too early
and having it become obsolete by the timeit is needed.
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The United States cannot hedge against every conceivable future threat. Instead, we
should focus our insurance efforts on threats that, while unlikely, would have highly
negative consequences for U.S. security and would be very expensive to counter
were they to emerge. Our current research and development effort to position the
U.S. to deploy a credible national missile defense system within three years of a
deployment decision is an example of this approach.

Without preparing adequately today to face the pressing challenges of tomorrow,
our ability to exert global leadership and to create international conditions
conducive to achieving our national goals would be in doubt. Thus, we must strive
to strike the right balance between the near-term requirements of shaping and
responding and the longer-term requirements associated with preparing now for
nationa security challengesin the twenty-first century.

Overarching Capabilities

Critical to our nation's ability to shape the international environment and respond to
the full spectrum of crises--today and tomorrow--are technologies, capabilities and
requirements to enable the continued worldwide application of U.S. nationd power.

Intelligence

Our intelligence capabilities are critical instruments for implementing our national
security strategy. Comprehensive intelligence capabilities are needed to provide
warning of threats to U.S. national security, give analytical support to the policy and
military communities, provide near-real time intelligence in times of crisis while
retaining global perspective, and to identify opportunities for advancing our
nationd interests.

Today, intelligence operations must cover a wider range of threats and policy needs
than ever before and work more closely with policymaking agencies. We place a
high priority on preserving and enhancing those intelligence collection and analytic
capabilities that provide information on states and groups that pose the most serious
threatsto U.S. security.

Current intelligence priorities include states whose policies and actions are hostile
to the United States; countries that possess strategic nuclear forces or control
nuclear weapons, other WMD or nuclear fissile materials; transnational threats;
potential regional conflicts that might affect U.S. national security interests;
intensified counterintelligence against foreign intelligence collection inimical to
U.S. interests; and thrests to U.S. forces and citizens abroad.

Intelligence support is also required to develop and implement U.S. policies to
promote democracy abroad, protect the environment, identify threats to modern
information systems, monitor arms control agreements, and support worldwide
humanitarian efforts. The fusion of all intelligence disciplines will provide the most
effective collection and analyss of data on these subjects.

Space

We are committed to maintaining our leadership in space. Uninhibited access to and
use of space is essential for preserving peace and protecting U.S. national security
as well as civil and commercial interests. It is essential to our ability to shape and
respond to current and future changes in the international environment. Our space
policy objectives include ceterring threats to our interest in space and defeating
hostile efforts against U.S. space assets if deterrence fails, preventing the spread of
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weapons of mass destruction to space, and enhancing global partnerships with other
space-faring nations across the spectrum of economic, political and security issues.

Missile Defense

We have highly effective missile defense development programs designed to protect
our country, deployed U.S. forces and our friends and allies against ballistic
missiles armed with conventional weapons or WMD. These programs and systems
complement and strengthen our deterrence and nonproliferation efforts by reducing
incentives for potential proliferators to develop or use WMD. Significantly,
Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin agreed at the Helsinki Summit to maintain the ABM
Treaty as a cornerstone of strategic stability, yet adapt it to meet the threat posed by
shorter-range missiles a threat we seek to counter through our theater missile
defense (TMD) systems. The agreement is consistent with planned U.S. TMD
programs, all of which have been certified by the United States as compliant with
the ABM Tresty.

Although the intelligence community does not believe it likely that any hostile state
will develop an intercontinental-range missile apability that could threaten our
nation in the foreseeable future, we are developing missile defense programs that
position the U.S. to deploy a credible national missile defense system should a
threst materidize.

Information Infrastructure

The national security posture of the United States is increasingly dependent on our
information infrastructures. These infrastructures are highly interdependent and are
increasingly vulnerable to tampering and exploitation. Concepts and technologies
are being developed and employed to protect and defend against these
vulnerabilities; we must fully implement them to ensure the future security of not
only our nationd information infrastructures, but our nation as well.

National Security Emergency Preparedness

We will do all we can to prevent destructive forces such as terrorism, WMD use,
sabotage of our information systems and natural disasters from endangering our
citizens. But if an emergency occurs, we must also be prepared to respond
effectively to protect lives and property and ensure the survival of our institutions
and national infrastructure. National security emergency preparedness is imperative,
and comprehensive, all-hazard emergency planning by Federal departments and
agencies continues to be a crucid nationd security requirement. ...

Asia Pacific: Our economic strength depends on our ability to seize opportunitiesin
the Asia Pacific region. This region is the world's fastest-growing economic area
with half of the world's GDP (including the U.S., Canada and Mexico). Fully 60
percent of U.S. merchandise exports went to APEC economies in 1996 30 percent to
Asian countries. U.S. initiatives in APEC will open new opportunities for economic
cooperation and permit U.S. companies to expand their involvement in substantial
infrastructure planning and construction throughout the region. While our progress
in APEC has been gratifying, we will explore options to encourage all Asia Pacific
nations to pursue open markets.

China: The emergence of a politically stable, economically open and secure
China is in America's interest. Our focus will be on integrating China into the
market-based world economic system. An important part of this process will be
opening China's highly protected market through lower border barriers and
removal of distorting restraints on economic activity. We have negotiated
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landmark agreements to combat piracy and advance the interests of our creative
industries. We have also negotiated and vigorously enforced agreements on
textile trade.

Japan: The Administration continues to make progress with Asia's largest
economy in increasing market access. We have reached market access
agreements with Japan covering a range of key sectors, from autos and auto parts
to telecommunications and intellectual property rights. While our exports to
Japan are at record levels, we must now ensure that these agreements are fully
implemented. We must also encourage domestic demand-led growth in Japan and
further deregulation that opens more sectors of Japan's economy to
competition. ......

We continue seeking assurances that liberalization of trade does not come at the
expense of environmental protection. Our leadership in the Uruguay Round
negotiations led to the incorporation of environmental provisions into the WTO
Agreements and creation of the Committee on Trade and Environment, where
governments continue the task of ensuring that trade and environment are mutually
supportive. In addition, with U.S. leadership, countries participating in the FTAA
are engaged in sustainable development initiatives to ensure that economic growth
does not come a the cost of environmental protection.

http://clinton2.nara.gov/\WH/EOP/NSC/Strateqy/
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Mr. Chairman, Mr. Vice Chairman, and Mernbers of the Committee

| am pleased to be here today to discuss our evaluation of National Intelligence
Estimate (NIE) 95-19, Emerging Missile Threats to North America During the Next
15 Years. The details of our evaluation are contained in our August 1996 report.

In summary, we found:

The main judgment of NIE 9519 -- "No country, other than the major
declared nuclear powers, will develop or otherwise acquire a ballistic missile in
the next 15 years that could threaten the contiguous 48 states or Canada.” -- was
worded with clear (100 percent) certainty. We believe this level of certainty was
overdated, based on the caveats and the intelligence gaps noted in NIE 95-19.

NIE 95-19 had additional analytic shortcomings. it did not (1) quantify the
certainty level of nearly all of its key judgments, (2) identify explicitly its
critical assumptions, and (3) develop less likely (but not impossible) scenarios
referred to as "dternative futures.”
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However, NIE 95-19 did acknowledge dissenting views from several agencies and
also explicitly noted certain information the Intelligence Community does not know
that bears upon the foreign missile threst.

NIE 95-19 worded its judgments on foreign missile threats very differently
than did two 1993 NIEs on related subjects that we reviewed, even though the
judgments in all three NIEs were not inconsistent with each other. In general, the
two 1993 NIEs pointed out unfavorable and unlikely outcomes associated with
foreign missile threats to the United States more often than did NIE 95-19.
Finally, the evidence in NIE 95-19 is considerably less than that presented in the
two 1993 NIES, in both quantitative and qualitative terms.

Our evaluation did not intelligence officials include whether policymakers or
interfered with the NIE 95-19 process. Therefore, we have no views on this matter.
AIS%H VSVte did not attempt to independently evaluate foreign missile threats to the
Unit ates.

Before describing in detail what we found, | want to mention that our evaluation
was significantly impaired by a lack of cooperation by several Executive Branch
agencies. The Departments of Defense and State would not alow usto review
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Their records on NIE 95-19 and instead referred us to the Director of Central
Intelligence (DCI). The DCI declined to cooperate with our review. His office
maintained that our review would be contrary to oversight arrangements for
intelligence that the Congress has established. Therefore, we were unable to obtain
the DCI's official standards (if any exist) for the essential elements of an objective
NIE, review supporting documentation on NIE 95-19, or discuss the NIE with
cognizant officials from the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and other agencies.

NIE 95-19 OVERSTATED CERTAINTY OF ITSMAIN JUDGMENT

The main judgment of NIE 95-19 was worded with clear (100 percent) certainty. We
believe this level of certainty was overstated, based on the caveats and the
intelligence gaps noted in NIE 95-19.

On the issue of certainty, in 1992 then-DCI Robert Gates opined: "While we strive
for sharp and focused judgments for a clear assessment of likelihood, we must not
dismiss alternatives or exaggerate our certainty under the guise of making the ‘'tough
calls." We are analysts, not umpires, and the game does not depend on our providing
asnglejudgment.”
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The caveats and intelligence gaps noted in NIE 95-19 do not support the 100-percent
certainty level of its main judgment. For example, at the beginning of NIE 95-19,
the estimate states 'as with all projections of long-term developments, there are
substantial uncertainties." Also, NIE 95-19's Intelligence Gaps section noted several
shortcomings in the Intelligence Community's collection of information on foreign
plans and capabilities.

NIE 95-19 HAD ADDITIONAL ANALYTIC SHORTCOMINGS
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We believe that at least five standards apply to an objective NIE. These standards
were synthesized from our review of the published views of nine current and former
senior intelligence officials, the reports of three independent commissions, and a
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) publication that addressed the issue of national
intdligence estimating.

| would like to briefly discuss each of the five standards and how we assessed NIE
95-19 againg the standards.

5

(1) An NIE should quantify the certainty level of its key judgments by using
percentages or "bettors' odds," where feasible, and avoid overstating the certainty
of judgments. NIE 95-19 did not quantify the certainty levels of any of its key
judgments, except for the 100-percent certainty implied by its main judgment,
previously discussed. It used unquantified words or phrases such as "probably,"”
"sometimes”" and "feasible, but unlikdy."

The CIA has told its analysts to be precise in conveying the levels of confidence
they have in their conclusions because policymakers and others rely on these
assessments as they define and defend U.S. interests. Different people can hear very
different messages from the same words, especially about probabilities, and
therefore good estimates should use quantitative measures of confidence, according
to aformer NIC Vice Chairman. For example, a "small but significant” chance could
mean one chance in a hundred to one person; for another it may mean one chance in
five. Similarly, a former NIC Chairman wrote that NIEs with only words such as
"possibly" are not of much help to someone trying to make an important decision.
However, we recognize that some intelligence judgments may not easily lend
themsdves to specifying ameaningful leve of confidence, usng numbers.
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(2) An NIE should identity explicitly its assumptions and judgments. NIE 95-19 did
not explicitly identify its critical assumptions either by separately listing them in
one plegce or by introducing them throughout the text with wording such as "we have
assumed..."

Critical assumptions, also known as "linchpin assumptions,” are defined by the CIA
as analysts' debatable premises that hold the argument together and warrant the
validity of judgments. Estimative judgments are to be defended by fully laying out
the evidence and carefully explaining the analytic logic used, according to a former
Deputy Director for Intelligence, CIA. Writing about NIEs, a former Vice Chairman
of the NIC agreed. As a general rule, the more complex and controversial an issue,
the more analytic effort is required to ensure that critical assumptions are precisely
stated and well defended, according to the CIA. A good analysis will clearly
identify its key assumptions so that policymakers are aware of the "foundations" of
the estimate and can therefore judge for themselves the appropriateness of the
assumptions and the desirability of initiating actions to hedge against a failure of
one or more assumptions.
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(3) An NIE should develop and explore "alternative futures,” less likely (but not
impossible) scenarios that would dramatically chancre the estimate if they occurred.
NIE 95-19 did not devel op aternative futures.

NIEs should "describe the range of possible outcomes, including relatively unlikely
ones that could have major impact on American interests, and indicate which
outcomes they think are most likely and why... The job, after all, is not so much to
predict the future as to help policymakers think about the future,” according to a
former NIC Chairman. The CIA, thenrDCI Robert Gates, and other senior NIC
officids agree that NIEs should andyze dternative futures.

(4) An NIE should allow dissenting views on predictions or interpretations. NIE
95-19 had 12 dissents, all in the body of the estimate -- most dealt with technical
issues.

According to a February 1996 statement by the current Chairman of the NIC, "T he
process for producing NIEs is directed particularly at ensuring presentation of all
viewpoints. We do not impose consensus; in fact we encourage the many agencies
that participate in NIEs to state their views and we display major differences of
view in the main text. Lesser reservations are expressed in footnotes.”
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(5) An NIE should note explicitly what the Intelligence Community does not know
when the information gaps could have significant consequences for the issues under
consideration. NIE 95-19 noted information gaps at places in the estimate's text and
in a separate Intelligence Gaps section. This disclosure not only helps alert
policymakers to the limits of the estimate but also informs intelligence collectors of
needs for further information, according to aformer NIC Chairman.

DIFEERENCESAND SIMILARITIESBETWEEN NIE 95-19 AND 1993 NIEs

NIE 95-19 worded its judgments on foreign missile threats very differently than did
the two 1993 NIEs we reviewed, even though the judgments in all three NIEs were
not inconsistent with each other. That is, while the judgments were not synonymous,
upon careful reading they did not contradict each other.

In general, the two 1993 NIEs pointed out unfavorable and unlikely outcomes
associated with foreign missile threats to the United States more often than did NIE
95-19. In our view, this could lead to a greater level of concern about missile threats
to the United States.

Finally, the evidence in NIE 95-19 is considerably less than that presented in the
two 1993 NiEs, in both quantitative and
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qualitative terms. Laying out the evidence is important because it allows readers to
judge for themselves how much credence to give the judgments, according to a
former vice Chairman of the NIC. In quantitative terms, each of the 1993 NIEs was
over three times as long as NIE 95-19. In qualitative terms, we believe the 1993
NIEs provided more convincing support for their key judgments than did NIE 95-19.
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