Prepared Statement of Gary Hart and Newt Gingrich,

 Commissioners of the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Century,

before the House Armed Services Committee

March 21, 2001
Mr. Chairman,


We two are delighted to be here today on behalf of all fourteen Commissioners of the U.S. Commission on National Security/21st Century. 


As you know, this Commission was chartered some thirty months ago to be the most comprehensive review of the structures and processes of the U.S. national security apparatus since the passage of the National Security Act of 1947. We proceeded in three phases. Phase I was designed to establish the prospective national security environment of the next quarter century. Its product, entitled New World Coming, was published in September 1999. Phase II was designed to sketch out the basic principles for a national strategy to deal with that environment.  Its product, Seeking a National Strategy, was published in April of last year. Phase III was designed to propose alterations in government structures and processes, as necessary, to be able to implement the strategy. That final report, entitled Road Map for National Security: Imperative for Change, was issued on January 31st.


As may be inferred from the title and subtitle of this Commission’s Phase III report, our main conclusion is that the U.S. national security apparatus needs major reform. It is not keeping up with changes in the world. If we can stress one point that everyone will remember when this hearing, and this series of hearings, has been completed, it is this:  No U.S. national security strategy that meets the needs of the world we now live in can be designed and implemented without significant changes to the national security apparatus itself. Put differently, without serious management reform, attempts at serious policy reform will be unsustainable.


The subject of this hearing conforms almost exactly to the effort this Commission undertook in its Phase II work. Therefore, if the Chairman would kindly consent, we wish to attach that brief report, only a dozen printed pages in length, to our testimony for the record. 

We would also point out that this document carries the full assent of all fourteen Commissioners, seven Democrats and seven Republicans—a group of fully independent men and women with deep and diverse experience in the national security domain. We believe that this fact alone commends the Commission’s Phase II report as a bipartisan, and hence implementable, program for a national security strategy.


With the Phase II Report in the record, let us now summarize very briefly four of its major points, all of which, in their own way, generated  recommendations in the Commission’s Phase III effort.


First, the Commission believes that strategy must inform the thinking and the behavior of the national security apparatus of the United States Government at every level. In particular, we believe that the process of establishing meaningful priorities, and of matching resources to the achievement of those priorities, has to be a top-down process directed by the most senior of the two elected members of the Executive Branch: the President. In the Commission’s view, the absence of systematic functional budgeting across Executive departments and agencies, the absence of any attempt in the Executive Branch to match objectives and resources in the National Security Strategy documents mandated by Congress, the absence of any systematic direction of the intelligence community’s priorities by the National Security Council, and the protracted weakness of the Department of State, all testify to serious deficiencies in this regard. 


Second, based on its Phase I analysis, this Commission believes that the essence of American strategy must compose a balance between two key aims. The first is to reap the benefits of a more integrated world in order to expand freedom, security, and prosperity for Americans and for others. But, second, American strategy must also strive to dampen the forces of global instability so that those benefits can endure. We believe that the same ideas that are spreading free minds and free markets in the world today are the cause of much of the tumult we witness as well. These ideas were revolutionary when they transformed European and American politics some two and half centuries ago, and they remain so for much of the world today. As was the case in our own experience, revolutionary ideas cannot be institutionalized without touching off at least temporary instability in society. We would be very naive to expect otherwise.


Third, the balance that the United States needs to achieve between these two key aims cannot be accomplished without the cooperation of others nations. The Phase II Report stresses that the United States must seek a “concert for promoting security and promoting freedom.” That, in turn, is why the Report stresses the need to adapt U.S. alliances to new circumstances and to do all we can to integrate other major powers into the mainstream of international life. In this regard, the Commission took pains to emphasize not only U.S. responsibility to see to common security concerns, but also to be particularly sensitive to growing resentment of the United States abroad and how best to manage that resentment. The Commission stresses that “tone matters,” and the Phase II Report even quotes Shakespeare from “Measure from Measure” to make the point. 


Fourth, the Commission emphasizes the opportunities before the United States as much as the dangers represented by new, and not-so-new, threats. But to take advantage of opportunities to mold an international order that is conducive to security, prosperity, and freedom, the United States cannot rely on its noteworthy capacity for creative reaction to threats to world order. As it turned out, reactive strategies sufficed in the 19th century for a new Republic of modest strength that was distant from the power centers of Europe. Reactive strategies worked well enough, too, even once the United States became a major power in the 20th century. In this Commission’s view, however, reactive strategies are no longer adequate—and this brings us back to where we began, with the stress on the need for strategic thinking to guide the U.S. national security policy in the 21st century. Without a strategy, all that any power can do—no matter how strong it may be—is react to the initiatives of others. 


Let us conclude by noting that the Commission’s Phase II analysis did touch on the implications of this strategy design for U.S. military forces. The Commission cites five kinds of military capabilities the United States needs for the world of the 21st century. It has suggested, as well, that the two-major theater war yardstick for sizing U.S. forces is inhibiting the capacity of the Armed Services to adapt to the post-Cold War environment. 

This, too, is a theme the Commission took up in Phase III. The Commission notes in its Phase III Report that, despite vast changes in the threat environment faced by U.S. Armed Forces, the share of total obligation authority (TOA) consumed by the Services has changed almost not at all in the last ten fiscal years. The Commission believes that the way the Pentagon does business on several levels has contributed to this peculiar and, we think, worrisome circumstance. We would ask that Committee members and staff look carefully at what the Phase III Report has to say on this matter. We have reason to believe that Secretary Rumsfeld has already done so.

