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Reply to Christopher Layne
The Strength of the American Empire

BRADLEY A. THAYER

During World War 1, the French statesman Gorges Clemenceau famously
defended his right to direct his country’s military affairs over the objections of
the military. He is often quoted as saying “War is too serious a matter to entrust
to military men.” I would like to amend that: American grand strategy is too
serious a matter to entrust solely to academics, or politicians and policy-mak-
ers, or issue-advocates and lobbyists. It is the proper purview of all Americans
and is too serious a business 1o entrust to anyone but them. ‘The spirit that ani-
mates this book is that the American people, as well as people in other coun-
tries, should understand the costs and benefits of American grand strategy and
debate the grand strategic alternatives available to the United States.

This book is an effort to promote understanding of the grand strategy of

- the United States, its grand strategic options, as well as the benefits and risks

associated with them. Layne and I are powerful advocates of alternative grand
strategies, but we join each other in recognizing the importance of this debate
and in our desire to foster it. We recognize that Americans can and will dis-
agree about the proper role of the United States in international politics and
how best to advance and defend the interests of the United States.

To advance these goals, in this chapter 1 would like to respond to Layne’s
criticisms of the grand strategy of primacy made in chapter 2 and present
some final reflections on the grand strategy of offshore balancing versus the
grand strategy of primacy. I argue that primacy is the superior grand strategic
choice for the United States because it provides the greatest benefit for the
United States with the least risk. Furthermore, to abandon the grand strategy
of primacy at this time would entail cnormous dangers for the United States
and its allies.
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Why Layne’s Critique of American Primacy Is Wrong .
Layne levels several major allegations against the grand strategy of pnm.acy;
and 1 want to respond to the two most important: first, that the pursuit o
primacy makes the United States less secure; second, that Iraq serves asa }est
case for the American Empire, and—he submits—it is a test tha.t the .Um‘led
States is failing. Before I reply, I would like to thank Layne for 1l|ummatu?g
the risks associated with primacy. Although both of his charges are wrong—in
fact, the pursuit of hegemony makes the United States more secure and Iraq
reflects some of the best principles of the United States—ha'vm.g Layne present
the case against the American Empire helps to advanc.e thl? vital debate. ;
Layne does not illuminate the risks associated WI(h.hls prcfcrrcd‘ gran
strategy of offshore balancing principally because those‘nsks far oulwellgh any
gain. Abandoning primacy in favor of offshore balancu?g would cnl:fxl cnor(;
mous dangers for the United States and its allies. Most importantly, }t wo‘m
cause the United States to abandon its dominant position in favor of 1nferu:>r-
ity for the first time in a century. Offshore balancing is a radical break w'fnh
American tradition, statecraft, and policies which have allowed the United
States first, to defeat four peer competitors—Germany, Italy, Japan, and the
Soviet Union in World War 1I and the Cold War; second, by pcace’ful means,
to replace the previously dominant state—Grea.t Briltain; and third, to win
greater security for the American people and their allies.

US. Power Makes the United Statcs More, Not Less, Secure

There is a category of events in life: Things that almost never happen. Included
in this are rich people complaining that they have to'o much money, a‘thletcs
saying they are too strong, Hollywood stars bemoaning that they rece:ive toci
much publicity, and countries asserting they have too much power and wan
less. ‘ ‘
Countries want more power (o protect their people and their other inter-
ests, such as economic growth and allies. Layne is right about a fundamental
cause—the anarchy of the international system. But there is a debate among
theorists of international relations concerning whether states s.llould adopt
a “Goldilocks™ strategy—having just enough power, not too little nor too
much—or if they should maximize their power to the extent 't’hnt they are
able to do so.! Defensive realists like Layne favor a “Goldilocks” strategy for
security. Offensive realists, like me, favor maximizing power for security.
For the United States, defensive realists are more passive, support a s-mlaller
military, and favor reducing its commitments abroad. Offensive reallsts.are
more active, support a larger military, and favor using the power of the Um'ted
States to protect its interests overseas, e.g., by taking the fight to lhc‘ terrorists
in the Middle East rather than waiting for them to come to the Uniled States

to attack Americans.
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Each country knows it will never be perfectly secure, but that does not
detract from the necessity of seeking security. International politics is a dan-
gerous environment in which countries have no choice but to participate.
Any involvement—from the extensive involvement of the United States to the
narrow activity of Switzerland—in this dangerous realm runs the risk of a
backlash. That is simply a fact of life in international politics. The issue is how
much participation is right. Thankfully, thus far the United States recognizes
it is much better to be involved so that it may shape events, rather than to
remain passive, having events shaped by other countries, and then adjusting
to what they desire.

In contrast to Layne’s argument, maximizing the power of the United
States aids its ability to defend itself from attacks and to advance its interests.
This argument is based on its prodigious cconomic, ideological, and military
power. Due to this power, the United States is able to defeat its enemies the
world over, to reassure its allies, and to dissuade states from challenging it.
From this power also comes respcct and admiration, no matter how grudging
it may be at times. These advantages keep the United States, its interests, and
its allies secure, and it must strive to maintain its advantages in international
politics as long as possible.

Knowing that American hegemony will end someday does not mean that
we should welcome or facilitate its demise; rather the reverse. The United
States should labor to maintain hegemony as long as possible—just as know-
ing that you will die someday does not keep you from planning your future
and living today. You strive to live as long as possible although you realize that
it is inevitable that you will die. Like good health, Americans and most of the
world should welcome American primacy and work to preserve it as long as
possible.

The value of U.S. power for the country itself as well as for most of the world
is demonstrated easily by considering four critical facts about international
politics. First, if you doubt that more power is better, just ask the citizens of a
country that has been conquered, like the Czech Republic, Poland, Kuwait, or
Lebanon; or the citizens of a country facing great peril due to external threats
or terrorists, like Colombia, Georgia, Israel, Nepal, or Turkey. These countries
would prefer to possess greater power to improve their security. Or query the
citizens of a fallen empire. For the British, French, or Russians, having the
power to influence the direction of international politics, having the respect
and recognition that flows from power, and, most importantly, having the abil -
ity to advance and defend their country’s interests are elements of power that
are missed greatly. In sum, the world looks very different from the perspective
of these countries than it does from a powerful and secure United States.

Second, U.S. power protects the United States. That sentence is as genuine
and as important a statement about international politics as one can make.
International politics is not a game or a sport. There are no “time outs,” there
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is no halftime and no rest. It never stops. There is no hiding from threats and
dangers in international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the
threats it confronts, then the conventional and strategic military power of the
United States is what protects the country from such threats. Simply by declar-
ing that the United States is going home, thus abandoning its commitments
or making half pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that
others will respect its wishes to retreat. In fact, to make such a declaration
implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the ani-
mal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong.
The same is true in the anarchic realm of international politics. 1f the United
States is not strong and does not actively protect and advance its interests,
other countries will prey upon those interests, and even on the United States
itsclf.

Third, countries want to align themsclves with the United States. Far from
there being a backlash against the United States, there is worldwide band-
wagoning with it. The vast majority of countries in international politics have
alliances with the United States. There are approximately 192 countries in the
world, ranging {rom the size of giants like Russia to Lilliputians like Vanu-
atu. Of that number, you can count with one hand the countries opposed to
the United States—China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea, and Venezucla. Once the
leaders of Cuba and Venezuela change, there is every reason to believe that
those countries will be allied with the United States, as they were before their
present rulers—Fidel Castro and Hugo Chavez—came to power. North Korea
will collapse someday, removing that threat, although not without signifi-
cant danger Lo the countrics in the region. Of these states, only China has the
potential power to confront the United States. The potential power of China
should not be underestimated, but neither should the formidable power of the
United States and its allies.

There is an old saying that you can learn a lot about someone by looking at
his friends (or enemies). It may be true about people, but it is certainly true of
the United States. Of the 192 countries in existence, a great number, 84, are
allied with the United States, and they include almost all of the major eco-
nomic and military states.

This includes twenly-five members of NATO (excluding the United
States—Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
France, Germany, Grecce, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxem-
bourg, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia,
Spain, Turkey, and the United Kingdom); fourteen major non-NATO allies
(Australia, Egypt, Israel, Japan, South Korea, Jordan, New Zealand, Argen-
tina, Bahrain, Philippines, Thailand, Kuwait, Morocco, and Pakistan); ninc-
teen Rio Pact members (excluding Argentina and Venezucla—The Bahamas,
Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador,
El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Para-
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Post-Cold War

Cold War

Figure 3.1  Number of U.S. allies.

guay, Peru, Trinidad and Tobago, and Uruguay); seven Caribbean Regional
Security System members (Antigua and Barbuda, Barbados, Dominica, Gre-
nada, Saint Christopher and Nevis, Saint Lucia, Saint Vincent and the Grena-
dines), and thirteen members of the Iraq coalition who are not captured by the
other categories: Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Fiji,
Georgia, Kazakhstan, Macedonia, Moldova, Mongolia, Singapore, Tonga, and
Ukraine. In addition, Afghanistan, Iraq, Kyrgyzstan, Saudi Arabia, Tajikistan,
and Tunisia are now important U.S. allies.

This is a ratio of almost 17 to 1 (84 to 5) of the countries allied with the
United States against thosc who are opposed to it. And other states may be
added 1o the list of allies. For example, a country like Nigeria is essentially
pro-United States although there is no formal security arrangement between
those countries. This situation is unprecedented in international politics—
never have so many countries been aligned with the dominant state in mod-
ern history.

As Figure 3.1 demonstrates, it is a big change from the Cold War when
most of the countries of the world were aligned either with the United States

. (approximately forty-five) or the Soviet Union (about twenty-four countries),

o United States
. |® Soviet Union

Figure 3.2  Ratio of alliances during the Cold War. 1.8:1 in favor of the United States.

which yields a ratio of 1.8 to 1 of states aligned with the United States to those

s United States|
» Hostile to the

United Siates

Figure 3.3  Ratio of states aligned with the United States to those opposed to it in the post-Cold
War period. 17:1 in favor of the lnited States
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of the Soviet Union, as captured by Figure 3.2, Figure 3.3 illuminates the ratio
of states aligned with the United States to those opposed to it in the post- Cold
War period.

So, while we are entitled to our own opinions about international politics,
we not entitled to our own facts. They must be acknowledged. In the post-
Cold War world, the United States is much better off—it is much more power-
ful and more secure—than was during the Cold War.

What is more, many of the allies of the United States have become more
dependent on the United States for their security than during the Cold War.
For many years now, most NATO countries have only spent a fraction of their
budget on defense, and it is not transparent how they would defend them-
selves if not for the United States did not. Only six of the twenty-five members
of NATO (not counting the United States) are spending 2 percent or more of
their GDP on defense, while nineteen spend less than 2 percent. Such a low
level of defense spending is possible only because of the security provided by
the United States.

The fourth critical fact to consider is that the security provided by the
power of the United States creates stability in international politics. That is
vitally important for the world, but easily forgotten. Harvard professor Joseph
Nye often compares the security provided by the United States to oxygen. If it
were taken away, a person would think of nothing clse. If the sccurity and sta-
bility provided by the United States were taken away, most countries would be
much worse off, and arms races, vicious security competition, and wars would
result. It would be a world without NATO or other key U.S. alliances. We
can imagine easily conflict between traditional rivals like Greece and Turkey,
Syria and Israel, India and Pakistan, Taiwan and China, Russia and Georgia,
Hungary and Romania, Armenia and Azerbaijan, and an intense arms race
between China and Japan. In that world, the breakup of Yugoslavia would
have been a far bloodier affair that might have escalated to become another
European war. In contrast to what might occur absent U.S. power, we see that
the post-Cold War world dominated by the United States is an era of peace
and stability.

The United States does not provide security to other countries because it
is altruistic. Security for other states is a positive result (what economists call
a positive externality) of the United States pursuing its interests. Therefore, it
would be a mistake to seek “benevolence” in great power politics. In interna-
tional politics, states advance their self-interest and, most often, what might

appear to be “benevolent” actions are undertaken for other reasons. To assist
Pakistani earthquake refugees, for example, is benevolent but also greatly aids
the image of the United States in the Muslim world—so self-interest is usually
intertwined with a humanitarian impulse.

The lesson here is straightforward: Countries align themselves with the
United States because to do so coincides with their interests, and they will con-
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tinue to do so only as long as their interests are advanced by working with Uncle
Sam. In 1848, the great British statesman Lord Palmerston captured this point
best when he said: “We have no eternal allies and we have no perpetual enemies.
Our interests are eternal and perpetual, and those interests it is our duty to
follow.™

It is important to know what other countries think of the United States,
but, equally, it is a fundamental mistake to worry disproportionately about
what the rest of the world thinks. Leaders lead. That may be unpopular at
times, indeed, perhaps most of the time. A cost of leadership is that the leader
will be criticized for doing too much, or for accomplishing too little. But at the
same time, few states would want to replace the leadership of the United States
with the leadership of China. The allies of the United States are precisely its
allies because to be so serves the interests of these countries. One country does
not align itself with another for reasons of sentiment or emotion.

If the United States adopted offshore balancing, many of those allies would
terminate their relationship with the United States. They would be forced to
increase their own armaments, acquire nuclear weapons, and perhaps ally
against the United States, even aiming their nuclear weapons at the United
States. In those circumstances, the United States would be far less secure and
much worse off than it is now.

That might be the future if the United States changed its grand strategy.
To be sure, at present the United States is a great ally. It is rich and powerful,
with many allies all over the world. It weilds enormous influence in interna-
tional institutions as well. When a global problem arises, countries turn to the
United States to solve it.

When you reflect on all the countries who have been hegemons, the United
States is the most accommodating and helpful the world has seen. That is a
weighty point and must be emphasized—too frequently, it is not. The United
States is so for many reasons, including its democratic ideology, the good-na-
tured qualities of the American people, and geography; and the United States
is far away from the Eurasian and African landmasses, which makes it a more
attractive ally for a typical country in Eurasia—say, Poland or Turkey—since
the United States must be invited in comparison to a great power like Russia.
If Warsaw or Ankara were to invite the Russians in, they may never leave, and
they might incorporate Poland or Turkey into Russia. There is no danger of
that with the United States. And this simple fact alone helps us enormously in
our relations with the rest of the world.

The Success of Iraq: An Ally of the United States, Not lts Clone

When we deal with major events in international politics, time is often needed
to yield a context one does not see at the time. In military history, for example,
many generals and admirals thought they had lost when the reverse was true.
Jimmy Doolittle thought he was going to face a court martial immediately after
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his raid on Japan in April 1942. He saw the raid as a failure because none of the
aircraft survived, all crash-landing in or near China. He did not realize that
he had lifted the morale of the entire country during a dark time when there
was nothing but defeat. After World War 11, the occupations of West Germany
and Japan were perceived as confused and muddled affairs. However, we now
know the occupations placed Germany and Japan on the path to become the
vibrant democracies and economic powerhouses they are now. There is a simi-
lar perception of failure in Iraq in the minds of many Americans.

This should not be a surprise, since much of the American media persis-
tently shows a country of bombings and chaos. Most Americans do not have
the time to get their news from other, more objective sources that illuminate
the good, the bad, and the ugly in Iraq, rather than just the bad (terrorism)
and ugly (corruption). Too frequently, the good—Iraq’s liberation and path
toward democratic rule—is not emphasized. Countless American soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines have complained about the coverage of Iraq by
the American media and have argued that such negative coverage ignores
the great improvements taking place in Iraq, undermines the support of the
American people for the efforts of the military, and aids the insurgency, mak-
ing the job of the military that much harder. You can find these accounts
online, in blogs and other news sources. It takes effort to bypass big media
corporations, or, at least, access to the Internet and a bit of time to gain a more
accurate impression. But because not everyone has the time, there is a com-
mon perception that Iraq is in chaos.

That impression is wholly wrong. Iraq has gone from an authoritarian
country to a free country with a constitution. Iraqis are voting in elections
for the first time in their lives. More Iraqis participate in the electoral process
than Americans. In 90 percent of Iraq, peace and stability reign, and people
sce the U.S. military as liberators and want to work with the United States as a
partner in the region. That is the success of Iraq—and it is a success.

To be sure, with economic and political modernization there will be ups
and downs. No country has transitioned without profound difficulties from
the misrule of a tyrant like Saddam Hussein through liberation to its social and
physical reconstruction after generations of horrible abuses and great neglect.
But the slope of the curve is positive; Iraq is becoming stronger and more stable
every day. Elections are a major indication of progress, and demonstrate that
the vast majority of Iraqis support the government. Iraq has about 14 million
cligible voters, and 11 million voted in 2005. Its voter participation rate puts
the United States to shame. It is common wisdom that the Kurds and Shi’a
support the government, but now the majority of Sunnis do as well. For exam-
ple, voter turnout from the mostly Sunni province of Anbar climbed from 2
percent in the elections of January 30, 2005, when Sunnis where opposed to
the government, to 55 percent in the elections of December 2005.
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When Iraq is a free and stable country, when its economy flourishes due to
its oil wealth, when tourists flock to wonder at the remnants of ancient Baby-
lon, what will those who belittled the Iragi reconstruction and stabilization
efforts say? There will come a day when they have to respond to the facts on
the ground and admit that Iraq has been restored to its rightful place in the
community of nations and as a leader in the Arab world.

To get to that day, the United States labors to resolve two problems. The
first is the insurgency, which is comprised of foreign jihadists who have come
to Iraq to fight the United States and the new Iraqi government; criminals
who were let loose by Saddam before the invasion in March 2003; and dichard
Ba'athists who dream of restoring Saddam Hussein to power and who com-
prise most of the insurgents. Second, there is the risk of civil war among the
three major groups in Iraq: the Shi‘a (about 60 percent of Iraq’s population),
Sunni (between 15 and 20 percent), and Kurds (approximately 17 percent).

The risk of civil war is reduced as long as a large U.S. military force is present
in Iraq. Its risk is disappearing as the new Iragi government finds its strength.
The insurgency is a danger the United States confronts now. The insurgency
can be defeated and is being defeated by following the classic prescription for
doing so—advancing economic, political, and social changes simultaneously
with improving the lives of the Iraqi people. Principally, these measures will
be done by the Iraqis themselves, not by the United States.

One of the foremost experts on guerrilla warfare, T.E. Lawrence, better
known as “Lawrence of Arabia” because he led the Arab guerrilla war against
the Ottoman Empire in World War 1, famously described fighting an insut-
gency as “learning how to cat soup with a knife.™ That is, counterinsurgency
operations arc messy and they take a long time. The Iraqi and American people
and their militaries have to understand both points. Fighting the insurgency
in Iraq is messy— at times there is great violence, innocent people are hurt or
killed, soldiers are killed brutally, and Iraqi governmental forces are targeted
by the insurgents. Both the U.S. and Iragi forces must have the will power to
endure this difficult situation.

Prodigious progress is being made. The infrastructure of Iraq is being
rebuilt, and life has returned to normal for the vast majority of Iraqis. But
progress takes time, just as eating soup with a knife does. Indeed, time is prob-

_ ably the most important factor for counterinsurgencies. Time is necessary to

convince the pro-Saddam dichards in the insurgent movement that Saddam
and Ba'ath rule are never coming back—the new Iraq is here to stay. Time

. is necessary to weaken the insurgency gradually and bring its members to

realize that their path is a dead end. The new Iraq is passing them by. Every
campaign against guerrilla movements takes time—at least a half a decade,
and sometimes several decades. The American and Iragi people must real-
ize that the counterinsurgency campaign in Iraq will take many years, and
they must have the will to stick it out, to persevere through the low points in
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the campaign against the guerrillas. The insurgency is roughly fixed in size,
it is not likely to grow or decline rapidly, and, as history has proven of most
insurgencies, they are resilient. Table 3.1 provides important context for the
insurgency in Iraq. Historically, major insurgencies averaged a little over thir-
teen years to resolve,

The United States is undermining guerrillas and destroying their cohe-
sion by demonstrating the integrity and competence of the new government
in Irag—the new government is working for the people of Iraq, all elements of
the Iragi population, and it is an encouraging sign that the Sunni population
is participating in the political process.

In contrast, the insurgents want to take the Iraqgi people back to the bad
old days of torture, executions, and misery under Saddam Hussein and Ba'ath
Party rule. The insurgents murder innocent [ragis and attack Iraqi and Coali-
tion troops but offer no positive vision for the people of Iraq. They can offer
only intimidation, subjugation, and hatred. This malicious message resonates
less and less with the Iraqi people and with others in the region. Commenta-
tors often speak of “the Arab Street,” popular opinion in the Arab world, and
warn that it will erupt against the United States. The assumption is that the
Arab Street will always be opposed to the United States and its allies. The
evidence does not support that. In December 2005, the Arab Street did erupt,
but it did so against Abu Musab al-Zarqawi. Over two hundred thousand Jor-
danians protested his terror attacks in Jordan and Iraq. This shows that Arabs,
just as everyone clse, are fed up with the senseless killing conducted by the
insurgents in Iraq.

In order 10 understand how to defeat the Iraqi insurgency, it is necessary to
understand that it does not operate under a central command, but is fractured
and comprised of the jihadists, of whom the terrorist Abu Musab al-Zarqawi
was the most famous before he was killed by U.S. forces in 2006. These jihadists
are religious fanatics and are mostly foreigners. There are also criminals, who
are secular and who are using the insurgency to promote criminal aims; and
Ba'athists, the members of the failed regime of Saddam Hussein who are secular
and hate religious forces.

The jihadists and the Ba'athists are the most dangerous. However, they are
divided in both their ideologies and goals. Also, they are only rooted in the
Sunni population—and thus they are a minority within a minority. These
facts about the insurgency mean that the United States and the Iraqi govern-
ment have enormous advantages in their struggle against it.

There are five critical steps that must be accomplished by the United States
and the Iraqi government to defeat the insurgency; and, indeed, the United
States and the Iraqi government are accomplishing all of them. Consequently,
the insurgency has great weaknesses and will be defeated over time. But it
will take time, as Table 3.1 shows. The American and Iraqi people, as well
as the people of allied states like Britain and Australia, have to understand
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Table 3.1 Major tnsurgencies of the 20th Century

Case

Afghanistan
Angola UNITA
Algeria

Arab Revolt
Argentina

Brazil

Chinese Revolution
Colombia

Cuba ]

Cuba ll

Cuba III

Cuba IV

Cyprus Rebellion
Dominican Republic
El Salvador

Haiti

Huk Rebellion
Irish Revolution
Israel-Palestinian 1
Israel-Palestinian 1
Malaya

Mau Mau Rebellion
Nicaragua
Nicaragua (FSLN)
Northern Ircland
Peru

Philippines
Portuguese Angola

Portuguese East Africa

Rif Rebellion
Second Boer War
Spain ETA

Southwest Africa/Namibia

Sudan 1
Sudan [1
Uruguay
Venezucla
Vietnams [
Vietnam |1
Average

Dates

1979-1989
1975-1991
1954-1962
1916-1918
1970-1976
1968-1971
1927-1949
1964-2006*
1898-1902
1906-1909
1917-1933
1953-1959
1955-1961
1916-1924
1979-1993
1915-1934
1946-1954
1916-1921
1964-1993
2000-2006*
1947-1960
1952-1963
1926-1933
1974-1979
1969-1998
1980-2006*
1899-1916
1961-1975
1961-1975
1921-1924
1899-1902
1968-2006*
1966-1988
1955-1972
1983-2005
1962-1972
1960-1970
1946-1954
1959-1975

Duration
in Years

10
16
8
2
6
3
22
42
4
3
16
6
6
8
14
19
8
5
29
6
13
i1
7

5

29
26
17
14
14
3
3
38
22
17
22
10
10
8
16
13.28

* Conflict remains ongoing.
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this. Based on history, we may expect that the insurgency will last at least
thirtcen years. Recognizing that it will take time allows Americans and th95e
who wish the new Iraqi government well to steel themsclves for a long, low-in-
ity struggle.

len;lir);t, joii;f’l offensive operations are weakening the insurge!u:y by kill-
ing and capturing its members. This is occurring, an.d the lrac'ps are lcarr?-
ing much from the U.S. military and intelligence services. 'Ihc' insurgency is
fought increasingly by Iragis rather than Americans. The Iragis are develop-
ing (his capability and growing stronger every day. '

Second, the Iraqi military and police forces are getting progressively better,
and the responsibility for the security of Iraq is being handed off to thcm.from
the U.S. military. The United States is building up the Iraqgi Tnilitary and intel-
ligence forces to take over more responsibility from the Uml'e.d States as soon
as possible. As the [ragis grow in strength, the American mlhtar.y forces will
be drawn down gradually. A small number of U.S. forces will continue to \.vork
with the Iragis after the bulk of the U.S. military forces have !e.ft. Thcy: will be
assigned directly to Iragi units in order to train them. In addition, U.S. forces
may be expected to provide logistical support as well as heavy armor forces
and air support for combat operations. .

Intelligence forces are just as important for combating an insurgency a.s
military forces, and there has been much progress in this rea'lx'n, although llt
is largely unnoticed by the world’s media. At the time of wntmg,.the Ir:aqls
have two intelligence agencies, the Iraqi National Intelligence Service (INIS),
to focus on foreign threats such as Iran and Islamic extremists; and the Gen-
eral Security Department (GSD), which is the counterespionage and counter-
terrorism organization. The INIS and GSD work much like the CIA and FBI
in the United States, with one concerned with foreign threats and the other
centered on combating espionage and terrorism within the country. The intel-

ligence agencies of the United States, the Iraqi government, and perhaps other
allics are infiltrating the insurgency in order to stop it.

Third, the new Iragi government must root out corruption and work _to
eliminate local grievances at the grassroots level in order to continue lf) gain
popular support. Additionally, the government has to make cconormic and
political reforms and improvements in the country—from electricity 1o clec-
tions. The good news is that there is great progress on almost every fro‘nt. The
cement holding the guerrillas together has to be destroyed by conveyx‘ng the
message to them and the people that they are holding Iraq back from being the
greatest of the Arab countries, as it had been in the past. o

Fourth, the new Iragi government and the U.S. military must mam'lam the
initiative by using guerrilla tactics against the insurgcncy—rcconnmssanc'e.
infiltration, hit-and-run tactics, and surprise ambushes to keep the guerril-
las off-balance and keep them moving constantly and under threat. This is

Reply to Christopher Layne « 115

occurring as well. The safe havens the guerrillas once had in Fallujah and
Ramadi are gone now and will not return.

Fifth, the new government has to demonstrate that those in the guerriila
movement will be welcome if they defect. The best way to accomplish this is
through an information campaign that proclaims specific cases of people who
were guerrillas, or supported them, but who now support the government.
In the past, most successful counterinsurgency campaigns have had similar
programs. It is in the government’s interest to allow the guerrillas to defect
to the government’s side without fear of repercussions. In fact, the Iraqis have
been effective in this regard. Defectors have appeared on Iraqi television to
apologize, to statc that they were wrong o engage in terrorism, and to appeal
to their former comrades to end their terrorism and join the government.

The United States will be successful in Iraq, and the insurgency will wither
away, despite the best efforts of Iran to keep it going. But Americans must
understand that an independent and free Iraq will not be a toady or pawn of
the United States. The United States may expect to have significant differences
with a free Iraq, and this may cause frustration in Washington. When Iraq’s
interests coincide with those of the United States, Washington may expect
to be able to work closely with Baghdad. In other words, we may expect Iraq
not to be subservient to the United States, but an ally of it: a major reason for
America 10 have fought to liberate Iraq from tyranny.

Most poignantly, in 2006, U.S. Army Colonel H.R. McMaster, who was
a hero in Operation Desert Storm, reflected on his long cxperience in Iraq
as commander of the Third Armored Cavalry Regiment and what he could
communicate to the American people to permit them to understand the con-
ditions in Iraq:

I'was patrolling after an attack on police recruits. It was a suicide attack
immediately after the operation. And I was walking with a small clement
up the street of Hasan Koy, which previously was a hostile area. I saw
an Iraqi coming toward me on crutches, a young man, and I thought,
well, this is an insurgent, a terrorist....So I went up to him and started
asking him some questions. It turns out he was wounded in that attack
where he was waiting in line to be recruited for the Iraqi police. He was
now walking on crutches across town to join the Iragi army so he could
defeat these terrorists and bring security to his family.

[ guess what people don't get to see is, they don't get to see how resolute
and how determined these courageous Iraqis arc. And the other thing
I wish we could communicate more clearly is the relationships we've
developed with people. I mean, we've made lifetime friends among the
good Iraqi people. So the Iragi people you tend to see most on cover-
age...are the ones...who are conducting attacks against us....But there
are so many good people in this country who deserve security and who
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are doing everything they can to build a future for their families, their
towns and their country.*

A major step in remaking the Middle East began with Operation Iraqi
Frecedom. As a result of the success of Operation Iraqi Freedom, the United
States has been able to foster change in the region from Lebanon to Iraq. The
change has been along the following parameters. First, regimes opposed to
the intcrests of the United States are pressured to reform or face the possibil-
ity of being removed. Second, the United States should spread democracy in
the Middle East if this can be accomplished without hurting existing friendly
regimes.® This is part of a larger effort to promote liberal democracy around
the world. The more liberal democracies there are in the world, the more con-
genial for the United States and the casier it is for the United States to main-
tain its hegemony.

However, I am a goud realist, so if there is a tension between democracy
and maintaining a pro-American government, then the latter is the right
choice for the United States at this time. American decision-makers should
keep in mind the Shah of Iran, a U.S. ally, who was undermined by President
Carter, when he pushed too hard and too quickly, for democratic reform. The
Shah fell and was replaced by a much worse government—the rule of Aya-
tollah Khomeini. Thirty years later, the United States still grapples with the
consequences. Accordingly, what is vitally important is that governments are
supportive and respectful of the interests of the United States. Fundamen-
tally, realism should govern the foreign policy of the United States—America’s
interests first.

Primacy Is the Right Grand Strategy for the United States

There is no viable alternative grand strategy for the United States than pri-
macy. Primacy is the best and most effective means to maintain the security
and safety of the United States for the reasons I argued in chapter 1. However,
it is also the best because cvery other grand strategic “alternative” is a chimera
and can only weaken the United States, threaten the security and safety of the
American people, and introduce great peril for the United States and for other
countries.

A large part of what makes primacy such a success is that other countries
know where the United States stands, what it will defend, and that it will be
involved in disputes, both great and small. Accordingly, other countries have
to respect the interests of the United States or face the consequences. Offshore
balancing incurs the risks of primacy without its benefits. It pledges that the
United States will defend its interests with air power and sca power, but not
land power. That is curious because we could defend our interests with land
power but choose not to, suggesting our threat to defend is not serious, which
weakens our credibility and invites challenges to the interests of the United
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States. Offshore balancing increases the probability of conflict for the United
States. It raises the danger that the interests of the United States will be chal-
lenged not only from foes like China and Iran, but, perversely, also from coun-
tries now allied with the United States like Japan and Turkey.

General Douglas MacArthur said that there was no substitute for victory.
Just as there is no substitute for victory, there is no alternative for leadership.
For if the United States does not provide that leadership to its allies by pledg-
ing to use all of its power in their defense, then they will provide their own
security. If the United States does not lead the world, another hegemon will
rise to replace it. That hegemon will be China. China will then be in a position
to dictate to the rest of world, including the United States. The United States
would be far less secure in such a world.

This is because, first, the physical security of the United States would be
jeopardized. Due to its military superiority, China would have the ability to
triumph over the United States in the event of war or an international crisis,
like the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis. The United States would be forced to back
down, thus placing China’s interests before its own. China would be able to
blackmail the United States, to coerce it to do Beijing’s bidding. The United
States would be relegated to the role of pawn on the international chessboard.

Second, the United States would lose its allies and global influence. As
China’s power grew, countries would look to Beijing to be their ally in order to
gain security and assistance. It will be the case that countries long allied with
the United States, such as Australia, will no longer be allies as their interests
require them to look to Beijing and away from Washington.

Third, the Chinese economy will dominate the global economy. World-

- wide, both countries and businesses will Jook to China not simply as a market,

as they do now, but the economic locomotive of the world’s economy, as the

lender of last resort, and as the stabilizer of economic exchange and the inter-

national trade and monetary regimes. Countries will have to appease China
economically or face the consequences of its wrath.

Fourth, Chinese will be the language of diplomacy, trade and commerce,
transportation and navigation, the Internet, world sport, and global cul-
ture. Additionally, China will dominate science and technology. in all of its
forms—the life sciences, bioengineering, computer science, and even space
exploration. It will be a great blow to the pride of the United States, greater
than Sputnik in 1957, when China travels to the Moon, as they plan to do, and
plants the communist flag on Mars, and perhaps other planets in the future.

In sum, the United States will be far less influential and subjected to the
role that China, not decision-makers in Washington or the American pcople,
wants it to play. Fundamentally, the sccurity of the United States would be

_ dependent on the decisions made in China. That is the world of the future if

the United States does not maintain its primacy.
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To abandon its leadership role would be a fundamental mistake of Ameri-
can grand strategy. Indeed, in the great history of the United States, there is
no parallel, no previous case, where the United States has made such a titanic
grand strategic blunder. It would surpass by far its great mistake of 1812, when
the young and ambitious country gambled and declared war against a mighty
empire, the British, believing London was too distracted by the tremendous
events on the Continent—the formidable military genius of Napoleon and the
prodigious threat from the French empire and its allies—to notice while it con-
quered Canada.

The citizens of the United States cannot pretend that, by weakening our-
sclves, other countries will be nice and respect its security and interests. To
suggest this implies a naiveté and innocence about international politics that
would be charming, if only the consequences of such an opinion were not so
serious. Throughout its history, the United States has never refrained from
acting boldly to secure its interests. It should not be timid now.

Many times in the great history of the United States, the country faced
difficult decisions—decisions of confrontation or appeasement—and sig-
nificant threats—the British, French, Spanish, Germans, Italians, Japanese,
and Soviets. Tt always has recognized those threats and faced them down, to
emerge victorious. The United States should have the confidence to do so now
against China not simply because to do so maximizes its power and security
or ensures it is the dominant voice in the world’s affairs, but because it is the
last, best hope of humanity.

The United States faces a choice as significant as any in its history: To main-
tain leadership or to live in a world dominated by the Communist Chinese,
the last significant representative of a cruel and failed ideology. A world domi-
nated by the United States, the country Walt Whitman called “essentially the
greatest poem,” is far superior for the whole of the world’s population than a
world controlled by the Communist Chinese.® In this book and in academic
settings, we may debate the issues that concern that choice. Intellectually, that
is entirely appropriate. But emotionally and instinctually, each of us knows
that, should any country be dominant, the United States is the best choice to
exercise such power. That recognition alone quite perfectly answers the debate
over the American Empire.
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