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I want to thank the honorable Chair and distinguished Members of this important 
Committee for inviting me to speak and for affording me an opportunity to offer 
what help I can contribute to your important work.  In my testimony this morning I 
will offer first a quick overview of the world situation as we look forward into the 
new century and then present an analysis of current and likely future developments 
in three regions of particular interest to the United States as they reflect on the 
question of the nature of the future conflicts for which the United States ought to 
prepare.  
 
While my testimony will deal largely with the possibilities for conflict, it is 
important to note here that the permanent and overriding goal of American policy is 
and should remain the promotion of peace. This country does not prepare for war 
because we are warlike and welcome war; Americans have learned over the 
centuries that in order to preserve peace it is necessary to inform ourselves about 
the dangers we face and, in consultation with likeminded states, to make the 
necessary preparations for defense.  
 
Introduction and Overview:  
 
While it is difficult to see into the future at all and impossible to make detailed 
predictions, everything we know about history and human development suggests 
that the 21st century is unlikely to be a quiet time in international relations. As the 
preeminent world power, one with global interests and concerns, the United States 
is going to have to navigate the next stage in world history deftly. While our goal is 
and will remain to avoid major wars by working with our allies and partners to 
build economic, political, legal and institutional frameworks for lasting peace among 
the world’s peoples, it would be dangerous to underestimate the challenges this 
strategy will encounter. For the foreseeable future, the United States must work for 
peace without neglecting the necessary preparations to be ready if our efforts for 
peace do not succeed.  
 
A careful examination of the past and the factors that will likely contribute to future 
change suggests that while national and international conflicts involving significant 
states and/or engaging the vital interests of the United States are not inevitable, the 
danger of future conflicts is troublingly high. The rapid pace of economic, 
technological, and social change around the world puts increasing pressure on 
existing states and political structures. That is likely to lead to enhanced tension and 
conflict within many states as well as between and among states.  
 
The relationship between accelerating social and economic change on the one hand 
and growing risks of war is not new. At the outset of the industrial revolution, 
European powers began to struggle to keep up with the rapid technological 
development going on in their societies, and with the attending social forces. They 
were not, on the whole, all that successful at avoiding bloodshed and political 



upheaval in their responses. At the same time as the industrial revolution was 
providing Europe with untold wealth and the tools to project power around the 
globe, it also began to tear at the political and societal seams of European society.  
 
As the industrial revolution swept east and south from its original base in 
northwestern Europe, ethnic and religious conflicts developed and ultimately broke 
up the large multi-ethnic and multi-religious empires of central and eastern Europe 
and the Middle East (Ottoman, Austro-Hungarian, German, Russian) in a mix of 
catastrophic war, genocide and ethnic cleansing that lasted from roughly 1880 to 
1950. Those conflicts (including both the Kurdish struggle and the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict) continue today, but a new wave of sectarian and ethnic tensions 
stretching east to west from Pakistan to Algeria, and north to south from Crimea to 
Kenya is taking shape today. While it is not inevitable that the tragic history of 19th 
and 20th century Europe and the Middle East will be repeated in this zone, the 
parallels are more than troubling, and wars in Syria and elsewhere underscore the 
seriousness of the situation in this explosive region.  
 
Well beyond this zone of conflict, rapid demographic change like that taking place in 
countries such as China and India can lead and in the past has led to greater internal 
tension and conflict even when economies are growing and living standards are 
rising. Mass urbanization is a revolutionary process that involves great cultural and 
social change. In China alone, urbanization has been a driving force behind the 
lifting of hundreds of millions of people out of extreme poverty, but urbanization 
has lifted them at the same time into a new political consciousness and is creating 
new sources of tension within China and, consequentially, in the region around it.  
 
History tells us that as people’s material comfort grows, they do not tend to stop 
wanting more. In fact, quite the opposite happens as societies move from pre-
modern to modern conditions; people gain the time, educational background and 
security to turn their attentions to political and social desires. At the same time, 
because state policies matter more to people living in modernizing economies and 
in urban areas than to illiterate farmers in traditional rural societies, city dwellers 
tend to be more politicized than peasants, and demand more from their rulers.  
 
Various societies are reacting to mass urbanization in different ways, and they are at 
different stages in the process. China is in the climactic phases of a dramatic shift 
while India is still at a relatively early stage with massive movements to the city still 
to come. In the Islamic world, urbanization has been one key driver of radicalism, as 
ex-peasants struggle with the conditions of city life.  
 
These internal developments are likely to create challenging conditions for 
diplomats and foreign policy makers. Again using the European example, rulers 
have often found nationalism to be an effective means of building domestic social 
cohesion and stability in these times of great stress and rapid urbanization, but 
nationalist passion has consequences for foreign policy. Nationalism, and its 
embrace by rulers and policymakers in Europe up through World War Two even in 



non-democratic polities pushed leaders toward policies that made war more likely. 
Similar pressures are at work today in emerging powers like India and China today 
– to say nothing of Pakistan, Vietnam and, for somewhat different reasons, Japan.  
 
There is another way in which domestic change and economic development poses 
challenges for the maintenance of international peace. When rapid technological 
change hits major world societies, changes in the balance of global power often 
follow. The rise of China depended on developments in technology and management 
that allowed for global supply chains in a multitude of industries. China won’t be the 
last society to go through this process. In the next century we should be prepared to 
see more nations grow in terms international power due to technological 
modernization, and we should also be prepared to see other nations fall behind – as, 
at present, we see in the European Union. The rise (and fall) of great powers is a 
destabilizing force in world politics, and the 21st century will see the emergence of 
new powers as well as the decline of existing ones.  
 
There is a third reason why ages like ours of rapid change and development pose 
significant risks of war. In a technologically stable world where the means of 
warfare change little from generation to generation, it is relatively easy for states to 
gauge one another’s power and to calculate the likely result from hostilities. In the 
21st century, however, such developments as cyberwar make it much more difficult 
for potential adversaries to understand the balance of forces and the true risks of 
war.  
 
At the outset of World War One, the local quarrel between Austria-Hungary and 
Serbia was allowed to grow into a catastrophic global conflict in large part because 
diplomats and policy makers did not fully understand the implications of rail 
technology for military strategy and, therefore, for decisions about war and peace 
once one power started to mobilize its forces. As new methods of cyberwar along 
with new weapon systems and new ways of waging war proliferate, policy makers 
in the 21st century could be blindsided as well. 21st century policy makers may, for 
example, have to respond to cyber attacks of strategic intensity and consequence on 
a split-second basis; events will move so quickly in a crisis that, absent good 
intelligence and analysis that enables them to prepare for a crisis before it occurs, 
our leaders will be as helpless and befuddled as their predecessors were 100 years 
ago.  
 
There is a fourth way in which rapid technological change tends to destabilize 
international politics. Technological progress has consequences beyond just the 
world’s biggest and fastest changing societies. It enables small powers and even 
non-state actors to wield greater destructive force than ever before. The 
development of nuclear weapons by small states like North Korea and scientific 
laggards like Pakistan is a likely foretaste of the future. And it is not just nuclear 
weapons that are getting easier and cheaper to make. Chemical, cyber, and 
ultimately biological weapons will place the kind of destructive power once limited 
to great powers in the hands of small, potentially quite irresponsible states, as well 



as of non-state actors. Such developments will be harder to track and arms control 
agreements respecting them will be harder to verify than nuclear weapons have 
been. We will be less sure who has these weapons, and the reality that states 
without large populations, land masses or even economies can generate or host 
non-state actors who generate weapons of strategic destructiveness will complicate 
the work of diplomats and policy makers in the interesting century that lies ahead.  
 
Finally, one should note that international economic policy has been one of 
America’s best tools in ensuring the development of a peaceful and stable 
international order. However, the same rapid change that destabilizes international 
politics has made and will make the task of international economic management 
significantly more challenging. It is not only that the international economy is 
developing both financial and trade linkages that challenge the ability of policy 
makers to develop effective policies to stabilize the international financial and 
economic systems. It is also the case that technological advances are steadily 
transforming financial markets, speeding up the pace of trading, allowing for the 
development of increasingly complex financial instruments and trading strategies 
that collectively produce new kinds of risk that both market participants and 
regulators struggle to understand. Economic theory and economic policy tools are 
likely to lag behind the new economic realities that will be created in the coming 
years and decades; this will be an added factor that tends to destabilize 
international politics.  
 
For the foreseeable future, these realities are not problems to be solved; they are 
features of national and international life which must be coped with. We are in a 
longterm period of great risk and potential instability in world affairs. None of this 
means that great power war is inevitable, and there are many factors that mitigate 
the dangers noted above. However, if we are to avoid war we must take the full 
measure of the challenges we face, and it is the responsibility of this Committee to 
oversee and to assist the activity of some of the most critical agencies of the United 
States government responsible for assessing the risks around us.  
 
Regional Review 
 
In the next section of my testimony, I offer a quick overview of the situation in three 
regions of critical interest to the United States: Asia, Europe and the Middle East.  
 

Asia 
 
No world region has benefited as profoundly from the era of global stability since 
1945 as Asia, but paradoxically, no world region today presents as many risks of 
great power conflict as the regions of East and South Asia. Leaders in the U.S. and in 
the region will have to work diligently and think hard to keep Asia on a peaceful 
path in the tumultuous decades ahead.  
 



While Asia as presents many extremely heartening features – it is on the whole an 
area of rapid economic and social development with democracy taking root in many 
countries – unresolved rivalries and a changing balance of power present significant 
dangers as well.  
 
China as a rising power is frankly revisionist, though it also has many reasons to 
cooperate with the United States and receives many benefits from the existing world 
order. As China runs up against the boundaries imposed on its older, weaker self, it 
is tempted to use its newfound power to seize what it wants. In its territorial waters 
and to a lesser extent its long land border with India, China has chosen to heighten 
in a complicated region. By making the Nine Dash line a centerpiece of patriotic 
education at home and national policy abroad even as it significantly and steadily 
increases its military spending, China has destabilized the geopolitical situation in 
its region and cast a shadow over some of the most important sea lanes in the world. 
Securing all of the territory inside the Nine Dash Line would involve pushing out 
other claimants including Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, Indonesia, Taiwan and the 
Philippines. The regional tensions and the potential for nation-state conflict that 
China’s policy is creating are already quite visible and other nations are responding.  
 
 
Chinese naval vessels have too frequently harassed and even rammed official and 
unofficial ships from other nations, with serious political consequences. In Vietnam, 
the anti-China riots that broke out when Beijing placed an oil rig in its territorial 
waters turned deadly. Emotions are perhaps even higher in the Philippines, where a 
terrorist plot supposedly intended as a protest against the governments “soft 
stance” on China was recently thwarted. In Taiwan, what many perceive as Beijing’s 
aggressiveness and its more recent treatment of Hong Kong, has created a young 
generation which is extremely suspicious of mainland China.  
 
More seriously for the international balance of power, China’s assertive posture 
since 2008 has sharpened concerns in Tokyo and Delhi about the future of Asia. 
Both India and Japan have now shifted toward military and diplomatic policies that 
seek to counter what they perceive as China’s tendency to overreach.  
 
Japan now seems well launched on a policy of greater defense readiness and 
diplomatic activism aimed at reviving both the perception and the reality of 
Japanese power in the region. One should not underestimate the potential effects on 
the regional political climate and the balance of power. In the 21st century 
technology is likely to be a more important element of national power than the 
ability to field large infantry divisions. Japan may have an aging and war-averse 
population, but drones, robots and many other emerging new weapons have the 
potential to change the nature of warfare in ways that would redound considerably 
to the advantage of technologically sophisticated nations like Japan.  
 
China’s regional and global ambitions lead it to want to transcend any kind of 
regional rivalry with Japan; Japan believes that its independence and security 



require the maintenance of some kind of parity with China. Thanks to its great 
technological strength, Japan has more ability to remain in China’s league from a 
military point of view that appears likely simply by comparing the relative size of 
the two countries’ populations; this rivalry is a real and a dangerous one whose 
containment requires serious American participation in East Asian politics and 
security arrangements for the foreseeable future.  
 
Not all recent geopolitical news from Asia predicts a bleak future. Just this week, 
China and Japan announced an accord on the territorial dispute issue that looks like 
it will seriously reduce the dangerous tensions. Then, Xi and Abe met informally at 
the APEC conference, breaking a long, deep freeze in highest level relations between 
Asia’s superpowers. Short term fluctuations in the relationship will continue, and it 
will be in the American interest to promote good relations between these uneasy 
neighbors. However, Japan-China relations are likely to be a significant source of 
tension for some time to come.  
 
The great power ambitions of India must also be taken into account, and in the 
coming decades India’s struggle to emerge as a regional and global great power is 
likely to be an important factor. The relationship between China and India is likely 
to develop into one of the most important and perhaps challenging bilateral 
relationships in the world, and it is also something of a contradiction. India seems to 
be one of many Asian nations that want to counter China’s rising naval power, yet 
both countries express a genuine desire to work together for growth. As an example 
of the complexities in the relationship, President Xi’s recent visit to India was soured 
at least in part by a standoff that developed on a remote and disputed border 
between the two nations.  
 
India’s rise lags behind China’s, but it is no less significant a consideration for 
anyone thinking about how the United States should position itself for the coming 
century. Many obstacles remain, Prime Minister Narendra Modi has a strong 
mandate to accelerate the pace of India’s economic development. Between 
continuing concerns about Pakistan and rising concerns about China’s perceived 
push into the Indian Ocean, Modi is likely to accelerate the development of India’s 
defense capabilities as well. As Japan’s development of an export-oriented arms 
industry grows, and as Israel continues to excel at the development of high tech 
weapons systems, India is likely to deepen its defense cooperation with both nations 
and, to a lesser or at least less visible degree, with the United States as well.  
 
Overall, both East and South Asia, which may increasingly fuse into a single 
geopolitical theater, are likely to see military buildups and unresolved great power 
rivalries extending well into the future. War is not inevitable, but cannot be ruled 
out, and using diplomatic and military tools, backed by strong intelligence 
capabilities, to protect the peace of this vital region is almost certainly going to be an 
American concern for decades to come.  
 



This short overview has concentrated only on great power politics in this volatile 
region. Problems of religious extremism, ethnic and sectarian conflict and the 
question of North Korea are also part of the picture and add to the risks that we face.  
 
North Korea presents at once one of the most straightforward and also one of the 
most difficult challenges for U.S. foreign policy. It is a nuclear rogue state, 
economically desperate and fully totalitarian. Kim Jong Un has proved to be just as 
dangerous and dictatorial as his father. We know that Pyongyang has a missile 
program and a nuclear program. Unsettlingly, the top U.S. commander in South 
Korea recently announced that he thinks that North Korea has the technological 
capacity to build nuclear missiles. For decades, Pyongyang’s biggest asset has been 
its client relationship to China. There may be room for progress there; there are 
early signs that Beijing has started to see the “hermit kingdom” as a liability, not an 
asset. For the sake of a peaceful 21st century in Asia, let’s hope that trend continues. 
 

Europe 
 

In Europe, the United States faces two separate but interconnected problems: the 
weakness of the European Union and an aggressive Russia. The European Union has 
been substantially weakened by the immense costs of its ill-advised currency union; 
these economic difficulties have led and will lead to further cuts in military spending 
and have substantially undermined the effectiveness of both NATO and the 
European Union. Americans sometimes underestimate the importance of the 
European Union to the success of American foreign policy globally and in the EU’s 
neighborhood, but Europe’s success since World War Two has been one of 
America’s most important strategic assets. The wealth and stability of western 
Europe played a decisive role in the Cold War competition between the US and the 
USSR, and Europe’s enviable levels of prosperity and peace served as a billboard to 
the world that democratic capitalism in alliance with the United States could 
improve the living standards, security and freedom of ordinary people. In addition, 
European diplomatic efforts, human rights policies, and foreign aid generally served 
both to legitimize and supplement American efforts in much of the world.  
 
Unfortunately, for some time to come we must expect that while Europe will in 
many respects remain a valuable source of support and an indispensible partner, its 
capacity for leadership will be diminished. An inward-focused Europe with tight 
budgets and a long list of internal issues to settle and mutual grievances to hash out 
is unlikely to provide as much help even in its neighborhood as Americans would 
ideally wish. This will have consequences for American interests in the 
Mediterranean, Africa and eastern Europe, and Europe’s weakness will also reduce 
the energy and effectiveness of a number of important international institutions.  
 
Europe’s weakness and internal preoccupation has been a significant factor 
promoting President Putin’s decision to move Russia down a path of confrontation 
with the West, and Europe’s economic weakness and political lack of cohesion is and 



will remain an important limit on the ability of the United States to pursue an 
effective Russia policy.  
 
Russia, like China, is a revisionist power that acts under a sense of grievance against 
what many there see as an unjust world order. It is a much weaker country than 
China, but it almost every way its revisionist agenda is farther along. Its state power 
is concentrated almost exclusively in the hands of Vladimir Putin, who has said that 
he sees the breakup of the Soviet Union as the greatest historical tragedy of the 20th 
century. As though to remove any doubt that he understood the consequences of his 
grandiose statement about the breakup of the Soviet Union, President Putin 
remarked explicitly this week that he does not think there was anything wrong with 
Hitler and Stalin’s Molotov-Ribbentrop pact that carved up Central and Eastern 
Europe into spheres of influence and ignited the worst fires of the Second World 
War.  
 
One should be careful not to over-interpret Putin’s increasingly frequent verbal 
provocations and statements of disdain for the West. It was George Kennan who 
first pointed out in his famous “X” article in Foreign Affairs that domestic conditions 
in the Soviet Union made a hostile relationship with the West necessary for Soviet 
leaders. Only on the theory that the Soviet Union was surrounded by hostile and 
predatory enemies could the Soviet leadership justify the political and economic 
sacrifices they imposed on their subjects. President Putin’s Russia is no Soviet 
Union, but Putin needs a hostile West as much as his Soviet predecessors did, and 
those who believe that the West can win his friendship through concessions and soft 
words misunderstand the nature of his political trajectory as profoundly as Henry 
Wallace and his associates misunderstood US-Soviet relations back in 1947.  
 
As a result, we find ourselves in something less than a new Cold War; despite Putin’s 
best efforts Russia’s power remains a shadow of Soviet strength. However, given the 
weakness of the European Union, the lack of focus and strategic thinking in its 
eastern policies and America’s own distraction and illusions, Putin has been able to 
play a weak hand to good effect.  
 
In Ukraine as in Georgia, Putin has found that a territorial campaign abroad can 
strengthen his position abroad and at home. Western leaders’ response to Moscow’s 
aggression in Ukraine has been largely ineffectual. The West does not seem to have 
made up its mind even today whether it can or will help Ukraine. At the level of 
rhetoric, officials denounce Russian aggression and express sympathy for Ukraine, 
but seem not have reached a consensus over the kind of steps that would be 
necessary to give Ukraine a chance against its stronger, wealthier and better 
administered neighbor. Thanks more to the deus ex machina of lower oil prices than 
to sanctions or other official action, the Russian economy is coming under pressure. 
Under the circumstances, however, that is more likely to confirm Putin on his course 
of hostility to the West than to induce a change of heart. Economic weakness will 
lead Putin to double down on control of the political process, and both the economic 
pain and the limits on freedom that will he will now need to impose on the people 



will make the path of national mobilization against perceived foreign enemies even 
more essential to the survival of the regime.  
  
While Putin’s territorial gains have been limited to a few fragments of Georgia and 
some chunks of Ukraine, the damage he has inflicted on western prestige and the 
international system is profound. Putin has demonstrated that the promises of the 
UN Charter, a whole series of agreements in Europe and the additional 
commitments to Ukraine that the western powers undertook to persuade Ukraine to 
transfer its nuclear arsenal to Russia following the collapse of the Soviet Union are 
largely hollow. The reality that even today Russian backed thugs can roam across 
Ukrainian territory more or less at will with only the most tepid responses from the 
West deeply undercuts American prestige all over the world. Barring some stroke of 
policy or fortune that changes the picture, the consequences of western policy 
failure in Ukraine will drag on American foreign policy for a long time to come.   
 
Strategically, that is extremely dangerous. Leaving aside questions of moral 
obligations and sovereignty, the weak and inconclusive Western responses to Putin 
have not minimized the potential for future conflict, including great power conflict. 
To draw lines in the sand and then to fail to react when they are crossed teaches our 
opponents that we are not serious, and it erodes the credibility of our threats. 
 
From where Putin is sitting, it may look as though NATO, too, is a paper tiger. There 
is nothing to suggest that his designs on Latvia, Estonia, Moldova and Estonia are 
any less nefarious than they are on Ukraine. The Central Asian republics must 
understand at some level that it will be fear of China rather than respect for 
international law or regard for the West that limits Putin’s ambitions on their 
independence. There is also nothing to suggest that Putin has finished with Ukraine. 
Quite to the contrary, given Ukraine’s weak military and the presence of Russia-
backed militias he has the ability to plunge Ukraine into crisis at will.  
 
Many in the United States may believe that the era of great power rivalry has come 
to an end. Putin, who is not alone in this, disagrees, and is reshaping the 
international arena in ways that make that conflict harder to manage and harder to 
ignore.  
 

Middle East 
 

 
The conflicts now raging in the Middle East combine conventional wars between 
nation states, between national governments and tribal or ethnic insurgents, 
revolutionary upheavals, tribal conflicts, ideological conflicts and sectarian wars.  
This complex series of conflicts may be a foretaste of what the 21st century holds in 
areas where strong religious, tribal and ideological passions overwhelm the power 
of weak states to hold them in check. One could well see conflicts of this type engulf 
more of sub-Saharan Africa or Central Asia, and one could expect in some cases that, 



like the long series of civil wars in Lebanon, these conflicts could sputter along 
bloodily but inconclusively for decades at a time.  
 
The 2011 revolutionary wave and the American withdrawal from Iraq have created 
a geo-political vacuum in the Middle East that has been filled by everything from 
ISIS in Syria to former Gaddafi-regime generals in Libya. But the salient feature of 
the past few years has been the creation of ideological blocs attempting to assert 
hegemony in the region and the breakdown of state boundaries as part of a larger 
crisis of the collapsing façade of the post-World War I order that has shaped the 
Arab world for the past hundred years. Thus the process that seems to be playing 
out, the creation of new national entities by means of extraordinary violence and 
ethno/sectarian cleansing, is not a unique one in world history and as such there are 
significant lessons to be drawn from similar experiences in the past. 
 
The proximate cause of the current wave of conflict in the Middle East was a 
combination of Bush and Obama administration policies and an unhappy and 
unplanned synergistic relationship between them. President George W. Bush 
smashed the hard and brittle shell of the Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq, leading to 
the establishment of Shi’a power in what had been a Shi’a majority but Sunni ruled 
state. Then President Obama withdrew from Iraq without securing effective 
guarantees for the interests of the Sunni minority. These two steps in combination 
tipped the balance of power in the Middle East decisively in the favor of Iran, leaving 
what many Sunnis began to call a “Shi’a Crescent” between Basra and Beirut. With 
Hamas also linked to and sponsored by Iran, it appeared to many Sunnis that the 
United States had given the keys of the Middle East to the Shia.  
 
The beginning of the Syrian Revolution gave the United States an opportunity to 
restore the sectarian balance in the Middle East by helping the Sunnis take control 
in Syria. In effect, this would have amounted to an exchange: the Shi’a would gain in 
Iraq, where they were the majority, and the Sunni would be compensated by gaining 
control in Syria and Lebanon where, overall, they were in the majority. (The Sunni 
are a minority in Lebanon, but Lebanon began as a colonial gerrymander by the 
French to create a majority Christian ally in the Levant. In the combined Syria and 
Lebanon, Sunnis form a substantial majority.)  
 
The United States for a mix of reasons good and bad chose not to exercise this 
opportunity to rebalance the Middle East, and when, with heavy Iranian support, the 
Shi’a minority showed signs of winning the resulting Syrian War, the momentum 
among many Sunnis toward more extreme positions and toward the mentality of 
sectarian war accelerated. With the United States apparently bent on supplementing 
its ‘betrayal’ of the Sunni cause in Syria by reaching a nuclear compromise that 
would end sanctions against Iran, Sunni anger and fear could no longer be 
contained. US relations with key Arab allies (to say nothing of Israel) frayed as the 
region’s wars grew bitter and more difficult to end.  
 



Today, three blocs of nations are vying for control primarily in the war zones of 
Libya, Syria, and Iraq. The conflict isn’t just fought on the ground, but in the court of 
international opinion, and in a race to secure the backing of the great powers. The 
first, and arguably the most successful of these forces so far is the coalition led by 
and supporting Iran. Iran has deftly positioned itself as the great pillar of 
international Shi’ism, pulling the strings, supplying the guns, and even giving the 
orders in Baghdad, Damascus, and Beirut. Tehran has not always succeeded—Iran 
seems to have been as shocked by the rise of the Islamic State as the United States 
was. But its overall strategic approach remains sound, and there are no indications 
that any of Iran’s major allies—Hezbollah, the Assad regime, significant segments of 
the Iraqi government as well as Iraq’s Shi’a militias—are in danger of being 
defeated. 
 
The Obama administration’s apparent decision not to link its nuclear diplomacy to 
Iran’s geopolitical behavior in the region sent waves of shock and fear through the 
region. For some, the fear of an Iranian nuclear weapon is less than the fear of what 
Iran and its allies can achieve on the ground once sanctions are lifted and Iran’s 
economy begins to revive.  
 
After Iran and its allies, the second bloc of states vying for control in the region 
includes Israel, Saudi Arabia, the UAE, and Egypt. These countries, historically, have 
been some of America’s closest allies, as well as the clear regional powerhouses. 
Today, however, things look different. All of these countries remain to some degree 
dependent on the United States, but those dependencies are edgier and more fragile 
than before. All these countries today are gravely concerned about the lack of 
stability on their borders, Iranian support for groups directly opposed to their 
interests, and perhaps above all, the fear of what Iran could do either with a bomb 
or with the economic resources it would gain when sanctions are lifted following a 
nuclear agreement.  
 
An unlikely group of ill-assorted partners, this group has nonetheless achieved a 
significant degree of cooperation, both tacit and explicit, across the region despite a 
lack of American support and, in the case of Egypt and Israel, despite relations with 
Washington being at their lowest point in decades.  
 
The group agrees on something else that has put it at odds with both the Obama 
administration and Iran: opposition to the forms of Sunni Islamism represented by 
the Muslim Brotherhood, Turkey’s AK Party and Hamas. Rather than looking to 
popular Islamism, even in its ‘moderate’ forms, this group of states look to regime 
figures and strongmen in Syria, Libya, and Yemen as being the key to reestablishing 
stability. 
 
This is in direct contrast with the third group that has most actively supported the 
Muslim Brotherhood and associated Islamist groups: Qatar, and Turkey. Although 
the 2013 coup against Mohamed Morsi constituted a major setback for their goals, 
Turkey and Qatar both continue to influence events. Turkish refusal to support 



American aims in Syria has significantly undermined our strategy there, while active 
Turkish and Qatari support for Islamist groups, including Hamas and various 
militant groups in Libya, continues. Qatar, in particular, continues to wield 
significant soft power through its media including the Al Jazeera Networks and, 
always, its money. Likewise, the large American military presence in Qatar protects 
it from interference from both Iran and Saudi Arabia.   
 
The final group of actors, the various radical jihadi movements ranging from Al-
Qaeda to ISIS and beyond, present even deeper challenges for American power and 
diplomacy.  
 
This complex set of actors each with different goals, ideologies, and historical 
understanding of the present situation makes peace in the region unlikely but not 
impossible. Islamic radicalism, military regimes, conventional movements of 
national liberation, gulf monarchies, Shi’a internationalism, ethno-tribal systems are 
all competing in the current wars to determine what the Middle East will look like 
for the next hundred years. Agreements between these groups will be difficult to 
broker, and the general conflict now raging across the region may not fully end for a 
long time to come.   
 
This kind of layered, complex conflict may spread to other parts of the world in the 
21st century. In Africa, for example, we’ve already seen conflicts of this type in the 
Great Lakes region and Sudan. With increased religious polarization in the region 
and the spread of radical jihadi groups, religious hatred could mix with the tribal 
identity politics and resource wars that have already proven so devastating. As 
Africa continues to develop, we can expect that armies in these conflicts will be 
become better armed and better funded, and perhaps, if great powers like Russia 
and China continue to pursue strategies aimed at limiting American power, factions 
in these struggles will be able to appeal to outside powers for arms and diplomatic 
support.  
 
 
Conclusion: 
 
In my testimony today I have spent much more time pointing to dangers and 
problems than pointing to the strengths, resources and advantages that continue to 
support the quest of the United States and its allies and partners to build a better 
and more peaceful world. The network of international institutions and common 
interests that underpins the current world system has in some ways never been 
stronger, and the same disruptive forces of innovation change that threaten to 
disrupt the existing international order will also offer new resources and new 
methods for building the kind of world we would like to live in. On balance, I am 
more of an optimist than a pessimist about the future of the world.  
 
However, the dangers that we face are real and in some respects they are growing. 
American policy makers and their counterparts in other countries are going to have 



to rise to the level of the challenges that confront us if we are to reach the better 
world that lies ahead.  
 
To make the smart choices and develop the strategies that we will need in the years 
to come, American policy makers will need to be equipped with the best in 
intelligence and analysis. The responsibility to oversee this effort is a solemn one, 
and much depends on the ability of this Committee to carry out its duties wisely and 
effectively. If my testimony this morning has been of any help to the Members and 
staff, I am happy to have been of use.  


