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Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Thornberry, and distinguished members of this
Committee for the invitation to appear before you. It is a great honor to testify before this body
on a topic of the highest importance to our nation – the importance and role of allies and partners
in U.S. strategy.1
U.S. Allies and Partners in U.S. National Defense Strategy
Allies and partners are absolutely essential for the United States in a world increasingly defined
by great power competition, above all with China. Indeed, they lie at the very heart of the right
U.S. strategy for this era, which I believe the Department of Defense’s 2018 National Defense
Strategy (NDS) lays out.2
The importance to the United States of allies and partners is not a platitude. To the contrary.
While in the years following the collapse of the Soviet Union some might have dreamed about
the United States handling its defense challenges basically alone, that time is now past.
The fundamental reality is that the United States is no longer as powerful relative to other
countries as it once was. For the first time since the 19th century, the United States is not far and
away the world’s largest economy; today the United States comprises roughly one-fifth of global
GDP. More than anything else, this is due to the rise of China. Indeed, China’s economy is
already larger than America’s according to purchasing power parity metrics and may exceed it in
market exchange terms in the coming decades. 3 Moreover, as has become very evident, Beijing
is increasingly using its growing power for coercive purposes. At the same time, the United
States faces a range of other potential threats, including primarily from Russia against NATO as
well as from transnational terrorists, Iran, and North Korea.
The United States therefore cannot do everything it needs to do in the international arena on its
own. Accordingly, the United States must focus on what really matters. It must have a coherent
strategy and make the hard choices to implement it effectively. 4
This first and foremost requires we have a clear sense of what our national interests are. This, as
the 2017 National Security Strategy and NDS set out, means ensuring favorable regional
balances of power in the world’s key regions.5 As these Strategies reaffirm, it is a paramount and
enduring interest of the United States to deny any other state hegemony over Asia, Europe, or, to
a lesser degree, the Persian Gulf. A state that could gain predominance over one or more of these
regions could exclude the United States from fair trade with these enormous markets, severely
weakening our economy, and use the ensuing power advantage it would gain over us to coerce us
over our domestic affairs – or worse.
This is not a theoretical problem. China is now becoming a superpower, and Asia is the world’s
largest market (indeed the region boasts a growing share of global GDP). 6 According to the U.S.
Government, China is pursuing regional hegemony over Asia – and ultimately more. 7 Indeed, the
evidence is before us: Beijing has shown its willingness to exert coercive influence not only
against the United States but also Australia, Canada, India, Japan, the Philippines, South Korea,
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Taiwan, Vietnam, and other states. Consequently, because of China’s unique power and Asia’s
status as the world’s largest market, the threat of China establishing hegemony over Asia is the
primary geopolitical challenge for the United States.
The solution to this challenge proffered by the NDS is coalitions – allies and partners. 8 What are
those favorable balances of power, after all? They are coalitions of states that share our interest
in denying another state like China hegemony over a region – in other words, alliances and
partnerships. If those coalitions are strong enough and stand together, then our basic goal of open
access to and trade with the region is served. If they do not, and an aspiring hegemon like China
can assemble a strong pro-hegemonial coalition of its own, we will not be powerful enough on
our own to stop them. Fortunately, there is growing evidence that such a coalition is forming to
check China’s aspirations, centered around the United States, Japan, India, and Australia but also
including other Asian and some extra-regional states. At the same time, although the danger of a
state achieving regional hegemony over Europe is considerably less acute, NATO plays a highly
valuable role in preventing such an outcome.
The primary threat to this strategy is that an aspiring hegemon like China or, to a lesser but still
significant degree, a dangerous revanchist power like Russia in Europe will try to pry apart,
short-circuit, or fracture such a coalition. Thus in essence the NDS goal of defense planning for
the United States is about alliance defense: to protect and sustain those states commonly
dedicated to this anti-hegemonial purpose, above all formal allies and quasi-allies like Taiwan,
given that they implicate U.S. credibility in a particularly important way. 9
Given China’s power and the proximity of vulnerable allies and Taiwan to China, achieving this
goal in Asia will be a demanding – even consuming – requirement. Fortunately, the Department
of Defense has made a firm turn to focus on addressing this with the 2018 NDS. With this shift,
the Department made clear that the Joint Force must first focus on China as its pacing, peer
competitor, and in this light must concentrate on Asia as the priority region, with Russia against
NATO as a second priority.10 The Department also recognized that it must refocus on
warfighting over shaping activities, and give priority to first winning a major war, particularly
with China, before allocating resources and effort to preparing for a second, simultaneous
conflict.11 And, while concentrating primarily on Asia, the Department also took steps to rectify
deterrence and defense shortfalls on NATO’s Eastern Flank against a dangerous Russia.
While progress on these fronts has been uneven, I believe it has been significant and meaningful,
as evidenced most recently by the laudable forward movement on the part of the Marines and Air
Force.12 Congress has played a critical role in encouraging and enabling this progress, not only in
creating the conditions for a meaningful National Defense Strategy in the first place but through
providing the resources to fund the Strategy as well as through efforts like the Pacific Deterrence
Initiative.13
The Role of Allies and Partners in the Strategy
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This strategy’s success, however, is not only a matter of how the Department of Defense is
doing. Rather, it is premised on active participation by U.S. allies and partners. Precisely because
of this, the NDS identifies a new approach to U.S. allies and partners as its critical second line of
effort.14
I must say that I am not convinced that this new approach is widely understood. This new
approach is not simply a restatement that allies and partners are important and valued, as
appropriate as that may be. Rather, it is a call for a new logic for dealing with them.
Most fundamentally, it calls for truly integrating allies and partners, not as totems to show flags
but rather as active and more equal participants who share a much greater part of the burden. In
other words, there exist multiple challenges to U.S. national security but, given the rise of China
and the continuing threat to NATO from Russia, America can no longer expect to do things
alone. Accordingly, we must address this widening shortfall between the threats we face and the
resources we have to deal with them by a much greater role for allies and partners. This is not
only about a change in their behavior, though – it also requires changes in our own ways of
dealing with them such that we promote and enable this greater role.
This new approach proceeds from the NDS’ revised strategic perspective. As discussed
previously, the prime challenge to U.S. interests is China in Asia – but it is not the only one.
There are also Russia against NATO, transnational terrorists, Iran, and North Korea. But because
of China’s power and wealth, the United States simply must play a leading role in blocking
Beijing’s pursuit of hegemony in Asia; without U.S. leadership, no anti-hegemonial coalition in
the region is likely to succeed. This means that the U.S. defense establishment must prioritize
dealing with China in Asia, and particularly on defending vulnerable allies and partners such as
Taiwan and the Philippines. Given the high demands of this requirement, it will have to consume
an increasing portion of U.S. defense effort and attention.
To put it bluntly, we will need help to accomplish this, and this focus will also leave exposed
flanks. While the United States must retain a strong nuclear deterrent and a substantial
counterterrorism enterprise, the simple fact is that America will not be able to handle all of the
other contingencies that could arise to threaten its allies – or U.S. interests, for that matter. In
particular, we will not be able to dedicate the level of resources and effort to the Middle East and
Europe that we have in the past. We will therefore need allies and partners to do their part – not
just to help defend our interests and enable a concentration on Asia, but to defend themselves.
But how? I will address this issue in three parts:


First, how we should think about adding new allies and partners to increase the
cumulative power of our overall coalition.



Second, what we should encourage allies and partners to do, with the goal of increasing
their level of effort.
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Third, what the United States can do to make our collective efforts more effective and
efficient.

How We Should Think About Adding Allies and Partners
As noted, there is a mismatch between the full range of threats we face and what we alone can
do. Moreover, there is a particular mismatch between where these dangers present themselves
and the threat perceptions of most of our established allies. The contemporary threats to U.S.
interests stem from China across Asia, transnational terrorists largely in the Middle East, Russia
in Eastern Europe, Iran in the Persian Gulf area, and North Korea in Asia. Yet the United States’
traditional closest and most significant allies are largely clustered in Western Europe (the United
Kingdom, Germany, France, Italy, et al) and Northeast Asia (Japan and South Korea). Many of
these countries, especially in Europe, feel quite secure, and are little motivated to contribute to
more distant threats, for instance in Asia or the Middle East. This leaves wide areas, such as
Southeast Asia, South Asia, and the Middle East, for which longstanding U.S. alliances are of
minimal help.
The natural way to rectify this is for the United States to add partners and, where necessary,
alliances to help address these gaps. Fortunately, there is plenty of opportunity to do so, because
many countries that are not our traditional close allies share our interest in checking China’s bid
for hegemony in Asia, resisting Russian and Iranian aggression, or combating transnational
terrorism. Bound by some degree of overlapping threat perception, we can collaborate more
closely with countries like India and Sri Lanka in South Asia, Vietnam and Indonesia in
Southeast Asia, and the Gulf States in the Middle East to pursue our shared goals. Facing these
threats more acutely than our long-established allies, these countries are highly motivated to do
something about the problem – as evidenced by the level of effort they allocate to defense and
their willingness to put “skin in the game.” India, for instance, is directly confronting the Chinese
military along the Line of Actual Control and Vietnam is contesting Beijing’s territorial claims in
the South China Sea.
It is important to emphasize two points in this effort to expand our roster of allies and partners.
First, we should very carefully distinguish between expanding our formal alliances or quasialliances from expanding our partnerships. The former should be approached very
conservatively, while the latter can be approached more liberally. When we extend an alliance
commitment or something tantamount to it (as in the case of Taiwan), we tie our credibility to
that nation’s fate. We should therefore be chary about doing so. When we add a partner,
however, we may have deep engagement with that state and indeed even come to its defense, but
our credibility is not tied to it.
In light of this, we should seek to expand our partnerships wherever possible. In particular, we
should focus on increasing them in Southeast Asia, South Asia, and the Pacific Islands, where
China otherwise might have an open field to suborn states and add them to its pro-hegemonial
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coalition. We should therefore seek to partner with countries like Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia,
Thailand, Sri Lanka, and Bangladesh – ideally to align efforts to check China’s bid for regional
predominance, or at minimum to prevent them from aligning with Beijing.
It may make sense, though, to add additional states as allies. We should add new states as allies
if they are defensible – that is, we and our other allies and partners could defend them at a cost
and risk we are willing to tolerate, consistent with our other obligations – and if they might
otherwise bandwagon with an aspiring regional hegemon. In practice, because bandwagoning
pressures are quite limited in Europe and the Middle East, the only region where we might really
want to add new allies is Asia. In this region, the more important a state is to our anti-hegemonial
efforts against China, the more we should be willing to suffer and risk to defend them.
While I do not see a near-term need to add any allies to the U.S. roster, I do think we will
increasingly need to consider this as the shadow of Chinese power darkens over the region. The
state I could see most readily adding is Indonesia, which is very large and also relatively
defensible, given U.S. advantages in aerospace and maritime power. Vietnam will be a critical
partner but, given its own traditions of autonomy and our interests in avoiding alliances on the
Asian mainland, we should not presently pursue an alliance with Hanoi. Rather, we should seek
to build up Vietnam’s strength as much as possible such that Hanoi has the power and
confidence to continue resisting Beijing without an alliance guarantee from the United States.
Second, our effort to expand our network of allies and partners should primarily be focused on
states with shared threat perceptions. It has become something of a commonplace that shared
values form the bedrock of our alliances. It is true that such values help bind allies, but the most
useful alliances generally proceed from shared fears. Alliances, after all, are networks of states
committed to each other’s defense. The best motivator to fight is self-defense; thus states that
have a shared interest in preventing Chinese or Russian or Iranian hegemony over them have a
natural alignment with our own interests. This is true whether or not they are democracies.
Thus key allies or partners in blunting China’s pursuit of hegemony could include not only
model democracies like Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan, but also semi-democracies like
Malaysia and Singapore and even authoritarian governments like Vietnam. And our natural
partners in blocking Iranian ambitions in the Persian Gulf include the United Arab Emirates
(UAE) and other monarchical states. Meantime, while he United Kingdom and France contribute
to our shared goals, other European states are not doing so much.
The upshot is that, in expanding our network of allies and partners, we should focus on adding
states that share our perception of the threat and are willing to do something about it – whether or
not they are democracies. In light of this, we should especially concentrate on expanding and
deepening our partnerships in Southeast and South Asia in order to strengthen an antihegemonial coalition against China or, at minimum, to inhibit states in the region from
bandwagoning with China. In other theaters, we should seek to expand and deepen partnerships
wherever possible to help offload burdens, particularly in the Middle East.
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What We Should Encourage Allies and Partners to Do
Expanding our network, though, is not enough. Rather, given the scale of challenges we face, the
United States should encourage allies and partners to assume a greater role in handling shared
security challenges.
This is, of course, the burden-sharing problem. And it is a difficult one. Indeed, based on my
review of the literature and my time in the Pentagon, I think this is one of the areas where our
strategic thinking is farthest behind what the nation needs. On vital issues like nuclear strategy,
decisionmakers have a highly developed and sophisticated body of thinking. In trying to get
allies and partners to shoulder more of the burden, there is far less to draw on.
That said, I do not think there is a neat solution to this quandary. The fact is that most countries
will only do so much if they do not feel directly threatened by an adversary. My view is that we
should work with this reality rather than vainly try to alter it. Accordingly, we should evolve our
network based on where our allies and partners’ feel enough of a common threat to do something
meaningful. We should therefore focus on urging countries to increase their efforts where they
will be able to generate sufficient political will to make an effective contribution to shared
interests. At some level, this is obvious – but actually this isn’t what we have been doing in
recent decades. For years, for instance, we urged NATO allies and some in Asia like Australia to
contribute troops to Afghanistan and Iraq; even more recently, we have pressed Canberra to
contribute to missions in the Persian Gulf. 15
We should approach things differently. In Asia, given the scale of the threat posed by Beijing,
we should concentrate most of our allies on readying to defend themselves alongside U.S. armed
forces and providing access to U.S. military forces during a contingency. Taiwan, the
Philippines, and South Korea should focus on defending themselves alongside the United States;
this will be hard enough in light of a rising, enormously powerful China. Meanwhile, we should
assist partners like Vietnam, Singapore, Indonesia, and Malaysia with whatever means available
to enable their defense against an ever more powerful China, while concurrently seeking greater
access and logistics support for U.S. and other allied forces. The United States can build these
partners’ capacity while generating good will through increased foreign military sales (FMS) and
appropriately-scoped combined exercises to build interoperability with U.S. and allied forces.
Given its vulnerability to China, Japan should primarily focus on defending itself alongside the
United States. Fortunately, it is already moving in this direction; its commendable 2018 National
Defense Program Guidelines are closely aligned with the 2018 NDS. 16 Tokyo should also
prepare to play an important role in any defense of Taiwan, which is critical to Japan’s own
defense. While Tokyo’s strategic focus is commendable, though, Japan simply must do and
spend more. Its defense spending remains far too low given the darkening threat posed by China,
which Japan’s government and strategists keenly appreciate. 17 Washington should therefore not
be shy about emphasizing this point. Japan can and should do more, and time is short.
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The United States should urge India to concentrate on its own defense against China as well as
countering Chinese regional power projection and influence in South Asia and adjacent
Southeast Asia, such as Myanmar. This would be different than some past practice, which has
urged India to project power out of its core region, for instance into the South China Sea or
beyond. This is not the best use of India’s resources and resolve for a number of reasons. For one
thing, while South Asia is a secondary theater for the United States, it is the primary one for
India, which means that New Delhi’s pursuit of local objectives will command greater domestic
political support. Moreover, India’s military has largely been developed for its immediate area; it
is thus better suited for exerting influence and fighting in its own theater. Finally, given China’s
strength, wealth, and connections with states like Pakistan, New Delhi will likely have its hands
full achieving more local aims. The United States should therefore aid India – through FMS,
information sharing, and appropriately-scoped combined bilateral and multilateral military
exercises – in focusing on the Indian Ocean Region, and in helping New Delhi support the
autonomy of vulnerable proximate states like Myanmar, Nepal, Bangladesh, Sri Lanka, and the
Maldives. This will allow the United States to focus more on the Western Pacific, where its
efforts are most needed.
Australia is the prime exception to this overall approach in Asia. Because Australia is currently
secure but rightly recognizes that its best defense is a forward one, we should encourage
Canberra to focus on assisting the defense of more exposed allies like Taiwan and Japan, while
also cooperating with U.S. efforts to build military capacity and interoperability with countries
across South and Southeast Asia and the Pacific Islands. Fortunately, Australia is already moving
toward such a collective defense approach with its Defence Strategy Update of this past
summer.18 Canberra deserves plaudits for this visionary and important move.
In the Middle East, the United States should urge Israel and Washington’s Arab partners to take
a greater role in containing Iran and combating transnational terrorism. Fortunately, recent
moves by the UAE, Bahrain, and hopefully other Arab states to forge links with Israel indicate
that a more cohesive regional coalition may be forming that can do just this. The United States
should encourage this kind of dynamic in order to reduce its own role in the region.
In Europe, the overall U.S. goal should be, while preserving the fundamental U.S. commitment
and readiness to contribute to NATO’s defense, to have Europeans shoulder more of the burden
of defending the Alliance from Russian assault. The reality is that, given the stakes and
consequences, the United States must prioritize Asia. The United States must therefore
economize in its second theater, Europe. Since the United States will not have a military large
enough to mount two major simultaneous wars with China and Russia, this means that European
allies and partners will need to be prepared, in the event of conflict, to do more with limited
American contributions, particularly until such time as the United States could prudently
reallocate attention from Asia. Indeed, even if a war broke out only in Europe, the United States
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could not take too much risk in Asia and thereby open the way for Chinese opportunistic
aggression there.
This means Washington should particularly press the states of Northern and Eastern Europe to
ensure their adequate defense in such an eventuality. Fortunately, these states already perceive
the threat from Moscow, largely recognize the U.S. shift to Asia, and are already beginning to
address the challenge. I would particularly commend Poland, Finland, and Sweden for doing
more to prepare to address a Russian assault.19
The United States should urge other states in this part of Europe to focus on preparing to do the
same. This includes the United Kingdom, which is currently undertaking its Integrated Review
of security and defense strategy. London would be best off focusing its efforts primarily on
defense of NATO Europe, as well as helping the United States and other partners in the Middle
East and South Asia. At the same time, though, the United Kingdom, France, and others can take
more indirect steps to help address the China problem. They can, for instance, cooperate on
defense-related research and development, participate in shared acquisition of weapons systems
that defray the costs for Asian states, and prepare to deal with any Chinese military forces
projecting power into the European theater, which is likely to become an increasing problem.
In the case of Southern Europe, where there is less of a direct military threat from Russia,
Washington should urge countries to bolster their own resilience to Russian or Chinese pressure,
help keep a lid on regional instability in the Mediterranean, and contribute to counterterrorism
missions in North Africa.
The main challenge to this model in Europe is Germany. The simple fact is that, given its size
and wealth, Germany’s role is critical – and it can and should do much more for NATO
European defense. Germany has an interest in doing so; a Russian assault into Eastern NATO
and its consequent effect on stability in Europe would directly undermine Germany’s interests.
Germany is also fully capable of contributing more; its defense spending, while slowly
improving, remains an anemic 1.38% of GDP, well below the NATO target of 2% agreed to by
all member-states at the Wales Summit.20 By comparison, in 1988 West Germany, which was
two-thirds the size of today’s Germany, fielded twelve divisions along the inner-German border,
with three in ready reserve – a much larger and more formidable force than today’s Bundeswehr
but well within contemporary Germany’s capabilities. 21 Moreover, a greater effort by Germany
would seem more consistent with Berlin’s proclaimed foreign policy of standing up for
multilateralism and honoring its pledges and duties. What better evidence of Germany’s
commitment to these goals would there be than doing its part to defend its allies in Eastern
Europe, just as West Germany received the benefit of a NATO defense during the Cold War? In
other words, while I earlier cast doubt on the role of moral obligation in nation’s defense efforts,
the state that would seem the most likely to be susceptible to such arguments is contemporary
Germany. Let us take Germany at its word and call upon it to meet its historical and NATO
obligations.
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What We Should Do To Enable our Allies and Partners to Contribute More
Finally, the United States should act to make this invigorated network of allies and partners more
effective. It – and Congress in particular – has the power to do so in ways that will make a
difference.
This too requires a break from the past. For many years, the U.S. defense establishment has
adhered to a unilateral approach to planning, force development, and posture. Allies, in this
context, were “nice to haves,” but plans usually adopted very conservative assumptions and
basically focused on U.S. contributions. At the same time, the United States used arms sales and
technology transfers as leverage for domestic political reform and other goals unrelated to
strengthening states’ ability to resist coercion or aggression, especially from China.
Both of these need to change. On the first point, the United States can no longer afford wholly
unilateral planning. Given China’s power, as well as the other threats facing the United States,
we need to make sure our efforts are as efficient and complementary with those of our allies and
partners as possible. Of course we need to be realistic about what allies and partners will actually
do in the event of war. And deliberate redundancy for military resilience is necessary. But we
should not be building a set of capabilities that are genuinely duplicative of what reliable allies
are developing.
Accordingly, we should integrate our force development, posture, and war planning processes as
much as possible with allies relevant to key scenarios. In particular, we should seek as much as
possible to align our efforts with those of Australia and Japan in the Pacific and with the United
Kingdom in Europe. We should also be able to integrate our efforts more – albeit probably to a
lesser degree – with other allies such as South Korea, Canada, Norway, Denmark, the
Netherlands, Poland, and France. The goal here should be to make sure that our collective efforts
are as efficient as possible. Given how powerful China will be, we cannot afford to waste money
and effort with duplication.
At the same time, we should seek wherever possible to strengthen important partners in their
ability to resist Chinese coercion or aggression, or otherwise contribute to shared goals. Congress
has advanced this effort through the use of security cooperation authorities, including the IndoPacific Maritime Security Initiative, as well as through support for multilateral training and
exercises and regional deterrence initiatives in the Indo-Pacific and Europe. We should intensify
the use of arms sales, technology transfers, and related military and intelligence tools to build up
our allies and partners.
In this vein, though, we must fundamentally move away from using these tools as leverage over
key partners for domestic political reform or secondary geopolitical objectives. The United
States should always stand proudly for free government that treats its people with dignity. We
must keep our eye on the prize, though. China is the primary challenge to our interests in the
world – including our interest in free government both at home and abroad. Our top priority must
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therefore be to block its gaining predominance in Asia. This means strengthening states in the
region against Chinese power, whether they are model democracies or not.
This is especially important in Southeast and South Asia, which will be key theaters of
competition with Beijing, but where there are no model democracies. We cannot afford to
alienate or weaken these states. Rather, we should seek to build their capacity against China
however possible. In this context, Congress should remove penalties and barriers associated with
legislation like CAATSA that inhibit our ability to work with and aid key countries like India,
Vietnam, and Indonesia.
It is worth emphasizing in this context that, while our interests in preventing Chinese hegemony
are primarily geopolitical and economic in nature, the reality is that such an outcome would also
have major ideological consequences. If China is ascendant in the world, there seems little doubt
that authoritarian government will follow in its wake. Preventing that requires, as I laid out
earlier, strong and resolute allies and partners – even if we have (often justified) objections to
their form of government or if their policies do not fully align with ours on other matters. By
contrast, the most likely route to enduring liberalization is through succeeding in great power
competition – it was no accident that many countries democratized as the Cold War ended and in
its wake.22 Therefore, even if one is more concerned about ideological and governance factors,
Washington should still be willing to work with non- and semi-democratic states.
Conclusion
In closing, the NDS was designed to initiate a fundamental shift in our nation’s defense efforts.
Critical to this whole model is a new approach to allies and partners – one in which they would
be far more integrated into our common efforts than in the unipolar era that has now past. This
will involve uncomfortable changes, hard decisions and compromises, as well as some friction
with our allies and partners. Indeed, friction with allies may be necessary and even good if it
means we are facing up to new realities in a way that helps us get to our goal.
Secretary of Defense Jim Mattis’ characterization of the spirit of all this is highly illuminating.
He always emphasized that he had never fought in a U.S.-only formation, with all the advantages
and challenges of that cheek-by-jowl integration with foreign partners, and wanted the whole
Department of Defense to strive to adopt the mindset he had gained from such experience. 23 I
took this admonition to mean that this model for dealing with allies and partners would not be
easy or comfortable, but the benefits would be worth the aggravation and costs. The truth is that
we are much stronger with allies and partners, and our power is magnified when we effectively
align our efforts. Done right, the end result will be a more powerful, equitable, and sustainable
coalition of states together standing up for the kind of world Americans want and need to be
secure, free, and prosperous.
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