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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Interested Parties 

FROM: Geoff Garin and Bill McInturff 

DATE: September 22, 2010 

RE: Key Findings From USGLC Survey Of Commissioned  

Officers 

 

This memorandum highlights the key findings from a bipartisan, online survey 

conducted by Hart Research Associates (D) and Public Opinion Strategies (R) 
among 606 current and retired U.S. military officers.  Interviews were conducted 

September 7 to 15, 2010. 
 
Development And Diplomacy Help Achieve National Security Objectives 

The belief that in today’s world we cannot protect America through military 
strength alone and that we also need to use the tools of diplomacy and 

development to achieve our national security objectives is now well-
established in the minds of America’s military officers.  Many military 
officers, especially those who have served in Iraq or Afghanistan, come to 

this view through their own personal experiences of seeing these non-
military tools contribute to their own military missions. 

 

Please indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly 

disagree with the following statement: “In today’s world, a strong military alone is not enough to 

protect America.  We also need to use the tools of diplomacy and development to achieve our national 

security objectives.” 

 

 % 

Strongly agree  55 

Somewhat agree  34 

Somewhat disagree  9 

Strongly disagree 2 

 

Thinking about your own experiences as a member of the U.S. armed serviceswas there ever a time 

when you personally saw the value of non-military tools, such as diplomacy and development 
assistancea time when they helped make your work more effective or more efficient?  

 

  

 

Total 

% 

Served in 

Iraq/ 

Afghanistan 

% 

Yes  71 75 

No  29 25 
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Importance Of Non-Military Tools 

The large majority of military officers say that non-military tools such as 

diplomacy, food assistance, and support for health, education, and 
economic development programs are important to achieving the country’s 
national security objectives. 

In thinking about how the United States achieves its national security objectives, how important do 

you believe non-military tools such as diplomacy, food assistance, and support for health, education, 

and economic development programs are? 

 

 % 

Very important  43 

Fairly important  40 

Just somewhat important  13 

Not very important  4 

  Not important at all  - 

 

 
Increased Resources For Civilian-Led Tools 

The large majority of military officers believe that a decision by Congress 
to increase funding for non-military tools such as diplomacy, food 
assistance, and support for health, education, and economic development 

programs, would help our national security and military objectives in the 
long run.  Conversely, an equally large majority believes that Congress 

would injure our national security and military objectives if it cuts funding 
for these non-military tools. 
 

If Congress INCREASED funding for non-military tools such as diplomacy, food assistance, and support 

for health, education, and economic development programs, do you think that would help, hurt, or 

have no effect on our national security and military objectives in the long run? 

 
 % 

Would help our national security and military objectives  59 

Would hurt our national security and military objectives  20 

Would have no effect on our national security and military objectives 21 

 
 

If Congress DECREASED funding for non-military tools such as diplomacy, food assistance, and 

support for health, education, and economic development programs, do you think that would help, 

hurt, or have no effect on our national security and military objectives in the long run? 

 
 % 

Would help our national security and military objectives  20 

Would hurt our national security and military objectives  59 

Would have no effect on our national security & military objectives 21 
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Working Together 

Military officers perceive an important role for non-military tools to 
complement military power in specific goals related to achieving our 

national security objectives, including many functions on which they 
believe key goals can best be met by having the military and civilian 
agencies work together. 

Following are some objectives that might arise in countries where there is a serious threat to U.S. 

national security interests, through hostile insurgencies or the activities of terrorist organizations.  For 

each one, please indicate who you think should be primarily responsibility for that objective. 

 

 

The 

Military 
% 

Civilian 

Agencies 
% 

Both The Military 

And Civilian 

Agencies, 

Working Together 
% 

Neither The 

Military Nor 

Civilian 

Agencies 
% 

Providing security for the local population 38 19 35 8 

Helping train police and national armed forces 43 15 41 1 

Providing assistance to strengthen the rule of 
law and civil institutions  17 42 36 5 

Providing infrastructure for basic needs such 

as water and roads in countries  14 49 32 5 

Working with local leaders on education, 

health care, and economic development 13 57 26 4 

 

Please indicate whether you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly 

disagree with the following statement: “While the military is often called upon as a first responder to 

humanitarian crises such as the earthquake in Haiti, we should seek a quick and smooth transition to 

civilian responsibilities for the subsequent missions of reconstruction and stabilization.” 

 

 % 

Strongly agree 59 

Somewhat agree 33 

Somewhat disagree 7 

Strongly disagree 1 

 



Military Officers Call for More Foreign Aid
By Elizabeth Weingarten | Sunday, October 3, 2010

Earlier in the week, the U.S. Global Leadership Coalition (USGLC) released a poll  that surveyed active duty 
and retired military officers for their views on non-military, development based foreign aid. The participants 
said, among other things, that keeping America safe shouldn’t just be a job for the military: National security is 
about development and humanitarianism, too. The poll reveals a shifting mentality within the typically gun-ho 
U.S. military that began with the 2006 “surge” in Iraq.

According to the report, 89 percent of active duty and re-
tired officers believe it’s crucial to emphasize development 
and diplomacy initiatives in addition to military strength. 
Eighty-three percent of those surveyed cited the importance 
of non-military programs, like food assistance and health, 
education and economic-based development plans, as “fairly 
important” or “very important” in “achieving the country’s 
national security objectives.”

Fifty-nine percent said that increasing funding for non-
military programs would help national security and military 

objectives, and another 59 percent say a decrease in funding would hurt our long-run security goals.

The message from the survey isn’t new: international diplomacy and development are top priorities of Secretary 
of State Hillary Clinton, the Department of State, and USAID. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mullen have also argued in favor of more support for USAID and the 
Department of State.

“We in the Obama Administration view development as a strategic, economic, and moral imperative,” said 
Clinton at the Council on Foreign Relations on September 8. “It is central to advancing American interests - as 
central as diplomacy and defense. Our approach is not, however, development for development’s sake; it is an 
integrated strategy for solving problems.”

But while the poll’s message isn’t novel, what is new is the group voicing that message. According to Ambas-
sador James Dobbins at the RAND Corporation, who served as a special diplomatic envoy in the Clinton and 
Bush administrations, the poll reflects the changing attitudes of a military that has seen near universal overseas 
experience. The deployment of so many American soldiers since the 2003 invasion of Iraq has exposed almost 
the entire military to overseas conflict.
 
“Now, throughout the armed forces, there’s a more widespread understanding of information that once only 
experts understood,” explains Dobbins.
 
That information boils down to this: the military can’t secure a society alone. While military deployment can 



provide opportunities for change in conflict states, “the changes that make the deployment worthwhile are those 
that are brought about by non-military means, by people by whose expertise lies outside the military,” Dobbins 
says. The military can impose a certain degree of security, but can’t maintain stability without development-
based civilian skills.   
But troops haven’t always held this deep appreciation for humanitarian aid.

The intellectual history of the support stems from General Petraeus’s relatively recent command in Iraq. In 
2006, Petraeus faced a rapidly worsening Iraq war, and a tough realization: the war couldn’t be won simply 
through force. He introduced a counterinsurgency strategy: a humanitarian, nation-building mission that proved 
that development work can effectively achieve military objectives. Petraeus spearheaded the construction of 
a new university -- the University of Mosul -- and helped jumpstart the political system, among a plethora of 
other projects.  

But despite the arguable success of the counterinsurgency, and the tangible effects of humanitarian and develop-
ment work, when USAID and the State Department ask for aid dollars, they often get turned away -- unlike the 
Pentagon.

At a September 28 discussion on the Administration’s New Global Development Policy at the U.S. Global 
Leadership Coalition Conference, Clinton and Gates had a comical but revealing exchange on the subject.

“One of the things that Bob and I have talked about is a national security budget,” Clinton said towards the end 
of the discussion. “Because I’ll just say the obvious - it is really easy for him to get his budget and it’s really 
hard for me to get our budget. “

Later, Gates admitted, “We are able to get money easier than State and AID,” and discussed working coopera-
tively with the State Department.  “We have a couple of sections in law in the Defense Authorization Act, Sec-
tions 1206 and 1207, that are basically - the money is in our budget, but it’s basically dual-key -- the Secretary 
of State and I both have to approve these things -- these projects .... And that has worked very well. We have a 
counterinsurgency fund for Pakistan. We have several of these funds that the Congress has worked with us on to 
meet specific needs in the short term. They are -- I would say, though, they are inadequate to the need.”

Some experts are hopeful that the voices heard in this new poll will finally get through to Congress. Perhaps 
Congress, always happy to approve military projects such as the $323 Joint Strike Fighter, will be willing to put 
some fraction of that money towards humanitarian aid and development, which the majority of military officers 
now see as just as important for promoting U.S. national security.

“Congress has heard this before, but I don’t think they’ve heard it as loudly from the main constituency of the 
defense appropriations group -- the military,” Dobbins says. “This poll probably adds some additional weight.”

Andrew Exum, a fellow at the Center for a New American Security and a veteran, doubts that the poll will have 
a tangible effect on congressional appropriations. Still, he says, the results underscore the need to “stop stove-
piping the international defense budget,” and create a unified national defense budget, which would include 
elements of diplomacy, development defense and intelligence.

“U.S. military officers think about national security in a whole of government way,” says Exum. “In that way, 
they are more advanced than the representatives and senators on Capitol Hill.”



Poll: Military Officers Say Use Diplomacy, Aid 
to Shore Up U.S. National Security
Monday , September 27, 2010

Nearly 90 percent of active and retired military officers say diplomacy and development are at least partly 
helpful to achieve U.S. national security objectives as opposed to just a strong military presence, a new poll out 
Monday shows.

The U.S. Global Leadership Coalition also found among the 606 active duty and retired officers surveyed that 
83 percent also think humanitarian efforts such as food assistance and health, education and economic develop-
ment lend to an effective strategy.

USGLC, which is a network of 400 business, non-governmental and community leaders, contracted the biparti-
san team of Peter D. Hart Research Associates and Public Opinion Strategies, to conduct the poll.

Of those officers surveyed, 59 percent said they believed additional congressional funding for non-force military 
tools would help national security and military objectives.

“This new poll shows there is clear agreement across military leadership that civilian-led development and di-
plomacy efforts must be front and center alongside our military assets in meeting the foreign policy challenges 
we face today,” said retired Coast Guard Adm. James Loy.

The poll shows mixed opinions among the military about who is better to lead missions relating to non-military 
action, including providing security for local populations, training police and armed forces, offering assistance 
to civil institutions, building infrastructure and working with local leaders on development. The first two mis-
sions should be the work of military or the military with civilian agencies, the poll showed, while the last three 
should more likely be civilian or civilian mixed with military coordination, the numbers show.

Ninety-two percent of respondents said they somewhat or strongly agree with the idea that in situations like the 
hurricane in Haiti, the military can act as first responders but post-catastrophe humanitarian operations should 
be handed over to civilian authorities as soon as possible.

The group released the poll as part of an annual conference that this year features administration speakers in-
cluding Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Defense Secretary Robert Gates and Treasury Secretary Tim Geith-
ner.

The group is also pushing to restore $2.6 billion in proposed funding cuts from the fiscal year 2011 foreign 
operations budget, which includes international and diplomatic affairs. Congress is expected to leave town this 
week before it finishes its work on appropriations.



Poll: Strong military support for diplomacy, 
development
By Kevin Baron | Tuesday , September 28, 2010

U.S. military officers strongly support increasing U.S. diplomacy and development spending, according to a 
new poll released Tuesday by a Washington advocacy group.

If that’s not enough to convince anyone, on Tuesday afternoon the U.S. Global Leadership Coalition meeting 
will back up it up with a heavy-hitting a lineup of Obama administration cabinet members Defense Secretary 
Robert Gates, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner, and U.S. Agency for 
International Development Administrator Rajiv Shah.

Gates has called for more “non-military” resources to take some burden off the servicemembers fighting wars in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, and help prevent future deadly conflicts. In August, the secretary said Congress was “part 
of the problem,” for not doing more for the international affairs budget.

Tuesday morning, Adm. James Loy, former U.S. Coast Guard commandant and Gen. Henry Shelton, former 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff led a panel of supporters. “Talk is cheap,” Loy said, amid a “litany of 
rhetoric” from all sides. “How long do you want to be there?” Shelton asked rhetorically of appropriators, say-
ing inadequate non-military resources has only prolonged U.S. military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq.

A Hart-Public Opinion Strategies poll of over 600 active duty and recently retired officers in September found 
most saying that these “non-military tools” are “more effective” in many ways and that the military should be 
used to conduct those operations only as a last resort.

Overwhelmingly, officers said the military should not be in lead of education, health care, and economic devel-
opment projects. But notably most officers also felt the military should not be leading infrastructure tasks such 
as water projects. The counterinsurgency playbook expressly calls for the military to do those items – such as 
providing power, sewer and water services -- to win over the allegiances of local populations.

The only warzone tasks the officers felt should be military-led were training police and armies and providing 
security to local populations. Those won the most respondents; 43 and 38 percent.

It’s an important finding. Last month, Gates visited a combat outpost in Kandahar, Afghanistan where U.S. sol-
diers where trying to build a new school amid Taliban-infested territory, where they had to station sentries at the 
construction site 24-hours a day against attackers.

When asked if the U.S. should be supporting more military resources, non-military, or both sides equally, 51 
percent of the officers said “both are equally important”, 31 percent said military, and 18 percent said the non-
military. Looking to the future, most officers, 47 percent of officers said the non-military sides should play a 
“bigger role” in national security.  Later on Tuesday, the big guns give their pitch. 
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