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Not long ago I was in a third world country where conservative-trending United States Marines found themselves in proximity to very liberal Peace Corps volunteers. The two groups were suspicious of each other. But as the Marines were young men, often single, and the Peace Corps volunteers numbered single young women, hormones breached the divide. Unfortunately, 

that will not solve the more general problem of a military whose ranks have become increasingly conservative and a civilian diplomatic and aid establishment that has become increasingly liberal. 

The divide between the Pentagon and the State Department, while aggravated in the Bush Administration's first term by philosophical differences between Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and then-Secretary of State Colin Powell, has social and cultural roots that make it increasingly harder to breach.

The division between the military and the Foreign Service mirrors the widening fracture among the knowledge elite in general: between a power-point culture of military, business, and engineering schools, and the more free-wheeling essayistic ways of the liberal arts community. The military thinks geopolitically in an almost 19th century sense, whereas the Foreign Service increasingly sees globalization as a security system in-and-of itself.

To wit: embedded on both a destroyer and a submarine in recent months, I met quite a number of Navy ROTC graduates from, of all places, the University of California at Berkeley. They told me that Berkeley is quite a conservative place these days -- provided, of course, you stay away from 

the liberal arts side of the campus, and stick to the business and engineering students.

The Pentagon, because it represents a more old-fashioned, conservative America, is more bureaucratically dynamic than the State Department. That is because old-fashioned, conservative values translate into more autocracy, with less individual dissent. Thus, decisions are reached in 

rapid-fire fashion, and everyone is forced to be a team player, whether he or she likes it or nor. The State Department, on the other hand, is comparatively more democratic. That can translate into more internal dissent, and thus less unity when confronting outside bureaucratic forces. 

Think of the Pentagon as a 1950s-style corporation; the State Department as a university.

A personal insight: as a foreign and military correspondent for a quarter century, I have noticed that the quality of foreign service officers has deteriorated, whereas the quality of non-commissioned and commissioned officers in the military has risen. Sergeants are no longer the television stereotypes of brutes or jerks -- but middle-level managers, often multilingual and intellectually curious. I recall one Army Special Forces team composed mostly of high school graduates, which googles every journalist who comes into their midst, to espy how sympathetic he or she will be, and thus to determine how forthcoming they will be. I also recall embassy public affairs officers who kept telling me that journalists are a crap-shoot in terms of their sympathies.

It is no use whining about how the Pentagon is stealing traditionally diplomatic functions away from the State Department. Up through the Napoleonic era of military professionalization, the responsibilities of soldiers and diplomats were more indistinct than they are now, and there 

is no reason why in a post-modern world a pre-Napoleonic situation will not return. Bureaucratically, it may simply become a matter of the survival of the fittest: which of the two bureaucracies is more nimble on its feet.

Another trend that does not augur well for the State Department is the increasing tendency toward the militarization of emergency relief aid. A New Orleans-style hurricane or Indonesian-style tsunami, a famine or an earthquake for that matter, requires -- just like combat - quick insertion 

of men and material, with success or failure determined by logistics officers. Because humanitarian emergencies increasingly occur in ungovernable areas, it's hard for civilian aid officials not to rely on the military. New Orleans was a mess until the National Guard arrived.

Around the world, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, it's becoming harder and harder for Peace Corps volunteers and other civilian relief workers to operate far from the safety of capital cities. This leaves a gap for the U. S. military to fill. The military is well-placed for a century in which 

the environment is the principal national security issue. Air Force medical teams, for example, travel around the globe mentoring emergency responders of flood- and earthquake-prone third world countries.  Is the military destined to eviscerate the diplomatic corps? Absolutely not. While the dynamics of military dominance go deeper than who happens to fill cabinet posts, it's also true that who happens to fill cabinet posts can deeply affect this trend. The fact is, that in recent years the Pentagon has simply been luckier in the leaders it has had.  Donald Rumsfeld, despite his massive mistakes, has nevertheless been a very dynamic leader. For better or worse, the Pentagon has been the principle generator of ideas in this Administration. Meanwhile, look at 

State. The last truly effective secretary of state in terms of both helping the Foreign Service and being a powerful force inside the White House was George Shultz, who left office nearly 17 years ago.  James Baker was a powerful secretary of state, but one who didn't care much for the Foreign Service. Neither Warren Christopher nor Madeleine Albright were viewed as particularly influential or effective, either inside or outside Foggy Bottom. Powell, while a godsend to the Foreign Service, seemingly ignored the primary function of his job, to work constantly at achieving a strong personal rapport with his president. A defense secretary, because of his control over the armed services, can still be effective without that; not a secretary of state. As for 

Condoleeza Rice, it's still too early to tell. Thus has the State Department drifted. 

A large reason for the dynamism of the military has been the Goldwater-Nichols Act of the 1980s, which lessoned the destructive rivalry between the armed services through the creation of joint area commands. Henceforth, the chiefs of the Army, Air Force, and Naval Operations, and 

the commandant of the Marine Corps, have become force providers, while war-making powers have drifted to the commanders of Central Command, Pacific Command, and so on, each of which constitutes mixture of soldiers, marines, sailors, and airmen. The State Department may need the equivalent of a Goldwater-Nichols Act.

For example, State's line bureaus (Near Eastern Affairs, Latin American Affairs, etc.) it can be argued, are based on an antiquated Cold War division of the globe that inspires country-centric clientitis. That is much less the case with the Pentagon's joint area commands, which cross-fertilize with each other more than State's, on account of close relationships among general officers. In addition, joint military commands put more emphasis on vast regions rather than on individual countries and embassies.

America has forgotten what it's like to have an intellectually bold as well as influential secretary of state: someone who is a charismatic presence in both the White House and Congress, so as to be in a position to bureaucratically change and energize the Foreign Service.  For the current tension between American servicemen and American diplomats rests on an inequality -- a sense that the former group is becoming more powerful at the expense of the latter. It is only when the latter fully regain their standing that the true melding of these two disparate bureaucratic and cultural worlds can commence. After all, the future is inter-agency. If you broke-down the British Colonial Office, you would find an inter-agency bureau for managing India and the other colonies. And all our foreign policy challenges, while not colonial, bear striking relationship to those of the British and other empires.   If American power is not to be ephemeral, the borders between the various departments in Washington must become seamless and informal. That is 

ultimately the only way that complexity -- whether in the form of instability in Iraq or a natural catastrophe in Louisiana -- can ever be managed.
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