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Building Civilian Interagency Capacity for Missions Abroad

Summary

Within the past two decades, prominent foreign policy organizations and foreign policy experts
have perceived serious deficiencies in the authorities, organizations, and personnel used to
conduct interagency missions that prevent the United States from exercising its power to full
advantage. For the 112" Congress, proposals to address these problems may be of interest for
their perceived potential not only to enhance performance, but also to save money by
streamlining processes, encouraging interagency cooperation, and reducing duplication. These
proposals also provide context for current legislation, including the Interagency Personnel
Rotation Act of 2011 (S. 1268 and H.R. 2314), the Global Security Contingency Fund contained
in the FY2012 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA, Section 1207, H.R. 1540, P.L.. 112-
81, signed into law December 31, 2011), as well as in the House’s FY2012 Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Section 924, H.R. 2583. The FY2012 NDAA requires the President to submit
to Congress a “whole-of-government” implementation plan.

Despite a growing perception during the 1990s that reforms were needed to foster interagency
cooperation in missions abroad, it was not until the terrorist attacks on the United States of
September 11, 2001, during the presidency of George W. Bush, and subsequent U.S. military
interventions that the need became urgent enough to result in significant changes. The earlier first
steps of the Clinton Administration toward interagency reform were in short order embraced and
then expanded by the Bush Administration, which also implemented reforms of its own. The
Barack H. Obama Administration has endorsed these changes and undertaken some of its own.

Three problems with the current interagency cooperation system are most commonly cited. These
are: (1) a government-wide lack of strategic planning and interagency operational planning
capabilities among civilian agencies; (2) a variety of structural deficiencies in the U.S.
government for conducting missions abroad that lead to a tendency for “stove-piping” responses,
with each agency operating independently and to civilian agencies’ reluctance to divert scarce
resources, including personnel, from their core missions to interagency missions; and (3)
personnel who are not trained for interagency missions and often unfamiliar with the missions,
capabilities, and cultures of other agencies.

This report draws on over three dozen studies with recommendations to improve the current
national security system. The studies surveyed include three prepared by the Project on National
Security Reform, with comprehensive recommendations, four prepared or co-sponsored by the
Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), and two by RAND in conjunction with the
American Academy of Diplomats, as well as reports by the Council on Foreign Relations, the
Defense Science Board, the National Defense University, and others. This report draws from
these studies, as well as a few articles, for recommendations to improve strategy-making,
planning, and budgeting; to improve institutional authorities, structures and arrangements; and, to
create interagency personnel policies and mechanisms.

As the breadth and variety of the recommendations indicate, there is no consensus on how to fix
the perceived problems. Nor is there agreement among policymakers on a number of overarching
questions: whether interagency reform is necessary for missions abroad, which proposals are
considered highest priority, whether reforms would save money, and whether reform of
Congressional organization or procedures must accompany other national security reform
measures.
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Introduction

Some U.S. policymakers share widespread concern that the United States cannot conduct “whole
of government” missions and activities abroad efficiently and effectively. For the 112" Congress,
various proposals to reform interagency authorities, organizations, processes, and personnel
dedicated to foreign missions may be of interest, especially as it considers ways to maintain U.S.
power and influence as it reduces expenditures. Proponents argue that reforms to rationalize
interagency collaboration on foreign missions will not only enhance performance, but also save
money by streamlining processes, facilitating cooperation, and reducing duplication. Some
reform proposals are relevant to legislation currently before Congress, in particular the
Interagency Personnel Rotation Act of 2011, which provides for interagency rotations by U.S.
government personnel in national security agencies,' and the legislative proposal for a Global
Security Contingency Fund, which would provide an integrated State Department-Department of
Defense budget for certain types of security assistance.” The FY2012 NDAA (P.L. 112-81)
requires the President to submit to specified Congressional committees within 270 days of
enactment “an implementation plan for achieving the “whole-of-government™ integration vision
prescribed in the President’s National Security Strategy of May 2010.” (See the section on “The
Obama Administration and Interagency Reform,” below.)

For nearly two decades, policymakers have pondered many questions regarding “interagency”
missions and activities abroad—including stabilization and reconstruction, security assistance,
counterterrorism, humanitarian assistance, and counterinsurgency—in a search to improve them.
A primary question is the appropriate division of labor between the Department of Defense
(DOD) and civilian agencies, particularly the State Department, in conducting these missions and
activities. Other questions concern the recommended changes in authorities, processes,
organization, structures, and personnel resources to optimize their use. As policymakers and
analysts contemplate the range of probable near and medium term future threats—particularly the
potential spillover effects of state instability and intrastate conflict, and the growth of terrorist and
organized criminal activity—a consensus has grown that major challenges to U.S. national
security over the next decades will require interagency responses.’ Nonetheless, despite a

! Identical bills for The Interagency Personnel Rotation Act of 2011 were introduced in 2011: S. 1268, introduced by
Senator Lieberman and H.R. 2314, introduced by Representatives Davis and Tierney. S. 1268 was passed by the Senate
Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs Committee on October 20, 2011. For details on these bills, see CRS
Report RL34565, National Security Professionals and Interagency Reform: Proposals, Recent Experience, and Issues
for Congress, by Catherine Dale.

? Identical versions of legislation to create a Global Security Contingency Fund were contained in Section 1204, H.R.
1540, the FY2012 National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA), as passed by the House on May 26, 2011, and Section
924, H.R. 2583, the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for FY2012, as passed by the House Foreign Affairs
Committee on July 21, 2011. A different version was reported by the Senate Armed Services Committee on June 22,
2011, as Section 1207, S. 1253, FY2012 NDAA. Congress passed a third version as Section 1207 of H.R. 1540, the
FY2012 NDAA, which was signed into law on December 31,2011 (P.L. 112-81).

3 For instance, the September 30, 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR), issued just two weeks after the
terrorist attacks on the United States known as 9/11, featured two emergent elements in the U.S. security environment.
These were: (1) increasing challenges and threats emanating from the territories of weak and failing states, and (2) the
diffusion of power and military capabilities to non-state actors. In the September 2002 National Security Strategy, the
George W. Bush Administration emphasized the need to “transform America’s national security institution,” stating
that the “major institutions of American security were designed in a different era to meet different requirements. All of
them must be transformed.” By the time the Bush Administration issued its 2006 QDR , the need for interagency
reform had become a central tenant of U.S. thinking about national security. “The Department of Defense cannot meet
today’s complex challenges alone,” that QDR stated. “Success requires unified statecraft: the ability of the U.S.
(continued...)
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growing sense of a need for interagency reform to address multiple systemic problems, there is
little agreement on the solutions.

Congress has played a leading role in some aspects of interagency reform. For instance, the
George W. Bush Administration’s creation in 2004 of the State Department Office of the
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) was promoted by Senator Richard G.
Lugar and then Senator (now Vice President) Joe Biden.* Some Members call for additional
Congressional initiatives.

To provide context for the 112" Congress’ continuing consideration of interagency reform, this
report provides perspectives on the questions and issues raised by a broad range of reform
proposals offered by research organizations and selected experts. The focus is on proposals for
civilian institutions and personnel. Although DOD is a key player in the missions and activities
that are the object of proposed reform, its very dominance in many areas underlies calls for
reform to build civilian capacity.” Thus, this report discusses DOD reforms only to the extent that
they would foster improved interaction with civilians.

This report starts with a brief history of the impetus for interagency reform during the 1990s and
2000s, and a sketch of Clinton, Bush, and Obama Administration measures and initiatives,
followed by a discussion of key problems in the context of the current interagency structure.
(Appendix A provides a fuller discussion of interagency authorities and structures.) The report
then provides a short synopsis of the content of reform proposals recommended or published by
some three dozen foreign policy and defense organizations and experts. (Appendix B, Appendix
C, Appendix D, and Appendix E provide a broader discussion of proposed reforms, with tables
of the proposals.) The report concludes with a discussion of four broad overarching questions: (1)
is interagency reform necessary for missions abroad; (2) which proposals are considered highest
priority; (3) can interagency reform produce cost savings; and (4) must Congressional reform
accompany other national security measures?

(...continued)

Government to bring to bear all elements of national power at home and to work in close cooperation with allies and
partners abroad.” (Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, September 30, 2001, p. 5; The White
House, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, September 2002, p. 29, and Department of
Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, February 6, 2006, p. 83.) For a summary of the 2010 QDR’s depiction
of future challenges, see CRS Report R41250, Quadrennial Defense Review 2010 Overview and Implications for
National Security Planning, by Stephen Daggett.

* For more on S/CRS and the development of civilian stabilization capabilities, see CRS Report RL32862,
Peacekeeping/Stabilization and Conflict Transitions: Background and Congressional Action on the Civilian
Response/Reserve Corps and other Civilian Stabilization and Reconstruction Capabilities, by Nina M. Serafino.

> This concern is voiced by policymakers and analysts across the political spectrum and by military and DOD leaders as
well. As Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staft (CJCS), Admiral Michael Mullen (now retired) reportedly stated in
March 2010: “My fear, quite frankly, is that we aren’t moving fast enough [to invest in civilian departments]....U.S.
foreign policy is still too dominated by the military, too dependent upon the generals and admirals who lead our
overseas commands and not enough on the State Department.” This quote is taken from news reports about his March
3, 2010 Landon Lecture at the University of Kansas; it does not appear in the prepared text and remarks published on
the CJCS website.
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Background®

For nearly two decades, foreign policy analysts have been troubled by the difficulties that U.S.
agencies experience when working together to advance U.S. interests abroad.” After the demise of
the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War in 1989, U.S. policymakers were confronted in the
1990s by new types of missions—the conflicts in Haiti, Somalia, Bosnia, and elsewhere—where
conflict could not be brought to an end by force of arms alone. In these operations, U.S. military
forces were tasked with a variety of state-building responsibilities, such as creating justice
systems, assisting police, and promoting governance, which many believed were more
appropriately performed by civilians. DOD soon realized that it needed assistance from civilian
agencies, but those agencies often lacked the resources to help. Further, the United States’
agency-centric national security system could not provide the strong leadership and appropriate
mechanisms needed to meld military and civilian contributions into effective efforts.

In a first step to address the perceived need to develop coordinated U.S. responses to crises
abroad rather than relying on case by case ad hoc responses, the Clinton Administration issued the
May 1997 Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 56. This directive, entitled The Clinton
Administration’s Policy on Managing Complex Contingency Operations, dealt with interagency
planning, collaboration, and coordination problems by creating new planning and implementing
mechanisms.® PDD 56’s provisions were not systematically implemented, due to what some
analysts have described as internal bureaucratic resistance, although some of its practices were
incorporated into planning processes for some subsequent operations.’

® This background section and the following section on S/CRS are drawn in part from a now archived CRS Report
RS22031, Peacekeeping and Post-Conflict Capabilities: The State Department's Olffice for Reconstruction and
Stabilization, by Nina M. Serafino and Martin A. Weiss, and from CRS Report RL32862, Peacekeeping/Stabilization
and Conflict Transitions: Background and Congressional Action on the Civilian Response/Reserve Corps and other
Civilian Stabilization and Reconstruction Capabilities, by Nina M. Serafino.

7 For a conceptual overview of this topic, see CRS Report RL34455, Organizing the U.S. Government for National
Security: Overview of the Interagency Reform Debates, by Catherine Dale, Nina M. Serafino, and Pat Towell.

8 The Clinton Administration’s Policy on Managing Complex Contingency Operations: Presidential Decision
Directive. May 1997. http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/pdd56.htm.

% See Michele A. Poole, “Interagency Management of Complex Contingency Operations: The Impact of Presidential
Decision Directive 56, (Thesis, Naval Postgraduate School, 2001). The Clinton Administration also attempted to
remedy the shortage of one critical nation-building tool—international civilian police forces—through PDD 71, which
sets forth policy guidelines for strengthening foreign criminal justice systems in support of peace operations. (U.S.
Text: The Clinton Administration White Paper on Peace Operations. February 24, 2000 http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/
pdd/pdd-71-4.htm, hereinafter referred to as PDD-71 White Paper; and U.S. Text: Summary of Presidential Decision
Directive 71, http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/pdd/pdd-71-1.htm.) This too encountered bureaucratic resistance.
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The first widely-distributed call for broad reform of the
U.S. national security system was issued in February 2001
by the U.S. Commission on National Security/21* Century,
the so-called “Hart-Rudman” commission. This
commission recommended a “significant organizational
redesign” of the Executive Branch “to permit the U.S.
government to integrate more effectively the many diverse
strands of policy that underpin U.S. national security in a
new era—not only the traditional agenda of defense,
diplomacy and intelligence, but also economic, counter-
terrorism, combating organized crime, protecting the
environment, fighting pandemic diseases, and promoting
human rights worldwide.”"' Soon after, the terrorist attacks
on the United States of September 11, 2001 (9/11), put the
problems of interagency cooperation at home and abroad in
bold relief for many policymakers and analysts.

The U.S. military interventions in Afghanistan (October
2001) and, especially, in Iraq (March 2003) manifested—
some would say magnified—the perceived deficiencies of
previous interagency missions abroad. These wars heavily
stressed U.S. military forces. They demonstrated that U.S.
departments and agencies had difficulty working together

In Focus: Interagency
Problems in Iraq

The 2003 U.S. military intervention in lraq
is often cited as a example of a lack of
interagency coordination at multiple
levels, starting with the development of
appropriate strategy, planning, and
direction. As described by one author,
the Office of the Secretary of Defense
developed its plans, disregarding State
Department, USAID, and CIA planning, as
well as the advice of some military
leaders. The National Security Council
(NSC) ceded the lead to DOD, playing a
subordinate role. Factors cited by
another source for problems in Iraq
include “a perceived lack of direction
from the president and NSC,
bureaucratic infighting in Washington and
overseas, cultural differences between
agencies, and an inherent aversion in
many civilian agencies to the execution of
long-term planning,” as well as the
absence of grand strategy to guide
operations. !0

productively, indeed they sometimes worked at cross purposes. Gradually, consensus grew that
the United States needed to foster civilian-led interagency collaboration and cooperation in
missions abroad, and to develop adequate civilian organizational structures, procedures, and

personnel to make that possible.

Perceptions of Interagency Requirements Post 9/11

In the mid-2000s, several studies set forth proposals to reform “the interagency,” as the
interdepartmental formal and informal cooperation system is known, largely in transitions from
conflict and post-conflict settings. Two Defense Science Board (DSB) studies (in 2004 and 2005)
advocated broad changes for “stability” operations—defined to include security, transition,
counterinsurgency, peacemaking and other operations needed to deal with irregular security
challenges.'” The DSB studies focused on reforms to be undertaken by DOD and the U.S.

!9 Richard Weitz, “Interagency Problems and Proposals: A Research Review,” in Mismanaging Mayhem: How
Washington Responds to Crisis, ed. James Jay Carafano and Richard Weitz (Westport, CT: Praeger Security

International, 2008), pp. 261-262.

! Gary Hart and Warren B. Rudman, co-chairs, Road Map for National Security: Imperative for Change, The United
States Commission on National Security/21% Century, Phase I1I Report, January 31, 2001, p. 47. Hereinafter cited as

Road Map for National Security.

12 Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics. Defense Science Board 2004
Summer Study on Transition to and From Hostilities, December 2004 (hereinafter referred to as Transitions); and
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics. Report of the Defense Science
Board Task Force on Institutionalizing Stability Operations Within DoD, September 2005 (hereinafter referred to as
Institutionalizing Stability Operations.). The Defense Science Board, established in 1956, is a prestigious standing
committee of about forty members—civilians and retired military—selected for leadership in science and technology,
and its application to military requirements. http://www.acq.osd.mil/dsb The Board reports directly to the Secretary of

(continued...)
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military to a far greater extent than any previous or subsequent study. Nevertheless, the 2005
study also stated that DOD and the State Department needed to develop “an extraordinarily close
working relationship,” and that both departments needed to augment stabilization and
reconstruction capabilities. Among the changes in DOD the 2005 study advocated were elevating
the profile of stability operations within DOD through the creation of high level posts, and raising

the status of stability operations to “core missions,” i.e., on a par with combat operations.

Over the next few years, a second crop of studies on
improving missions abroad focused on proposals to
bring greater coherence to a variety of peacetime
activities. Some of those studies advocated that action
be taken to prevent conflict when it initially seemed a
possibility (and not just as a reoccurrence in post-
conflict situations). They viewed preventive action as
critical to U.S. efforts to contain the spread of
terrorism and to combat the threats from growing
transnational crime. Many saw the early proposals to
improve the U.S. ability to deal with conflict and its
aftermath as applicable to these “steady state” missions
as well. One 2008 study drew “lessons learned” from
nearly two decades of stabilization and reconstruction
(S&R) operations and stated that those lessons “can
also have utility for a broader range of U.S.
engagements abroad during both military and
nonmilitary activities,” including pre-conflict, conflict,
and post-conflict activities."

These studies, spanning a decade, differed in several
respects, but largely agreed on the need for U.S.
government reforms. For the most part, their
recommendations rested on two fundamental premises:
(1) the need to empower civilians to lead and conduct

TERMINOLOGY

The term “stabilization and reconstruction"
(or, S&R) is usually understood to encompass
tasks and activities that promote security and
encourage stable, democratic governance and
economic growth.

These activities can be undertaken where
there are threats to peace as well as in post-
conflict situations. In the past, many of the
“stabilization" activities were loosely labeled
"peacekeeping.”

Reconstruction involves repairing (in some
cases creating) the infrastructure necessary to
support long-term economic growth and
development. This infrastructure can be
physical (e.g., roads and schools), or
institutional (e.g., legal and tax systems).

Many stabilization and reconstruction activities
and tasks are often also referred to as "nation-
building” or "state-building."

“Peacebuilding” encompasses all these
activities.

“Stability Operations” is a military doctrine
term that also encompasses S&R activities.

all missions except those in dangerously hostile situations, providing the necessary resources for
them to do so, and (2) the need to replace ad hoc, “stove-piped” systems with improved
mechanisms for developing contingency plans and procedures for joint civil-military operations
and for implementing them. Their recommendations were often based on the judgment that the
greatest threats to U.S. security would emerge in states that were either too weak to police their
territory or lacked the political will or capacity to do so. State-building (a term some argued more
appropriate than nation-building) activities to promote a more stable world by fostering the
development of legitimate, open, and effective governments abroad, was at the center of the
strategy developed to deal with these threats. This belief ran counter to many policymakers’
perceptions during the 1990s that the establishment of new institutions in troubled countries was

an overly expensive, if not futile exercise.

(...continued)

Defense through the Under Secretary of Defense (Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics).

13 Robert H. Hunter, principal author, Integrating Instruments of Power and Influence: Lessons Learned and Best
Practices, RAND and The American Academy of Diplomacy, Report of a Panel of Senior Practitioners, Santa Monica,
CA, 2008, p. xix. Hereinafter referred to as Integrating Instruments of Power.
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George W. Bush Administration Initiatives

Although the Bush Administration scorned the concept of “nation-building” at first, its post 9/11
military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq soon changed its perspective. As the need to foster
security and build credible institutions to govern in these highly fractionalized countries became
evident, the Administration adopted significant initiatives to improve agencies’ ability to carry out
state-building missions more effectively and to foster interagency cooperation.

On the military side, the Bush Administration’s Office of the Secretary of Defense embraced a
number of the DSB recommendations when it issued in November 2005 DOD Directive 3000.05
(DODD 3000.05), Directive on Military Support for Stability, Security, Transition, and
Reconstruction (SSTR) Operations. By designating stability operations as “a core U.S. military
mission,” this landmark directive moved DOD away from its Cold War focus on combat
operations. It mandated that the armed services’ dedicate the same level of systematic attention to
doctrine, training, education, exercises, and planning capabilities for stability operations as they
did for combat operations. At the same time, the directive clarified that DOD would play a
supporting role to civilian leadership in many state-building situations, but cautioned that U.S.
military personnel must be prepared to perform state-building functions when capable civilians
were lacking.'*

On the civilian side, the Bush Administration’s signature initiative was the Civilian Stabilization
Initiative, starting with the creation of the State Department Office of the Coordinator for
Reconstruction and Stabilization (S/CRS) in July 2004, and concluding with the on-going
creation of active and stand-by components for a new interagency Civilian Response Corp. In
addition, not only did the Bush Administration set forth its own plan for interagency cooperation
in S&R missions in National Security Presidential Directive (NSPD) 44, but it also partially put
into force Clinton’s PDD 71.'°

Another key Bush Administration initiative was a program to prepare U.S. government personnel
to work together on national security missions. On May 17, 2007, through Executive Order
13434, the Bush Administration provided legal authority for the development of an interagency
National Security Professional Development program. '’ Under guidance provided by the
subsequent National Strategy for the Development of Security Professionals issued in July 2007,

4 DOD Directive (DODD) 3000.05 can be read at http://www.fas.org/irp/doddir/dod/d3000_05.pdf. (DODD 3000.05
was subsequently reissued as DOD Instruction, 3000.05, September 16, 2009.) For an account of the events leading up
to DODD 3000.05 and its major provisions, see CRS Report RL33557, Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations:
Issues of U.S. Military Involvement, by Nina M. Serafino. One proposal not adopted was the Defense Science Board
(DSB) 2005 recommendation to create a position of Under Secretary for Stability Operations. Instead, there is a
stability operations office under the Assistant Secretary for Special Operations/Low-Intensity Conflict (SO/LIC).

13 Office of the President, Management of Interagency Efforts Concerning Reconstruction and Stabilization, National
Security Presidential Directive 44, December 2005. This directive stated: “it is the policy [of] the United States to
promote the education, training, and experience of current and future professionals in national security positions
(security professionals) in executive departments and agencies.”

'8 For background and origins, see CRS Report RL32321, Policing in Peacekeeping and Related Stability Operations:
Problems and Proposed Solutions, by Nina M. Serafino.

17 Executive Order 13434 stated: “it is the policy [of] the United States to promote the education, training, and
experience of current and future professionals in national security positions (security professionals) in executive
departments and agencies.” For more information on this program and subsequent action on national security personnel
preparation, see CRS Report RL34565, National Security Professionals and Interagency Reform: Proposals, Recent
Experience, and Issues for Congress, by Catherine Dale.
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the NSPD program was launched as an effort to promote the integration of resources in national
security mission areas. Its stated purpose was “to attain unity of effort through awareness,
relationships, and experience, and to break down cultural barriers and obstacles to coordination
across jurisdictional and organizational boundaries.” The program, however, did not allocate or
request central resources to accomplish its ends. It left each department and agency to build its
own capacity under the program guidelines. Although agencies took the formal steps to
incorporate proposed changes, absent constant direction and supervision from the White House to
enforce it as a top priority and overcome bureaucratic resistance, the program largely stagnated
during the remaining years of the Bush Administration.

The Obama Administration and Interagency Reform

In his January 25, 2011 State of the Union address, President Barack H. Obama signaled his
intent to make the U.S. government more competent and more efficient through a major
reorganization, stating that his Administration would “develop a proposal to merge, consolidate,
and reorganize the federal government in a way that best serves the goal of a more competitive
America.”"® The Obama Administration initially embraced key Bush Administration civilian
capacity-building initiatives. In the early months of the Obama Administration, Administration
officials signaled their support for civilian S&R capabilities. In her January 2009 confirmation
hearings before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham
Clinton asserted that the State Department needed to secure funding to carry out S&R missions
and to demonstrate competence in conducting them. Then Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates
reiterated his support for increasing civilian capabilities, which he first expressed while serving in
that position under former President George W. Bush.'” Subsequently, the Obama Administration
scaled back Bush Administration plans for the Civilian Response Corps and the implementation
of the National Security Professional Development program, perhaps because of the cost or
difficulty of fully implementing them. However, it also announced a number of its own modest
steps in line with the recommendations of the many studies to enhance civilian leadership,
capabilities, collaboration, and coordination, and to reduce ad hoc measures.

In May 2010, the White House set forth a statement of its intent to strengthen national security
through a whole-of-government approach. In its 2010 National Security Strategy, the Obama
Administration stated that to foster national security the United States “must update, balance, and
integrate all of the tools of American power and work with our allies and partners to do the
same.”* It called for maintaining the military’s superiority in conventional welfare and enhancing
other military capabilities, as well as investing “in diplomacy and development capabilities and
institutions in a way that complements and reinforces our global partners.”*' It outlined three
pages of steps to take to improve defense, diplomacy, development, intelligence, homeland

'8 President Obama’s January 25, 2011 State of the Union Speech can be accessed through the White House website at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2011/01/25/remarks-president-state-union-address.

19 See, U.S. Department of Defense. Speech by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, delivered at Kansas State
University, Manhattan, KA (the “Landon Lecture”), November 26, 2007 http://www.defense.gov/speeches/
speech.aspx?speechid=1199, hereinafter cited as Gates’ Landon Lecture, 2007; U.S. Department of Defense, Speech by
Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates at the AFRICOM Activation Ceremony, Washington, DC, October 1, 2008
http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid= 1281; and U.S. Department of Defense, Speech by Secretary
of Defense Robert M. Gates, delivered at the Nixon Center, Washington, D.C, February 24, 2010
http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1425.

2% The White House, National Security Strategy, May 2010, p. 14.
21 .
Ibid.
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security, economic institutions, strategic communication, and partnerships with the for-profit
private sector and non-profit nongovernmental organizations.

In December 2010, the State Department and United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) jointly issued a “Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review or
QDDR (modeled after the statutorily-required DOD Quadrennial Defense Review Report or
QDR),” assessing U.S. diplomacy and development capabilities and proposing reforms to make
them more efficient and achieve “whole-of-government” cohesion.”> The 2010 QDDR,
undertaken by the Obama Administration without a statutory requirement, embraced a number of
the proposals (or variations of those proposals) for national security reform that have been
advocated over the past decade. These include efforts to integrate national security budgets,
elevate the status of key State Department offices tasked with coordinating interagency efforts,
create new regional structures, enhance the ability of Ambassadors to lead embassies and
influence policy-making, and promote personnel reforms. (These are further discussed in
Appendices B through E, below.)

Key Problems and Reform Proposals

The United States’ system for decision-making and implementing foreign affairs missions and
activities is considered dysfunctional by many analysts. One recent study characterizes the
exercise of foreign relations as “a mob scene” of individual and independent agencies.”* The
problems are perceived across many national security areas, including counterterrorism, failed
states/post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction, democracy promotion, and transnational
issues (crime, health, environment, migration, drugs).

The three most commonly cited factors™ responsible for perceived inefficiency and
ineffectiveness of interagency efforts abroad are:

22 Department of Defense, Quadrennial Defense Review Report, February 2010, p. 2. Hereinafter referred to as ODR.
For a discussion of the QDR, see CRS Report R41250, Quadrennial Defense Review 2010: Overview and Implications
for National Security Planning, by Stephen Daggett. Also see CRS Report RL34505, National Security Strategy:
Legislative Mandates, Execution to Date, and Considerations for Congress, by Catherine Dale.

2 U.S. Department of State and United States Agency for International Development, The Quadrennial Diplomacy and
Development Review, Washington, DC, December 15, 2010. Henceforth referred to as QDDR. (For more information
on the QDDR, see CRS Report R41173, Foreign Aid Reform, National Strategy, and the Quadrennial Review, by
Susan B. Epstein.) The QDDR document further points to relations with other agencies, private contractors, and state
and local governments: “More specifically, State will enter into interagency agreements, consistent with existing law,
to draw on the skills, expertise and personnel of other federal agencies before turning to private contractors where State
determines that building in-house government capability or promoting bilateral working relationships furthers our
foreign policy priorities. For certain core functions, State will also establish a presumption to enter into agreements to
draw on other agencies and state and local government, where appropriate, to implement State programs overseas....
State will use private contractors for non-governmental functions when other agencies lack appropriate skills or are
otherwise unwilling or unable to provide the services needed in an effective manner.” Pp. 33-34.

% Project on National Security Reform, Forging a New Shield, Report required by Sec. 1049, National Defense
Authorization Act for FY2009, P.L. 110-181, Arlington, VA, November 2008. Hereinafter cited as PNSR 2008. PNSR
found the mob scene phenomenon “especially [prevalent] in our attempts to manage the numerous so-called ‘soft-
powers’ resident in diverse organizations within the federal government.” p. 517.

% The Government Accountability Office provides an overview of the issues in National Security: Key Challenges and
Solutions to Strengthen Interagency Collaboration, GAO-10-822T, June 9, 2010. This document categorizes the
problems somewhat differently than this report. Its categories are: (1) developing and implementing overarching,
integrated strategies to achieve national security objectives; (2) creating collaborative organizations that facilitate
(continued...)
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e Inadequate civilian strategic planning and interagency operational planning
capabilities and processes;*®

e Structural weaknesses in the U.S. government system for conducting missions
abroad including (1) department-centric organizations resulting in the tendency
for “stove-piping,” with each agency reporting up and down through its own
chain of command and responsibility for coordination placed on an overburdened
White House; (2) insufficient civilian resources, including personnel,
discouraging domestically-oriented agencies from directing funds and personnel
away from core missions; (3) inadequate mechanisms to foster information
sharing within and among agencies; and (4) insufficient leadership authority,
either de jure or de facto, at the headquarters and field level; and

e Personnel who are not trained for interagency missions, possessing little, if any,
familiarity with the missions, capabilities, and cultures of other departments and
agencies.

Some analysts also cite strong disagreements among key players over the general purposes of and
means to conduct missions as factors impeding successful performance. Improved institutional
arrangements and enhanced leadership may provide the means to reduce such disagreements, or
their worst effect, in some, but not all, missions.

The perceived problems surface and have repercussions at all levels: in the field (U.S. embassies
or interagency operations on-the-ground), at an intermediate (regional) level, at department
headquarters in Washington, D.C., and within the Executive Office of the President, i.c., the
White House. How these problems manifest themselves in interagency missions is briefly
outlined in the section immediately below. The next section provides an overview of proposals to
address these problems, with extended discussion in the appendices.

Manifestations in U.S. Interagency Cooperation

Problems with strategic planning and leadership are most often attributed to deficiencies at the
White House, particularly the National Security Council (NSC).?” The NSC, consisting of the
President, the Vice President, the Secretaries of State, Defense, Energy, and others, is the ultimate
locus for integrating foreign policy and national security strategy and policy making. Through its
directorates and staff, it at times has been responsible for coordinating or even directing policy
implementation. The term “National Security Council” is sometimes used to encompass the
council itself, as well as NSC directorates and staff. Despite its central role, many analysts
consider NSC staff (currently numbering some 300, including detailees) and procedures

(...continued)

integrated national security approaches; (3) developing a well-trained workforce; (4) sharing and integrating national
security information across agencies; and (5) importance of sustained leadership.

26 Many civilian departments and agencies play a role in the missions and activities covered by this report. More than a
dozen civilian executive branch departments and agencies may be involved in stabilization and reconstruction missions
and other national security activities abroad. As most would expect, these include the Department of State, the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Central Intelligence Agency. Others are the Departments of
Justice, Agriculture, Commerce, Energy, Homeland Security, Heath and Human Services, Transportation, and
Treasury, the Overseas Private Investment Corporation.

27 For more information on the National Security Council (NSC), see Appendix A and CRS Report RL30840, The
National Security Council: An Organizational Assessment, by Richard A. Best Jr.
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inadequate to effectively oversee steady state interagency missions and, almost invariably, prone
to be overwhelmed by crises.

Crises reveal the full range of perceived problems in interagency missions. Strategic planning can
break down. The usual practice calls for the relevant State Department regional bureau to direct
civilian crisis planning and implementation in conjunction with the NSC, which meshes it with
DOD planning if necessary. In the case of disagreements, the NSC may not always be able to play
a mediating function. Usually, ad hoc staff-level interagency task forces are formed to coordinate
the activities of civilian agencies and DOD. Task forces can form at the department level and the
field level. Operations can be complicated by their members lack of interagency experience,
knowledge of other agencies’ contributions, and different cultures. In the field, task forces can be
creative, devising solutions to problems. But task force members can end up at odds when they
refer problems the task force cannot resolve up their individual chains of command.

Structural weaknesses manifest themselves at the department level, where steady state policies,
plans, and programs are developed, and at the field level, where programs are implemented. Both
planning and implementation are theoretically conducted in accordance with the President’s broad
policy guidance as developed through National Security Council (NSC) processes and meetings
of the President’s Cabinet, but agency interests, personalities, the availability of resources, and
other factors affect outcomes.

The panoply of players, each with their own priorities and perspectives, illustrates the difficulties
of developing plans for civilian foreign affairs activities and efforts. This function is usually led
by the State Department and shared (not necessarily equally) by State Department regional and
functional bureaus, by USAID and other agencies where appropriate, and by the Ambassadors at
U.S. embassies. The implementation of field-level efforts and activities is reviewed, approved or
disapproved, and overseen by the State Department regional and functional bureaus, which also
secure funding for them. In other civilian agencies (i.e., the Departments of Treasury, Commerce,
Justice, and Agriculture, among others), headquarters units involved in foreign affairs play a large
role in planning and implementing their activities as their presence abroad is often very limited.
At the headquarters level, collaboration and coordination among civilian agencies varies, but
often may be minimal.

Some analysts perceive a key structural weakness at the field level, where U.S. Ambassadors are
responsible for transforming the President’s broad foreign policy outline into concrete diplomatic
measures and foreign assistance programs. At U.S. embassies (which are the United States’
largest civilian permanent structures abroad), the Ambassador or other Chief of Mission (COM)
directs and coordinates foreign policy initiatives undertaken by the embassy “country teams.
These teams are composed of the representatives of all U.S. departments and agencies present in
a country. The degree to which Ambassadors can actually lead and coordinate activities varies
greatly according to the interest and management ability of each individual Ambassador. And,
many find that the Ambassador lacks the necessary authority to compel agency representatives to
direct their activities to fulfill embassy mission, rather than agency, goals.

There are particular structural weaknesses at the regional level. Here, DOD is strong; it plans for
and implements operations and activities through the regional Combatant Commands
(COCOMY), also known as the Geographic Combatant Commands (GCCs). When in combat, the
U.S. military operates under its own statutory authorities. In peacetime, military personnel
carrying out security cooperation and related functions (developed by the GCC and approved by
each country’s COM) are attached to the U.S. embassies under COM authority, although the
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degree to which they view themselves as responsible to the COM rather than the geographic
combatant commander varies greatly, according to some analysts. There is no corresponding
regional entity on the civilian side. Further, civilian input into GCC planning is considered
limited, although some GCCs have attempted over the past decade to incorporate civilian

perspectives into their planning systems.

Some analysts regard the absence of permanent civilian regional structures like the GCCs as a
serious deficiency. The State Department does have regional programs in many areas and a
number of “coordinators” reporting directly to the Secretary of State, who play varying roles in
conducting or coordinating interagency missions. For instance, the State Department Office of the
Coordinator for Counterterrorism (S/CT) encourages and manages interagency regional planning
for counterterrorism activities. But these coordinators do not have the power to compel

interagency cooperation.

Overview of Reform Proposals

Proposals for reforming the structures, procedures, and
mechanisms for foreign policy and strategy making,
planning, and implementation range from all inclusive
to narrow. In 2008, the House Armed Services
Committee urged Congress to legislate a new National
Security Act to reform DOD and the entire spectrum of
interagency operations, and to codify new structures
that would “flatten, simplify, and integrate” agencies’
related processes.”’ The same year, the Congressionally-
mandated Project on National Security Reform (PNSR)
also proposed a wholesale overhaul of the National
Security Act of 1947.% (Subsequently, however, PNSR
leaders stated that this proposal did not exclude
incremental change.)

Absent full-scale reform, some analysts find but faint
possibilities for the success of those interagency
initiatives undertaken thus far. Stating that the U.S.

In Focus: Bureaucracy
and Reform

The difficulties in fostering interagency
collaboration should not be underestimated.
According to one expert on interagency
cooperation, “Almost nothing about the
bureaucratic ethos makes it hospitable to
interagency collaboration. The collaborative
ethos values equality, adaptability, discretion,
and results; the bureaucratic ethos venerates
hierarchy, stability, obedience, and
procedures. Making the transition from an
existing way of doing agency business to a
new and more collaborative way requires
actors to withdraw at least temporarily from
the bureaucratic ethos. They must spurn
something they may have at least respected if
not cherished.... They must adopt the stance
that purpose should dictate structure rather
than allow structure to dictate purpose.”28

government operates with core national security processes and organizations dating to the 1950s,
one author judged that initiatives such as S/CRS “are bound to fail without corresponding

initiatives to transform the foundations of U.S. foreign policy.

9931

8 Eugene Bardach, Getting Agencies to Work Together: The Practice and Theory of Managerial Craftsmanship

(Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press, 1998), p. 232.

» U.S. Congress, House Armed Services Committee, Initial Perspectives, committee print, prepared by Panel on Roles
and Missions, 110" Cong., 1" sess., January 2008, H.Prt.110-7 (Washington: GPO, 2008), p. 48.

3 PNSR 2008, Executive Summary, p. i. The NDAA for FY2008, P.L. 110-181, Section 1049, authorized up to $3

million for the study.

31 Scott R. Feil, “The Failure of Incrementalism: Interagency Coordination Challenges and Responses,” in The
Interagency and Counterinsurgency Warfare: Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction Roles, ed. Joseph R.
Cerami and Jay W. Boggs (Carlisle Barracks, PA: U.S. Army War College, Strategic Studies Institute, 2007), p. 286.
Other Bush Administration initiatives Feil cited were National Security Presidential Directive 44, Department of
Defense Directive 3000.05, and then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice’s “transformational diplomacy.”
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The argument for wholesale reform rests on the interdependence of the entire national security
system, where changes in one area will inevitably affect authorities and practices in another.
Nevertheless, given the conceptual and practical difficulties of legislating and implementing
wholesale reform, many analysts favor an incremental approach, with selected improvements in
key areas.”> Some focus on a particular agency, or certain missions or activities. Others look at
top-level management structures, still others at field level practices.

While there is ample overlap in analyses and recommendations, there is also considerable
diversity. These proposals are catalogued below under four rubrics: (1) improve strategy-making,
planning, and budgeting mechanisms and procedures; (2) correct structural weaknesses by
improving institutional structures, arrangements, and authorities for coordination and
collaboration at the headquarters and regional levels;” (3) address structural weakness at the field
level by enhancing the authority and capacity of U.S. Ambassadors; and (4) create interagency
personnel policies and mechanisms. Table 1, before the appendices, presents the spectrum of
proposals by author and type. Source citations, and the acronyms identifying them in the tables,
are found in the bibliography.

Improve Strategy-making, Planning, and Budgeting?

A fundamental weakness of the current system perceived by many analysts is a lack of adequate
strategy-making, planning, and budgeting capabilities and procedures. Many have pointed to
these deficiencies as critically undermining the United States’ ability to develop and conduct
coherent and effective foreign policies, missions, and assistance activities. They also can produce
duplication of efforts in some areas and gaps in others. Many analysts have cited a need for
systems and procedures to ensure the development of coherent strategy, guide planning, and bring
to bear sufficient leadership and direction. (See the Appendix B text box for the difficulties of
compiling comprehensive information on counterterrorism spending and foreign police and other
law enforcement assistance.)

Possible options offered to address these deficiencies are examined in Appendix B. Some involve
modifying the National Security Council (NSC) and NSC staff roles, responsibilities, or structure.
These include establishing new NSC positions, establishing new NSC structures, or assigning
new responsibilities to the NSC and its national security staff. Others would institute new strategy
development processes and documents, or enhance strategy development and planning. Other
options include integrating budgets, and improving budgeting processes.

32 PNSR’s revised recommendations in September 2009 focused on building blocks to reform that could be taken
without legislation, to accelerate progress towards holistic reform. Project on National Security Reform, Turning Ideas
into Action, September 2009, p. iii. Hereinafter referred to as PNSR 2009.

33 The terms “collaboration” and ‘coordination” are often used interchangeably. A CRS report discusses and illustrates
the strict meaning of these terms: collaboration applies to agencies working together under voluntary arrangements
while coordination is used when there is a lead official or agency with formal authority to instruct, direct, or order other
members. (See CRS Report R41803, Interagency Collaborative Arrangements and Activities: Types, Rationales,
Considerations , by Frederick M. Kaiser.) This report will adhere to these definitions in the CRS text. The term
“cooperation,” as used here, includes both collaboration and cooperation. Where “coordination” is used in quotes from
or references to the works consulted for this report, the term may not be used in its strict sense.
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Improve Civilian Institutional Authorities and Structures for Coordination

and Collaboration?

The perceived weaknesses of civilian institutions (including insufficient authority and planning
capabilities, ineffective hierarchical arrangements, and a paucity of resources) are viewed as
impeding their ability to conduct and coordinate interagency missions abroad. Proponents of
reforms to address these problems identify two bureaucratic impediments to interagency reform.
One is that agencies prioritize core missions and resist allocating personnel and other resources to
peripheral missions. Another is that personnel respond to the direction and perceptions of those
who evaluate and promote them, rather than to other superiors who are not in their chain of
command. A perceived need to build appropriate structures and to create adequate leadership
authority to overcome these obstacles undergirds many proposals for interagency reform.

Appendix C discusses these proposals.

Because the State Department is responsible for
overseeing the conduct of the President’s foreign
policy, many analysts focus on strengthening its
capacity to lead, coordinate, and conduct civilian
missions and activities abroad. Some proposals
deal specifically with improving the State
Department’s ability to lead and conduct S&R
missions. Others, however, would reallocate S&R
responsibilities to other agencies.

Other institutional arrangements are proposed.
Some would create new institutions specifically for
S&R. On a smaller scale, others advocate
establishing interagency teams or task forces.
Some would enhance civilian input into GCCs and
other DOD units, while others would create new
civilian regional structures.

Some proposals focus on civilian personnel. Some
urge a review or augmentation of the numbers of
civilian personnel at the State Department and
USAID. Others propose augmenting personnel and
other capacity government-wide for interagency
missions. Some would increase personnel in the
Civilian Response Corps.

3* U.S. Peacefare, pp. 85-86.

In Focus: Impediments to
Institutional Change

The difficulties of creating new structures or
authorities, or of expanding existing ones, are
illustrated by the bureaucratic opposition
encountered by the State Department Office of the
Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization
(S/CRS) when it was established in 2004.

As described by one author: The “USAID
Administrator ... was unhappy about the creation of
S/CRS because he had devoted considerable
attention to building a conflict management capacity
in USAID,... The [USAID] Office of Foreign
Disaster Assistance ... feared its Disaster Assistance
Response Teams (DARTSs) would be
commandeered by S/CRS. The [State Department]
geographic bureaus ... did not welcome a new
player which might threaten their control over
policy toward a conflicted state. INL [the State
Department Bureau of International Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement] did not wish S/CRS
to intrude into its operational control of police
training. PM [the State Department Bureau of
Political-Military Affairs] tried to reassert its earlier
ownership of complex contingency planning and
claimed a new responsibility for State Department-
related aspects of counterinsurgency, a specific type
of conflict response. The NSC ... weighed in to help
it move forward. Nevertheless, S/CRS made little
progress in securing interagency agreement on a
formal framework and process to trigger a major
R&S [reconstruction and stabilization] program.”34
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Enhance Authority and/or Capacity of U.S. Ambassadors?

As the leaders of the interagency “country teams,” In Focus: Authorities vs. Reality
Ambassadors are viewed by many analysts as the key to | Despite the statutes, executive order, and
improving interagency coordination and increasing the President’s letter providing an Ambassador
effectiveness of interagency missions in the bilateral with authority to manage personnel and

activities in-country, an Ambassador may
encounter many challenges to overseeing and
coordinating activities. Ambassadors must,

arena. Some analysts view strong country team
leadership by an Ambassador as the key reason for what

they perceive as successful interagency cooperation in according to one author, “counteract the
recent U.S. assistance efforts in Colombia, Paraguay, never-ending problem of agency officials back
and the Philippines.36 in Washington eager to direct their overseas

staff, sometimes without filling in the

.. .. . ambassador.”33
Because of their vital role in interagency cooperation,

there are various proposals to enhance Ambassadors’
authority. (See Appendix D.) Some would strengthen their authority over embassy staff or their
control over funding for activities carried out by members of the embassy team. Others
recommend enhancing Ambassadors’ ability to manage the interagency country teams and carry
out other responsibilities. One proposal would expand COM authority to enable Ambassadors to
effectively lead regional or crisis task forces.

Create Interagency Personnel Policies and Mechanisms?

Few U.S. government personnel have the necessary knowledge, skills, and experience to work
together effectively in interagency missions, according to many analysts. There are many
proposals to provide them with interagency education, training, and experience in order to create
a U.S. government-wide “interagency” culture, as discussed in Appendix E. (See the Appendix
E text box for insight into the differences between DOD and Department of State agency
cultures.)

Some proposals call for the formation of a group of national security professionals from all levels
dedicated to interagency operations, some for building-up President Bush’s National Security
Professional Development program, some for developing interagency career paths, and some
creating an interagency cadre of senior managers. Other proposals would overhaul personnel
systems and expectations, linking interagency education, training, and experience to job
qualifications, opportunities, and promotions. At the other end of the scale, more limited
proposals call for expanding the opportunities and incentives for interagency education, training,
and professional experience, and protecting interagency personnel against political currents.
Some proposals call for creating new institutions for interagency education and training, or
enhancing existing ones.

35 Shawn Zeller, “Who’s in Charge Here?,” Foreign Service Journal, December 2007, p. 21. The article quotes
Ambassador Charles A. “Tony” Gillespie Jr., former Ambassador to Chile, Colombia, and Grenada: “It’s awfully easy
for someone back in Washington, in Justice or Agriculture, just to pick up the phone and tell a person to go and do
something.... The challenge is to make sure the voice of the United States is consistent and to make sure that agency
heads understand that they are supposed to let the ambassador know of their programs and give him a chance to weigh
in. Otherwise it’s very easy for someone in Washington to treat the embassy as their own foreign office.” (pp. 21-22)

3% Author’s interview (Serafino), October 2011.
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Issues for Congress

Congress has considerable authority regarding interagency reform. Through its appropriations
power, Congress ultimately controls reforms that require additional resources, such as personnel,
facilities, and additional education and training. Congress also sets through statute the
organization of the top levels of executive branch departments and agencies, conditioning the
executive’s ability to put in place new high-level posts and organizational units. These include
positions at the NSC, and leadership positions, i.e., Assistant Secretary and above, at the civilian
departments, including State, Defense, USAID, and others. Congress also has considerable
influence over other personnel matters, through its power to promote civilian and military officers
and fix other terms of employment. Even where the Executive branch has the authority to make
changes on its own, Congress can stimulate reforms by enacting legislation that would break
bureaucratic resistance, for instance, Congress can mandate new procedures and processes by
requiring strategy and budget documents that deal with these matters. Congress may also
encourage changes indirectly through hearings, briefings, and meetings with executive branch
officials.

While contemplating the utility of specific reforms, Members may also wish to consider a number
of issues. Four addressed below are: whether interagency reform is necessary; to what extent the
U.S. military should be relied upon; how to prioritize proposed reforms, and will interagency
reform produce budget savings?

Is Interagency Reform Necessary for Missions Abroad?

The United States’ long military involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq have provided much of the
impetus for interagency reform efforts, but have also raised doubts about the wisdom of the
interagency S&R missions. Perceptions regarding the necessity and desirability of interagency
reform for missions abroad may be tied to a policymaker’s assessment of the future security
environment and the appropriate scope of the U.S. response. The need for overall reform, or even
limited reform in certain areas, may depend on whether one judges that (1) the conflict
environment and state-building demands of the past two decades will continue into the next
several decades; (2) whether there are significant new types of missions that would be made more
effective by improved interagency collaboration, and (3) whether one accepts or questions the
utility of such engagements.

Future Conflict Environment and Missions

Initially, the perception that extensive interagency reform for missions abroad is vital to U.S.
national security was fostered by the belief that weak, unstable states and post-conflict settings
provide fertile breeding grounds for international terrorism. Initial proposals were grounded in the
desire to bring to bear in these situations effective whole-of-government efforts to foster security,
good governance and economic development, to prevent outbreaks of conflict, and to forestall
reoccurrences of conflict in transitions from conflict and post-conflict settings. Some analysts
soon disputed the premise that weak and failed states are per se among the most significant
threats to the United States. They pointed out that terrorists find safe-haven and recruits in
developed countries as well, and identified many factors—demographic, political, religious,
cultural, and geographic—contributing to the spread of terrorism. An emphasis on weak and
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failed states, they argued, can result in fruitless interventions, pointless expenditures, and too little
attention on more tangible threats and areas of greater U.S. interest.”’

The 2010 QDR does not discount potential threats from weak states, but discussed them in terms
broader than international terrorism. The changing international environment, it judged, “will
continue to put pressure on the modern state system, likely increasing the frequency and severity
of the challenges associated with chronically fragile states ... [which] are often catalysts for the
growth of radicalism and extremism.... Over the course of the next several decades, conflicts are
at least as likely to result from state weakness as from state strength.” It points out some fragile
states “are nuclear-armed or are critically important to enduring American interests.”

This document argues for the integration of defense, diplomacy, and development (the so-called
“3D”) tools to prevent the rise of threats to U.S. interests and to meet the challenges of “a
complex and uncertain security landscape in which the pace of change continues to accelerate.
It points to counterterrorism, building the capacity of foreign security forces, and preventing
conflict as interagency missions that will continue into the foreseeable future. And, it flags a need
for interagency approaches to help “strengthen weak states, including those facing homegrown
insurgencig:gs and transnational terrorist and criminal networks or those weakened by humanitarian
disasters.”

2938

Utility of State-building Missions

To those policymakers and analysts who would discount the need to deal with numerous or high
visibility situations requiring extensive state-building in the foreseeable future, the need for
interagency reform, especially those aspects of it dealing with increasing civilian capacity and
integrative personnel measures, may seem less than pressing. Similarly, this need would be
discounted by those who are skeptical that the United States can effect significant changes in
other states—weak, failing, or simply seriously flawed—through military or political
interventions aimed at creating viable government institutions.

The effectiveness of past efforts is a subject of debate, with differing views on the criteria for and
the number of successes, draws, and failures, as is the best means to achieve success. There is
considerable skepticism that state-building efforts often result in success. In the words of one
scholar, “barring exceptional circumstances (the war against the Taliban after 9/11), we had best
steer clear of missions that deploy forces (of whatever kind) into countries to remake them
anew.... The success stories (Germany, Japan) are the exceptions and were possible because of
several helpful conditions that will not be replicated elsewhere.”*’

37 See Stewart Patrick. Weak States and Global Threats: Assessing Evidence of “Spillovers.” Working Paper No. 73,
Center for Global Development, January 2006, and Justin Logan and Christopher Preble. Failed States and Flawed
Logic: The Case against a Standing Nation-Building Office. CATO Policy Analysis Paper No. 560, Cato Institute,
January 11, 2006.

33 QDR, p. 5.

¥ QDR, p. 20.

40 Rajan Menon, “Low Intensity Conflict in the Emerging Strategic Environment,” as reproduced in U.S. Army
Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute. Strategic Requirements for Stability Operations and Reconstruction:
Final Report. 2008, pp. 80-81. For a short discussion of the elements contributing to the successful occupations in
Japan and Germany, often not present elsewhere, see CRS Report RS21404, U.S. Occupation of Iraq? Issues Raised by
Experiences in Japan and Germany, by Nina M. Serafino.
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On the other hand, some analysts judge that some international post-conflict state-building efforts
have had considerable success. Mozambique and El Salvador are often pointed to as cases where
state-building during and after civil strife promoted durable peace in the early 1990s. While two
countries where the United States intervened militarily in the 1990s—Haiti and Somalia—are still
highly problematic, the Balkans, once aflame with war, is stable despite the persistence of ethnic
tensions. A 2003 RAND study that looked at eight U.N. peacekeeping missions (plus Iraq, where
the U.N. played a role) judged that “seven out of eight societies left peaceful, six out of eight left
democratic ... substantiates the view that nation-building can be an effective means of terminating
conflicts, insuring against their reoccurrence, and promoting democracy.”*' The long period of
time that it takes conditions in post-conflict countries to stabilize—for instance in Bosnia-
Hercegovina (after the Dayton peace accord of December 1995) and in Kosovo as a separate
entity from Serbia (after the NATO military intervention of 1999) is not surprising to some
analysts in light of assessments that state-building efforts take many years to produce results.*

U.S. and international efforts to improve the possibilities of success for mitigating conflict and
improving state-building operations are demonstrating what some regard as increasing promise.
Continuing research and evaluation by the U.S. and other governments, as well as academia and
think tanks, are advancing a broader understanding of the sources and drivers of conflict. There is
a growing body of academic and government literature on the effectiveness of mechanisms used
to defuse and settle conflicts, as well as sets of state-building best practices to prevent or
ameliorate conflict.* Some analysts judge that future U.S. state-building efforts—when
conducted on the basis of this knowledge and carried out by trained and experienced personnel
operating under a well-designed interagency framework—may be more successful than in the
past.

To What